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Executive Summary

 Draft Executive Summary – April 2019

This Report provides an assessment of progress under the General Conditions, and the level of compliance against the specific Benchmarks scheduled for delivery by end of 2018. Full details of the analysis and conclusions can be found in the body of the Report, but for ease of reference, the key findings are summarised here below.

	A) General Condition

Public Policy

Generally fulfilled in year 2018: YES
· Generally speaking, during 2017, there has been an overall coherence of the PA reforms in Georgia with the PAR Action Plan 2017-2018 – with sufficient steps forward in main PAR pillars, namely Policy Planning, Civil Service, Service Delivery , Public Service Delivery, Local Self-governance and Public Finance Management, although under the Accountability pillar the data provided was not for the whole year

· The political commitment towards PAR has been re-confirmed, although the 2018 mission has provided objectively less high Governmental meetings if compared to the 2017 mission. Thereis a general impression in the country that the momentum for PA reforms is going through a slowdown period, visible mainly in the delay of achievement of some of the intermediary steps of the reforms. Compared to the 2017 assessment – several independent interlocutors (among them also some SIGMA experts) raised the suspicion that there is, from the Governmental side, some declining interest – and therefore in the political backup - to the overall PAR. 

· That having been noted, there is no real cause to question Georgia’s overall commitment towards the PAR Action Plan – and the compliance with the PAR General Conditions.

· The AT would like to confirm once more that also for this year, the staff of AoG and CSB appointed to interact with the AT on this SRC review, have shown constantly remarkable availability to respond to any question coming from the AT.

	B) Specific Conditions

Benchmark 1.1.3 – Partial compliance of high 90%. A great improvement in reporting is visible. The two most problematic points were the timespan of reporting and the existence and content of the executive summaries. The overall score is affected by partial compliance of the Monitoring report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the State Strategy for Civic Equality and Integration 2015-2020, which lacked both sufficient information on achievements of indicators and recommendations or remedial proposals. 
Benchmark 1.1.4 – Full compliance of 100%. All the reports under review practically fulfil all the requirements save for some formal ones of minor value (lacking certain info, most frequently about the planned reporting frequency, and prolonged time coverage). With some extra fine tuning, all the shortcomings could be easily rectified.
Benchmark 1.1.5 – Full compliance of 100%. The Action Plan under review contains all the elements required (indicators, baselines and targets), has been approved by the competent body (PAR Council) and published (on the Government’s internet site).
Benchmark 1.2.2 – Fully Compliant with a proposed score of 100% - The BM Report was not presented in good time, but it addresses each BM component in turn and the evidences are detailed and convincing

Benchmark 2.1.3 – Full compliance of 100%. All five ministries exceeded the threshold of 20% (27-67%).
Benchmark 3.1.4 – Fully Compliant with a proposed score of 100%. Performance of all eligible civil servants was appraised in 2018, as confirmed in the CSB Report on the results of performance appraisal in 2018, which was approved by the PAR Council.
Benchmark 4.1.3 – Partially Compliant with a proposed score of 70% - Whilst some notable achievements were reported, the evidence was disorganised and not all the BM components were delivered in full, or to expected standards
Benchmark 4.2.2– Fully Compliant with a proposed score of 100% - The evidence meets expected standards and the result will provide a reliable statistical benchmark that can be used for comparative analysis in coming years.

	C) Final comments and considerations

General level

· Political back-up–High political level should be regularly involved in the process of technical realisation of the expected outcomes from major projects.
· Policy Dialogue –Recipient should organise moments of policy dialogue (at central level among line ministries and at central-local level) to comment on the set of specific recommendations present in the 2018 assessment report (such as for example the possibility to set up a comprehensive policy Monitoring system or the relation between Community Centres and development of a local self-government system).

Specific level

· Reporting–Closer coordination and collaboration between all concerned parties working to common standards for a shared purpose would improve the overall quality, consistency and impact of reporting 

· Communication –Visibility of the main achievements should go beyond the minimum requirements set by the Donor and trigger standard wider communication strategies and activities.

· Staffing –Staffing levels and the structures that are responsible for managing and delivering major projects would benefit from review. It is extremely demanding for the same staff to be accountable for preparing, implementing, monitoring and reporting.


ანგარიშის მიმოხილვა
	ა) ზოგადი პირობები

	საჯარო პოლიტიკა

2018 წელს ზოგადად შესრულებულია: დიახ

	ბ) სპეციფიკური პირობები


2 General Conditions

2.1 Area 1: Public Policy

	Area 1: Public Policy

	General Condition 1:

“Satisfactory progress in the implementation of the Public Administration Reform Roadmap and continued credibility and relevance of that or any successor strategy. In doing so, a specific attention shall be put in providing evidence of alignment amongst the main policy documents”. 

	Fulfilment in the assessed period (Y\N):
	YES

	· General cross-cutting comments
1) While the AT 2019 mission was aimed at assessing the quality of the PAR SRC implementation for year 2018, it has to be underlined that this 3rd variable tranche is the last one to be assessed under this SRC and consequently it concludes the overall implementation period of this whole PAR budget support programme. 

2) Therefore, following the SRC programme life-cycle and the nature of the assessment mandate, the following report will give a limited weight to the framework assessment of the developments under the SRC General Conditions (as they are not relevant for a further follow up of the programme, which has ended) – focusing more on the in depth analysis of the level of achievement in year 2018 of the considerable number of indicators/benchmarks (12) that have marked this 3rd variable tranche. 

3) Also, in doing so – the AT has substituted in the Report the relevant “recommendations section” in the assessment template for each indicator – with a section devoted to “final comments”, offering considerations that shall serve as a basis for an ex-post DAC-criteria evaluation of the overall SRC impact - that might be launched at a later stage under the supervision of the Donor.    

4) It is also to mark the fact that this report has been drafted directly in its draft final version (i.e. without an Interim report first) – as it has followed a single field assessment mission undertaken in year 2019 for assessing year 2018 (April 2019). This has been the result of having anticipated for the 3rd variable tranche the first of the two-usual field SRC annual assessment missions - to November 2018, namely two months before the end of the implementation period for the assessed period. This has been done in coordination with and upon request of the EUD in Tbilisi and has been decided in order to facilitate the full achievement of the indicators\benchmarks, by formulating in due time a set of recommendations for best production of the primary evidence needed to assess the level of achievement of each of the 12 indicators\benchmarks of the 3rd variable tranche.  

5) Accordingly, the level of compliance of the presented primary evidence with the above recalled recommendations formulated after the November 2018 will also be a key criterion used by the AT in conducting this final assignment. 
6) The AT needs to stress that the overall level of organisation of the final field visit has been surprisingly weaker if compared to what has been recorded during the previous missions, respectively in year 2017 and 2018. This is due to: 

· Set of primary evidence has been delivered late (after the start of the field mission)
. Taking vision of these documents and trying to reconstruct the ratio staying behind them - has inevitably reduced the time available for the AT to conduct field direct assessment and verification. This has also been aggravated by the fact that some primary evidence has been provided to the Team translated in English only after the end of the field mission. 

· The field mission has shown a lack of centralised coordination between AOG and some of the line Ministries – in particular when it comes to the circulation of some of the primary evidence produced by the Ministries. The AT has been surprised in discovering while in Tbilisi that some of the primary evidence that were given on the spot had been ready and prepared since well before. 
· The produced primary evidence has been organised without a clear criterion, at least in the first version delivered as it has been often mixed with large amount of secondary evidence and other numerous annexes. In some cases, same documents were presented in different files with different titles and contradictory quotations. 

· The self-assessment produced by the Recipients referred to the General Conditions is un-balanced and spends considerable effort in repeating results that have been achieved well before the implementation period (year 2018). Also, it has a way too explicit apologetic cut that is later contradicted in several points from the conclusions of the assessment of the specific conditions. 

· This said – the AT feels the need to underline that nevertheless some of the above primary evidence reports, individually taken, have indeed been drafted following ad litteram the recommendations of the November 2018 mission – therefore drastically improving their technical quality and coherence.
· The above has strengthened the conviction in the AT that most of the above issues are a result of a rising gap between the technical and political level in the relevant PA, resulting in a lack of allocation of proper human resources to deal with the increasing tasks required by such complex activities such as a SRC programme implementation.

· An extensive meeting with the new AOG Head, where all the above concerns have been outlined in an open and frank discussion - has provided to the AT sufficient confidence that the Recipient side understands the raised remarks and is already planning to take immediate action to mitigate the main issues. Also – it has been clear that all the above shall not be intended as a reduced political commitment of the GoG towards the introduction of a Public Administration System inspired to EU principles and best practices, showing that this remains a consolidated self-standing Georgian political priority, which is considered as a fundamental pre-condition in the process of EU integration.

	· The PAR Action Plan implementation in year 2018
At its 6th Session, the PAR Council
 has discussed (1) the Final Monitoring Results of the Reform 2017-2018 Action Plan and (2) consolidated report illustrating achievements and gaps in response to all policy objectives of the PAR Roadmap
. 

According to the final monitoring results of the 2017-2018 PAR Action Plan 122 activities have been assessed with 55 fully implemented, 33 – largely implemented, 22 – partially implemented, and 12 – not implemented. 

As the self-assessment document and the Consolidated Report have been delivered in their final version only during the SRC assessment field mission – the AT had no time to verify the relevance of these Reports in particular of those parts that refer to achieved goals that are not among the assessed specific conditions.  

Here below are outlined therefore what seems to be the status of main improvements for the 6 PAR pillars in year 2018, according to the two above sources produced by the recipient side. 
Policy development and coordination
Further steps have been done towards the establishment and gradual development of a policy planning and coordination system. Attention has been put in the improvement of the quality and systematic production of policy documents, submitted to the Government for approval. In year 2018 – 13 action plans and 5 strategies have been submitted by Ministries for governmental approval.  

As a result of the assessment in conformance with quality standards by the AoG, recommendations for certain changes and amendments were issued for 9 of them, and, ultimately, a total of 11 documents were approved in 2018. As for the remaining 7 documents, the initiating ministries continued working on and improving the quality of them through consultations with the AoG team. It should also be noted that all seven documents were then submitted to the Government for approval by the end of 2018. 

Of the 11 approved action plans, 8 contain outcome/output indicators (in accordance to the PAR Policy Objective 1.2
), while 9 have been aligned with the State Budget/BDD (in accordance with PAR Policy Objective 1.4
) 

Regarding Policy Objective 1.5
, year 2018 has seen the development, with the support of an UNDP funded project, of a policy analysis training course divided in 9 modules and successfully delivered to 173 civil servants from 16 different institutions. 

For the improvements for Policy Objective 1.6 – please see hereinafter the assessment of Specific Conditions for Indicator 1.1.3 and Indicator 1.1.4

Important to underline is the work of the Policy Planning Working Group of the Public Administration Reform Council that is active in implementing the policy planning and coordination reform effectively. Employees of all ministries, the Office of the State Minister, and the relevant LEPLs are involved in the Working Group, which is a technical-level institutional mechanism. 

Civil Service & Human Resources 
Among the main achievements in 2018,  

· In accordance with the Law of Georgia on Civil Service, all ministries adopted the employee assessment procedure and introduced the assessment system in 2018; 

· Also, e-HRMS system became fully functional in all ministries, as well as in LEPLs, in 37 agencies of the Autonomous Republics of Adjara and Abkhazia, in all the State Representative-Governor  Administrations  and in all local self-government bodies; 

· By an Order  of the Head of the Civil Service Bureau, the manual  for  the institutional arrangement of public institutions was adopted – setting recommendatory principles, according to which institutional and functional analysis of central public institutions were carried out during the reporting period;

· Based on the functional analysis of  2017-2018, the Law of on “Structure, Authority and Rules of Operation of the Government of Georgia” has been amended;

· Civil servants and Public officials’ asset declarations monitoring system was introduced.

· Certified trainers of the Civil Service Bureau trained 400 professional public servants on aspects related to general rules of ethics and behavior in Public Institutions. 

Here after in the report assessment of Condition for Indicator 3.2 explain in addition which achievements and delays have been incurred while introducing a revised training system for civil servants. 
Accountability
The ‘Compliance Statement on General Conditions’ confirms that the Accountability Pillar is composed of the ‘National Anti-Corruption Strategy Action Plan’ and the ‘Open Government Partnership Action Plan’. To track their progress it is said, “Assessment reports of both directions are elaborated.” The Statement contains no further information, or evidence of progress. 

Therefore, AT made reference to the ‘General Documents’ folder in the final bundle of documented evidences provided by AoG, which consists of:

a. Consolidated Report on PAR Implementation

b. PAR Action Plan 2019/2020 – Explanatory Part

c. Annex to Consolidated Report – OGP Accountability Section 

d. Minutes of PAR Council meeting March 2019 

a. The primary source of evidence in the context of this Final Assessment is the ‘Consolidated Report on the Reform Implementation’ as validated by the PAR Council in March 2019. The following points are of direct relevance under this Accountability heading:

· Direction 2 - Public Service Reform: highlights the progress made in 2018 regarding ‘Training on Ethics and Whistleblower Protection’, the ‘Asset Declarations Monitoring System’ 
 and ‘Strengthening of CSB.’ 

· Direction 3 – Accountability: makes detailed reference to the findings of research conducted in 2018 into ‘Number of answered requests for public information’ 
.

· Direction 3 – Accountability: provides data for 2017 taken from an ‘Interim Assessment Report of the 2017/2018 Anti-Corruption Strategy and Action Plan’ - but nothing for year 2018     

b. The PAR Action Plan 2019/2020 has a section on ‘Accountability’ in which, as in previous years, one of the Main Directions is:

· Priority Number 5: ‘To submit the Law on Freedom of Information to the Parliament’ 

c. The Annex to Consolidated Report – OGP Accountability Section is contained within the ‘OGP Action Plan Implementation Final Report 2016/2017’ and it is confirmed:

· Commitment 7: ‘The draft law on Freedom of Information will be submitted to the Government and the Parliament of Georgia in the nearest future’   

d. In the Minutes of PAR Council meeting March 2019 it is noted that, ‘The Head of the Council Secretariat presented detailed information on the final monitoring results of the 2017-2018 PAR Action Plan’. The following extracts are of direct relevance under this Accountability heading:

· Discussion: Launching of the Asset Declarations Monitoring System and its practical application 

· Monitoring Results: 122 Activities scheduled for delivery in 2018 were assessed of which 55 were fully implemented and 33 were largely implemented – but those of relevance under the Accountability heading are not pointed  

It seems that no account has been taken of AT recommendations offered in Report of November 2018, particularly those concerning the production of full and inclusive annual Anti-corruption data. 

Public Service Delivery
Main achievement under this pillar have been: 

· The successful extension of the Community Centers which have reached the number of 59 by the end of 2018, with 5 more to be opened by February 2019. They mark a constant and clear improvement of service delivery system across the country, thus providing quality and equally accessible services to citizens. Further details on the CCs are available here after in this report regarding the specific assessment of the conditions for Indicators 5.1. and 5.
· In addition to the above, it is worth underlining that an official government platform for electronic petitions has been created – Ichange.gov.ge, with the aim to promote public involvement in public policy, ensure transparency of government decisions and activities, and facilitate interaction between the Georgian government and the public;

· Also, following the 2017 issuing by PSDA of the first pilot digital stamp, a wide range of qualified electronic stamp certificates has been launched since July 2018 and accepted by both public and private organizations. 

Public Finance Management 

Consequent to the Governmental approval of a revised 2018-2021 Strategy and Action Plan for the Public Finance Management Reform, significant changes have been made in improving the existing practice of public finance management and its approximation to international standards. Namely: 
· Enhancement of the process of preparing program-based budgeting;

· Establishment of Electronic systems (ePFMS) for budgeting, treasury and other related fields; 

· Implementation of a tax policy reform;

· Successful functioning of a Public finance management information system (PFMIS)

· According to the “Open Budget Survey 2017” undertaken by International Budget Partnership Georgia takes the 5th place with 82 points among 115 countries, recognized among the top world transparent countries.

Local Self-government
The new Strategy and Action Plan for good governance at local level for 2017-2020 has been introduced among the objectives of the 2017-2018 Action Plan for Public Administration Reform. In 2018, Constitutional amendments have formally determined that the separation of competences between state government and self-government bodies is to be based on the principle of subsidiarity.

Accordingly, the Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure of Georgia has started to develop a strategy that shall reflect a revised division of competences at Central and Local level and that is involving consultations with a wide number of public as well as non-governmental organizations. The strategy is expected to be finalized in 2019. 

	Presented sources of verification and evidences

1. Compliance Statement of General Conditions

2. Consolidated Report of the PAR Implementation 

3. Annex - Policy Documents Submitted to the Government for Approval in 2017 and 2018

4. PAR Action Plan 2019-2020
5. Minutes of PAR Council meeting


3 Specific Conditions
3.1 Indicator 1 – Improved policy planning and coordination capacities and processes in the central public administration.  
3.1.1 Indicator 1.1

	Tranche
	3rd Variable

	Objective I
	“Enhance policy development and coordination in the central public administration”

	Expected result: 
	Improved policy planning, coordination capacities and processes in the central public administration

	Indicator 
	Evidence of progress in terms of implementation

	Action 
	Activities related to objectives 2.2\2.5\2.6 of the PAR Roadmap Action Plan

	Entity responsible
	Administration of Government (AOG) – Policy Analysis Strategic Planning and Coordination Department

	Description of the Indicator 

	Type
	Quantitative and qualitative 

	Measurement unit
	Number of policy structural units with policy planning and analysis capabilities and number of strategies aligned with the new policy planning framework.  

	Periodicity
	Annual

	Method of Data collection
	Administrative Collection (PAR Council reports; pilot ministries reports). 

	Benchmark 1.1.3: “At least one monitoring report of a sectoral strategy prepared in line with the Handbook for policy planning and is published per each of the seven additional ministries. Each report shows evidence of the degree of progress and/or delays in the implementation of the action plans of sectoral strategies selected by the ministries and proposes (where necessary) corrective action”.

	Sources of Verification 1.1.3:  

Seven validated monitoring reports (one per each additional ministry) providing the evidence specified under condition 1.1.3 above 
Note: In 2016-2017, institutional and functional analysis of central public institutions were conducted. As a result, the number of ministries / state ministries in Georgia during the 2017-2018 years decreased from nineteen to eleven. Considering merging and other institutional changes, the number of pilot ministries for the purpose of this indicator has changed from seven to four. 
The decision on the reduction of number of the ministries was taken by the Parliament of Georgia by means of respective legislative amendments. The corresponding Financing Agreement Annexes have not been amended as it was deemed to be obvious that there are no additional 7 ministries anymore. Accordingly, all ministries (except 5 pilot ministries that submitted monitoring reports in 2017) having a strategy/action plan in implementation submitted monitoring reports.

	Level of Achievement: 
	Partial Compliance: 90%


	Comment on the structure of the Benchmark in the relevant tranche:
This benchmark is clearly defined and requires achievement of both quantitative and qualitative targets. It was designed to review whether the monitoring reports of respective sectoral strategies were:

· published by each of the four additional ministries, and
· prepared in line with the Policy Planning Handbook.
In additions, as for the substance of the reports, each is supposed to present: 
· evidence of the degree of progress,

· information about major achievements and implemented reforms,

· information about obstacles, challenges and risks, and proposals of corrective actions (where necessary), recommendations and future steps.
Primary source of verification:
Monitoring report on the implementation of the Action Plan of Internal Financial Control Development Strategy 2017-2019
Monitoring report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the Regional Development Program of Georgia 2015-2017
Monitoring report on implementation of the Action Plan of the National Strategy Against Organized Crime 2017-2020 
Monitoring report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the State Strategy for Civic Equality and Integration 2015-2020
Additional source of verification:
Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR).
Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019;
Policy Planning Handbook
Monitoring and Evaluation Framework


	Comments on direct achievement of the Benchmark in the relevant tranche: 

Quantitative

The object of the present assessment were four monitoring reports, (listed above). All four reports were published and accepted by the PAR Council at the session of March 27th, 2019. However, out of the four, three were delivered to the AT in English with the remaining one presented in the form of a short resume of its content and main points. 
Qualitative
The Administration of the Government of Georgia (AoG) carried out monitoring on the quality of monitoring reports prepared by the pilot ministries, in accordance with the Policy Planning Handbook, which was approved by the Government Decree N629 of December 30th, 2016. In case of all four ministries, the monitoring process was conducted and implemented by the structural unit responsible for the policy planning. According to the AoG's assessment, each report is in full compliance with the requirements of the handbook, that is they:

· provide comprehensive information about progress;

· contain information about major achievements and implemented reforms;

· provide information about obstacles, challenges and risks;

· suggest recommendations and future steps.

The Team agrees with the AoG’s assessment regarding three reports but not about the Monitoring report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the State Strategy for Civic Equality and Integration 2015-2020. Although significant progress in the reporting, in terms of both quantity of data presented and quality of their interpretation, has been made since the previous assessment mission, the named report lacks almost all analytical elements in its body. The most analytical part of the said report is actually its Resume, which serves in lieu of an executive summary. Everything else is mostly a mere listing and describing of the activities undertaken. As for the remaining three reports, there are still minor deficiencies in terms of mandatory content of executive summaries and timeliness of the reporting.

In light of the qualitative requirements above, the particular reports are viewed as follows:
1. Monitoring report on the implementation of the Action Plan of Internal Financial Control Development Strategy 2017-2019
The cycle of reporting is longer than a year (the report covers 2017 and 2018).

There is a classic introductory section and a resume that both can be taken as a substitute for an executive summary. In terms of the mandatory content, these sections partially fail to emphasize to the reader the key indicators and he/she needs to identify them (the indicators) from the Table on the implementation of the Action Plan.

Level of achievement: STRONG (See Annex 1-table A)

2. Monitoring report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the Regional Development Program of Georgia 2015-2017
The single remark about this report pertains to the reporting cycle. The Report covers the entire three-year duration of the action plan (2015-2017). It is not known whether there were annual monitoring reports as required by the Policy Planning Handbook and the Monitoring & Evaluation Framework.

In terms of substance, the Report fully satisfy the requirements.

Level of achievement: STRONG (See Annex 1-table B)

3. Monitoring report on implementation of the Action Plan of the National Strategy Against Organized Crime 2017-2020
Again, this report covers two years (2017 and 2018) although the annual reporting is implicitly mentioned in the second paragraph of the Introduction. The Introduction, which may be taken in lieu of an executive summary contains two graphics on the progress and achievements and some pretty basic statistics. In this formal strict sense, it does not fully satisfy the requirements.

As for the substantive content of the main body of the Report, the AT trusts the claims from the provided resume that the Report fully satisfy the requirements.

Level of achievement: STRONG (See Annex 1-table C)

4. Monitoring report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the State Strategy for Civic Equality and Integration 2015-2020
This was the only semi-annual report reviewed under this benchmark, which is permitted according to the Policy Planning Handbook and the Monitoring & Evaluation Framework.
There is no information who or what unit drafted the Report. 

The Introduction and the Resume, taken together to serve in lieu of an executive summary. They are the most analytical sections of the Report but still missing on indicators. As for the substantive content of the main body of the Report, the AT found neither sufficient info on achievements of indicators nor any recommendation, remedial proposal and so on. Likewise, it is not clear from the outset what achievements and progress had been made. The main body of the Report is almost exclusively devoted to the old-fashioned listing of the activities undertaken, which is actually prescribed by the Annex 3 of the Policy Planning Handbook, but a more analytical approach is missing.

Level of achievement: AVERAGE (See Annex 1-table C)

Timeliness
In terms of the timespans covered and time of publication, the AT did not have any troubles identifying these pieces of information, which also shows progress in comparison to the previous mission.
Name of the report

Timespan covered

Time of issuance

Monitoring report on the implementation of the Action Plan of Internal Financial Control Development Strategy 2017-2019

2017-2018

December 2018
Monitoring report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the Regional Development Program of Georgia 2015-2017

2015-2017

Finalized in September 2018, and published in December 2018
Monitoring report on implementation of the Action Plan of the National Strategy Against Organized Crime 2017-2020

2017-2018

December 2018
Monitoring report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the State Strategy for Civic Equality and Integration 2015-2020
January-June 2018

December 2018


	Explanation of proposed scoring:

Since the requirements stemming from the Policy Planning Handbook and the Monitoring & Evaluation Framework do not have the same weight, no simple or equal points could be assigned per each requirement. That is why the AT observed, while finalising the ultimate assessment, whether reports met most, a majority or just few of such criteria, and whether they had greater or smaller substantive value.
In concrete terms, apart from the Monitoring report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the State Strategy for Civic Equality and Integration 2015-2020, the most two problematic points were the timespan of reporting and the existence and content of the executive summaries. In opinion of the AT, both elements do not carry significant substantive value. Thus, the reports could be graded as follows:

Name of the report

Issues
Satisfaction of the requirements (%)
Monitoring report on the implementation of the Action Plan of Internal Financial Control Development Strategy 2017-2019

· Timespan

· Indicators not emphasized in the intro

STRONG

Annex 1- Table A

Monitoring report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the Regional Development Program of Georgia 2015-2017

· Timespan

STRONG

Annex 1- Table B

Monitoring report on implementation of the Action Plan of the National Strategy Against Organized Crime 2017-2020

· Timespan

· Basic intro

STRONG

Annex 1- Table C

Monitoring report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the State Strategy for Civic Equality and Integration 2015-2020

· No info on the drafting unit

· Indicators are not visible

· Recommendations and remedial measures are not proposed

· There is no emphasize on progress made and major achievements, just an account of the activities undertaken

AVERAGE

Annex 1- Table D

Should the Donor consider the reports as a whole group, there could be room for a more generous interpretation of the outcome of the Benchmark, but in the AT opinion still not enough to reach a full (100%) compliance.


	Final Comments and consideration  

· A considerable improvement in reporting quality is visible

· Stronger coordinative and organizational position of AoG is confirmed through this reporting process


	Benchmark 1.1.3 \ List of provided documents 

	D1.01
	Monitoring report on the implementation of the Action Plan of Internal Financial Control Development Strategy 2017-2019

	D1.02
	Monitoring report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the Regional Development Program of Georgia 2015-2017

	D1.03
	Monitoring report on implementation of the Action Plan of the National Strategy Against Organized Crime 2017-2020

	D1.04
	Monitoring report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the State Strategy for Civic Equality and Integration 2015-2020

	D1.05
	Policy Planning Handbook

	D1.06
	Monitoring and Evaluation Framework

	D1.07
	Minutes of the PAR Council meeting 2019

	D1.08
	Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform


	Benchmark 1.1.4  

“At least one evaluation report of each selected sectoral strategy is prepared in line with the Handbook for policy planning and is published per each of the five pilot ministries. Each evaluation report shows evidence and reasons of achievements and/or not achievements in the actual implementation of the selected action plans in the five pilot ministries and makes recommendations for the future.”

	Sources of Verification 1.1.4: 
Five validated evaluation reports (one per each pilot ministry) providing the evidence specified under condition 1.1.4 above. 

	Level of Achievement: 
	Full compliance (100%)


	Comment on the structure of the Benchmark in the relevant tranche:
This benchmark is clearly defined and emphasizes the qualitative aspects of the reports. Namely, on the quantitative side, there is just one requirement, which is that the report must be published. All other requirements pertain to qualitative features of the evaluation reports under review:

· preparation in line with the Policy Planning Handbook,
· evidence and reasons of achievements and/or not achievements, and

· recommendations for the future.

The requirements above, could be translated into the following questions:

· Does the report contain an executive summary wherein conclusions and recommendations are presented?

· Does the report explain assessment methodology?

· Does the report provide information on need assessments, goals, key research issues and assessment periods?

· Are evaluation results presented in the report and are performance/fulfillment of the objectives and goals measured by the relevant outcome indicators?

· Does the report provide recommendations on challenges and risks identified during the assessment?
Primary source of verification:
Evaluation report on the implementation of the National Anti-Corruption Strategy 2017 -2018
Evaluation report on the implementation of the Strategy for Education and Science 2017-2021
Evaluation report on the implementation of the Strategy for Elimination Hepatitis C 2016-2020
Evaluation report on the implementation of the SME development Strategy 2016-2020
Evaluation report on the implementation of the Strategy for Agricultural development 2015-2020

Additional source of verification:
Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR).
Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019;
Policy Planning Handbook
Monitoring and Evaluation Framework


	Comments on direct achievement of the Benchmark in the relevant tranche: 

Quantitative

The object of the present assessment were five evaluation reports, (listed above). All five reports were published and accepted by the PAR Council at the session of March 27th, 2019. All five reports were translated into English and delivered to the AT in the beginning of the mission. 
Qualitative
According to the Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform, the ministries that produced the five reports actually started evaluating the policy documents in compliance with the standards of the Monitoring and Evaluation Road Map as late as in 2018. Considering this fact, the Public Reforms Council found the quality of these reports is satisfactory and noted their steady improvement year after year. 

The AT fully agrees with the statement from the Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform. In essence, all five reports satisfied the requirements of the present assessment exercise with just minor, practically insignificant formal omissions. Considering the qualitative requirements above, the particular reports are viewed as follows:
1. Evaluation report on the implementation of the National Anti-Corruption Strategy 2017 -2018
Satisfy all formal and substantive requirements except for the recommendations that were not presented in the Executive Summary.

Level of achievement: STRONG (See Annex 2-table A)

2. Evaluation report on the implementation of the Strategy for Education and Science 2017-2021
The Report covers two years, instead of maximum one. And, with regard to formal requirements, just the information on the foreseen frequency of the reporting and the drafters (responsible unit) of the Report is missing.

Level of achievement: STRONG (See Annex 2-table B)
3. Evaluation report on the implementation of the Strategy for Elimination Hepatitis C 2016-2020
The Report covers two years, instead of maximum one. Substantive information is fully presented in the body of the report and the executive summary. As for the formal requirements, just the information on the foreseen frequency of the reporting is missing.

Level of achievement: STRONG (See Annex 2-table C)

4. Evaluation report on the implementation of the SME development Strategy 2016-2020
The Report covers two years, instead of maximum one. Substantive information is fully presented in the body of the report and the executive summary. As for the formal requirements, just the information on the foreseen frequency of the reporting is missing.

Level of achievement: STRONG (See Annex 2-table D)

5. Evaluation report on the implementation of the Strategy for Agricultural development 2015-2020

The Report covers three years, instead of maximum one. Substantive information is fully presented in the body of the report and the executive summary. As for the formal requirements, just the information on the foreseen frequency of the reporting is missing.

Level of achievement: STRONG (See Annex 2-table E)
Timeliness
In terms of the timespans covered and time of publication, the TA did not have any troubles identifying these pieces of information, which also shows progress in comparison to the previous mission.

Name of the report

Timespan covered

Time of issuance

Evaluation report on the implementation of the National Anti-Corruption Strategy 2017 -2018

2017

December 2018
Evaluation report on the implementation of the Strategy for Education and Science 2017-2021

2017-2018

February 2019
Evaluation report on the implementation of the Strategy for Elimination Hepatitis C 2016-2020

2016-2017
December 2018
Evaluation report on the implementation of the SME development Strategy 2016-2020

2016-2017
? 2018
Evaluation report on the implementation of the Strategy for Agricultural development 2015-2020

2015-2017

October 2018


	Explanation of proposed scoring:

Since the requirements stemming from the Policy Planning Handbook and the Monitoring & Evaluation Framework do not have the same weight, no simple or equal points could be assigned per each requirement. That is why the AT observed, while finalising the ultimate assessment, whether reports met most, a majority or just few of such criteria, and whether they had greater or smaller substantive value.
In concrete terms, all the reports under review practically fulfil all the requirements but formal ones, of minor value (lacking certain info, most frequently about the planned reporting frequency). Thus, the reports could be graded as follows:

Name of the report

Issues
Satisfaction of the requirements (%)
Evaluation report on the implementation of the National Anti-Corruption Strategy 2017 -2018

· Missing recommendations in the Executive Summary

STRONG

Annex 2-table A

Evaluation report on the implementation of the Strategy for Education and Science 2017-2021

· Timespan

· Unknown reporting frequency

· Unknown drafting unit

STRONG

Annex 2-table B

Evaluation report on the implementation of the Strategy for Elimination Hepatitis C 2016-2020

· Timespan

· Unknown reporting frequency

STRONG

Annex 2-table C

Evaluation report on the implementation of the SME development Strategy 2016-2020

· Timespan

· Unknown reporting frequency

STRONG

Annex 2-table D

Evaluation report on the implementation of the Strategy for Agricultural development 2015-2020

· Timespan

· Unknown reporting frequency

STRONG

Annex 2-table E

Should the Donor consider the reports as a whole group, a more generous interpretation of the outcome of the Benchmark could be granted – up to a 100% compliance.


	Final Comments and consideration  
Just extra fine tuning is needed not to have a fully 100% compliant evaluation reporting.


	Benchmark 1.1.4 \ List of provided documents 

	D1.01
	Evaluation report on the implementation of the National Anti-Corruption Strategy 2017 -2018

	D1.02
	Evaluation report on the implementation of the Strategy for Education and Science 2017-2021

	D1.03
	Evaluation report on the implementation of the Strategy for Elimination Hepatitis C 2016-2020

	D1.04
	Evaluation report on the implementation of the SME development Strategy 2016-2020

	D1.05
	Evaluation report on the implementation of the Strategy for Agricultural development 2015-2020

	D1.06
	Evaluation report on the implementation of the National Anti-Corruption Strategy 2017-2018

	D1.07
	Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR)

	
	Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019

	
	Policy Planning Handbook

	D1.08
	Monitoring and Evaluation Framework


	Benchmark 1.1.5  

“The Public Administration Reform (PAR) action plan for 2019-2020 including baselines, targets and indicators, is approved by the PAR Council and published “



	Sources of Verification 1.1.5: 
Published PAR action plan 2019-2020 providing the evidence specified under condition 1.1.5 above

	Level of Achievement: 

	Full compliance (100%)


	Comment on the structure of the Benchmark in the relevant tranche:
This benchmark is straightforward and requires only the check-up of the following facts that the Action Plan contains:

· Baselines
· Targets, and

· Indicators, 
· as well as that the Action Plan has been approved and published.

Given the fact that the AT was not in position to assess the reality, quality and comprehensiveness of the baselines, targets and indicators set, the AT trusted the pertinent information from the narrative of the Action Plan (Action Plan Elaboration Process, and Action Plan Elaboration Methodology) and positive assessment by the PAR Council, which approved the Plan on its session of March 27 2019 (there is a paragraph in the minutes devoted to the factors of this benchmark). For this reason, the answers to the questions stemming from this benchmark were limited to Yes/No format.
Primary source of verification:
PAR Action Plan 2019-2020

Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR). 

Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019
Additional source of verification:
Calendar for elaboration of Public Administration Reform 2019-2020

Medium-term Review of the Reform Roadmap developed by SIGMA experts

Baseline Measurement Report on Policy Development


	Comments on direct achievement of the Benchmark in the relevant tranche: 

· Quantitative
The object of the present assessment was the draft PAR Action Plan 2019-2020 (listed above), which was approved by the PAR Council, but it has not been adopted yet by the Government, which is not the requirement. The Action Plan had been translated into English and delivered to the AT in the beginning of the mission. 

All elements stemming from the benchmark are there or are satisfied.
· Qualitative

The benchmark does not require any direct qualitative assessment.

· Timelines
The Action Plan was prepared, approved by the PAR Council (on March 27th, 2019) and translated into English prior to the commencement of the assessment mission. The exact day of its publication is unknown but what matters is the fact that Plan is available to the general public on the Government’s internet site.
Name of the document
Issues
Satisfaction of the requirements (%)
PAR Action Plan 2019-2020
Full compliance

STRONG

Annex 3


	Explanation of proposed scoring:

The requirements of this benchmark are straightforward with assessment reduced to a binary verification (Yes or No) of certain facts without any additional pondering. In concrete terms, the Action Plan contains all the elements required (indicators, baselines and targets), has been approved by the competent body (PAR Council) and published (on the Government’s internet site). This means the benchmark is satisfied 100%. (See Annex 3)


	Final Comments and consideration  

The Action Plan for 2019-2020 is the third part of the reform description, which explains: the reform process in the country, the development of new Action Plan and methodology behind it, as well as the Objectives of each sector of the PAR Acton plan and the expected outcomes. 

This document is online with EU principles of good governance and covers main directions in accordance with the Georgia’s context of priorities: 

· Policy Development and Coordination 

· Civils Service and Human Resources Management

· Accountability

· Public Service Delivery

· Public Finance Management

· Increasing capacity of local self-government.


	Benchmark 1.1.5 \ List of provided documents 

	D1.01
	PAR Action Plan 2019-2020

	D1.02
	Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR). 

	D1.03
	Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019

	D1.04
	Calendar for elaboration of Public Administration Reform 2019-2020

	D1.05
	Medium-term Review of the Reform Roadmap developed by SIGMA experts

	D1.06
	Baseline Measurement Report on Policy Development


3.1.2 Indicator 1.2
	Tranche
	3rd Variable

	Objective of the SRC
	Enhance policy development and coordination in the central public administration

	Expected result: 
	Improved policy planning, coordination capacities and processes in the central public administration

	Indicator 
	Increased linkage between policy planning and budgeting

	Action 
	Activities related to objectives 2.4 of the PAR Roadmap Action Plan

	Entity responsible
	Administration of Government – Policy Analysis Strategic planning and coordination Department

	Description of the Indicator 

	Type
	Quantitative 

	Measurement unit
	Percentage of costed sectoral strategies and related action plans

	Periodicity
	Annual

	Method of Data collection
	Administrative collection (PAR Council report – AoG report on the policy planning system reform implementation strategy)

	Benchmark 1.2.2
‘All action plans of strategies involving more than one-line ministry are revised or adopted by the Government in 2018 include evidence of costing consistent with the latest Government-approved medium-term budgetary framework (BDD). Eventual deviations in costing beyond the control of the Government are identified and justified’

	Sources of Verification 1.2.2: 

One consolidated report validated by PAR Council and providing evidence specified under condition 1.2.2.

	Level of Achievement: 


	Full compliance – Proposed score 100%



	· Comment on the structure of the Benchmark in the relevant tranche:
The Benchmark (BM) structure is rather complex, in that it requires comparative analysis against a number of different criteria:

1. The subjects of this BM are all the Action Plans of Strategies that involve more than one line ministry and which were revised or adopted by government in 2018

2. Said Action Plans are to include evidence of costing consistent with latest BDD

3. And eventual deviations in costing beyond the control of the Government are identified and justified  

	· Comments on direct achievement of the Benchmark in the relevant tranche: 

· Readiness

As recommended in AT Report of November 2018, 
 it was anticipated that AT would receive early sight of a specific BM report validated by PAR Council, attached as an Annex to the Consolidated Report.

During preparation for the 2-week mission in Country, AT received the following documented evidences on Thursday 04 April 2019:

· ‘Consolidated Report’ in Georgian language 

· Draft ‘Compliance Statement on the Specific Conditions’, in English and in which the intended evidences were listed as: 

· ‘Letter sent by the Ministry of Finance of Georgia (MoF) to the AoG, confirming that the budgets of the Action Plans, adopted by the Government in 2018, are in compliance with the BDD’

· ‘Minutes of the PAR Council meeting 2019’

· ‘Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform’ 

Draft English version of the Consolidated Report was subsequently received on Friday 05 April, but the MoF letter and minutes of PAR Council meeting were not received before the Assessment Mission commenced on Monday 08 April. In fact, the MoF letter was never presented to AT.

Thereafter, documented evidences were received as and when they were drafted or amended and/or translated during the Mission itself, I.E. between Monday 08 and Friday 19 April. Delays were also experienced under other BMs, primarily because of late translations. AoG was made aware of the general situation and on Friday 12 April, in an open Email, delivered a frank, constructive apology and gave an encouraging assurance that steps were immediately being taken to improve the provision of documented evidences during second week of the Mission. 

AT remained flexible and accommodating throughout. During consultations, it was jointly recognised that neither the MoF ‘letter of assurance’ quoted in the original draft Compliance Statement, nor the ‘draft narrative report’ tentatively offered by MoF on Thursday 11 April, were legitimate and credible basis for informed Assessment. AoG and MoF concluded that those documents should not be considered in the Assessment and they were withdrawn.
AT then received the AoG/MoF ‘1.2.2 Benchmark Report’ on Monday 15 April and from that moment on, it was used as the primary source of evidence for this Final Assessment and it was understood that it would be presented to PAR Council for ex-post validation. In AoG Email of Thursday 02 May, 2 weeks after the Assessment Mission closed, AT was advised that the ‘1.2.2 Benchmark Report’ had now been validated by PAR Council and formal confirmation was received on Monday 06 May.    

· Quantitative

From the Consolidated Report

The source of verification for this BM is ‘One consolidated report validated by PAR Council and providing the evidence specified under condition 1.2.2.’ 

The corresponding ‘Consolidated Report on the Reform Implementation’ was validated by PAR Council at its meeting in March 2019 and was included in the documented evidences offered for this BM. Within it: 

· The connection between ‘Policy Planning and Budgeting Processes’ is explored, but no reference is made to the BM, or its achievement 

It necessarily follows that reliance has to be placed on the evidences subsequently provided in the ‘1.2.2 Benchmark Report’, which was validated ex-post by PAR Council as an Annex to the previously validated Consolidated Report. Thus:

· The Consolidated Report and the Annex, together, represent a compliant source of verification.

From the 1.2.2 Benchmark Report

The MoF/AoG report follows the recommendations offered in the AT Report of November 2018. It is well structured and detailed and covers the existing regulatory and methodological principles of policy planning, through to the complexities of national financial planning, and it provides a diagrammatic flowchart of the whole process within which the evidence required by BM can be found.   

The report highlights that Article 34, paragraph 8 of the Budget Code of Georgia requires ‘Government to ensure the relevance of the State Budget Law and the Basic Data and Direction (BDD) document’. In this regard, attention is drawn to the independent opinion expressed in PEFA report published in June 2018 
 in which Georgia’s performance in terms of the ‘Alignment of strategic plans and medium-term budgets’ is classified as ‘A’ and comments include:  

· ‘Medium-term strategic plans are prepared and costed for all ministries. Expenditure policy proposals in the approved medium-term budget estimates align with the strategic plans. 
The MoF/AoG report then follows a logical and iterative approach in providing further evidence of BM achievement, the first step of which is to identify: 

· The Action Plans of Strategies that involve more than one-line ministry, and which were revised or adopted by government in 2018 

Relevant evidence is presented in a bespoke Template in which the findings and conclusions reached can be seen to be justified. The headings in the Template and the first line of the analysis are copied here as an illustration:

Title of the Document

Responsible Ministry/Agency

Criteria of Action Plans to be qualified for the Benchmark

 Qualified for Benchmark (Yes/No). 

If YES - MoF Formal Opinion
Linked to a strategy

# of Responsible Ministries

Adopted / Revised in 2018

Road safety national strategy and action plan 2018

Ministry of Economy and Sustainable Development

Yes

More than one

Adopted on 05.02.18

YES

MoF – Positive Formal Opinion

 A total of 10 Action Plans were found to meet the BM qualifying criteria and they are:

1. Road Safety National Strategy and Action Plan 2018;

2. Government Action Plan for Human Rights 2018-2020;

3. National Action Plan of 2018-2022 on Sustainable Organic Pollutants;

4. National Environmental and Health Action Plan (NEHAP-2) of Georgia's 2018-2022;

5. Action Plan for Implementation of State Strategy for Internally Displaced Persons - IDPs in 2019-2020;

6. 2018-2019 Action Plan for Implementation of Strategy for Access to Livelihoods for IDPs;

7. National Action Plan of 2018-2020 on Implementation of the United Nations Security Council Resolutions on Women, Peace and Security;

8. 2018-2020 Action Plan for Combating Violence against Women and Domestic Violence and Protection of Victims (Victims); 

9. National Action Plan of 2018-2022 on Sustainable Organic Pollutants;

10. National Action Plan of 2018-2020 State Concept of Early Intervention for Child Development.
The MoF/AoG report points out, and AT readily accepts, that the costings in one of the qualifying Action Plans, the ‘National Action Plan of 2018-2022 on Sustainable Organic Pollutants’ are not required to be in alignment with State Budget 2018 and BDD, because the funding for all its activities come from:

· Global Environment Facility;

· European Union;

· Donor States;

· Donor origins.

The MoF/AoG report then addresses the next BM component part, namely:

· The consistency of the costings in the qualifying Action Plans with BDD 

· Qualitative

From the 1.2.2 Benchmark Report

It is explained that for the purpose of clarity and relevance, the ‘State Budget 2018’ part of the latest ‘BDD 2018 to 2021’ is selected as the appropriate comparator for the Action Plans adopted or adapted in same year 2018. And a second bespoke Template is used to demonstrate the required consistency. The headings and first line of the completed Template are copied here as an illustration: 

Road Safety National Strategy and Action Plan 2018

Process Flow

Step 1

Step 2

Step 3

Step 4

Step 5

Description

Identification of costs in AP

Identification of sources of funding in AP

Identification of the relevant Program in the State Budget

Analysis of the Program (Total amount Allocated for the program)

Development of Formal Opinion

Activity: 
Improvement and Development of National Video Controlling System

Process:

10,000,000

State Budget

30 01

549,610,000

Positive
Explanatory Notes

(with extracts from State Budget/BDD)

Identified

Identified

Title of the Program: Societal Order, Protection of State Border and Development of International Cooperation 

Implementing Agency:

Ministry of Internal Affairs

Financial Compliance

Indicated amount in the AP falls within the ceiling amount of the identified program from state budget 2018 / BDD 2018-2021

Performance Compliance

Outputs, Indicators, Baseline and target values established and relevant within the program

Result for this Activity

Activity is aligned to the State Budget 2018 / BDD 2018-2021 

Each costing has been subjected to an in-depth analysis, in that 3 Activities from each Action Plan are directly assessed against each step in the process. From the analysis of the exemplar Activities, the explanatory notes and the direct linkages shown to State Budget 2018 and BDD 2018 to 2021, it can be deduced that:

· The costings in the qualifying Action Plans are consistent with the Priority Programmes and Financial Ceilings determined in latest BDD.  

Consideration must now be given to the third and final BM component part:

· Eventual deviations in costings beyond the control of the Government are identified and justified  

Although no specific examples are given, the MoF/AoG Report recognises that costing deviations do occur and assures that they are properly managed. 

As a general example, it is explained that some Action Plan activities exceed the Financial Ceiling of the corresponding BDD Programme, but implementing agencies limit the spending of those annual funds and request additional funding to be allocated in the following year’s BDD 
 and prior approval of MoF is required.  
In parallel, Programme Budget Methodology requires that Line Ministries take account of the approved annual State Budget and adjust their Action Plan costings as necessary, within the month following the end of the Budget year. And in March each year, all spending units are obliged to submit their forward Action Plans to government, including detailed costings, risk assessments and possible deviations.

To a degree, the aforementioned points are corroborated by the above referenced PAFR 2018 Report 
 in which it is also noted that: 

· ‘Central government entities and agencies quantify most significant contingent liabilities in their financial reports;

· ‘The budget circular (BDD) is comprehensive and covers total expenditure for the fiscal year. The ministry ceilings reflected in the circular are approved before the circular distribution to budgetary units’.

Therefore it can be further deduced that:

· BDD and Action Plan costings follow a pre-determined cycle and within that cycle, there are checks and balances to identify any deviations; and the mechanisms to justify them during the budgeting process. 

· Timeliness

The MoF/AoG report provides a detailed calendar of all events in the budgeting process and the dates are carefully observed year on year by all concerned parties. 

However, the same level of observance was not afforded to the recommended calendar 
 for preparation and delivery of the documented evidences for this BM, all of which was blatantly left until the last possible moment and initially put the outcome of this Final Assessment seriously at risk.

	· Other relevant comments non-directly related to achievement of the Benchmark in the relevant tranche:
No other comments

	· Explanation of proposed scoring:

The documented evidences in ‘1.1.2 Benchmark Report’ address each component part of BM in turn; the evidences are detailed and convincing; and on that basis the level of achievement can be said to be:

· Full Compliance with a proposed score of 100% 

It can be seen that the conclusions reached, and opinions offered by AT have not been unduly influenced by the problems, delays and the no little confusion experienced during the Assessment Mission.

	· Final comments and considerations 
It should be noted that if this Final Assessment had been conducted on the basis of the documented evidences offered to AT at the beginning of the Mission, the finding would have assuredly been ‘Non- compliance’.

From bilateral consultations it was quickly understood that the problems and delays encountered at the outset of the Mission were not caused by any lack of knowledge, commitment, or application at the technical level. On the contrary, the AoG and MoF Experts worked tirelessly to rescue the situation and they successfully did so. 

The underlying cause seems to have been an organisational tendency to rely on last-minute quick-fix solutions and written assurances; rather than setting aside / making sufficient time to diligently prepare and professionally present the evidence required to prove BM compliance, in certain readiness for the long-time scheduled Assessment. 

When considering the comments shared in this Report, the Beneficiaries may wish to identify the needs and exploit the opportunities that still exist 
 to improve the timeliness and quality of their reporting on National Issues to international audiences, perhaps by first asking themselves: 

· In the 5 months that elapsed between receiving the AT recommendations in November 2018 and the Assessment Mission arriving in April 2019, why did we do so little to prepare the documented evidences to the standards we know are expected of us, and in good time for the Final Assessment? 

Forward Planning, Organisation, Coordination and Time Management are corporate responsibilities, not just those of concerned individuals.


	Benchmark 1.2.2 \ List of provided documents 

	D1.01
	Consolidated Report on the Reform Implementation

	D1.02
	1.2.2 Benchmark Report

	D1.03
	Minutes of PAR Council Meeting March 2019 and Addendum dated 20 April 2019

	D1.04
	Compliance Statement on Specific Conditions for the 3rdVariable Tranche Release


3.2 Indicator 2 - Policy-driven, results-oriented management approach progressively introduced in the central public administration
3.2.1 Indicator 2.1

	Tranche
	3rd Variable

	Objective of the SRC
	Enhance policy development and coordination in the central public administration

	Expected result: 
	Policy-driven, results-oriented management approach progressively introduced in the central public administration

	Indicator 
	Policy-driven, results-oriented management approach 

progressively introduced in the central public administration

	Action 
	Activities related to objective 3.2 of the PAR Roadmap action plan

	Entity responsible
	Administration of Government – Policy Analysis Strategic planning and coordination Department

	Description of the Indicator 

	Type
	Quantitative

	Measurement unit
	Decision of CSB on institutional review- number of institutional reviews and functional reviews conducted – adopted strategic plan and number of pilot action plans for the implementation of functional reviews

	Periodicity
	Annual

	Benchmark 2.1.2 

“Functional reviews on all ministries are concluded.”



	Sources of Verification 2.1.2: 
AOG report confirming that all ministries are included in the above-mentioned reviews and presenting the main conclusions of the functional reviews in all ministries. One consolidated report including the functional reviews and validated by the PAR Council.  


	Level of Achievement: 

	Full compliance 100%

	Comment on the structure of the Benchmark in the relevant tranche:
This benchmark is straightforward and requires only the check-up of the fact that the functional reviews of the ministries have been concluded.
Given the fact that the AT was neither in position nor required to verify the quality and comprehensiveness of the functional reviews, the AT believe they fully in line with the requirements as they lead to reorganization and reduction of the ministries. For this reason, the answers to the questions stemming from this benchmark were limited to Yes/No format. The TA enquired about the following questions:

· Have the functional reviews of all ministries been concluded?

· Is there any report presenting the main conclusions of the functional reviews in all ministries?

Primary source of verification:
Institutional Reviews of Central Governmental Institutions: Line Ministries
Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR). 

Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019


	Comments on direct achievement of the Benchmark in the relevant tranche: 

· Quantitative

The object of the present assessment was the fact that functional reviews of all the ministries have been concluded. Not only that this fact is confirmed but the results of the exercise were published and served as the basis for the ensuing reorganization and reduction of the ministries (see the Minutes of the PAR Council meeting of March 27th, 2019). Thus, all the elements stemming from the benchmark are satisfied.

· Qualitative

The benchmark does not require any direct qualitative assessment.

· Timeliness

The exercise took place in 2016 and 2017. The time of publishing of the Report thereon is not known but the Report was in circulation already before the previous assessment missions took place.


	Explanation of proposed scoring:

The requirements of this benchmark are straightforward and limit the assessment to a binary verification (Yes or No) of certain facts without any additional pondering. In concrete terms, the functional reviews of all the ministries have been concluded in 2017 and a consolidated report thereupon was published. This means the benchmark is satisfied 100%. (See Annex 4)



	Benchmark 2.1.2. \ List of provided documents 

	D2.01
	Institutional Reviews of Central Governmental Institutions: Line Ministries

	D2.02
	Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR). 

	D2.03
	Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019


	Benchmark 2.1.3  

“At least 20% of the short-term actions of the reviews concluded in 2017 in five pilot ministries are implemented “


	Sources of Verification 2.1.3: 
A published PAR Council validated report providing the evidence specified under condition 2.1.3 above


	Level of Achievement: 

	Full compliance (100%)

	Comment on the structure of the Benchmark in the relevant tranche:
This benchmark is straightforward and requires only the check-up of the fact that a certain portion (more than one fifth) of the recommended actions have been implemented in five ministries.
The AT was neither required to assess the selection of the actions to be implemented nor the quality of their implementation. For this reason, the AT just sought for answers to the following questions:

· Who and when published the Report on the implementation of the measures?
· Has the Report been approved by the PAR Council or other entity?
Have at least 20% of the short-term actions of the reviews concluded in 2017 been implemented in each of the five pilot ministries?

Primary source of verification:
Report of AoG confirming that at least 20% of the short-term actions of the reviews concluded in 2017 in five pilot ministries are implemented
Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR). 

Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019


	Comments on direct achievement of the Benchmark in the relevant tranche: 

· Quantitative
The AoG’s Report on the implementation of Recommendations of the Institutional and Functional Analysis shows that all five pilot ministries exceeded the 20% threshold. The pilot ministries implemented the following portion of the recommended actions:

Ministry

Number of actions implemented

%

Ministry of Economy and Sustainable Development

3 out of 11

27,27
Ministry of Education, Science, Culture and Sport are implemented

7 out of 12

58,33
Ministry of Internally Displaced Persons from the Occupied Territories, Labour, Health and Social Affairs

8 out of 12

66,67
Ministry of Environment Protection and Agriculture 

7 out of 11

63,64
Ministry of Justice 

6 out of 11

54,55
· Qualitative

The benchmark does not require any direct qualitative assessment.

· Timeliness
The Report was approved by the PAR Council on March 27th, 2019. It has been translated into English before the start of the assessment mission

	Explanation of proposed scoring:

See Annex 5

	Final Comments and considerations: 

The requirements of this benchmark are straightforward - their verification necessitated only calculation of quantitative data. The data under review are presented in a consolidated form in one report. The resulting ratio of the implemented measures ranges between 27 and 67%. This means the benchmark is satisfied 100%.


	Benchmark 2.1.3. \ List of provided documents 

	D2.01
	Report of AoG confirming that at least 20% of the short-term actions of the reviews concluded in 2017 in five pilot ministries are implemented.

	D2.02
	Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR). 

	D2.03
	Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019.


3.3 Indicator 3 – The Civil Service is progressively professionalized and merit-based human resources management policies implemented

3.3.1 Indicator 3.1
	Tranche
	3rd Variable

	Objective 
	“Enhance professionalism of the civil service” 

	Expected result:
	The Civil Service progressively professionalised and merit-based human resources management policies implemented

	Indicator 
	The legal framework required by the Civil Service Law is adopted, new remuneration and appraisal systems are applied in central administration  

	Action
	Activities related to objectives 3.2\3.3.\3.4\3.5\3.6 of the PAR Roadmap action plan

	Entity responsible
	Civil Service Bureau of Georgia (CSB)

	Description of the Indicator 

	Type
	Quantitative and qualitative 

	Measurement unit
	Number of compliant laws and regulations adopted – new classification, appraisal and salary scheme applied

	Periodicity
	Annual

	Method of Data collection
	Administrative Collection

	Benchmark 3.1.4  

“All civil servants eligible in 2018 to the annual appraisal in ministries have been appraised in 2018 in line with the new legal framework”

	Sources of Verification 3.1.4: 
One consolidated report validated by the PAR Council providing the evidence as specified under condition 3.1.4

	Level of Achievement: 
	Full compliance (100%)

	Comments on the design\definition of the Benchmark:
This benchmark is straightforward and requires only the check-up of the fact whether all eligible civil servants were appraised in 2018 and whether there is a report providing the evidence thereon. Answers to both questions may be either Yes or No.

Primary source of verification:
CSB Report on the results of performance appraisal in 2018
Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR). 

Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019


	Comments on direct achievement of the Benchmark in the relevant tranche: 
· Quantitative
The Report on the results of performance appraisal in 2018, which was issued by the Civil Service Bureau, confirms that all eligible civil servants were encompassed by the 2018 performance appraisal exercise. Since the PAR Council approved the Report on March 27th, 2019, the AT has no reason to believe the data from the Report are inaccurate
N

Ministry

In-staff positions

Number of employees eligible to appraisal

Number of employees appraised

1

Ministry of Internally Displace Persons from the Occupied Territories, Labour, Health and Social Affairs of Georgia
208

195

195

2

Ministry of Economy and Sustainable Development of Georgia
147

140

140

3

Ministry of Environment Protection and Agriculture of Georgia

415

341

341

4

Ministry of Defense of Georgia

502

396

396

5

Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure of Georgia 

88

71

71

6

Ministry of Education, Science, Culture and Sport of Georgia
286

274

274

7

Office of the State Minister of Georgia for Reconciliation and Civil Equality

31

22

22

8

Ministry of Finance of Georgia

185

164

164

9

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Georgia

692

438

438

10

Ministry of Justice of Georgia
145

144

144

Totally 2,699 civil servants are employed in the ministries. The share of civil servants eligible in 2018 to annual appraisal in the ministries was 2,185. Civil servant becomes a subject to evaluation if he/she has been performing official duties in the given position for at least three months. Out of total 2,699 civil servants 514 were not appraised in 2018 because they were performing job responsibilities on the relevant position less than 3 months. Accordingly, all eligible civil servants were appraised in 2018, out of which performance of 41% was appraised as excellent, 58% - good, 0.9% - satisfactory, 0.1% - non-satisfactory.  

Qualitative

The benchmark does not require any direct qualitative assessment

Timeliness
The Report was approved by the PAR Council on March 27th, 2019. It had been translated into English before the commencement of the assessment mission.

	Other relevant comments non directly related to achievement of the Benchmark:
Although the benchmark does not require any direct qualitative assessment the results of performance appraisal indicates on need for reconsideration of performance appraisal system within overall system of civil service. The fact that 41% of civil servants was appraised as excellent and 58% as good indicates a week connection with remuneration or progression system.

	Explanation of proposed scoring
The requirements of this benchmark are straightforward and required only a binary verification (Yes or No) of quantitative data presented in one consolidated report. The report, which was subsequently approved by the PAR Council confirms that all the eligible civil servants were appraised in 2018. This means the benchmark is satisfied 100%.


	Benchmark 3.1.4 \ List of provided documents 

	D3.01
	CSB Report on the results of performance appraisal in 2018

	D3.02
	Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR)

	D3.03
	Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019


3.3.2 Indicator 3.2
	Tranche
	3rd Variable

	Objective 
	“Enhance professionalism of the civil service” 

	Expected result:
	The Civil Service progressively professionalised and merit-based human resources management policies implemented

	Indicator 
	A comprehensive Civil Service training system is established, coordination and quality assurance mechanisms are introduced. 

	Action 
	Activities related to objectives 3.6 of the PAR Roadmap action plan

	Entity responsible
	Civil Service Bureau of Georgia (CSB)

	Description of the Indicator 

	Type
	Quantitative and qualitative 

	Measurement unit
	PAR Council public reports on training scheme established and piloted, quality assurance mechanism introduced

	Periodicity
	Annual

	Method of Data collection
	Administrative Collection

	Benchmark 3.2.2: “Publication of a report presenting the results of the basic training programmes delivered for (i) managers (heads of department and Heads of divisions) and (ii) civil service entry level (basic mandatory training programme) and providing evidence of their alignment with the revised training system. The report shall also present the evaluation of these trainings according to the quality assurance system established in 2017”.

	Sources of Verification 3.2.2.: 
One consolidated document validated by the PAR Council and providing the evidence as specified under condition 3.2.2

	Level of Achievement: 
	No compliance (min 20% - max 25%)

	Comments on the design\definition of the Benchmark:
The initial formulation of the Benchmark is rather complex as – in order to grant full achievement – de facto implies the clear implementation of 8 cross-cutting conditions, namely: 

1) (Ex- ante) finalisation of a civil service revised training system

2) (Ex-ante) finalisation of a training quality assurance system 

3) Delivery of related basic training programmes for managers on the basis of the revised training system
4) Delivery of related basic training mandatory programme to civil service entry level

5) Collection of evidence of alignment of the training provided with the new training system

6) Assessment of above training results 

7) Evaluation of the trainings in accordance with the quality assurance system
8) Publication of a report including all the above.  

Although the AT considers this benchmark too articulated and ambitious – it has however undertaken an assessment following a formal and substantial check of compliance of all 8 above listed elements, as the formulation of the benchmark is part of a financial agreement subscribed by the European Union and the Government of Georgia and therefore has been agreed as it is by the parties. 

	Comments on direct achievement of the Benchmark: 
· Quantitative
The problems/delays incurred  in the previous tranche  (2nd variable, implementation period 2017) in achieving the targets there set and mainly related to the establishment of a civil service revised training system – have consequently and inevitably compromised the implementation of some of the foreseen activities under this 3rd variable benchmark. 
The CSB has published on its website a 33 pages report (with 2 annexes) titled “Professional Development System in Civil Service of Georgia”, summarising main achievements under this benchmark. Although the report is better organised and structured than other similar written deliverables produced  under previous PAR SRC tranches – it nevertheless lacks in clarity in some parts as it mentions inter alia a number of civil service training related activities  (not all referred to this SRC PAR) that clearly do not match what requested in the formulation of the benchmark. 

While after the approval of a key Governmental Decree on Professional Development of Civil Servants (22. May 2018) the implementation of a fully operational training system has de facto still been pending until the approval of a relevant accreditation system in 2019 (6. March 2019) – therefore not in useful time to influence accordingly the planning of the training activities that took place in year 2018 – the report does not provide enough specific technical elements to fully describe the “system” and its “results assessment and impact evaluation” methods.  The report explains the details of the new revised training system and how presumably it will work in the future once training activities will be planned in accordance to a need’s analysis and an annual professional development plan that will have to be completed by 1. March of each year, in accordance with the CSB Decree issued on 14. January 2019. 

Therefore, no training plan based on a revised training system has been implemented in year 2018.  

Large part of the above report (indicatively half of the text) which should represent a primary evidence under this SRC - recalls however a number of training activities done with the support of other Donors (GIZ; NATO; Estonia, USAID and others) and that are only indirectly related to this SRC.

In absence for year 2018 of a training plan done in accordance with a revised operational training system, the report refers nevertheless to a number of training activities – apparently
, also mainly done with the support of other Donors - delivered to a total number of 599 managers and 1199 newly appointed civil servants. The statistics present in the report tell the percentage of impact of the above figures on the overall number of civil servants in Georgia – but do not explain if all mangers and newly appointed civil servants have actually been covered by the delivered training activities. 
· Qualitative
It is difficult to assess the benchmark as only few of the above listed 8 conditions included in the benchmark have been met, besides – mostly out of the implementation period (31. December 2018).

Regarding the numerous training activities implemented in 2018 and financed by other Donors – while on one side they indeed do demonstrate that concrete steps further in civil service professional enhancement have been done – on the other side it should be clear that such deliverables con not be accepted as a substitute to primary mandatory goals under this PAR SRC, which -besides- is never mentioned in the narrative text of the report as relevant EU funded assistance in the sector. 
Also, too little is said on the content of these collateral 2018 training modules that have been given instead of the new revised training plan and on the criteria used to assess their quality and absorption rate by mentioned target groups. Some annexes to the report dedicated to the concrete training modules could have helped in understanding more at this regard. 

Finally, like it has happened under previous tranches of this PAR programme – uploading of written deliverables on the website of the relevant institution (the CSB in this case) – is considered to be enough to meet the benchmark condition of “publication”.   While this might be true from a formal point of view, in the view of the AT it does not follow the ratio behind the condition – which would intend that great public visibility is given to the achievement and should therefore be channelled through more persuasive public communication instruments. 
· Timeliness 

Accordingly, with what underlined here above, the timeline of the benchmark has been largely disattended. 

Main (and only) result related to the formulation of the benchmark achieved in year 2018 has been the important Governmental Decree on Professional Development of Civil Servants.

It should be underlined that while the Primary evidence CSB Report is dated January 15, 2019 – it has been passed to the AT only during the first days of the conclusive field mission, namely on April 11, 2019. 

	Other relevant comments non directly related to achievement of the Benchmark
Main activities for the professional enhancement of the civil service implemented in 2018 with the support of other Donors than the EU are:
· Development of an electronic training platform concept: The Unified Electronic Training Management System – (e-TMS) – done with the support of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Estonia. 

· A Teaching Forum for Civil Service has been established on initiative of the CSB – with the participation of representatives of educational institutions and the Civil Service. Within its plan of activities, in 2018 two Professional Development Forums have been held with the support of the NATO funded Professional Development Program (PDP) aimed at discussing the training needs and plans for a professional civil service. In addition to these, 4 more HR Forums have been organised to discuss a number of key issues such as the accreditation procedures for professional civil service development programs.

· A “Civil Servant’s Professional Development Manual” has been developed with the support of UNDP, providing methodological support to civil service institutions in the process of implementing the professional development system.
· GIZ and the German Federation of Civil Servants (DBB Akademie) with the Project “Management and Leadership in Civil Service” has assisted the CSB in implementing several trainings of trainers activities. Some have been devoted to transfer teaching methods and techniques; while more other have been focused on management and leadership skills, including communication, negotiation, strategic and complex thinking, change management, etc.  

· USAID GGI, GIZ have also assisted CSB in starting the design of e-learning courses in a) ethics and b) awareness on the rights and obligations of a unified professional civil service system.

	Explanation of proposed scoring

In conclusion, of the 8 conditions foreseen in the benchmark and listed here above – only 3 can be considered directly achieved, even if finalised well after the deadline of the implementation period. 
Other activities and results recalled in the primary evidence are however not matching the formulation of the benchmark and therefore cannot be accepted as achieved targets under this SRC. 
The Benchmark therefore cannot be considered achieved, not even at a 50% level of compliance – and should be indicatively considered at a 20-25% level of implementation. 

	Final comments and considerations  

Political and technical awareness that civil service is a key element of any effective and transparent Public Administration is already consolidated and the CSB is indeed with no doubt an institution devoted to this and getting better by the year.  
However the concerning delay in delivering some of the SRC results in year 2018, yet absorbed by the implementation of many other parallel foreign aid funded projects show the risks of a multiple non-coordinated Donor driven process that results for the CSB in a lack of priority plan on what should come first and more. 

Future EU assistance is of course encouraged in this field – but with greatest attention to avoid redundancy, overload and overlap with another Donor’s assistance in the sector. 


	Benchmark 3.2.2 \ List of provided documents 

	D3-01
	Written narrative prepared by CSB to present the evidences of progress for the indicator 3.2.1

	D3-02
	Report on new Professional Development System and Trainings in Civil Service in Georgia

	D3-03
	Decree of the Government of Georgia on “Approval of the rule on defining the needs, standards and rules for professional development of professional civil servants"

	D3-04
	Minutes of the PAR Council meeting 2019

	D3-05
	Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform


3.4 Indicator 4 – Improved accountability of public sector through reduction of corruption and increased openness towards citizens
3.4.1 Indicator 4.1
	Tranche
	3rd Variable 

	Objective 
	“Enhance accountability, integrity and openness in the public sector” 

	Expected result:
	Improved accountability of public sector through reduction of corruption

	Indicator 
	Improved transparency and accountability of civil servants

	Action  
	Activities related to objectives 3.7 and 4.2.24 of the PAR Roadmap Action Plan

	Entity responsible
	Civil Service Bureau 

	Description of the Indicator 

	Type
	Quantitative and qualitative 

	Measurement unit
	Report showing that the assets declaration monitoring mechanism is effectively implemented

	Periodicity
	Annual

	Method of Data collection
	Administrative Collection (PAR Council Report – CSB Annual Report)

	Benchmark 4.1.3: “The Government publishes a report on the implementation of the action plan of the assets declaration monitoring system. The report provides evidence that all cases of incomplete or inaccurate assets declarations submitted in 2017 have been subjected to administrative or legal proceedings and, based on the degree of progress and/or delays in the implementation of the 2016-published action plan, identifies main areas for further actions” 

	Sources of Verification 4.1.3: 
One Consolidated Report validated by the PAR Council and providing the evidence specified under condition 4.1.3

	Level of Achievement: 

	Partial Compliance – Proposed score 70%


	· Comment on the design/definition of the Benchmark: 

Although published and initiated in 2016, the Action Plan was not formally adopted until 25 April 2017.

The Benchmark (BM) is interpreted as requiring a single report on the ‘Implementation of the Action Plan of the Assets Declaration Monitoring System’ covering years 2017 and 2018. The Beneficiary shared this understanding and EUD confirmed.

The BM has 3 distinct yet complimentary component parts, each of which must be addressed in Report:

1. The Government publishes a report on the implementation of the action plan of the assets declaration monitoring system;

2. The report provides evidence that all cases of incomplete or inaccurate assets declarations submitted in 2017 have been subjected to administrative or legal proceedings;
3. And based on the degree of progress and/or delays in the implementation of the 2016-published action plan, identifies main areas for further actions.
For the purpose of this Assessment, ‘Government report’ was commonly understood and mutually accepted as being a report by CSB, it being the responsible body within AoG. 



	· Comments of direct achievement of the Benchmark: 

· Readiness

As recommended in AT Report of November 2018 
 it was anticipated that AT would have early sight of a specific BM Report validated by PAR Council as an Annex to the Consolidated Report.

The only documented evidence offered to AT prior to the Mission in Country was the CSB narrative ‘Note’ received on Thursday 04 April. Thereafter, additional evidences were received as and when they were prepared or amended and/or translated during the Mission itself, I.E. between Monday 08 and Friday 19 April. The first piece of primary evidence, the ‘Report on Implementation of the Declaration Monitoring Department Plan for 2018’, was received end of Week1 on Friday 12 April. 

Some confusion was also experienced because of the differing titles used in the documented evidences when referring to what transpired to be, the single CSB report originally entitled ‘Report on Implementation of the Declaration Monitoring Department Plan for 2018’. And although the content remained as it was, the title of that report was later changed to ‘Report on implementation of the Action Plan of the Asset Declaration Monitoring System’. 

Delays were also experienced under other BMs, primarily because of late translations. 

AoG was made aware of the general situation and on Friday 12 April, in an open Email, delivered a frank, constructive apology and gave an encouraging assurance that steps were immediately being taken to improve the provision of documented evidences during week-2 of the Mission. 

AT remained flexible and accommodating throughout and received original ‘BM 4.1.3 Supplementary Report’ (hereinafter CSB Report Number One) on Wednesday 17 April. The final documented evidence in the form of an additional ‘BM 4.1.3 Supplementary Report’ (hereinafter CSB Report Number 2) was received on Friday 19 April, the very last day of the Mission in Country. 

Some 2 weeks later, in Email of Thursday 02 May, AoG advised that ‘CSB Report Number One’ had been validated by PAR Council through the ‘PARC written procedure’ and formal confirmation was received on Monday 06 May 

All the documented evidences offered by CSB were collated and subjected to separate and collective assessment as detailed in ‘Annex - BM 4.1.3 - Checklist’ (last updated 19 April) in which AT remarks are seen in red italic font. The conclusions reached from the analysis are discussed in the following paragraphs and reference may be made to the Checklist if further clarification is required.

· Quantitative
The source of verification for this BM is ‘One consolidated report validated by PAR Council and providing the evidence specified under condition 4.1.3.’ 

The corresponding ‘Consolidated Report on the Reform Implementation’ was validated by PAR Council at its meeting in March 2019, together with the Annex, the renamed ‘Report on implementation of the Action Plan of the Asset Declaration Monitoring System’. In addition, it is now understood that ‘CSB Report Number One’ has since been adopted as a second validated Annex to the Consolidated Report.  

That being the case, in quantitative terms: 

· The validated Consolidated Report, together with the 2 validated Annexes, can be said to represent a compliant source of verification.

The quality, relevance and consistency of the content in those documents are discussed later in Report.

The Report will now address the Quantitative element of each component part of the BM in turn:

BM Component 1 calls for - A (single) published ‘Report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the Assets Declaration Monitoring System’ (during years 2017 and 2018). 

During the Mission, the documented evidence initially offered by CSB was the ‘Report on Implementation of the Declaration Monitoring Department Plan for 2018’, as validated by the PAR Council as an Annex to the Consolidated Report, and subsequently re-named ‘Report on implementation of the Action Plan of the Asset Declaration Monitoring System’. In support, CSB offered ‘Report on the Results of the Asset Declaration Monitoring Carried out in 2017’. 
 

CSB represented the former as being a review of the 2018 Action Plan and the latter as being the corresponding review of the 2017 Action Plan. Had that been so, the 2 Reports annexed together would have satisfied the quantitative requirement for a single Report covering the years 2017 and 2018.

However, the earlier 2017 Report could in no way be considered to be a review of the 2017 Action Plan, to which it makes no reference at all. It had clearly been prepared at some earlier time for an entirely different purpose and simply gives the results from asset declarations checked in 2017. Therefore, it is only of relevance under BM Component 2.

That being the case and AT having brought this significant gap to attention, CSB prepared and offered the supplementary ‘CSB Report Number One’ (as later validated by PAR Council) and subsequently presented the additional ‘CSB Report Number 2’ with clearer focus on all the corresponding Action-Plan activities.

Note may be made of the fact that the content of ‘CSB Report Number 2’ is essentially the same as in the ‘validated’ ‘CSB Report Number One’, but it includes additional information about fulfilment of all Action Plan Activities scheduled for delivery in years 2017 and 2018. Although it has not been validated by PAR Council and has not been included in the final bundle of documented evidences, CSB ‘Report Number 2’ actually has more evidential value in Qualitative terms. 
    

BM Component 2 calls for - Evidence that all cases of incomplete, or inaccurate declarations submitted in 2017 have been subjected to Administrative, or Legal proceedings.
Brief details from 2017 are provided in the ‘Consolidated Report’ and in the renamed CSB ‘Report on implementation of the Action Plan of the Asset Declaration Monitoring System’. 

The full data was found in CSB ‘Report on the Results of the Asset Declaration Monitoring Carried out in 2017’ as corroborated by CSB ‘Report Number One.’ 

The relevant data from 2017 may be summarised as follows:

· 224 declarations were negatively assessed

· 217 fines of 1000 GEL were imposed through Administrative proceeding

· 7 cases were referred to external Authorities for potential Legal proceedings

· 11 administrative appeals were launched from those subjected to the statutory financial penalty

Therefore:

· It can be concluded with confidence that the quantitative element of this BM component has been delivered to expected standards. 

The qualitative element, including the outcomes of the administrative appeals and external referrals, are discussed later in Report. 

BM Component 3 calls for - Based upon the progress and/or delays in implementation of the 2016 published Action Plan, identifies main areas for further actions.

It is clear that a number of opportunities for improvement have been identified as a result of experience to date, but once again, the evidence is scattered around in the various documented evidences offered to AT.

In the Consolidated Report:

· ‘The deficiencies revealed in the process of monitoring declarations conducted in 2017 were taken into account and a new form of sanction was established by legislative amendment on 04 May 2018’; namely the legal adoption and practical application of a Formal Warning mechanism for minor infractions.  

In the renamed CSB ‘Report on implementation of the Action Plan of the Asset Declaration Monitoring System’:

· Reference is also made to the legislative amendment in 2018. In addition, staff training re Appraisal System adopted 22 February 2018 is highlighted. Assessment of the latter is included in the Action Plan updated in 2018, along with a new Activity said to strengthen cooperation with Law Enforcement. 

In the CSB narrative Note:

· ‘Aim is to improve not only the Declaration Monitoring System, but to develop and raise the capacity of the Declaration Monitoring Department’

In the Compliance Statement:

· ‘In 2018 the Action Plan was revised. Monitoring stages were outlined more clearly from initial stage to final outcome. Goals and activities were defined more clearly. Indicators were determined more precisely in order to measure quality and quantity of results’

In CSB ‘Report Number One’, the main areas improved are shown to be:

· ‘Earlier difficulties in establishing an Independent Selection Commission were overcome and the system was activated for 2019 checks; Personal Data Protection Officer confirmed system is in compliance; and remote access was gained to cadastre immoveable property records’

And in same report, the areas quite rightly highlighted for further action are:

· It is essential that monitoring should not be focused on superficial technical checking, but identification of corruption facts and prevention of corruption

· Establishing minimum standards of documentation to be sent to law-enforcement authorities

In quantitative terms, it can therefore be concluded that based upon the progress and/or delays in implementation of the 2016 published Action Plan, CSB has:

· Clearly identified the main areas for further actions and has already responded constructively in some instances. 

The qualitative impact of these findings is discussed later in Report.   

· Qualitative

Again, addressing each component part of the BM in turn:

BM Component 1 calls for - A (single) published ‘Report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the Assets Declaration Monitoring System’ (during years 2017 and 2018). 

The renamed CSB ’Report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the Assets Declaration Monitoring System’ was validated in March by the PAR Council 
 and was posted on CSB Webpage. In general its content is limited to implementation of Action Plan activities in 2018 in that it includes very little information relevant to implementation of Action Plan activities in year 2017. Therefore, without supporting evidence:

· It cannot be said to comply with the Qualitative element of this BM component 

‘CSB Report Number One’ reflects the 2017 references in the renamed ’Report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the Assets Declaration Monitoring System’ and compares the outcomes from Declarations in 2017 and 2018. For example, it highlights “the number of cases giving rise to the doubt that it could possibly qualify as a crime significantly decreased in 2018 as compared to 2017”. But it does not address the key issue in sufficient detail, namely Implementation of the Action Plan in 2017. Therefore:

· It too fails to meet the required Qualitative standard

However, ‘CSB Report Number 2’ addresses the imbalance by providing full details in a Template listing all the Action Plan activities scheduled for delivery in both 2017 and 2018 and elaborates all the outcomes. It has not been validated by PAR Council and is not included in the final bundle of documented evidences received from AoG, but it can otherwise be said to:

· Satisfy the Qualitative element of this BM component 

BM Component 2 calls for - Evidence that all cases of incomplete, or inaccurate declarations submitted in 2017 have been subjected to Administrative, or Legal proceedings.

As discussed earlier in Report, there is abundant documented evidence to show that, whenever appropriate in compliance with statutory obligations, all cases of incomplete, or inaccurate declarations submitted in 2017 have been subjected to Administrative proceedings by way of financial penalty, or by referral to external Authorities. 

As confirmation of the quality and reliability of the Administrative proceedings taken and the validity of the financial penalties imposed by CSB in 2017, only 11 appeals were launched and only 3 of those have, to date, been decided in favour of the appellants:

Appeals launched in 2017

Total Cases 

Concluded Cases

On-going Cases

11

5, of which 3 were decided in favour of appellants

6, of which 4 are in City Court, 1 is in Appeal Court, and one has reached Supreme Court

However, the same degree of confidence cannot be expressed about the outcome of the 7 declarations referred to external Authorities in 2017. Once again, there is an absence of clarity and consistency in the documented evidences in that external Authorities are sometimes referred to as ‘Law Enforcement Agencies’, ‘Law Enforcement Authorities’, ‘the Prosecutor’ and elsewhere as the ‘Prosecutor’s Office’. 

As a consequence, the external recipient(s) of the CSB referrals have not been clearly identified and no documented evidence has been provided acknowledging receipt, or further action on their part.

BM requires that CSB referrals are ‘subjected’ to Legal proceedings. Beneficiaries have not argued that simply making the referrals meets that quality standard. It obviously does not. But CSB does not have the lawful authority to do the whole job itself. Therefore, it is essential that CSB works in close collaboration with external Authorities.

‘CSB Report Number One’ reminds that, “7 declarations with negative conclusions have been sent to the relevant law-enforcement agencies for further response”; whilst ‘CSB Report Number 2’ adds that, “Prosecutor's Office of Georgia started investigation on the cases, which are still on-going”. 

But despite the passage of time since the CSB referrals were submitted, that claim is not supported by any concrete examples: referrals acknowledged or returned; clarifications requested; investigations opened; investigations closed; prosecutions initiated; etc. In short:

· No substantive and verifiable evidence has been offered comparable to that provided in respect of the Administrative proceedings 

Perhaps an explanation for this can be found in the discussions between CSB and Investigators of the Prosecutor's Office on 05 February 2019 
 when “One of the main issues reviewed at the meeting was the quality of the justifications related to the information and minimum standards of documentation to be sent to law-enforcement authorities”. In the absence of clarification, it seems that the quality standards and content of the referrals made by CSB in 2017 may still be subject to review, not on-going investigation. 

In the renamed CSB ‘Report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the Assets Declaration Monitoring System’ it is stated that ‘The meeting also resulted in an agreement on the justification standards for the information to be sent to Prosecutor's Office in the future,’ which may again indicate that referrals made in previous years were not to mutually acceptable standards. The evidence is incomplete and unreliable. 

Therefore it can only be concluded that:

· No convincing evidence has been provided in the documented evidences to show that any/all of the 7 CSB referrals made to external Authorities in 2017 have actually been subjected to Legal proceedings. 

BM Component 3 calls for - Based upon the progress and/or delays in implementation of the 2016 published Action Plan, identifies main areas for further actions.

It is worthy of note that significant further actions have already been taken to overcome obstacles and delays experienced to date and the resultant outcomes will undoubtedly strengthen the Monitoring System in terms of the quality and integrity of its outputs: 

· A new form of sanction was established by legislative amendment on 04 May 2018’ namely the legal adoption and practical application of a Formal Warning mechanism for minor infractions 

· Staff training on new Appraisal System adopted 22 February 2018 

· Earlier difficulties in establishing an Independent Selection Commission were overcome and the mechanism was activated for 2019 checks

· Personal Data Protection Officer confirmed monitoring system is in compliance

· And remote access gained to cadaster immoveable property records

The other ‘main areas for further action’ have been justifiably identified by CSB as being:

· It is essential that monitoring should not be focused on superficial technical checking, but identification of corruption facts and prevention of corruption

· Establishing minimum standards of documentation to be sent to law-enforcement authorities

These 2 main areas are inextricably linked together and reveal the immediate need and potential opportunity for ‘further action’ to strengthen CSB’s contribution in the fight against corruption. 

It follows that CSB could/should have been expected to give due consideration to the further actions needed to deliver those desired outcomes. For example: 

· Within a given timeframe, collaborate with (identified) external Authorities and mutually compile a bespoke and informed list of ‘Corruption Indicators’ to assist CSB Experts in identifying Declarations that merit specialist investigation 

· And mutually design, adopt and employ an appropriate and effective bespoke ‘Standard Operating Procedure’ for the submission of referrals to (identified) external Authorities, the productive exchange of feedback both ways and the notification of results achieved.

But no further actions have been discussed or proposed in the documented evidences and the reported move towards a more results-driven forward-planning modality has not been reflected in the reality of the revised Action Plan for 2018 to 2020. 

The corresponding new ‘Activities’ in the revised Action Plan are simply that CSB will ‘Hold annual working meetings with representatives of law-enforcement agencies’; and the list of ‘Goals’ is exactly the same for each year. Therefore, on that basis and contrary to the known aspirations of CSB team:

· No specific progress is envisaged over the 3 year period and no tangible results are targeted. 

This position is clearly in contradiction with the claims made in other documented evidences, in which it is highlighted that:

· “In 2018 the Action Plan was revised and Indicators were determined more precisely in order to measure quality and quantity of results.”

The contradiction is especially evident when comparing those good intentions with the actual new Performance Indicators for years 2018, 2019 and 2020, each of which is the same and reads:

· “Working meetings with participation of the representatives of the CSB and law-enforcement agencies are conducted”.

Passive, static, year-on-year Performance Indicators (Working meetings are conducted – Tick the box) are particularly inappropriate and inadequate in this context, because they do not: 

· “Measure quality and quantity of results”. 

In summary:

· The remaining ‘main areas for further action’ have been enthusiastically identified in the documented evidences

· But the quality, relevance and ambition of the new Activity and Performance Indicator in the 2018 revised Action Plan is at best, very disappointing 

· Clarity of purpose and definition of expected outcomes was needed in the revised Action Plan, if CSB is to develop the appropriate ‘tools’ it needs to strengthen its influence and deliver results through its partnership with external Authorities responsible for conducting Legal proceedings.

· Timeliness 

As can be seen in the Template within ‘CSB Report Number 2’ all Activities in the Action Plan for years 2017 and 2018 were completed to possible extent. Over the same period, the selection and checking of Declarations was completed in compliance with statutory obligations, and corresponding annual progress reports were produced on time and posted on CSB Webpage.    

However, there was considerable slippage in terms of addressing the specific requirements of BM. In particular, there was no reported follow-up with external Authorities until February 2019 and a qualifying BM Report was not validated by PAR Council in readiness for this Final Assessment

	· Other relevant comments non directly related to achievement of the Benchmark:

· Visibility

As discussed earlier in Report, the renamed CSB ’Report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the Assets Declaration Monitoring System’ did not satisfy BM requirements, but it was posted on CSB Webpage and stimulated much media and press attention. 

The resultant coverage provides credible evidence that the Assets Declaration Monitoring System continues to strengthen transparency and promote the public accountability of Civil Servants:

TV/NEWS AGENCY/ RADIO

DATE

TYPE

HEADLINE

LINK

News Agency-IMEDINEWS

31.12.2018

Printed

7 Judges Asset Declarations From 14 Were Negatively Evaluated

https://imedinews.ge/ge/saqartvelo/91567/14-mosamartlidan-7is-qonebrivi-deklaratsia-uarkopitad-shepasda
News Agency-IMEDINEWS

02.01.2019

Printed

Civil Service Bureau fined public officials

https://imedinews.ge/ge/saqartvelo/91725/sajaro-samsakhuris-biurom-tanamdebobis-pirebi-daajarima
1tv.ge (Georgian Public Broadcasting)

31.12.18

Printed/Broadcasted

After monitoring of declarations 59 members of parliament were fined

https://1tv.ge/news/qonebrivi-deklaraciebis-shemowmebis-shedegad-59-deputati-dajarimda/
1tv.ge (Georgian Public Broadcasting)

02.01.2019

Printed/Broadcasted

Seven city mayor was fined

https://1tv.ge/news/qutaisis-samtrediis-baghdatis-zesfatonis-tyibulis-khonis-aspindzisa-da-ozurgetis-merebi-dajarimdnen/
1tv.ge (Georgian Public Broadcasting)

31.12.18

Printed/Broadcasted

levan Murusidze (judge) was fined

https://1tv.ge/news/levan-murusidze-daajarimes/
Rustavi 2 (Broadcasting Company)

17.02.2019

Broadcasted

Hidden Property of Officials

http://rustavi2.ge/ka/news/125568
Radio Fortuna

31.12.2018

Broadcasted

59 MPs were fined as a result of examination of 60 MPs' asset declarations

https://fortuna.ge/fortuna/post/60-deputatis-qonebrivi-deklaraciebis-shemowmebis-shedegad-59-deputati-dajarimda


	· Explanation of proposed scoring 

This Final Assessment was made on the assumption that ‘CSB Report Number One’ would be given ex-post validation by PAR Council members as an Annex to the ‘Consolidated Report on the Reform Implementation’. The fact that ‘CSB Report Number 2’ was not similarly validated, had no bearing on the eventual outcome of this Assessment as written. 

The proposed scoring reflects the disorganised and late production of the documented evidences; it fully recognises the reported achievements; and it takes due account of the gaps, contradictions and shortcomings identified and discussed in this Report. From this it can be seen that the approach taken by AT was balanced, inclusive and consistent. The key findings include:

There is abundant evidence that all cases of incomplete, or inaccurate Declarations submitted in 2017 were subjected to Administrative proceedings, but there is no evidence that any of the declarations referred to external Authorities in 2017 were subjected to Legal proceedings. And whilst the main areas for further action have been clearly identified, the further action envisioned in the revised Action Plan 2018 to 2020 is highly unlikely to be productive in terms of quality and quantity of results; an opportunity missed.

Therefore, the conclusion is:

· Partial Compliance with Proposed Scoring of 70%  

	· Final comments and consideration

From the bilateral consultations it was understood that the problems and delays encountered throughout the Assessment Mission were not caused by any lack of knowledge, commitment, or application at the technical level. In fact, CSB Experts worked hard in an attempt to rescue the situation. 

The underlying cause seems to have been a general misconception that reliance could be placed on a loose combination of narrative Notes; previous Reports that were originally drafted for other purposes; supplementary and additional supplementary Reports; and links to untitled and outdated Annexes 
 

Time and opportunity should have been taken and/or given to diligently compile and organise the specific evidences required by the BM, in a single report, in certain readiness for Final Assessment.

When considering the findings and comments shared in this Report, the Beneficiaries may wish to identify the needs and exploit the opportunities that still exist 
 to improve the timeliness and quality of their reporting on National issues to international audiences, perhaps by first asking themselves:

· We had several months to prepare for this Final Assessment; why were the documented evidences we presented not to the standard to which we aspire?

Forward Planning, Organisation, Coordination and Time Management are corporate responsibilities, not just those of concerned individuals.

	Benchmark 4.1.3 \ List of provided documents

	D4.01
	‘Consolidated Report on the Reform Implementation’

	D4.02
	CSB ‘Report on Implementation of the Declaration Monitoring Department Plan for 2018’ 

Renamed during the AT Mission, as

‘Report on implementation of the Action Plan of the Asset Declaration Monitoring System’



	D4.03
	CSB ‘Report on the Results of the Asset Declaration Monitoring Carried out in 2017’           

	D4.0
	CSB ‘narrative Note’

	D4.05
	Original ‘BM 4.1.3 Supplementary Report’ (CSB Report Number 1)

	D4.06
	Additional ‘BM 4.1.3 Supplementary Report’ (CSB Report Number 2)

	D4.07
	Minutes of PAR Council Meeting March 2019’ and Addendum dated 20 April

	D4.08
	‘Updated Multi-annual Action Plan 2018-2020’

	D4.09
	‘Compliance Statement on Specific Conditions for the 3rdVariable Tranche Release’


3.4.2 Indicator 4.2

	Tranche
	3rd Variable 

	Objective 
	“Enhance accountability, integrity and openness in the public sector” 

	Expected result:
	Improved accountability of public sector through increased openness towards citizens

	Indicator 
	Increased openness of the public administration towards citizens 

	Action  
	Activities related to objectives 3.7 and 4.2.28 of the PAR Roadmap Action Plan

	Entity responsible
	Ministry of Justice – Analytical Department 

	Description of the Indicator 

	Type
	Quantitative and qualitative 

	Measurement unit
	Rating of Georgia on RTI – new Law on Freedoms of Information adopted – percentage of answered requests of information. 

	Periodicity
	Annual

	Method of Data collection
	Administrative Collection (PAR Council Report – Anti-Corruption Council report)

	Benchmark 4.2.2:
 ‘The percentage of requests for information by the public which was answered by public entities during 2018 is higher than in 2016’ 

‘The percentage of requests for information by the public which was answered by public entities during 2018 is higher than 86%’
‘The 2018 ratio is to be determined in the PAR Council Report, in which the methodology for measuring the proportion of answered requests must also be explained 
‘The Report must also address possible discrepancies with external organisation methodology and assessments, such as that published by Institute for Development of Freedom of Information’ (IDFI) in 2015

	Sources of Verification 4.2.2: 

A report validated by the PAR Council and providing the evidence as specified under condition 4.2.2  

	Level of Achievement: 
	Full compliance - Proposed score 100%

	· Comment on the design\definition of the Benchmark: 

The Benchmark (BM) was built upon an earlier assumption that a new Law on Freedom of Information (FoI) would have been adopted by end of year 2017. Had FoI been adopted in 2017, the current comparison between the percentage of public requests for information answered in 2016 and 2018 would have provided a reliable measure of the impact of the new Law. 

But to date, FoI has not been adopted. As a consequence, the BM is now limited to a comparative analysis of ‘like-with-like’ data from years 2016 and 2018. 

The absence of FoI in the equation has seriously weakened the potential value of BM. But the results of the Activities completed in pursuit of BM compliance, will provide a reliable and informative statistical Baseline for comparative analysis once FoI is adopted.

	· Comments on direct achievement of the Benchmark: 

· Quantitative 

The Source of Verification for this BM is ‘A report validated by the PAR Council and providing the evidence as specified under condition 4.2.2’

At its meeting in March 2019 
 PAR Council validated the ‘‘Consolidated Report on the Reform Implementation’ together with 2 Annexes to the Consolidate Report that are necessary to show compliance with BM:

1. ‘The methodology of calculating the percentage of the responses to public information requests issued by Public Entities’

2. ‘Report prepared by the Ministry of Justice (MoJ) confirming that the percentage of requests for information by the public which was answered by public entities during 2018 is higher than in 2016’

Therefore: 

· The Consolidated Report can be said to be a qualifying Source of Verification

The methodology employed to gather and analyse the required data will be discussed separately under the Qualitative heading. This part of Report continues with an assessment of the Quantitative data contained in the MoJ Report noted at point 2 above:

The accumulative number of respondents is not given, but under authority of MoJ First Deputy Minister, relevant data was requested from Line Ministries, Legal Entities of Public Law and Sub-agencies; all Local Self-governments, City Halls and City Assemblies; and the Administrations of State Representative. 

The MoJ Report presents the resultant data in 2 bespoke and very detailed Templates, one for each year.       

But for clarity and ease of reference in determining the level of compliance with BM, the following Template has been prepared to show only the final outcomes:

Year

Requests Received

Requests Answered

Percentage

2018

69138
62780
90.80%
2016

42436

37793

89.06%

From this it can be seen that the first 2 component parts of BM have been achieved, namely: 

· The percentage of requests for information by the public which was answered by public entities during 2018 (90.80%) is higher than in 2016 (89.06%) 

· The percentage of requests for information by the public which was answered by public entities during 2018 (90.80%) is higher than 86% (as published by IDFI in 2015)  
The remaining Quantitative element in BM to be addressed is:

· The Report must also address possible discrepancies with external data sources such as IDFI 

AT is a tad concerned that MoJ Report may be wrongly interpreted as implying that AT Experts influenced the MoJ decision not to use IDFI data as a baseline in its analysis. Bilateral consultations did take place during the Interim Assessment Mission in 2018, but AT remained neutral and independent at all times and fully expected MoJ to address all the conditions detailed in the Financial Agreement. AT’s position was clearly confirmed in its Recommendations of November 2018, which reminded MoJ of the requirement to consider the IDFI methodology and data in its reporting; and MoJ did in fact follow that advice. 

Returning to the Assessment,
The MoJ Report points that it has of necessity adopted a different methodology to that employed by IDFI. The IDFI analysis and opinion is limited to the number of requests the Institution itself initiates, whereas the MoJ objective was to gather data that is national and inclusive, and perhaps therefore, more authoritative. 

Whilst the MoJ Report opines that the IDFI data from 2015 is not suitable for adoption as a baseline, it is useful as an initial comparator and any possible statistical ‘discrepancies’ of say, for this purposes of this Report, over 10%, may merit further exploration in order to confirm the veracity of the MoJ data. 

As noted in the Financial Agreement and in MoJ Report, the percentage of answered requests in data published by IDFI in 2015 was 86%, but there is no national (MoJ) data available for that year, so comparison is not possible. However, a visit to IDFI Website 
 reveals the numbers for 2016 and 2018 against which the MoJ data can reasonably be compared for consistency: 

Year

IDFI

MoJ

Difference

2018

85%

90.80%

+ 5.80%

2016

88%

89.06%

+ 1.06%

The MoJ Report concludes with a remark that the 90.80% rate of answered requests in 2018 is 4.80% higher than the 86% published by IDFI in 2015, thus indicating that there is no significant discrepancy. A simple analysis of the data in the above Template reveals similar consistency of data in years 2016 and 2018 and no worrying discrepancies are evident.

With that, it can be concluded:

· The Quantitative element of BM has been satisfied

· Qualitative

The Qualitative element of BM centres on the methodology adopted and employed by MoJ when gathering and analysing the data. A full explanation is given in MoJ Report, a summary of which was presented to PAR Council in December 2018 and validated at PAR Council meeting in March 2019.

MoJ first considered taking advantage of the annual reports published by all public entities, by Regulation on 10 December every year, giving limited statistics about the availability and provision of public information. However, in pursuit of best-practice, MoJ designed a methodology specific to the need:

Step One:

A comprehensive List of all Heads of Line Ministries, Legal Entities of Public Law and Sub-agencies; all Local Self-governments, City Halls and City Assemblies; and the Administrations of State Representative, was compiled

Step 2:

Under direct authority of the MoJ First Deputy Minister, requests for the 2016 and 2018 data were sent to all those in the above-mentioned List with a 2-week deadline for reply

Step 3:

Data was received in 6 main criteria:

1. The number of requests for public information;

2. The number of requests that were granted/answered;

3. The number of requests that were refused;

4. The number of requests that were not responded by the public entity;

5. The number of requests that did not belong to the competence of public entities;

6. The number of requests that are under consideration.

Step 4:

All the data was collated and recorded in a bespoke user-friendly Template - as shown in full in MoJ Report and from which - the comparative analysis demanded by BM was fulfilled. 

Therefore, it can be concluded:

· The Qualitative element of BM has also been delivered to a good standard

· Timeliness

The research undertaken by MoJ must have been resource intensive, but it was successfully completed and the results were reported on a timely basis  

	· Other relevant comments non directly related to achievement of the Benchmark:

Ironic and unconfirmed, but should be noted for early attention:

On 03 May 2019, IDFI published its 2018 Report on ‘Access to Public Information in Georgia’ in which it identifies the best and worst performing public entities. According to its analysis:

· “The system of the Ministry of Justice was evaluated by IDFI as the least open public institution”

	· Explanation of proposed scoring 

Despite BM complexity and diversity of its component parts, MoJ has succeeded in delivering a product that not only meets expected standards of compliance, it also provides a stable foundation that can be built upon in coming years. And a wider analysis of the data may reveal best practices and areas for improvement that could be further exploited in near future. 

AT concludes that the outcome merits:

· Full Compliance - Proposed Score of 100%



	· Final comments and considerations

It is understood that MoJ Report was forwarded to AoG earlier this year in the expectation that it would be shared with AT prior to the Mission in Country – as recommended in AT Report of November 2018 – but it was not. AT was later handed copy by MoJ during the consultations in Country.

This may indicate a lack of effective communication and coordination in forward planning.


	Benchmark 4.2.2 \ List of provided documents

	D4.01
	Consolidated Report on the Reform Implementation

	D4.02
	Report prepared by the Ministry of Justice confirming that the percentage of requests for information by the public which was answered by public entities during 2018 is higher than in 2016

	D4.03
	The methodology of calculating the percentage of the responses to public information requests issued by Public Entities

	D4.04
	Minutes of PAR Council Meeting March 2019

	D4.05
	Compliance Statement on Specific Conditions for the 3rdVariable Tranche Release


3.5 Indicator 5 - Improved transparency and accessibility in service provision
3.5.1 Indicator 5.1

	Tranche
	3rd Variable

	Objective 
	Improve transparency, accessibility and the quality of services to citizens

	Expected result:
	Enhanced country-wide efficiency and cost effectiveness of the delivery of public services

	Indicator 
	Improved transparency and accessibility in service provision

	Action  
	Activities related to objective 5 of the PAR Roadmap Action Plan

	Entity responsible
	Ministry of Justice – Public Service Development Agency (PSDA)

	Description of the Indicator 

	Type
	Quantitative and qualitative 

	Measurement unit
	Number of community centres - number of municipalities using the Municipal Management System (e-MMS)

	Periodicity
	Annual

	Method of Data collection
	Administrative collection (PAR Council report – PSDA report)

	Benchmark 5.1.3:
 “A consolidated report, validated by the PAR Council, providing evidence that  at least 64 Community Centres are constructed and fully operational; at least 55 municipalities use the Municipal Management System; at least 26 municipalities use the full functionalities of MMS – and that Electronic services are integrated in the national citizen’s portal (www.my.gov.ge).” 


	Sources of Verification 5.1.1: 
One consolidated report validated by PAR Council and providing the evidence specified under condition 5.1.3

	Level of Achievement: 

	                      Formal 95% > Substantial 100%

	Comment on the design\definition of the Benchmark: 
Benchmark 5.1.3 for the final variable tranche refers to a clear quantitative dimension and to an objectively quantifiable figure that has been the main focus of the AT assessment - the number of Community Centres that have been established/are operation and the number of Municipalities that use the Municipal Management system by 31st December 2018. Explicit reference is also made in the Benchmark design to the fact that electronic services are integrated in the national citizen’s portal. 
From a qualitative point of view, the AT has referred to assess the level of implementation of the recommendations formulated during the November 2018 mission, aimed at facilitating highest level of compliance with the conditions required by the Benchmark. 
While according to the SRC Financial Agreement the main source of verification remains, the Report validated by the PSDA – following a request coming from the EU Delegation in Tbilisi - the AT has undertaken also in occasion of this field mission a number of random visits to selected Community Centres.



	Comments on direct achievement of the Benchmark: 
· Quantitative
A total of 59 (out of 64 foreseen) Community Centres have been established and are operational according to the report validated by the PAR Council.

By the end of year 2017 – the operating Community Centres numbered 51; while in 2018 the Public Service Development Agency (PSDA) has constructed and opened 8 new CCs, namely: 
· Lanchkhuti - Lanchkhuti Municipality, operating since May 4, 2018
· Atskuri – Akhaltsikhe Municipality, operating since July 9, 2018
· Saniore - Telavi Municipality, operating since August 27, 2018
· Zeda Sazano - Terjola Municipality, operating since September 10, 2018
· Sachkhere - Sachkhere Municipality, operating since October 19, 2018
· Dmanisi - Dmanisi Municipality, operating since December 25, 2018
· Tsnori – Sighnagi Municipality, operating since November 24, 2018 
· Lesitchine - Chkhorotsku Municipality, operating since September 17, 2018
5 additional CCs
 have been completed in their construction in year 2018 – opening all in early 2019. 
They are: 

· Adigeni – Adigeni Municipality, operating since January 15, 2019 

· Akhalsopeli – Kvareli Municipality, operating since January 28, 2019 

· Udabno –  Sagarejo Municipality, operating since February 13, 2019 

· Mukhrani –  Mtskheta Municipality, operating since February 11, 2019
· Satsire – Tkibuli Municipality, operating since February 25, 2019

Regarding the MMS (Municipal Management System) – according to the PSDA report – by the end of the reporting period the MMS has been introduced in total 52 municipalities (29 municipailities using the MMS partially and 23 with full functionalities). In 2018 preparatory activities (signing of the memorandums of cooperation and contracts, organizing meetings, workshops and practical trainings) have been finalised in order to introduce full use of the MMS in newly selected target municipalities: Vani, Zestaponi and Lanchkhuti, where it has started to be operational by the end of February 2019. This is when the condition set by the benchmark has been formally met, with 55 municipalities using the MMS and 26 of them using it with full functionalities
.
The third part of the benchmark was requesting that the electronic services are integrated in the national citizen’s portal (www.my.gov.ge). 
The Report provides evidence showing that the total number of 470 electronic municipal services of the mentioned 55 municipalities has been launched in the national electronic portal of public services (www.my.gov.ge). Citizens can accordingly register electronic applications via the portal and request municipal services launched in MMS, upload the requested documents and sign the application using a qualified electronic signature.  The report provides an annex showing detailed process for applying to Electronic Municipal Services through www.my.gov.ge.
· Qualitative
First of all, the AT would like to underline the important improvement in tailored data collection and reporting registered under this benchmark and delivered by the PSDA. While - like in year 2017 – core research & analysis have been outsourced to an external Consultant – in 2018 the PSDA has produced an additional report for the SRC elaborating and summarising main data in accordance with the EU funded budget support requirements.  
Surprisingly enough, this primary evidence report – although finalised by the end of February (after the opening of the last CC) – has been passed to the AT only on the 11. April 2019, during the final field mission. 
On the basis of the reviewed documents, site visits and survey report (see next Benchmark 5.1.4) - the Community Centres initiative still represents an extremely visible, effective and popular action launched at local level, covering real needs in areas where past Public Service Delivery in the past has been very weak, if not almost non-existent. The good level of construction and management, the effectiveness of services provided and easy accessibility make the CCs a very popular one-stop shop and simplify the relation with citizens in vast areas of the country, representing one of the most visible improvements in the people’s life at local level. In particular, the provision of libraries, meeting rooms and internet access for use of the local community, free of charge, adds extra value to the programme.

Yet, as outlined in the previous report, all issues raised in the previous year’s assessments and related to critical aspects of the CCs (future status, interaction with local self-government, transparency in the public-private partnership, planning of larger social cohesion activities) remain to be better defined especially with a view to the future of their sustainability and further institutionalisation. 
Regarding the MMS, the effective functioning of the www.my.gov.ge represents a sound and substantial improvement in the citizen’s capacity to access public service in an environment of higher efficiency and transparency. 
· Timeliness
Formally speaking 5 CCs have started operating in early 2019 (the last one on February 25, 2019) – and also the benchmark conditions related to the functioning of the MMS has been integrally met in the same period after the deadline of the SRC implementation period.

However the fact that this delay has been properly justified and documented, affecting only minimal part of the planned action and that consequently all the conditions have been fully met short time after the end of the SRC implementation period leads the AT to conclude that the deviation has been minimal and without major consequences on the success of the programme.  

	Other relevant comments non-directly related to achievement of the Benchmark:
The success of the CCs is proven by the fact that their development is going beyond the duration of this PAR SRC and that additional Community Centers will be constructed with the financial support of PSDA in 2019-2020. Defined CC locations are: Shuakhevi (Shuakhevi Municipality), Dusheti (Dusheti Municipality), Kachaghani (Marneuli Municipality), Chrebalo (Ambrolauri Municipality), Khulo (Khulo Municipality), Tetritskaro (Kvemo Kartli Municipality), Kobuleti (Kobuleti Municipality), Keda (Keda Municipality), Ambrolauri (Ambrolauri Municipality), Tkibuli (Tkibuli Municipality), Tsageri (Tsageri Municipality). 
Moreover, the PSDA and the United Nations Development Programme in Georgia (UNDP) signed an agreement on February 26, 2019 to construct 2 additional Community Centers in villages Kachaghani (Marneuli Municipality) and Chrebalo (Ambrolauri Municipality). The Centres will be constructed by PSDA with the financial assistance from the governments of Switzerland and Austria. The funds are allocated from the UNDP project “Fostering Regional and Local Development in Georgia Phase 2”. 



	Explanation of proposed scoring: 
The benchmark has been fully and successfully implemented. 
From a strictly formal point of view – it is inevitable to record that within the deadline of the 31. December 2018 – 59 out of 64 CCs have been finalized and made operational – with small delays also in meeting the MMS condition set by the SRC. 
On the basis of the scrutinised evidence produced by the Recipient and the field missions to some of the CCs – the AT has developed the impression of consistency of the CCs as a project and considers the delay as a minor issue if considering the overall importance and impact of the action. 

It is opinion of the AT that this slight delays in reaching the benchmark conditions should not affect the decision to recognise a 100% achievement of the benchmark. 

	Final comments and considerations
This last tranche once again confirms the great potentiality of the CCs in the landscape of Georgian concrete reforms in favour of large parts of the population, especially those living in rural and remote areas.

The impact of CCs clearly goes beyond the pure PAR dimension and touches individual life’s in a very direct way that is even more impressive if compared to the situation that was present at local level before their establishment. In most cases, CCs became de facto new aggregation centres of villages\towns with very basic urban development.
From this point of view – the CCs represent a unique network of offices homogeneously covering the whole Georgian territory and a great chance for future (not only EU funded) assistance also in the area of social development and cohesion. 

Several issues – already underlined in the previous tranche’s assessments - remain however to be clarified as they represent a threat if not preventively approached.

1) CCs are currently still treated as main results of a project that inevitably will have to come to an end and open the question of what will be the most convenient form of institutionalisation that they will have to follow. 
2) Another delicate issue will be the definition of their activities in favour of a real Georgian development of Local Self Government and local PA – as currently they are more identified as a successful de-concentrated instrument of the Central Government – where they still formally fall into the very articulated organigram of the Ministry of Justice (among the central institutions with most concentrated competences in Georgia).  
3) Finally – the presence of important commercial activities in each CCs (mobile phone operators and Banks) opens the delicate issue of transparent tendering of public spaces to the private sector at best possible conditions for the public sector. 
The above issues should be approached at best with foreign aid that will however require a strong ex-ante coordination among the various actions – as there is a framework risk of overlap of assistance, given the very strong visibility and legitimacy that the CCs have reaches in recent years, that might put them among the most desired targets of the Donor’s community.  


	Benchmark 5.1.3 \ List of provided documents (provisional)


	D5.01
	PSDA Report on fulfillment of 2018 indicators with Annexes

	D5.02
	Minutes of the PAR Council meeting

	D5.03
	Consolidated Report on the Implementation of the Public Administration Reform


	Benchmark 5.1.4: 
“The surveys of community centres users show an average rate of satisfaction of at least 86%”. 

	Sources of Verification 5.1.4.: 
One consolidated report validated by PAR Council and providing the evidence specified under condition 5.1.4



	Level of Achievement: 

	Full (100%)


	Comment on the design\definition of the Benchmark: 
The design of Benchmark 5.1.4 is clear and a direct consequence of the achievement of the quantitative and qualitative results of Benchmark 5.1.3 and refers to a satisfaction rate shown by the users of the Community Centres. 
The AT has focused its assessment on the quality of the methodology of the conducted survey as well as on the selection procedures that led to choose the Consultant which conducted the survey; both of which have direct bearing on the legitimacy of the findings and conclusions.
The AT has to underline at this point what seems a discrepancy in the formulation of the 2nd variable tranche Benchmark 5.2.1 (implementation period 2017) that has logically introduced to this 3rd variable tranche 5.1.4. Benchmark (implementation period 2018). 

Namely, while previous benchmark 5.2.1 was requesting a “high satisfaction rate of at least 86%” – current 5.1.4 is asking for a simple (not necessarily high) “satisfaction rate of at least 86%” – therefore expecting a way easier result to be achieved.  

As usually in the design of SRC Indicators and Benchmarks – the ratio is to have progressive intensity in the expected results\conditions to be achieved throughout the lifetime of the programme – it is extremely uncommon to see a final variable tranche setting less ambitious targets than those previously asked in an intermediary tranche. 

Considering the difficulties encountered by the Recipient side in 2017 to meet a “high satisfaction rate at 86%” – it is opinion of the AT that probably in the redrafting of the draft versions of the text of the SRC financial agreement the world “high” has been left in the final version of the text due to an oversight.   


	Comments on direct achievement of the Benchmark: 
· Quantitative
Like in the previous implementation period (2nd variable tranche for year 2017) a detailed and systematic analysis of the flow of services and users of the CCs has been undertaken by an outsourced Consultant, which has produced two key deliverables, respectively a qualitative “Study of User Satisfaction of Community Centres” and a quantitative “Study of Awareness and Satisfaction of Community Centres”. 

Objective of the qualitative study was to identify, through focus group interviews - reasons of user’s satisfaction and dissatisfaction with Community Centres according to different pre-defined parameters related to the efficiency of the CCs, their accessibility, user-friendliness etc... The quantitative part of the Study in order to measure direct satisfaction rate has been undertaken with a survey done on a target group of 2001 citizens spread over 50 villages, selected randomly according to the last birthday principle – with 25-30 minutes face-to-face interviews.  Data have consequently been elaborated and disaggregated, with different weighting in accordance to gender, age, education, region, size of villages etc. – with a 2,5% margin of error. 
· Qualitative

Targeting a sample of 20 CCs
, the qualitative study has led to some conclusions that have actually inspired some substantial and positive changes in the field of service provision in Georgia. 
The study shows that most users have a high opinion of the CCs and think that the quality of the services if gradually improving, although they evaluate positively every parameter defining the service. The key of popularity remains the establishment of one-stop desks in villages where citizens can receive services for which before they had to travel to the District Centre town. 
The quantitative study shows that while 95% of residents of the target villages were informed about the Community Center in their village\town, the vast majority - 98% - of interviewed positively evaluates the services there. 87% of CCs users do recommend to other fellow citizens the use of Community Center while a minor percentage – 66% - knows about the other facilities (such as the meeting rooms, library etc.) available in the CC. 
· Timeliness

Main deliverable for this Benchmark (Survey study) was achieved within the deadline set by the PAR SRC.

	Other relevant comments non-directly related to achievement of the Benchmark
The formulation of the Benchmark leaves little room for interpretation and therefore for comments that are not directly related to its achievement. 
The AT would like however to underline that in this and in the previous Benchmark (5.1.3) there has been an almost full compliance of the produced reports by the Recipient side - with the set of recommendations formulated after the November 2018 preliminary field mission of the AT to Georgia.   

	Explanation of proposed scoring
As the criteria set are formally met and documentation is available – the AT considers a full achievement of the Benchmark (100%).

	Final comments and considerations 
Comments for previous Benchmark 5.1.3 apply integrally also in this case. 

In addition, while in undertaking qualitative and quantitative analysis of the CCs activities the AT accepts the role of outsourced Consultants – it would like to stress also the need of involvement of public high research institutions active in the field of PAR analysis. This would guarantee a stronger circulation and visibility of the findings of the analysis and a support to the improvement of the quality of professional and academic research. 


	Benchmark 5.1.4 \ List of provided documents

	D5.01
	PAR monitoring report 2017-2018

	D5.02
	Study of Satisfaction with Community Centres prepared by ACT (quantitative survey)

	D5.03
	Minutes of the PAR Council meeting

	D5.04
	Consolidated Report on the Implementation of the Public Administration Reform


Annexes
Annex 1 – Assessment Tables
	ANNEX 1

ASSESMENT TABLE A

	Benchmark 1.1.3

“At least one monitoring report of a sectoral strategy prepared in line with the Handbook for policy planning and is published per each of the four
 additional ministries. Each report shows evidence of the degree of progress and/or delays in the implementation of the action plans of sectoral strategies selected by the ministries and proposes (where necessary) corrective action”



	ASSESMENT OF
the Monitoring report covering the period of 2017-2018 on the implementation of the Action Plan of Internal Financial Control Development Strategy 2017-2019

	I) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Publishing entity
	
	Ministry of Finance

	What year does the monitoring report cover? 
	
	2017 and 2018

	Time of publishing
	
	December 2018

	Frequency of the reporting

	
	Presumable there should be one more report at the end of the Strategy cycle

	Report is approved by the PAR Council or other entity
	Yes
	27 March 2019

	There is information on the organizational unit/administrative entity/policy implementing entity responsible for preparation of monitoring report 
	Yes
	Public Internal Financial Control/ Central Harmonization Unit

	II) FORMAT AND STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	There is an executive summary

	Yes
	There is a classic introduction and a resume that fail to point out the key indicators to the reader, but he/she needs to identify them (the indicators) from the Table on the implementation of the Action Plan

	Report shows evidence of the degree of progress
	Yes
	

	Report contain information about major achievements and implemented reforms
	Yes
	

	Report provide information about obstacles, challenges and risks
	Yes
	

	Report contains proposals of corrective actions (where necessary), recommendations and future steps
	Yes
	

	Other documents delivered as evidence according to “Self-assessment of the 3rd Tranche Indicators 2018, Public Administration Reform (PAR)
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Primary sources:
	
	

	Monitoring report by the pilot ministry, published on the official PIFC website;
	Yes
	English version delivered

	Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019
	Yes
	English version delivered

	Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR). 
	Yes
	English version delivered

	Secondary sources:
	
	

	Policy Planning Handbook
	Yes
	English version delivered

	Monitoring and Evaluation Framework
	Yes
	English version delivered


Level of achievement:
☐WEAK (up to 50% of scoring Y/N)
☒



☐AVERAGE (from 51%-95% of scoring Y/N)





☒STRONG (from 96%-100% of scoring Y/N)
	ASSESMENT TABLE B

	Benchmark 1.1.3

“At least one monitoring report of a sectoral strategy prepared in line with the Handbook for policy planning and is published per each of the four
 additional ministries. Each report shows evidence of the degree of progress and/or delays in the implementation of the action plans of sectoral strategies selected by the ministries and proposes (where necessary) corrective action”



	ASSESMENT OF
the Final monitoring report covering the period of 2015-2017 on the implementation of the Action Plan of the Regional Development Program of Georgia 2015-2017

	I) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Publishing entity
	
	Ministry of Regional Development & Infrastructure

	What year does the monitoring report cover? 
	
	2015-2017 (the entire duration of the Plan). Presumable there were no annual reports

	Time of publishing
	
	Finalization in September 2018, and publishing in December 2018

	Frequency of the reporting

	
	Once per a plan/programme?

	Report is approved by the PAR Council or other entity
	Yes
	27 March 2019

	There is information on the organizational unit/administrative entity/policy implementing entity responsible for preparation of monitoring report 
	Yes
	Technical Assistance Project “Support to Regional Development Policy Implementation II in Georgia”

	II) FORMAT AND STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	There is an executive summary

	Yes
	Contains all the elements including the info on achievement of each strategic goal based on performance indicators

	Report shows evidence of the degree of progress
	Yes
	

	Report contain information about major achievements and implemented reforms
	Yes
	

	Report provide information about obstacles, challenges and risks
	Yes
	

	Report contains proposals of corrective actions (where necessary), recommendations and future steps
	Yes
	

	Other documents delivered as evidence according to “Self-assessment of the 3rd Tranche Indicators 2018, Public Administration Reform (PAR)
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Primary sources:
	
	

	Monitoring report by the pilot ministry, published on its official website;
	Yes
	English version delivered

	Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019
	Yes
	English version delivered

	Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR). 
	Yes
	English version delivered

	Secondary sources:
	
	

	Policy Planning Handbook
	Yes
	English version delivered

	Monitoring and Evaluation Framework
	Yes
	English version delivered


Level of achievement:
☐WEAK (up to 50% of scoring Y/N)
☒



☐AVERAGE (from 51%-95% of scoring Y/N)





☒STRONG (from 96%-100% of scoring Y/N)
	ASSESMENT TABLE C

	Benchmark 1.1.3

“At least one monitoring report of a sectoral strategy prepared in line with the Handbook for policy planning and is published per each of the four
 additional ministries. Each report shows evidence of the degree of progress and/or delays in the implementation of the action plans of sectoral strategies selected by the ministries and proposes (where necessary) corrective action”



	ASSESMENT OF
the Monitoring report covering the period of 2017-2018 on implementation of the Action Plan of the National Strategy Against Organized Crime 2017-2020

	I) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Publishing entity
	
	Ministry of Interior

	What year does the monitoring report cover? 
	
	2017-2018 because no report was published for 2017

	Time of publishing
	
	2018

	Frequency of the reporting

	
	Annually (implicitly stated in the Introduction, second paragraph)

	Report is approved by the PAR Council or other entity
	Yes
	27 March 2019

	There is information on the organizational unit/administrative entity/policy implementing entity responsible for preparation of monitoring report 
	Yes
	Secretariat of the Interagency Coordinating Council for Combating Organized Crime

	II) FORMAT AND STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	There is an executive summary

	Yes
	There is an introductory section which may serve as the executive summary. It contains two graphics on the progress and achievements and some pretty basic statistics.

	Report shows evidence of the degree of progress
	Yes
	

	Report contain information about major achievements and implemented reforms
	Yes
	

	Report provide information about obstacles, challenges and risks
	Yes
	

	Report contains proposals of corrective actions (where necessary), recommendations and future steps
	Yes
	

	Other documents delivered as evidence according to “Self-assessment of the 3rd Tranche Indicators 2018, Public Administration Reform (PAR)
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Primary sources:
	
	

	Monitoring report by the pilot ministry, published on the official MoI website;
	Yes
	English version delivered

	Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019
	Yes
	English version delivered

	Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR). 
	Yes
	English version delivered

	Secondary sources:
	
	

	Policy Planning Handbook
	Yes
	English version delivered

	Monitoring and Evaluation Framework
	Yes
	English version delivered


Level of achievement:
☐WEAK (up to 50% of scoring Y/N)
☒



☐AVERAGE (from 51%-95% of scoring Y/N)





☒STRONG (from 96%-100% of scoring Y/N)
	ASSESMENT TABLE D

	Benchmark 1.1.3

“At least one monitoring report of a sectoral strategy prepared in line with the Handbook for policy planning and is published per each of the four
 additional ministries. Each report shows evidence of the degree of progress and/or delays in the implementation of the action plans of sectoral strategies selected by the ministries and proposes (where necessary) corrective action”



	ASSESMENT OF
the Monitoring report covering the period of 2018 on the implementation of the Action Plan of the State Strategy for Civic Equality and Integration 2015-2020

	I) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Publishing entity
	
	Office of the State Minister for Reconciliation & Civic Equality

	What year does the monitoring report cover? 
	
	January-June 2018

	Time of publishing
	
	December 2018

	Frequency of the reporting

	
	Presumable semi-annually

	Report is approved by the PAR Council or other entity
	Yes
	27 March 2019

	There is information on the organizational unit/administrative entity/policy implementing entity responsible for preparation of monitoring report 
	No
	

	II) FORMAT AND STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	There is an executive summary

	Yes
	There is no mentioning related to indicators

	Report shows evidence of the degree of progress
	?
	The report mostly provides listing and description of activities undertaken without analytical interpretation

	Report contain information about major achievements and implemented reforms
	?
	It is not clear from the outset what major achievements are

	Report provide information about obstacles, challenges and risks
	Yes
	Very rudimentary

	Report contains proposals of corrective actions (where necessary), recommendations and future steps
	No
	

	Other documents delivered as evidence according to “Self-assessment of the 3rd Tranche Indicators 2018, Public Administration Reform (PAR)
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Primary sources:
	
	

	Monitoring report by the pilot ministry, published on its official website;
	Yes
	English version delivered

	Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019
	Yes
	English version delivered

	Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR). 
	Yes
	English version delivered

	Secondary sources:
	
	

	Policy Planning Handbook
	Yes
	English version delivered

	Monitoring and Evaluation Framework
	Yes
	English version delivered


Level of achievement:
☐WEAK (up to 50% of scoring Y/N)
☒



☒AVERAGE (from 51%-95% of scoring Y/N)




☐STRONG (from 96%-100% of scoring Y/N)

	ANNEX 2

ASSESMENT TABLE A

	Benchmark 1.1.4
“At least one evaluation report of each selected sectoral strategy is prepared in line with the Handbook for policy planning and is published per each of the five pilot ministries. Each evaluation report shows evidence and reasons of achievements and/or not achievements in the actual implementation of the selected action plans in the five pilot ministries and makes recommendations for the future”



	ASSESMENT OF
the Evaluation report covering the period of 2017 on the implementation of the National Anti-Corruption Strategy (2017 -2018)

	I) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Publishing entity
	
	Ministry of Justice

	What year does the Evaluation report cover? 
	
	2017

	Time of publishing
	
	December 2018

	Frequency of the reporting

	
	Annual

	Report is approved by the PAR Council or other entity
	Yes
	27 March 2019

	There is information on the organizational unit/administrative entity/policy implementing entity responsible for preparation of Evaluation report 
	Yes
	Anti-Corruption Council Secretariat

	II) FORMAT AND STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	There is an executive summary
 with conclusions and recommendations
	Yes
	Recommendations were not summarized

	Report explains assessment methodology
	Yes
	

	Report provide information about need assessments, goals, key research issues and assessment periods
	Yes
	

	Evaluation results are presented in the report, performance/fulfilment of the objectives and goals are measured by the relevant outcome indicators
	Yes
	

	Report provide recommendations on challenges and risks identified during the assessment.
	Yes
	

	Other documents delivered as evidence according to “Self-assessment of the 3rd Tranche Indicators 2018, Public Administration Reform (PAR)
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Primary sources:
	
	

	Evaluation report by the pilot ministry, published on its official website;
	Yes
	English version 

	Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019
	Yes
	English version 

	Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR). 
	Yes
	English version 

	Secondary sources:
	
	

	Policy Planning Handbook
	Yes
	English version 

	Monitoring and Evaluation Framework
	Yes
	English version 


Level of achievement:
☐WEAK (up to 50% of scoring Y/N)
☒



☐AVERAGE (from 51%-95% of scoring Y/N)





☒STRONG (from 96%-100% of scoring Y/N)

	ASSESMENT TABLE B

	Benchmark 1.1.4
“At least one evaluation report of each selected sectoral strategy is prepared in line with the Handbook for policy planning and is published per each of the five pilot ministries. Each evaluation report shows evidence and reasons of achievements and/or not achievements in the actual implementation of the selected action plans in the five pilot ministries and makes recommendations for the future”



	ASSESMENT OF
the Evaluation report covering the period 2017-2018 on the implementation of the Strategy for Education and Science (2017-2021)

	I) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Publishing entity
	
	Ministry of Education, Science, Culture & Sport

	What year does the Evaluation report cover? 
	
	2017-2018

	Time of publishing
	
	February 2019

	Frequency of the reporting

	
	n/a

	Report is approved by the PAR Council or other entity
	Yes
	27 March 2019

	There is information on the organizational unit/administrative entity/policy implementing entity responsible for preparation of Evaluation report 
	No
	

	II) FORMAT AND STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	There is an executive summary
 with conclusions and recommendations
	Yes
	There is a title: Resume, which contains all the required info

	Report explains assessment methodology
	Yes
	

	Report provide information about need assessments, goals, key research issues and assessment periods
	Yes
	

	Evaluation results are presented in the report, performance/fulfilment of the objectives and goals are measured by the relevant outcome indicators
	Yes
	

	Report provide recommendations on challenges and risks identified during the assessment.
	Yes
	

	Other documents delivered as evidence according to “Self-assessment of the 3rd Tranche Indicators 2018, Public Administration Reform (PAR)
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Primary sources:
	
	

	Evaluation report by the pilot ministry, published on its official website;
	Yes
	English version 

	Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019
	Yes
	English version 

	Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR). 
	Yes
	English version 

	Secondary sources:
	
	

	Policy Planning Handbook
	Yes
	English version 

	Monitoring and Evaluation Framework
	Yes
	English version 


Level of achievement:
☐WEAK (up to 50% of scoring Y/N)
☒



☐AVERAGE (from 51%-95% of scoring Y/N)





☒STRONG (from 96%-100% of scoring Y/N)

	ASSESMENT TABLE C

	Benchmark 1.1.4
“At least one evaluation report of each selected sectoral strategy is prepared in line with the Handbook for policy planning and is published per each of the five pilot ministries. Each evaluation report shows evidence and reasons of achievements and/or not achievements in the actual implementation of the selected action plans in the five pilot ministries and makes recommendations for the future”



	ASSESMENT OF
the Evaluation report covering the period of 2016-2017 on the implementation of the Strategy for Elimination Hepatitis C (2016-2020)

	I) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Publishing entity
	
	Ministry of Internally Displaced Persons from Occupied Territories, Labor, Health & Social Affairs

	What year does the Evaluation report cover? 
	
	2016-2017

	Time of publishing
	
	December 2018

	Frequency of the reporting

	
	n/a

	Report is approved by the PAR Council or other entity
	Yes
	27 March 2019

	There is information on the organizational unit/administrative entity/policy implementing entity responsible for preparation of Evaluation report 
	Yes
	USAID's Democratic Governance Initiative (GGI)

	II) FORMAT AND STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	There is an executive summary
 with conclusions and recommendations
	Yes
	

	Report explains assessment methodology
	Yes
	

	Report provide information about need assessments, goals, key research issues and assessment periods
	Yes
	

	Evaluation results are presented in the report, performance/fulfilment of the objectives and goals are measured by the relevant outcome indicators
	Yes
	

	Report provide recommendations on challenges and risks identified during the assessment.
	Yes
	

	Other documents delivered as evidence according to “Self-assessment of the 3rd Tranche Indicators 2018, Public Administration Reform (PAR)
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Primary sources:
	
	

	Evaluation report by the pilot ministry, published on its official website;
	Yes
	English version 

	Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019
	Yes
	English version 

	Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR). 
	Yes
	English version 

	Secondary sources:
	
	

	Policy Planning Handbook
	Yes
	English version 

	Monitoring and Evaluation Framework
	Yes
	English version 


Level of achievement:
☐WEAK (up to 50% of scoring Y/N)
☒



☐AVERAGE (from 51%-95% of scoring Y/N)





☒STRONG (from 96%-100% of scoring Y/N)

	ASSESMENT TABLE D

	Benchmark 1.1.4
“At least one evaluation report of each selected sectoral strategy is prepared in line with the Handbook for policy planning and is published per each of the five pilot ministries. Each evaluation report shows evidence and reasons of achievements and/or not achievements in the actual implementation of the selected action plans in the five pilot ministries and makes recommendations for the future”



	ASSESMENT OF
the Evaluation report covering the period of 2016-2017 on the implementation of the SME development Strategy (2016-2020)

	I) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Publishing entity
	
	Ministry of Economy & Sustainable Development

	What year does the Evaluation report cover? 
	
	2016-2017

	Time of publishing
	
	2018

	Frequency of the reporting

	
	n/a

	Report is approved by the PAR Council or other entity
	Yes
	27 March 2019

	There is information on the organizational unit/administrative entity/policy implementing entity responsible for preparation of Evaluation report 
	Yes
	Economic Policy Department of the Ministry for Economy and Sustainable Development of Georgia with support of OECD

	II) FORMAT AND STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	There is an executive summary
 with conclusions and recommendations
	Yes
	

	Report explains assessment methodology
	Yes
	

	Report provide information about need assessments, goals, key research issues and assessment periods
	Yes
	

	Evaluation results are presented in the report, performance/fulfilment of the objectives and goals are measured by the relevant outcome indicators
	Yes
	

	Report provide recommendations on challenges and risks identified during the assessment.
	Yes
	

	Other documents delivered as evidence according to “Self-assessment of the 3rd Tranche Indicators 2018, Public Administration Reform (PAR)
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Primary sources:
	
	

	Evaluation report by the pilot ministry, published on its official website;
	Yes
	English version 

	Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019
	Yes
	English version 

	Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR). 
	Yes
	English version 

	Secondary sources:
	
	

	Policy Planning Handbook
	Yes
	English version 

	Monitoring and Evaluation Framework
	Yes
	English version 


Level of achievement:
☐WEAK (up to 50% of scoring Y/N)
☒



☐AVERAGE (from 51%-95% of scoring Y/N)





☒STRONG (from 96%-100% of scoring Y/N)

	ASSESMENT TABLE E

	Benchmark 1.1.4
“At least one evaluation report of each selected sectoral strategy is prepared in line with the Handbook for policy planning and is published per each of the five pilot ministries. Each evaluation report shows evidence and reasons of achievements and/or not achievements in the actual implementation of the selected action plans in the five pilot ministries and makes recommendations for the future”



	ASSESMENT OF
the Evaluation report covering the period of 2015-2017 on the implementation of the Strategy for Agricultural development (2015-2020)

	I) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Publishing entity
	
	Ministry of Environment Protection & Agriculture

	What year does the Evaluation report cover? 
	
	2015-2017

	Time of publishing
	
	October 2018

	Frequency of the reporting

	
	n/a

	Report is approved by the PAR Council or other entity
	Yes
	27 March 2019

	There is information on the organizational unit/administrative entity/policy implementing entity responsible for preparation of Evaluation report 
	Yes
	Policy and Analysis Department, and FAO

	II) FORMAT AND STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	There is an executive summary
 with conclusions and recommendations
	Yes
	

	Report explains assessment methodology
	Yes
	

	Report provide information about need assessments, goals, key research issues and assessment periods
	Yes
	

	Evaluation results are presented in the report, performance/fulfilment of the objectives and goals are measured by the relevant outcome indicators
	Yes
	

	Report provide recommendations on challenges and risks identified during the assessment.
	Yes
	

	Other documents delivered as evidence according to “Self-assessment of the 3rd Tranche Indicators 2018, Public Administration Reform (PAR)
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Primary sources:
	
	

	Evaluation report by the pilot ministry, published on its official website
	Yes
	English version 

	Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019
	Yes
	English version 

	Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR)
	Yes
	English version 

	Secondary sources:
	
	

	Policy Planning Handbook
	Yes
	English version 

	Monitoring and Evaluation Framework
	Yes
	English version 


Level of achievement:
☐WEAK (up to 50% of scoring Y/N)
☒



☐AVERAGE (from 51%-95% of scoring Y/N)





☒STRONG (from 96%-100% of scoring Y/N)
	ANNEX 3

ASSESMENT TABLE

	Benchmark 1.1.5
The Public Administration Reform (PAR) action plan for 2019-2020 including baselines, targets and indicators, is approved by the PAR Council and published


	ASSESMENT OF
the Public Administration Reform (PAR) action plan for 2019-2020

	I) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Publishing entity
	
	Government

	Time of publishing
	
	Not approved yet by the Government. The draft is published on the on the Government’s internet side but the exact date is unknown

	Report is approved by the PAR Council
	Yes
	27 March 2019

	II) FORMAT AND STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	The Plan contains baselines
	Yes
	

	The Plan contains targets
	Yes
	

	The Plan contains indicators
	Yes
	

	Other documents delivered as evidence according to “Self-assessment of the 3rd Tranche Indicators 2018, Public Administration Reform (PAR)
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Primary sources:
	
	

	PAR Action Plan 2019-2020 approved by the PAR Council
	Yes
	English version  

	Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR). 
	Yes
	English version 

	Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019
	Yes
	English version 

	Secondary sources:
	
	

	Calendar for elaboration of Public Administration Reform 2019-2020
	Yes
	English version 

	Medium-term Review of the Reform Roadmap developed by SIGMA experts
	Yes
	

	Baseline Measurement Report on Policy Development (SIGMA)
	Yes
	


	ANNEX 4

ASSESMENT TABLE

	Benchmark 2.1.2
Functional reviews on all ministries are concluded


	ASSESMENT OF
the consolidated report including the functional reviews

	I) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Publishing entity
	
	Civil Service Bureau

	Report is approved by the PAR Council or other entity
	Yes
	27 March 2019

	There is information on the organizational unit/administrative entity/policy implementing entity responsible for preparation of monitoring report 
	Yes
	Public Service Bureau, the experts of “Synergy Group” and international experts working within the frame of USID project - Democratic Governance Initiative (DGI)

	II) FORMAT AND STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Functional reviews on all ministries are concluded
	Yes
	

	Report presents the main conclusions of the functional reviews in all ministries
	Yes
	

	Other documents delivered as evidence according to “Self-assessment of the 3rd Tranche Indicators 2018, Public Administration Reform (PAR)
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019
	Yes
	English version 

	Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR). 
	Yes
	English version 

	Institutional Reviews of Central Governmental Institutions: Line Ministries
	Yes
	English version 


Level of achievement:
☐WEAK (up to 50% of scoring Y/N)
☒



☐AVERAGE (from 51%-95% of scoring Y/N)





☒STRONG (from 96%-100% of scoring Y/N)

	ANNEX 5

ASSESMENT TABLE

	Benchmark 2.1.3

At least 20% of the short-term actions of the reviews concluded in 2017 in the five pilot ministries (listed in indicator 1) are implemented


	ASSESMENT OF
the Report on fulfilment of the short-term recommendations by five pilot ministries

	I) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Publishing entity
	
	Administration of the Government

	Time of publishing
	
	March 2019

	Report is approved by the PAR Council or other entity
	Yes
	27 March 2019

	There is information on the organizational unit/administrative entity/policy implementing entity responsible for preparation of monitoring report 
	Yes
	Secretariat of the Public Administration Reform Council

	II) FORMAT AND STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	At least 20% of the short-term actions of the reviews concluded in 2017 in the Ministry of Economy and Sustainable Development are implemented
	Yes
	Implemented 3 out of 11 recommended measures

	At least 20% of the short-term actions of the reviews concluded in 2017 in the Ministry of Education, Science, Culture and Sport are implemented
	Yes
	Implemented 7 out of 12 recommended measures

	At least 20% of the short-term actions of the reviews concluded in 2017 in the Ministry of Internally Displaced Persons from the Occupied Territories, Labour, Health and Social Affairs are implemented
	Yes
	Implemented 8 out of 12 recommended measures

	At least 20% of the short-term actions of the reviews concluded in 2017 in the Ministry of Environment Protection and Agriculture are implemented
	Yes
	Implemented 7 out of 11 recommended measures

	At least 20% of the short-term actions of the reviews concluded in 2017 in the Ministry of Justice are implemented
	Yes
	Implemented 6 out of 11 recommended measures

	Other documents delivered as evidence according to “Self-assessment of the 3rd Tranche Indicators 2018, Public Administration Reform (PAR)
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Report of AoG confirming that at least 20% of the short-term actions of the reviews concluded in 2017 in five pilot ministries are implemented
	Yes
	English version 

	Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019
	Yes
	English version 

	Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR). 
	Yes
	English version 


Level of achievement:
☐WEAK (up to 50% of scoring Y/N)
☒



☐AVERAGE (from 51%-95% of scoring Y/N)





☒STRONG (from 96%-100% of scoring Y/N)
	ANNEX 6

ASSESMENT TABLE

	Benchmark 3.1.4
All civil servants eligible in 2018 to the annual appraisal in ministries were appraised in 2018 in line with the new legal framework.


	ASSESMENT OF
the - CSB Report on the results of performance appraisal in 2018

	I) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Publishing entity
	
	Civil Service Bureau

	Time of publishing
	
	2018

	Report is approved by the PAR Council or other entity
	Yes
	27 March 2017

	There is information on the organizational unit/administrative entity/policy implementing entity responsible for preparation of monitoring report 
	No
	

	II) FORMAT AND STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	Report confirms that all civil servants eligible to the annual appraisal in ministries were actually appraised in 2018 in line with the new legal framework
	Yes
	See section 5 of the Report

	Other documents delivered as evidence according to “Self-assessment of the 3rd Tranche Indicators 2018, Public Administration Reform (PAR)
	CHECK LIST Yes/No
	REMARKS

	CSB Report on the results of performance appraisal in 2018
	Yes
	English version 
[image: image1.emf]Report on the  Results of Performance Appraisal of Professional Civil Servants in the Ministries in Georgia.docx



	Minutes of the Public Administration Reform Council (PAR) meeting 2019
	Yes
	English version 
[image: image2.emf]ENG_PARC_2019_M arch_Minutes.docx



	Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform (PAR).
	Yes
	English version 
[image: image3.emf]ENG_Consolidated  Report on PAR implementation-16.04.docx




Level of achievement:
☐WEAK (up to 50% of scoring Y/N)
☒



☐AVERAGE (from 51%-95% of scoring Y/N)





☒STRONG (from 96%-100% of scoring Y/N)

Annex 2 - Checklist
	BM 4.1.3 – Checklist (As at Friday 19 April 2019)
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	BM Part 1:

Government publishes* a ‘Report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the Assets Declaration Monitoring System’

Surely should be one Report covering 2017/18 - Not different Reports for 2018 and 2017, which were not drafted for one and the same purpose 

*List of press/media coverage was provided separately upon request 
	BM Part 2:

The Report provides Evidence that all cases of incomplete or inaccurate declarations submitted in 2017 have been subjected to Administrative, or Legal proceedings


	BM Part 3:

And based upon the progress and/or delays in implementation of the 2016 published Action Plan, identifies main areas for further actions

Not an issue in this context, but although published and initiated in 2016, the Action Plan was not formally adopted until 25 April 2017

	Evidence presented by

the Beneficiaries
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	Source of Verification:

‘One Consolidated Report validated by the PAR Council’
	Consolidated Report focuses almost entirely on declarations checked in 2018 and the results achieved 

Nothing on the activities in the Action Plan for 2017 or 2018

Report makes no direct reference to BM or its component parts


	Consolidated Report includes data for 2018:        

448 declarations were checked; 379 were negatively assessed, of which 31 were concluded by formal Warnings 

And for 2017:

Pie-chart showing basic annual data

Nothing about appeals, or referrals to Prosecutor etc in 2017 
	From Consolidated Report:

‘The deficiencies revealed in the process of monitoring declarations conducted in 2017 were taken into account and a new form of sanction was established by legislative amendment on 04 May 2018’ – A Formal Warning 

No other reference to Progress and/or Delays in Action Plan implementation, or main areas for further actions

	CSB ‘Report on Implementation of the Declaration Monitoring Department Plan for 2018’

Content unchanged, but was re-titled: ‘Report on implementation of the Action Plan of the Asset Declaration Monitoring System’

	The CSB Report 2018 was presented to Prime Minister on 04 February 2019 and later validated by PAR Council.

It covers all Action Plan activities and the achievements in 2018 
And was posted on CSB Webpage

Makes little reference to implementation of Action Plan 2017, as per BM

No reference to BM or its component parts

Repeated use of different titles for this Report in other docs was confusing


	CSB Report gives data for 2018: 

448 declarations checked; 10 discontinued; 59 to standard; 31 warnings; 348 fines; 13 appeals; 1 to Prosecutor.

And for 2017:

7 Declarations were referred to Prosecutor and are ongoing

Nothing on number of Administrative sanctions imposed in 2017, or nature and results of subsequent appeals etc

No criminal prosecutions to date?


	As in Consolidated Report, reference is made to the legislative amendment in 2018. In addition, staff training re Appraisal System adopted 22 February 2018 is highlighted. Assessment of the latter is included in Action Plan updated in 2018, along with a new Activity to strengthen cooperation with Law Enforcement bodies 

No data from 2017 and no other reference to Progress and/or Delays in Action Plan implementation

	CSB

‘Report on the Results of the Asset Declaration Monitoring

Carried out in 2017’


	Was initially presented as being primary evidence of review of Action Plan implementation in 2017, but it can’t be considered to be such a review 

It is a report of results from checking declarations in 2017 

Makes no reference to Action Plan activities in 2017, or to the BM
	CSB Report for 2017 provides all the relevant annual data: 

224 declarations, 78% of total, were assessed negatively and statutory fines were imposed

And 7 declarations were sent to the relevant agencies for further enquiry

No investigations?
	CSB Report for 2017 focuses exclusively on results of the Declarations checked that year

No reference to Progress and/or Delays in Action Plan implementation, or main areas for further actions

	CSB

Narrative ‘Note’


	It says:

CSB has prepared the ‘Report on the implementation of the Annual-Action Plan of the asset declaration monitoring system’. Result of the Monitoring Exercise in 2018, was published on CSB Webpage

No reference to implementation of Action Plan in 2017 

No reference to BM or its component parts
	No 2017 data or evidence in CSB Note
	Same info as in the Self-Assessment plus: 

‘Aim to improve not only the Declaration Monitoring System, but to develop and raise the capacity of the Declaration Monitoring Department’

No concrete examples offered and no other reference to Progress and/or Delays in Action Plan implementation, or main areas for further actions



	‘Compliance Statement Specific Conditions

Self-Assessment’

Evidences listed as:

Minutes of the PAR Council meeting 2019

Consolidated report on the implementation of the Public Administration Reform

Annex to the Consolidated report: CSB Report on the implementation of the action plan of the assets declaration monitoring system

CSB Supplementary Report on Benchmark 4.1.3.

Each of which is considered in this table
	Narrative in Compliance Statement includes:

In 2018, ‘Report on Implementation of the Action Plan for Monitoring of Asset Declarations’ was elaborated and published on the official web-page of the CSB

No reference to implementation of Action Plan in 2017 

No specific reference to BM or its component parts


	No 2017 data or evidence in the Compliance Statement

	Extract from Compliance Statement:

‘In 2018 the Action Plan was revised. Monitoring stages were outlined more clearly from initial stage to final outcome. Goals and activities were defined more clearly. Indicators were determined more precisely in order to measure quality and quantity of results’

No concrete examples offered and no other reference to Progress and/or Delays in Action Plan implementation, or main areas for further actions

	‘Minutes PAR Council meeting 2019’

Date of meeting not shown, but it took place on 27 March 
	Annex validated by PAR Council:

‘Report on the implementation of the action plan of the assets declaration monitoring system’, 

But at that time, it must have still been entitled ‘Report on Implementation of the Declaration Monitoring

Department Plan for 2018’ 

As noted above, this validated Report is not in compliance with BM, in that it covers only activities in 2018 Action Plan, not 2017 AND 2018 activities

List of validated Annexes also includes: Supplementary Report on Benchmark 4.1.3 
CSB Supplementary Report was drafted during AT Mission in Country. Therefore, it could not have been ‘presented’ at the PAR Council meeting 

However, as pointed in footnote to the Minutes, it has been circulated to PAR Council Members for ex-post validation 
	No indication that 2017 data was discussed at the meeting
	No indication that Progress and/or Delays in Action Plan implementation, or main areas for further actions were discussed at the meeting

	CSB

‘BM 4.1.3 Supplementary Report’

Addresses each of the 3 component parts of BM in separate Chapters

As recommended in AT Report of November 2018

	Supplementary Report compares some results of 2017 Action Plan activities with 2018

Not yet validated by PAR Council and not published

And not clear if this version, or the amended version as below, is being circulated for ex-post validation by PAR Council 

Amended version is more convincing
	In 2017:

224 fines of 1000 GEL were imposed, against which 11 appeals* were launched, and 7 other cases were sent to law enforcement

*Separate Table showing outcomes of appeals was provided later upon request

No criminal proceedings opened to date. 


	Report identifies Main Areas for Further Action and key improvements:

1.It is essential that monitoring should not be focused on superficial technical checking, but identification of corruption facts and prevention of corruption

2.Establishing minimum standards of documentation to be sent to law-enforcement authorities

3.Earlier difficulties in establishing an Independent Selection Commission, but activated for 2019 checks

4.Personal Data Protection Officer confirmed system is in compliance.
5.And remote access gained to cadastre immoveable property records 

	CSB ‘Amended BM 4.1.3 Supplementary Report’

Received on final day of AT Mission in Country!

Why was this report not done properly 3 months ago?????


	Table has been inserted into original Supplementary Report and shows all Action Plan activities in years 2017 and 2018 and level of achievement

This amended version is more convincing, but is not included in final bundle of evidences received from AoG

Not yet validated by PAR Council and not published
	Same as in original version above
	Same as in original version above​​


Annex 3 – Evidence Documents Status on day 1 of the mission
	Benchmark
	Evidence Documents 
	Submission/ Status
	Comments

	Key Documents
	Consolidated Report on the implementation of PAR
	Pending 
	Being Translated

	
	Minutes of the PAR Council meeting 2019 
	Pending
	Being Translated

	
	Compliance Statement on General Conditions
	To be submitted
	

	
	Compliance Statement on the Specific Conditions 
	Submitted
	

	
	List of Evidence documents
	To be submitted
	

	1.1.3
	Monitoring Reports of the 4 Pilot Ministries:

· Office of the State Minister of Reconciliation and Civic Equality 
· Ministry of Finance
· Ministry of Interior
· Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure
	Pending

Pending

Pending

Submitted
	Being translated

Being translated

Being translated

	1.1.4
	Assessment Reports of 5 pilot Ministries:

· Ministry of Justice of Georgia
· Ministry of Education, Science, Culture and Sport of Georgia
· Ministry of Health and Social Affairs
· Ministry of Economy and Sustainable Development
· Ministry of Environment Protection and Agriculture 
	Pending

Pending

Pending

Submitted
Submitted
	Being translated

Being translated 

Being translated 



	1.1.5
	· PAR Action Plan 2019-2020 approved by the PAR Council 
· Calendar for elaboration of PAR 2019-2020
· Medium-term Review of the Reform Roadmap developed by SIGMA 
· Baseline Measurement Report on Policy Development
	Pending

To be submitted To be submitted
To be submitted
	Being translated

	1.2.2
	· The letter sent by the Ministry of Finance of Georgia to the AoG, confirming that the budgets of the Action Plans, adopted by the Government in 2018, are in compliance with the BDD  
· MOF report on evidence of costing consistent with the latest Government-approved medium-term budgetary framework (BDD)
	To be submitted 

To be submitted
	

	2.1.2
	· Report of the CSB on Institutional Analysis of central government institutions
· Report by the Administration of the Government of Georgia
	Pending

To be submitted
	Being translated

	2.1.3
	· Report on the Implementation of recommendations of the Functional and Institutional Analysis
· Report on Outputs of Institutional Analysis
	To be submitted 

To be submitted
	

	3.1.4
	· Decree of the Government of Georgia N 220 on Adoption of Procedure and Conditions for Performance Appraisal of Professional Civil Servants
· CSB Report on the results of performance appraisal in 2018
	To be submitted 

To be clarified
	Submitted Narrative instead of Report

	3.2.2
	· Report on new Professional Development System and Trainings in Civil Service in Georgia

· Decree of the Government of Georgia on “Approval of the rule on defining the needs, standards and rules for professional development of professional civil servants"
· Order of the Minister of Education, Science, Culture and Sport of Georgia on Approval and Fee for Accreditation of the Program for Professional Development of Professional Public Servant
	To be clarified 

To be submitted 

To be submitted
	Submitted Narrative instead of Report


	4.1.3
	· Report on the implementation of the action plan of the assets declaration monitoring system
· CSB Supplementary Report
	To be submitted 

To be submitted
	

	4.2.2
	· The report on the percentage of public information issued by public institutions in 2016 and 2018

· Note of Methodology of the report
	Pending
Submitted
	Being translated

	5.1.3
	· PSDA Report on fulfillment of 2018 indicators
	To be submitted
	

	5.1.4
	· Report on the results of research on Awareness and Satisfaction of the Community Centers
	Submitted
	


Annex 4- List of Meetings
	1. Site Visit to the Community Center (Udabno in Sagarejo Municipality)

	2. Site Visit to the Community Center (Mukhrani in Mtskheta Municipality)

	3. Site Visit to the Community Center (Akhalsopeli in Kvareli Municipality)

	4. Administration of Government of Georgia

	5. Ministry of Justice

	6. Civil Service Bureau

	7. Public Service Delivery Agency

	8. European Union Delegation

	9. Meeting with line Ministries 

	10. Ministry of Finance

	11. Meeting with Donors

	12. Civil Society Organizations 


Annex 5 – Desk Notes
	Desk Note nr.
	1

	Date of Meeting
	08.04.2019

	Institution \ Stakeholder met
	PSDA – Site Visit to the Community Center (Udabno in Sagarejo Municipality)

	Participants 

(name, qualification)
	Ms. Mariam Dzagnidze, Director of Project "Community Centers and e-Governance"
Mr. David Wolstenholme, Expert in Anti-Corruption

Mr. Edmond Miletic, Expert in PAR

Ms. Mariam Dakhundaridze, Local Support 

	Indicator \ Benchmark Involved
	Specific Conditions

	Main topics discussed \ Agreed
	Udabno Community Center in Sagarejo Municipality with 700 population has been opened and functional since 13 February 2019, including the following facilities: a front desk for service delivery, a small conference room, library and 3 PCs available for the local community for free, an office for municipality representative, Magti and Liberty Bank front offices. 2 locally employed operators.  It has in average 20 visitors per day. There is also an English Language classes available for the local community conducted by the Peace Corp’s native speaker/teacher.

EU visibility (flag, banner, name tags, information desk and brochures) is in place. The evidence photos are attached.


	Desk Note nr.
	2

	Date of Meeting
	10.04.2019

	Institution \ Stakeholder met
	PSDA – Site Visit to the Community Center (Mukhrani in Mtskheta Municipality)

	Participants

(name, qualification)
	Ms. Mariam Dzagnidze, Director of Project "Community Centers and e-Governance"
Mr. David Wolstenholme, Expert in Anti-Corruption

Mr. Edmond Miletic, Expert in PAR

Ms. Mariam Dakhundaridze, Local Support

	Indicator \ Benchmark Involved
	Specific Conditions

	Main topics discussed \ Agreed
	Mukhrani Community Center in Mtskheta Municipality with 5000 local and 15 000 population from surrounding areas has been opened and functional since 11 February 2019, including the following facilities: a front desk for service delivery, a big conference room, a room for Advisory/Consultancy/Notary Service, library and 3 PCs available for the local community for free, two office rooms for municipality representatives, Magti and Liberty Bank front offices. 2 locally employed operators. It has in average 40 visitors per day.

EU visibility (flag, banner, name tags, information desk and brochures) is in place. The evidence photos are attached.


	Desk Note nr.
	3

	Date of Meeting
	10.04.2019

	Institution \ Stakeholder met
	PSDA – Site Visit to the Community Center (Akhalsopeli in Kvareli Municipality)

	Participants 

(name, qualification)
	Ms. Natia KviTsinashvili, ACT Research Company

Mr. Igor Pellicciari, Team Leader

	Indicator \ Benchmark Involved
	Specific Conditions

	Main topics discussed \ Agreed
	Akhalsopeli Community Center in Kvareli Municipality has been opened and functional since 28 January 2019.




	Desk Note nr.
	4

	Date of Meeting
	11.04.2019

	Institution \ Stakeholder met
	Administration of Government of Georgia

	Participants 

(name, qualification)
	Ms. Elena Beradze, Deputy Head of Administration of the Government
Ms. Ana Kvernadze, PAR Secretariat, Administration of the Government

Ms. Lili Lezhava, PAR Secretariat, Administration of the Government

Ms. Igor Pellicciari, Team Leader

Ms. David Wolstenholme, Expert in Anti-Corruption

Ms. Edmond Miletic, Expert in PAR

Ms. Mariam Dakhundaridze, Local Support

	Indicator \ Benchmark Involved
	All Benchmarks

	Main topics discussed \ Agreed
	· Introduction to the newly appointed deputy Head of Administration and the Assessment Team;

· AT presented the background of the Project and the scope of the final Review Mission;

· Reviewed the status of the evidence documents and the causes of the delay in receiving them; 

· AT briefed the Deputy Head of Administration on the scope of the November pre-assessment mission and the recommendations provided to AoG team for final assessment;

· The Deputy Head of Administration noted that the governmental agencies have substantially improved their overall standards of planning and reporting. In addition to this visible progress, the updated Policy Planning Manual, which is pending for approval in May 2019, will provide a clear guidance for Policy planning, Monitoring and Evaluation and guide the governmental agencies for result oriented planning and implementation.

It was agreed:

· AoG will provide the Minutes of the PARC Meeting with the list of the Primary Evidence documents validated by PARC at their earliest convenience, as well as all the remaining evidence materials translated in English.


	Desk Note nr.
	5

	Date of Meeting
	11.04.2019

	Institution \ Stakeholder met
	Ministry of Justice

	Participants 

(name, qualification)
	Mr. Zurab Sanikidze, Head of the Analytical Department

Ms. Tamar Chkhitunidze, Senior Specialist

Ms. Lili Lezhava, PAR Secretariat, Administration of the Government

Mr. Igor Pellicciari, Team Leader

Mr. David Wolstenholme, Expert in Anti-Corruption

Mr. Edmond Miletic, Expert in PAR

Ms. Mariam Dakhundaridze, Local Support

	Indicator \ Benchmark Involved
	Benchmark: 4.2.2 / 5.1.3 / 5.1.4

	Main topics discussed \ Agreed
	· AT briefed on the scope of the final Review Mission and discussed the recommendations provided in the last pre-assessment mission related to the Ministry of Justice;

· The Head of the Analytical department noted that the recommendations provided by AT were taken into consideration and were highly appreciated in developing the Evidence documents - primarily the Report on the percentage of public information issued by public institutions. He presented the methodology on Public Information data collection which was included in the Report per AT’s recommendation;
· All evidence documents were validated by PARC.


	Desk Note nr.
	6

	Date of Meeting
	11.04.2019

	Institution \ Stakeholder met
	Administration of Government

	Participants 

(name, qualification)
	Mr. Giorgi Bobghiashvili, PAR Secretariat, Administration of the Government

Mr. David Wolstenholme, Expert in Anti-Corruption

Ms. Mariam Dakhundaridze, Local Support

	Indicator \ Benchmark Involved
	Benchmark: 1.2.2

	Main topics discussed \ Agreed
	Informal discussion of the content of BM 1.2.2 Report received by AT on 4 April, the need for MoF to revise the document to better reflect the evidence on the links between Action Plan costings and BDD.


	Desk Note nr.
	7

	Date of Meeting
	12.04.2019

	Institution \ Stakeholder met
	Civil Service Bureau 

	Participants 

(name, qualification)
	Ms. Eka Kardava, Head of Civil Service Bureau

Ms. Maia Dvalishvili, Deputy Head of Civil Service Bureau

Ms. Irina Aghapishvili, Head of the Analytical Department, Civil Service Bureau

Ms. Lili Lezhava, PAR Secretariat, Administration of the Government

Mr. Igor Pellicciari, Team Leader

Mr. David Wolstenholme, Expert in Anti-Corruption

Mr. Edmond Miletic, Expert in PAR

Ms. Mariam Dakhundaridze, Local Support

	Indicator \ Benchmark Involved
	Benchmark: 3.1.2 / 3.2.2 / 4.1.3

	Main topics discussed \ Agreed
	· AT briefed the CSB team on the objective of the mission, also emphasizing the concern of not having received the full package of evidence documents before the meeting to be able to review and discuss it in more details

· CSB team presented the documents per each Benchmark; The results were summarized in the narratives plus the annexes as a primary and secondary evidence;

· CSB noted that all evidence documents were validated by PARC;

· AT pointed out the inconsistence in titling the documents as they didn’t match the document titles indicated in the Compliance Statement on the Specific Conditions. 
It was agreed:

· CSB to provide all the documents in English, organized in a corresponding manner per each Benchmark and the list of annexes. Also, to make sure that the titles of the documents are similar in both Consolidated Report and Compliance Statement on the Specific Conditions. 


	Desk Note nr.
	8

	Date of Meeting
	12.04.2019

	Institution \ Stakeholder met
	PSDA

	Participants 

(name, qualification)
	Ms. Mariam Dzagnidze, Project manager of Community Centers, PSDA

Ms. Elene Romelashvili, Head of International Relations & Donor Coordination Unit

Ms. Natia KviTsinashvili, ACT Research Company

Ms. Ketevan Tsanava,  PAR Secretariat, Administration of the Government
Mr. Igor Pellicciari, Team Leader

Mr. David Wolstenholme, Expert in Anti-Corruption

Mr. Edmond Miletic, Expert in PAR

Ms. Mariam Dakhundaridze, Local Support

	Indicator \ Benchmark Involved
	Benchmark: 5.1.3 and 5.1.4

	Main topics discussed \ Agreed
	· PSDA team presented all evidence documents developed per the AT’s recommendations and validated by PARC, including a complimentary note/fact sheets on Community Centers.

· All documents were submitted in English, in a format acceptable to AT for Final Assessment.

· AT suggested to further think on the Community Centers Network Concept to make it more functional and beneficial for the local community allowing social and education events taking place in the CCs.


	Desk Note nr.
	9

	Date of Meeting
	15.04.2019

	Institution \ Stakeholder met
	EUD

	Participants 

(name, qualification)
	Ms. Sophie Huet-Guerriche, Governance Sector Coordinator EUD Georgia
Mr. Igor Pellicciari, Team Leader

Mr. David Wolstenholme, Expert in Anti-Corruption

Mr. Edmond Miletic, Expert in PAR

Ms. Mariam Dakhundaridze, Local Support 

	Indicator \ Benchmark Involved
	Specific Conditions

	Main topics discussed \ Agreed
	· AT pointed out the poor organization and coordination among stakeholders by AoG related to preparation for the final Review Mission;

· AT concern on receiving incomplete deck of documents from AoG out of which some were available only in Georgian; This could be result of the recent organizational changes in AoG, both in management and technical staff;

· AT noted the inconsistence in the documents provided by AoG and validated by PARC; also, contradictory data in the documents;

· AT pointed out the need for revised BM 1.2.2 Report received on 4 April, as it didn’t reflect the evidence on the links between Action Plan costings and BDD; 
· It was mentioned that the EU financed Public Expenditure Framework Assessment (PEFA) would also elaborate on the alignment of Ministries Action Plans with BDD; In this frame, the MoF had developed the methodology for the Ministries for costing their Programs which is incorporated in the updated Policy Planning Manual.

It was agreed:

· AT to share updated mission agenda with EUD;

· To inform EUD of the incomplete documents to be received by AT, including the documents to be translated in English.


	Desk Note nr.
	10

	Date of Meeting
	15.04.2019

	Institution \ Stakeholder met
	Administration of Government of Georgia

	Participants 

(name, qualification)
	Ms. Nino Sarishvili, Head of PAR Secretariat

Ms. Ana Kvernadze, PAR Secretariat, Administration of the Government

Ms. Ketevan Tsanava, PAR Secretariat, Administration of the Government
Ms. Lili Lezhava, PAR Secretariat, Administration of the Government

Mr. Giorgi Bobghiashvili, PAR Secretariat, Administration of the Government
Ms. Igor Pellicciari, Team Leader

Ms. David Wolstenholme, Expert in Anti-Corruption

Ms. Edmond Miletic, Expert in PAR

Ms. Mariam Dakhundaridze, Local Support

	Indicator \ Benchmark Involved
	Benchmark: 1.1.3 / 1.1.4 / 1.1.5 / 1.2.2 / 2.1.2 / 2.1.3

	Main topics discussed \ Agreed
	· Reviewed the status of the evidence documents received by AT and the reasons of delay in submission of the documents validated by PARC; The key cause of delay, as AoG noted, was translation issue and the short timing for converting the documents in English;

· AT discussed documents by Benchmarks for clarification; The initial review revealed that the documents received by AT didn’t correspond with the evidence document titles from  Compliance Statement on the Specific Conditions; In addition, the document title should clearly define the type of document (Monitoring Report, Evaluation Report) and the period of reporting;
· AT requested the Minutes of PARC as a key document to proceed with the assessment;

· AT noted that the recommendation to review the draft evidence materials by Assessment Team before submitting to PARC was not utilized by AoG.
It was agreed:
· AoG will provide all the evidence materials in English on flash drive by 19 April for AT’s review and final assessment;

· Revised BM 1.1.2 Report and BM 4.1.3 Report shall be validated by PARC as primary evidence documents and after provided to AT for final assessment.


	Desk Note nr.
	11

	Date of Meeting
	15.04.2019 

	Institution \ Stakeholder met
	Follow-up meeting with CSB

	Participants 

(name, qualification)
	Ms. Eka Kardava, Head of Civil Service Bureau

Ms. Maia Dvalishvili, Deputy Head of Civil Service Bureau

Ms. Irina Aghapishvili, Head of the Analytical Department, Civil Service Bureau

Ms. Nina Sarishvili, Head of PAR Secretariat
Igor Pellicciari, Team Leader

David Wolstenholme, Expert in Anti-Corruption

Edmond Miletic, Expert in PAR

	Indicator \ Benchmark Involved
	All BMs denoted in Specific Conditions for which CSB is responsible

	Notes
	Having received a myriad of documents on the basis of ‘when they are ready’, AT requested that the meeting go through each BM in turn to identify the corresponding key pieces of primary evidence.

The exercise was productive and provided much needed clarification. For example, the key piece of primary evidence for BM 3.1.4 was found at Annex number 24 in a list of annexes to the Annexed document submitted to the PAR Council with the Consolidated Report.


	Desk Note nr.
	12

	Date of Meeting
	15.04.2019 

	Institution \ Stakeholder met
	Follow-up meeting with CSB

	Participants 

(name, qualification)
	Mr. Elguja Makalatia, Head of Declaration of Assets Monitoring Department

Mr. David Wolstenholme, Expert in Anti-Corruption



	Indicator \ Benchmark Involved
	BM 4.1.3 denoted in Specific Conditions

	Notes
	Agreed that period to be covered in BM Report was 2017-2018, not simply 2018.

Errors in translation were blamed for different report Titles being used in the evidences, all of which actually referred to a single report entitled, ‘Report on Implementation of the Declaration Monitoring Department Plan for 2018’. Although said title is itself different from that quoted in the BM and is recorded in the Compliance Statement as being ‘CSB Report on fulfilment of the Action Plan on Assets Declarations Monitoring System’ it is now understood that said report is offered by CSB as key primary evidence.

It is also understood that data from 2017 is attached as an Annex to said Report and copy English version will be provided (received later 15 April).

Second CSB ‘Report of 2018 on results of monitoring asset declarations’, as listed in the evidences, is only available in Georgian and it is now understood that reference to it was simply to highlight that it had been posted on CSB Webpage

The narrative Note received from CSB is not part of the official evidences.

Main conclusion is that ‘Report on Implementation of the Declaration Monitoring Department Plan for 2018’ as received on Friday 12 April,  is THE key primary evidence alongside the Consolidated Report

CSB will also provide additional data re publication of said Report and outcome of Administrative Procedures opened during 2017. 

Comment: CSB did not follow AT recommendations of November 2018 in that no specific BM Report was prepared; reliance being placed on the Annual Review Report of the Action Plan as being sufficient primary evidence – AT analysis will follow.


	Desk Note nr.
	13

	Date of Meeting
	16.04.2019 

	Institution \ Stakeholder met
	Meeting line Ministries organized by Administration of the Government

	Participants 

(name, qualification)
	Ms. Tamar Tsulukidze, Ministry of Education

Mr. Genadi Jangidze, Ministry of Agriculture

Mr. Lasha Zivzivadze, Ministry of Agriculture

Ms. Tsisnami Sabadze, Ministry of Economy 

Mr. Gigi Kezherashvili, Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure 

Mr. Tsotne Khvichia, Ministry of Finance

Mr. Tornike Natroshvili, Ministry of Interior

Ms. Keti Goginashvili, Ministry of Health

Mr. Zura Sanikidze, Ministry of Justice

Ms. Lana Morgoshia, Ministry of Justice

Ms. Tina Ghogheliani, Ministry of Reconciliation 

Ms. Nino Sarishvili, Head of PAR Secretariat

Ms. Ana Kvernadze, PAR Secretariat, Administration of the Government

Ms. Ketevan Tsanava, PAR Secretariat, Administration of the Government
Ms. Lili Lezhava, PAR Secretariat, Administration of the Government

Ms. Igor Pellicciari, Team Leader

Ms. David Wolstenholme, Expert in Anti-Corruption

Ms. Edmond Miletic, Expert in PAR

Ms. Mariam Dakhundaridze, Local Support

	Indicator \ Benchmark Involved
	Benchmark 1.1.3 and 1.1.4

	Notes
	AT made a brief introduction of the PAR Assessment Team and the background information on the Assessment Mission elaborating on general positive outcome. It was emphasized that the quality of Reporting illustrates the Agency’s overall performance and coordination level within the government agencies and AoG. The importance of Monitoring and Evaluation was also noted as the best mechanism for quality control.

Another important factor that AT pointed out was translation issue and the importance of producing the documents in English (this was recommendation only in case of donor involvement) in time, thus allowing more flexibility for scrutinizing the documents.

 After the introduction each Agency presented the output of BMs 1.1.3 and 1.1.4:

· Ministry of Justice – Prepared ‘Evaluation Report of National Anti-Corruption Strategy of Georgia 2017-2018’ in Georgian, per Policy Planning Manual (PPM) and AT’s recommendations, which was shared with AoG for their feedback and revised accordingly. The Report was validated by PARC.
· Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure - Prepared ‘Monitoring Report on the implementation of Regional Development Program of Georgia Action Plan 2018’ in English, per Policy Planning Manual and with consultation of AoG. The Report was validated by PARC.
· Ministry of Interior - Prepared ‘Monitoring Report on the implementation of Regional Development Program of Georgia Action Plan 2018’ in English, per PPM and with consultation of AoG. The Report was validated by PARC.
· Ministry of Interior - Prepared ‘Monitoring Report on the implementation of Combatting against Organized Crime AP 2018’ in Georgian, per PPM and with consultation of AoG. The Report was validated by PARC. The Report was being translated in English for AT’s assessment.
· Ministry of Agriculture - Prepared ‘Evolution Report of Agriculture Development Strategy2016-2020’ in English in full alignment with Policy Planning Manual and with consultation of AoG. The Report was validated by PARC.
· Ministry of Economy - Prepared ‘Evolution Report of SME Development Strategy 2016-2020’ in English with consultation of AoG. SME Development Strategy 2016-2020 was developed with the support of OECD and GIZ, including the Monitoring and Evaluation methodology. OECD assessed Georgia as a successful country for SME Strategy implementation. The Report was validated by PARC.
· Ministry of Health - Prepared ‘Evaluation report of National Hepatitis C Virus Elimination 2015-2020’ with support of USAID/GGI and with involvement of international consultants. The Report went through intensive consultation process with the key stakeholders and AOG. The Ministry of Health of Georgia had been awarded a certificate of an exemplary country combating Hepatitis C by the European Association for the Study of the Liver and International Liver Foundation in Austria. The Report was prepared in Georgian and translated in English. The Report was validated by PARC. 
· Ministry of Education - Prepared ‘Evaluation Report of the Unified Strategy of Education and Science 2017-2021’ in Georgian and translated in English. The Report was developed in accordance with PPM and with consultation of AoG. The Report was validated by PARC. 
· Ministry of Finance - Prepared ‘Monitoring Report on the implementation of Internal Financial Control AP 2018’ in Georgian and translated in English. The Report was developed in accordance with PPM and with consultation of AoG. The Report was validated by PARC. 
All the above listed Reports were published on the Ministries’ webpages.


	Desk Note nr.
	14

	Date of Meeting
	16.04.2019 

	Institution \ Stakeholder met
	Ministry of Finance

	Participants 

(name, qualification)
	Ms. Ana Kvernadze, PAR Secretariat, Administration of the Government 

Ms. Natia Gulua, Deputy Head of Budget Department

David Wolstenholme – Expert in Anti-Corruption

Edmond Miletic – Expert in PAR

	Indicator \ Benchmark Involved
	BM 1.2.2

	Notes
	Informal exploration of format and content of BM Report received by AT on 15 April with focus on identifying the links between Action Plan costings and BDD.


	Desk Note nr.
	15

	Date of Meeting
	17.04.2019 

	Institution \ Stakeholder met
	Meeting with Donors

	Participants 

(name, qualification)
	Ms. Sophie Huet-Guerriche,  Governance Sector Coordinator EUD Georgia
Mr. Levan Samadashvili, USAID/GGI

Ms. Mariam Gorgadze, USAID/GGI

Mr. Archil Zhorzholian, GIZ

Ms. Maya Giorbelidze, UNDP

Ms. Reda Rekasieni, EU Twinning Project

Mr. Kakha Khimshiashvili, SIDA

Ms. Ana Nioradze, The NATO PDP

Mr. Lasha Enukidze, GIZ EaP Regional Fund

Ms. Igor Pellicciari, Team Leader

Ms. David Wolstenholme, Expert in Anti-Corruption

Ms. Edmond Miletic, Expert in PAR

Ms. Mariam Dakhundaridze, Local Support

	Indicator \ Benchmark Involved
	Informal Session

	Notes
	· Discussed PAR implementation and explored Donor’s opinion on main achievements and challenges;

· AT elaborated on key challenges – coordination and quality control still remains an issue for AoG and Agencies, also frequent changes in government was pointed out as a hindering factor for decision making and implementation;

· The meeting allowed the AT to explore donors’ involvement in different dimensions and also to share experiences. As a result of productive discussion, the potential needs and areas of support were identified which could be applied in future cooperation with government of Georgia. 


	Desk Note nr.
	16

	Date of Meeting
	18.04.2019 

	Institution \ Stakeholder met
	Civil Society Organizations (CSOs)

	Participants 

(name, qualification)
	Ms. Mariam Maisuradze, IDFI
Mr. David Akhvlediani, GIPA
Ms. Irina Urushadze, CIDA
Ms. Igor Pellicciari, Team Leader

Ms. David Wolstenholme, Expert in Anti-Corruption

Ms. Edmond Miletic, Expert in PAR

Ms. Mariam Dakhundaridze, Local Support

	Indicator \ Benchmark Involved
	Informal Session

	Notes
	Informal exploration of the PAR implementation and CSO’s opinion on main achievements and challenges.


	Desk Note nr.
	17

	Date of Meeting
	18.04.2019

	Institution \ Stakeholder met
	Administration of Government of Georgia

	Participants 

(name, qualification)
	Mr. Kakha Kakhishvili, Head of Administration of Government
Ms. Elena Beradze, Deputy Head of Administration of the Government

Ms. Nino Sarishvili, Head of PAR Secretariat

Ms. Igor Pellicciari, Team Leader

Ms. David Wolstenholme, Expert in Anti-Corruption

Ms. Edmond Miletic, Expert in PAR

Ms. Mariam Dakhundaridze, Local Support

	Indicator \ Benchmark Involved
	All Benchmarks

	Main topics discussed \ Agreed
	· Brief introduction of the AT and its mission

· Head of Administration noted that PAR had been, was and would be an absolute priority for the government; 

· AT thanked AoG team for its continuous support and collaboration throughout the assessment missions;

· AT presented its observations through the assessment and defined three key challenges: 1) Overall coordination flaw; 2) Labor Environment and protection of employee rights; 3) Poor coordination between Government and CSOs;

· AoG acknowledged both tangible results and bottlenecks that still remain to be addressed. Regarding coordination, AoG noted that new structural changes will allow them to strengthen coordination within the agencies, at the same time improve monitoring mechanisms of the agency’s performance. In relation to CSOs, AoG is heavily involved in improving the coordination with them by establishing high level platform for collaboration; It was also noted the magnitude of difficulties AoG was dealing;

· AT pointed out an importance of the regional platform – Community Centers, which was established by PSDA and recommended to work further with PSDA and donors on content development and value creation, thus delivering more benefits for local communities;

· AoG stands ready to support the AT in accessing all the primary and secondary evidence materials required for final assessment through timely coordination.


	Desk Note nr.
	18

	Date of Meeting
	18.04.2019

	Institution \ Stakeholder met
	EUD

	Participants 

(name, qualification)
	Ms. Sophie Huet-Guerriche, Governance Sector Coordinator EUD Georgia
Mr. Igor Pellicciari, Team Leader

Mr. David Wolstenholme, Expert in Anti-Corruption

Mr. Edmond Miletic, Expert in PAR

Ms. Mariam Dakhundaridze, Local Support 

	Indicator \ Benchmark Involved
	Debriefing with EUD

	Main topics discussed \ Agreed
	During the debriefing meeting it was agreed that:

· EUD to follow-up with AoG in providing the remaining primary evidence documents to AT by 30 April 2019.

· AT to submit the draft Report to EUD by 10 May;

· AoG and EUD to review and comment on the draft Report by 23 May;

· AT to submit revised Final Report by 3 June.
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The project is implemented by
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the European Union








� For a record of the few documents available to the AT at day one of the field mission pls refer to Annex A 


� ) The Government of Georgia adopted Public Administration Reform Roadmap 2020 in August 2015 (Decree of the Government of Georgia N427). The document encompasses the Action Plan for 2017-2018, envisaging renewal of the Action Plan for 2019-2020. The PAR Roadmap sets up the comprehensive conceptual framework of the Reform and provides for the tools of implementation. It is targeted towards a transparent, predictable, responsible and efficient public administration corresponding to European standards and meeting the society’s demands.


PAR Council was established in May 2016 (N135 Order of the Prime Minister).  The main goals of the Council include coordination of the interagency matters related to the public administration reform; monitoring implementation of the Public Administration Reform Roadmap and its respective Action Plan; discussion of the projects, initiatives and legislative amendments related to the public administration reform; drafting of recommendations on renewal of the Public Administration Reform Roadmap and relevant Action Plan; and discussion of recommendations by the international organisations during implementation of Public Administration Reform Roadmap and relevant Action Plan. 


Policy Analysis, Strategic Planning and Coordination Department of the Administration of the Government of Georgia serve as the PAR Council Secretariat. The Secretariat provides analytical and organisational support to the Council, collecting information from state agencies on public administration reform roadmap and its action plan. At the same time, the Secretariat prepares reports on the implementation of PAR Roadmap and Action Plan; identifies problems and risks in the financial component for implementation of planned activities; and organises thematic working group meetings. 


In addition, an expert level Working Group has been created under the PAR Council umbrella comprising thematic sub-working groups on policy development, service delivery, human resource management and civil service reform, accountability (OGP and Anti-corruption Working Groups), etc. 


The PAR Council Secretariat conducted monitoring on an on-going and systematic basis: 


The first (midterm) Monitoring Progress Report of PAR 2015-2016 Action Plan was approved by the PAR Council in May 2016. 


The second (the final) Monitoring Progress Report of PAR 2015-2016 Action Plan was discussed and approved by the Council on 15th of February 2017. (The Report covers the period from 1 July 2015 to 31 December 2016).


The third (midterm) Monitoring Progress Report of PAR 2017-2018 Action Plan was discussed and approved by the PAR Council in February, 2018. 


The fourth (final) Monitoring Progress Report of PAR 2017-2018 Action Plan was discussed and approved by the PAR Council in MARCH 2019








�  “Developing a Unified Policy Planning System and Methodological Instructions”


�  “Providing connection between Policy Planning and Budgeting processes” 


�  “Developing Institutional Capacities for Strengthening the Policy-planning process”. 


� The actual title of this report is ‘Consolidated Report on the Reform Implementation’


� Details can be found later in this Report under BM 4.1.3


� Details can be found later in this Report under BM 4.2.2


� AT Report of November 2018 contained a number of detailed iterative recommendations, which were offered to Beneficiary as a guide for preparing the documented evidence under this BM in readiness for the Final Assessment in 2019 


� Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability (PEFA) methodology assesses public financial management against 31 criterions, only one of which is noted on this page. PEFA report can be found at https://pefa.org/assessments/georgia-2018


� Direct online links to relevant documents are included in the original Template, but are lost here in this brief illustration


� BDD is a living document and is revised and updated annually


� PEFA report can be found at https://pefa.org/assessments/georgia-2018


� AT Report of November 2018 refers 


� Similar observations were made in previous year’s annual assessment


� The data is collected as of January 2019  


� ) The CSB report lacks on clarity on this point.  


� AT Report of November 2018 contained a number of detailed iterative recommendations, which were offered to Beneficiary as a guide for preparing the documented evidence under this BM in readiness for the Final Assessment in 2019 


� CSB ‘Report on the Results of the Asset Declaration Monitoring Carried out in 2017’ is not listed as an Annex to Consolidated Report in Minutes of PAR Council meeting of March


� AT respects the AoG position on this, but it may have been more appropriate to seek ex-post PAR Council validation for the more informative and convincing ‘CSB Report Number 2’


� At time of PAR Council meeting in March, title of this report was ‘Report on Implementation of the Declaration Monitoring Department Plan for 2018’, but in Minutes of PAR Council meeting (as provided later by AoG) the title had been changed retrospectively to ‘Report on the implementation of the action plan of the assets declaration monitoring system’





� Date is as given in ‘CSB Report Number One’, but in renamed ‘Report on implementation of the Action Plan of the Asset Declaration Monitoring System’ the date is shown as December 2018


� The final bundle of documented evidences for this BM includes a file of some 20 untitled ‘Annexes to Primary Evidence’ only one of which is in English language and it is of no direct relevance to BM 


� Similar observations were made in previous year’s assessment


� Confirmed in Minutes of Meeting provided by AoG


� The narrow margins may reflect the fact there was no legislative intervention between the 2 years 


� See at � HYPERLINK "https://idfi.ge/" �https://idfi.ge�


� During the 2019 field missions, AT has conducted site visits to selected Community Centres (see Annex).


� A full list of all the existing Community Centres with their date of start of operations is presented in Annex 


� The last CC to be inaugurated has been Satsire, whose works had to be temporarily suspended due to some geological assessments on the land where the CC was planned to be placed – which led to the adaptation of the construction plans. 


� The 26 target municipalities, where MMS has been launched with full functionalities (see description of 5 modules above), are: Aspindza, Akhmeta, City of Batumi, Dmanisi, Tianeti, Kaspi, Oni, Qareli, Kvareli, Chkhorotsku, Tskaltubo, Chiatura, Khashuri, Khobi, Samtredia, Abasha, Martvili, City of Rustavi, Zugdidi, Gori, Mtskheta, Tkibuli and Baghdati.


� The involved CCs are: Khevi, Kitskhi, Usakhelo, Poka, Kumurdo, Jgali, Martkopi, Sartichala, Tsalka, Zeindari, Pasanauri (2), Arkhiloskalo, Iormughanlo, Kabali, Nukriani, Ruisi, Tkviavi, Mejvriskhevi, Rukhi


� In 2016-2017, institutional and functional analysis of central public institutions were conducted. As a result, the number of ministries / state ministries in Georgia during the 2017-2018 years has decreased from nineteen to eleven. Considering merging and other institutional changes, the number of pilot ministries for the purpose of this indicator has changed from seven to four.


� The report on the implementation of a plan [...] is prepared once a year; however, the Ministry may prepare it biannually or quarterly, or even monthly on as needed basis.


� Pursuant to the 2016 Handbook for Policy Planning standards - Annex №3: Structure of the annual report of multisectoral and sectoral strategy.


� Contains, among other things, brief information on the achievement of each goal based on performance indicators as well as the information on the process of key reforms.


� In 2016-2017, institutional and functional analysis of central public institutions were conducted. As a result, the number of ministries / state ministries in Georgia during the 2017-2018 years has decreased from nineteen to eleven. Considering merging and other institutional changes, the number of pilot ministries for the purpose of this indicator has changed from seven to four


� The report on the implementation of a plan [...] is prepared once a year; however, the Ministry may prepare it biannually or quarterly, or even monthly on as needed basis.


� Pursuant to the 2016 Handbook for Policy Planning standards - Annex №3: Structure of the annual report of multisectoral and sectoral strategy


� Contains, among other things, brief information on the achievement of each goal based on performance indicators as well as the information on the process of key reforms


� In 2016-2017, institutional and functional analysis of central public institutions were conducted. As a result, the number of ministries / state ministries in Georgia during the 2017-2018 years has decreased from nineteen to eleven. Considering merging and other institutional changes, the number of pilot ministries for the purpose of this indicator has changed from seven to four


� The report on the implementation of a plan [...] is prepared once a year; however, the Ministry may prepare it biannually or quarterly, or even monthly on as needed basis.


� Pursuant to the 2016 Handbook for Policy Planning standards - Annex №3: Structure of the annual report of multisectoral and sectoral strategy


� Contains, among other things, brief information on the achievement of each goal based on performance indicators as well as the information on the process of key reforms


� In 2016-2017, institutional and functional analysis of central public institutions were conducted. As a result, the number of ministries / state ministries in Georgia during the 2017-2018 years has decreased from nineteen to eleven. Considering merging and other institutional changes, the number of pilot ministries for the purpose of this indicator has changed from seven to four


� The report on the implementation of a plan [...] is prepared once a year; however, the Ministry may prepare it biannually or quarterly, or even monthly on as needed basis.


� Pursuant to the 2016 Handbook for Policy Planning standards - Annex №3: Structure of the annual report of multisectoral and sectoral strategy


� Contains, among other things, brief information on the achievement of each goal based on performance indicators as well as the information on the process of key reforms


� The report on the implementation of a plan [...] is prepared once a year; however, the Ministry may prepare it biannually or quarterly, or even monthly on as needed basis.


� Pursuant to the 2016 Handbook for Policy Planning standards - Annex №3: Structure of the annual report of multisectoral and sectoral strategy


� Contains, among other things, brief information on the achievement of each goal based on performance indicators as well as the information on the process of key reforms


� The report on the implementation of a plan [...] is prepared once a year; however, the Ministry may prepare it biannually or quarterly, or even monthly on as needed basis.


� Pursuant to the 2016 Handbook for Policy Planning standards - Annex №3: Structure of the annual report of multisectoral and sectoral strategy


� Contains, among other things, brief information on the achievement of each goal based on performance indicators as well as the information on the process of key reforms


� The report on the implementation of a plan [...] is prepared once a year; however, the Ministry may prepare it biannually or quarterly, or even monthly on as needed basis.


� Pursuant to the 2016 Handbook for Policy Planning standards - Annex №3: Structure of the annual report of multisectoral and sectoral strategy


� Contains, among other things, brief information on the achievement of each goal based on performance indicators as well as the information on the process of key reforms


� The report on the implementation of a plan [...] is prepared once a year; however, the Ministry may prepare it biannually or quarterly, or even monthly on as needed basis.


� Pursuant to the 2016 Handbook for Policy Planning standards - Annex №3: Structure of the annual report of multisectoral and sectoral strategy


� Contains, among other things, brief information on the achievement of each goal based on performance indicators as well as the information on the process of key reforms


� The report on the implementation of a plan [...] is prepared once a year; however, the Ministry may prepare it biannually or quarterly, or even monthly on as needed basis.


� Pursuant to the 2016 Handbook for Policy Planning standards - Annex №3: Structure of the annual report of multisectoral and sectoral strategy


� Contains, among other things, brief information on the achievement of each goal based on performance indicators as well as the information on the process of key reforms


� Pursuant to the 2016 Handbook for Policy Planning standards - Annex №3: Structure of the annual report of multisectoral and sectoral strategy


� Pursuant to the 2016 Handbook for Policy Planning standards - Annex №3: Structure of the annual report of multisectoral and sectoral strategy


� Pursuant to the 2016 Handbook for Policy Planning standards - Annex №3: Structure of the annual report of multisectoral and sectoral strategy


� Pursuant to the 2016 Handbook for Policy Planning standards - Annex №3: Structure of the annual report of multisectoral and sectoral strategy





�Why is it  provisional?
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Public Administration Reform Coordination Council Session N6
Minutes of the Meeting

Minutes is prepared by the Council Secretariat 

Agenda of the Meeting

11:00 – 11:10	Opening of the session

	Kakha Kakhishvili, Chairman of the Public Administration Reform Council, Head of the Administration of the Government of Georgia

11:10 – 11:30	Monitoring Results of the Public Administration Reform 2017-2018 Action Plan - Discussion of the Consolidated Report and its Annexes 

                                                	Nina Sarishvili, Secretariat of the Public Administration Reform Council 

11:30 – 11:50	Discussion

11:50 – 13:00	Discussion of the Public Administration Reform 2019-2020 Draft Action Plan Directions 

Action Plan Development Process and Policy Planning Reform 

Nina Sarishvili, Secretariat of the Public Administration Reform Council 

Civil Service Reform 

Catherine Kardava, Director of the Civil Service Bureau

Accountability

Nina Sarishvili, Secretariat of the Public Administration Reform Council

Ekaterine Ghazadze, Deputy Auditor General 

Nikoloz Gagnidze, Head of the Data Exchange Agency 

Public Service Delivery 

Mikheil Sarjveladze, First Deputy Minister of Justice 



Public Finance Management

Giorgi Kakauridze, Deputy Minister of Finance 

Strengthening Local Self-Government

Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure of Georgia



13:00–13:30			Discussion

13:30–13:35	Presentation of the EU Technical Assistance Project "Support to the Public Administration in Georgia"

	Evangelos Bauntalis, Technical Assistance Project Team Leader

13:35–13:40	Closing of the session

Kakha Kakhishvili, Chairman of the Public Administration Reform Council, Head of the Administration of the Government of Georgia

1. Opening of the Session[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Press-release about the Council meeting is available here. ] 


Meeting of the Public Administration Reform Council (Council) was opened by the Chair of the Council, Head of the Administration of the Government of Georgia (AoG), Mr. Kakha Kakhishvili. In his welcoming remarks the Chairman spoke about the importance of the Public Administration Reform (PAR) and thanked involved stakeholders for their active involvement in the process. Mr. Kakhishvili noted that the Council’s sixth session is held in an extended format and is attended by public institutions, as well as partner international and non-governmental organizations. The Chairman introduced the agenda of the meeting and summarized the topics of discussion. 

2. Discussion of the Consolidated Report on the implementation of the Reform and its Annexes

Ms. Nino Sarishvili, the head of the Council Secretariat (Department of Policy Planning and Coordination of the AoG) presented the consolidated report and its annexes to the Council members. It was noted that the report was elaborated by the Council Secretariat in close cooperation with relevant public agencies. 



The members of the Council were informed that the consolidated report on Reform implementation reviews:



· the main achievements accomplished over the course of the Reform from 2015-2018 and 

· reflects on the final monitoring results of the implementation of the Reform Action Plan 2017-2018.

Representative of the Council Secretariat reviewed the main findings of the document regarding the key achievements of the reform, including:

· Raising the quality of policy planning, monitoring and assessment process in public sector; In this context, the issue of ensuring compliance of Government approved Action Plans with the country’s Basic Data and Directions (BDD) document was also highlighted and discussed;  

· Importance of elaborating and adopting new law on Civil Service and Law of Georgia on Remuneration in Public Institutions; 

· Introducing the performance appraisal of civil servants and important steps taken in this regard during 2018; 

· In 2016-2017, institutional and functional analysis of central public institutions were conducted. As a result, the number of ministries / state ministries in Georgia during the 2017-2018 years has decreased from nineteen to eleven; 

· Launching of the Asset Declarations Monitoring System and its practical application; 

· Construction of Community Centers and integration of Municipal Electronic Services into the Citizen’s Portal – my.go.ge; 

· Introduction of the government platform of electronic petitions – I.change.gov.ge; 

· Launching of the work to elaborate a Unified Policy of Public Service Delivery in the country and future steps regarding the latter enshrined in the PAR new Action Plan. 

The Head of the Council Secretariat presented detailed information on the final monitoring results of the 2017-2018 PAR Action Plan. According to the information submitted to the Council, within the framework of this monitoring cycle 122 activities planned for 2018 were assessed. Monitoring results expresses in numbers are as follows: 



· Fully implemented - 55

· Largely implemented - 33

· Partially implemented - 22

· Not implemented - 12.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  During the presentation the Council representatives were reminded of the definition of performance ratings: Fully implemented – all the activities planned to implement a commitment are fulfilled; Largely implemented – more than 50% of activities planned to implement a commitment are fully achieved; Partially implemented – only less than 50% of activities planned to implement a commitment are fully implemented; Not implemented – none of the activities planned to implement a commitment is fulfilled.] 


Representative of the Council Secretariat explained that a separate chapter of the Consolidated Report is dedicated to review monitoring results of two Action Plans that were part of the Reform Accountability Area: (1) Evaluation report of the National Anti-Corruption Strategy and the Action Plan 2017-2018; (2) Final Self-assessment Report of the Open Government Georgia Action Plan 2016-2017. These documents are attached to the Consolidated Report as its annexes. 

Together with the Consolidated Report, the following annexes were presented to the Council for validation: 

1. Policy Documents Submitted to the Government for Approval (or to the Government for Expertise) in 2017 and 2018

2. Monitoring report on the implementation of Internal Financial Control AP 2018 

3. Monitoring Report on the implementation of Regional Development Program of Georgia Action Plan 2018 

4. Monitoring Report on the implementation of Combatting against Organized Crime AP 2018 

5. Monitoring report on the implementation of Civic Equality and Integration AP 2018 

6. Evolution report of Agriculture Development Strategy 2016-2020

7. Evolution report of SME Development Strategy 2016-2020

8. Evaluation report of the Unified Strategy of Education and Science 2017-2021

9. Evaluation report of National Hepatitis C Virus Elimination 2015-2020

10. Evaluation report of National Anti-Corruption Strategy of Georgia 2017-2018

11. Final Self-assessment Report of the Open Government Georgia Action Plan 2016-2017

12. PAR AP 2019-2020

13. Benchmark Report - Process Map (flowchart) with Explanatory Notes prepared by MoF[footnoteRef:3] [3:  PAR Council written validation procedure] 


14. Report produced by the Civil Service Bureau on Institutional Reviews of Central Governmental Institutions: Line Ministries of Georgia

15. Report of AoG confirming that at least 20% of the short-term actions of the reviews concluded in 2017 in five pilot ministries are implemented

16. CSB Report on the Results of Performance Appraisal of Professional Civil Servants in the Ministries in Georgia

17. CSB Report on Professional Development System and Training in  Civil Service of Georgia

18. Decree of the Government of Georgia (22 May 2018; №242) on “Approving the Rule for Determining Professional Development Needs of Public Servants, Standard and Rule for Professional Development”

19. Order (№46) of the Minister of Education, Science, Culture and Sport of Georgia on Approval and Fee for Accreditation of the Program for Professional Development of Professional Public Servant

20. Report on the implementation of the action plan of the assets declaration monitoring system

21. Supplementary Report on Benchmark 4.1.3.[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  PAR Council written validation procedure] 


22. The methodology of calculating the percentage of the responses to public information requests issued by Public Entities

23. Report prepared by the Ministry of Justice confirming that the percentage of requests for information by the public which was answered by public entities during 2018 is higher than in 2016

24. Consolidated report by LEPL Public Service Development Agency

25. The list of municipal services

26. Study of Awareness and Satisfaction with Community Centers



3. Discussion of the Public Administration Reform 2019-2020 Draft Action Plan 

Detailed presentation about the new Action Plan elaboration process was presented by the Council Secretariat. Each phase of this process was discussed, among them the ways of cooperation with public agencies, local non-government and international organizations as well as with experts of OECD/SIGMA (Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, Support for Improvement in Governance and Management project). 

The Council Secretariat reviewed a changed approach used during the Action Plan elaboration process with the aim to increase the quality of this document and to ensure clarity of the next steps. The following was highlighted for the Council members: 

· At the first stage of the Action Plan development, the policy objectives for each sector of the Public Administration Reform Roadmap 2020 were discussed as well as the progress of their fulfillment and existing challenges. As a result of the analysis of the achievements and challenges, the part of the policy objectives has been amended; in addition, new objectives were added. This Action Plan does not repeat the policy objectives of the Roadmap that were considered not relevant for the time being and/or fully achieved by the end of 2018. Special attention was paid to developing an ambitious and reform-oriented activities. That directly respond to the policy objectives; 



· For the purpose of measurement of each objective, the outcome indicators have been developed with reference to specific quantitative or qualitative baseline and target values. Therefore, the status quo and the outcome, which should be followed by the implementation of each objective of the Action Plan were analyzed. After identifying the objectives and indicators correctly, relevant activities were formed and the budget was prescribed.



· It was noted that considering the purpose of the 2019-2020 Action Plan, by the initiative of the Council Secretariat, this Action Plan does not reiterate commitments defined by the other actions plans approved by the Government. Thus, the duplication of the issues will be avoided and focus will be made on reform-oriented actions. Therefore, the 2019-2020 Action Plan presents new policy objectives for the Accountability Chapter and does not repeat commitments of the Anti-corruption and Open Government Action Plans as it was the case for the previous PAR Action Plan. 

After presenting the Action Plan elaboration process, detailed discussion each chapter of the Action Plan was held. The relevant public institutions presented policy objectives and main activities enshrined in the draft document. Expected outcomes were also discussed in relation to the Action Plan objectives. These issues were discussed by representatives of relevant responsible agencies. 

Discussion 

After the presentation, the discussion was opened on the Consolidated Reports, its annexes and a new Action Plan. Main questions touched upon the following issues: 

· During the final monitoring of the PAR Action Plan 2017-2018 particularly which 12 activities were considered ‘not implemented’ and are there any plans to fulfil them in the future;

In response to this question, the Council Secretariat presented all 12 activities that received a status ‘not implemented according to the monitoring results. Owner agencies of these commitments were given the floor to report to the Council on the reasons of delaying implementation. Majority of not implemented activities referred to the public service delivery area and mainly were hindered by insufficient financial and/or human resources. However, it was also noted that implementation of these activities is still a priority and most of them are reflected in the new 2019-2020 PAR Action Plan.

· What are the future plans in the context of institutional analysis and law preparation of Legal Entities of Public Law (LEPL);

The Head of the Civil Service Bureau, Ms. Eka Kardava, noted that this topic of discussion is a priority for the government, however, due to its complexity, the latter requires a careful and gradual approach. The head of the Bureau explained that researching various key issues in this regard and analyzing the need for legislative amendments are part of the new PAR Action Plan 2019-2020. 



· What is a current status of preparatory work to launch the Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA) in practice and what are the future plans in this regard;

Secretariat explained that introduction of RIA in practice remains as Government’s priority and in the framework of the new Action Plan RIA is aimed to be introduced as a compulsory tool in case/when defined by the law. It was noted that using RIA in practice will ensure evidence-based policy and law-making process. The Council Secretariat mentioned that according to the new Action Plan main activities regarding RIA refers to adopting legal amendments and a manual about the latter. 

· What is the implementation rate of recommendations issued based on the institutional and functional analysis of public institutions;



The Head of the Policy Planning and Coordination Department of the Administration of the Government of Georgia explained that as a result of the government's structural and functional analysis, changes were made in two phases, first in 2017 and later in 2018. As a result of merger/separation the number of ministries / state ministries in Georgia during the 2017-2018 years has decreased from nineteen to eleven. It was noted that in 2018, the Government Administration carried out the monitoring of the recommendations issues as a result of institutional analysis and of the performance of short-term activities in the pre-defined five pilot ministries. The monitoring revealed that 54% of the recommended activities were taken into account and implemented by the Ministries, the amendments were largely reflected in the renewed provisions of the Ministries and relevant legal acts.



· What is a status of development of a Unified Policy on Public Service Delivery at this stage and what are the future plans;



The LEPL – Public Service Development Agency of the Ministry of Justice explained that at this stage a working document on Creation, Delivery, Quality Assurance and Uniform Pricing of Public Services has been prepared and repeatedly shared with the service provider agencies and other partners involved in the process. In was noted that with the aim to ensure successful implementation of this policy in the practice, various important activities are included in the PAR new Action Plan of 2019-2020. Representative of the Public Service Development Agency noted that it is important all public agencies, particularly service providers, to continues active cooperation in the framework of the Council Working Group on Public Service Delivery. 

· What are the monitoring results of the Public Officials’ Asset Declarations; 

Head of the Civil Service Bureau noted that the Monitoring System of Asset Declarations is fully operational in practice. She explained that the Monitoring Report on the Results of Asset Declarations Monitoring in 2017-2018 is prepared and publicly available on the Bureau web-page. This Report is one of the annexes to the Consolidated Report on the implementation of the Reform. Head of the Bureau discusses all key issues that are covered by the report. 

Ms. Kardava also spoke about plans for 2019, among them she mentioned that as of the Council meeting date, the Parliament of Georgia is discussing legal amendments to the Law on Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Service to ensure that deficiencies found in practice during the monitoring of declarations are properly responded. According to the Head of the Bureau, virous procedural improvements are also planned, as an example she noted that the Bureau is working with the LEPL – Data Exchange Agency of the Ministry of Justice to ensure that an online procedure of filling out declarations are simplified and more user-friendly. 

· When is it planned to adopt a new Action Plan of PAR for 2019-2020; 

Head of the Council Secretariat mentioned that the draft Action Plan presented to the Council is agreed with all relevant responsible agencies. The document is also discussed with civil society. Hence, in case the Council approves the Action Plan, the Secretariat will immediately begin the preparation to submit the Action Plan to the Government. 

· What are the activities of the Council Working Groups and what is planned for their future work?



The Council Secretary mentioned that during the year of 2018 three working groups of the Council were most active, they are as follows: WG on Public Services, WG on Civil Service and WG on Policy Planning. Ms. Sarishvili also mentioned that at the current stage PAR Council and SDG Council are regulated by one legal act. She noted that it is planned to separate them in the future and legally regulate this issue, as in practice these councils are always working independently from each other, which is the right approach. The amendments to the current legal act regulating this issue will be made in agreement with the Council.



Summarizing the issues discussed

Based on the presentations and discussions presented within the first two items of the agenda, the Council validated the consolidated report and its annexes. 



The Council also approved the PAR Action Plan for 2019-2020 and tasked the Council Secretariat to start the procedure of submitting the document to the Government. 

4. Presentation of the EU Technical Assistance Project "Support to the Public Administration in Georgia"

Information about the EU Technical Assistance Project in Georgia was presented by Mr. Evangelos Bauntalis, Technical Assistance Project Team Leader. Priority directions of the project was discussed. It was noted that all directions are in line with the Reform main priority areas. The team leader highlighted that all Council members count as the Assistance Project beneficiaries and the next steps within the project will be defined with close cooperation with them. 

5. Closing of the Meeting 

The Council meeting was summarized and closed by the Council Secretary, who thanked the Council members and invited guests for their active participation in the meeting. 
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A public administration reform led by the Government of Georgia was launched in 2015 with the purpose of establishing a transparent, accountable and efficient public administration system. With the support of experts from the European Union and the Management Programme of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD/SIGMA), ongoing challenges in the area of public administration were studied. The Reform Roadmap 2020[footnoteRef:1] was developed based on these findings. The Roadmap defines specific policy objectives the implementation of which would ensure the achievement of the Reform goals. In order to implement the Roadmap, the first Action Plan of PAR for 2015-2016 was developed, followed by a second Action Plan for 2017-2018.  [1:  Public Administration Reform Guide 2020. ] 


To ensure the continuity of the Reform, a third action plan for 2019-2020 was drafted with the aim to submit to Government of Georgia. It was developed by the Secretariat of the Reform Council in active cooperation with civil society organizations and international partners.  

The successful implementation of the Reform plays a fundamental role in Georgia’s integration into the EU. According to the Georgia-EU Association Agreement, the country shall implement in-depth reforms in the areas of public administration and public services. Consequently, the Reform is based on the public administration principles[footnoteRef:2] of the EU and encompasses 5 main, and, considering the country’s priorities, one additional directions. These are as follows:    [2:  Principles of Public Administration by European Comission] 


· Policy Development and Co-ordination

· Public Service and Human Resource Management

· Accountability

· Service Delivery

· Public Financial Management

· Local Government

This consolidated report on the Reform implementation reviews the main achievements accomplished over the course of the Reform furing 2015-2018 and reflects on the final monitoring results of the implementation of the Reform Action Plan 2017-2018.

The report was developed by the Secretariat of the Public Administration Reform Council (Department of Policy Planning and Coordination, Administration of the Government of Georgia) in close cooperation with relevant state agencies. 

For detailed information about each section of the report, following annexes can be fould enclosed to this report: 

1. Policy Documents Submitted to the Government for Approval (or to the Government for Expertise) in 2017 and 2018 – Annex for the chapter – POLICY PLANNING AND COORDINATION, pp. 8-11 

2. Monitoring report on the implementation of Internal Financial Control AP 2018 - Annex for the chapter – POLICY PLANNING AND COORDINATION, pp. 16-17 Indicator 1.1.3 

3. Monitoring Report on the implementation of Regional Development Program of Georgia Action Plan 2018 - Annex for the chapter – POLICY PLANNING AND COORDINATION, pp. 16-17 Indicator 1.1.3 

4. Monitoring Report on the implementation of Combatting against Organized Crime AP 2018 - Annex for the chapter – POLICY PLANNING AND COORDINATION, pp. 16-17 Indicator 1.1.3 

5. Monitoring report on the implementation of Civic Equality and Integration AP 2018 - Annex for the chapter – POLICY PLANNING AND COORDINATION, pp. 16-17 Indicator 1.1.3 

6. Evolution report of Agriculture Development Strategy 2016-2020 - Annex for the chapter POLICY PLANNING AND COORDINATION,  pp. 16-17 Indicator 1.1.4

7. Evolution report of SME Development Strategy 2016-2020 - Annex for the chapter – POLICY PLANNING AND COORDINATION, pp. 16-17 Indicator 1.1.4

8. Evaluation report of the Unified Strategy of Education and Science 2017-2021 - Annex for the chapter – POLICY PLANNING AND COORDINATION, pp. 16-17 Indicator 1.1.4

9. Evaluation report of National Hepatitis C Virus Elimination 2015-2020 - Annex for the chapter – POLICY PLANNING AND COORDINATION, pp. 16-17  Indicator 1.1.4

10. Evaluation report of National Anti-Corruption Strategy of Georgia 2017-2018 - Annex for the chapter – POLICY PLANNING AND COORDINATION, pp. 16-17  Indicator 1.1.4

11. Final Self-assessment Report of the Open Government Georgia Action Plan 2016-2017 - Annex for the chapter – ACCOUNTABILITY, pp. 26-27 Indicator 4.2.2.

12. PAR AP 2019-2020 – Annex to the chapter - PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION REFORM ACTION PLAN 2019-2020, pp.6-7 Indicator 1.1.5

13. Benchmark Report - Process Map (flowchart) with Explanatory Notes prepared by MoF[footnoteRef:3] - Annex for the chapter – POLICY PLANNING AND COORDINATION, p. 13-14 Indicator 1.2.2 [3:  PAR Council written validation procedure] 


14. Report produced by the Civil Service Bureau on Institutional Reviews of Central Governmental Institutions: Line Ministries of Georgia - Annex for the chapter – CIVIL SERVICE REFORM, pp. 18-20 Indicator 2.1.2 – 2.1.3

15. Report of AoG confirming that at least 20% of the short-term actions of the reviews concluded in 2017 in five pilot ministries are implemented - Annex for the chapter – CIVIL SERVICE REFORM, pp. 18-20 Indicator 2.1.2 – 2.1.3

16. CSB Report on the Results of Performance Appraisal of Professional Civil Servants in the Ministries in Georgia - Annex for the chapter – CIVIL SERVICE REFORM, pp. 20-21 Indicator 3.1.4

17. CSB Report on Professional Development System and Training in  Civil Service of Georgia -Annex for the chapter – CIVIL SERVICE REFORM, p. 22 Indicator 3.2.2

18. Decree of the Government of Georgia (22 May 2018; №242) on “Approving the Rule for Determining Professional Development Needs of Public Servants, Standard and Rule for Professional Development” - Annex for the chapter – CIVIL SERVICE REFORM, p. 22 Indicator 3.2.2

19. Order (№46) of the Minister of Education, Science, Culture and Sport of Georgia on Approval and Fee for Accreditation of the Program for Professional Development of Professional Public Servant - Annex for the chapter – CIVIL SERVICE REFORM, p. 22 Indicator 3.2.2

20. Report on the implementation of the action plan of the assets declaration monitoring system - Annex for the chapter – CIVIL SERVICE REFORM, pp. 23-26 Indicator 4.1.3

21. Supplementary Report on Benchmark 4.1.3.[footnoteRef:4]  - Annex for the chapter – CIVIL SERVICE REFORM, pp. 23-26 Indicator 4.1.3 [4:  PAR Council written validation procedure] 


22. The methodology of calculating the percentage of the responses to public information requests issued by Public Entities - Annex for the chapter – ACCOUNTABILITY, pp. 26-27 Indicator 4.2.2.

23. Report prepared by the Ministry of Justice confirming that the percentage of requests for information by the public which was answered by public entities during 2018 is higher than in 2016 - Annex for the chapter – ACCOUNTABILITY, pp. 26-27 Indicator 4.2.2.

24. Consolidated report by LEPL Public Service Development Agency - Annex for the chapter – PUBLIC SERVICE DELIVERY, pp. 29-31 Indicator 5.1.3

25. The list of municipal services - Annex for the chapter – PUBLIC SERVICE DELIVERY, pp. 29-31 Indicator 5.1.3

26. Study of Awareness and Satisfaction with Community Centers - Annex for the chapter – PUBLIC SERVICE DELIVERY, pp. 29-31 Indicator 5.1.4
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In 2015 the AoG was tasked with the management and coordination of the reform at the highest political level; public agencies responsible for each sector of the reform were defined as well.



		Reform Sector

		Responsible Leading Agency



		Policy Development and Co-ordination

		AoG



		Public Service and Human Resource Management

		Civil Service Bureau



		Accountability

		Ministry of Justice of Georgia



		Service Delivery

		Ministry of Justice of Georgia



		Public Financial Management

		Ministry of Finance of Georgia



		Local Government

		Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure of Georgia





To facilitate the implementation of the Reform, the Inter-agency Coordination Council of Public Administration Reform (the Council) was established in 2016 by the Prime Minister’s Order[footnoteRef:5]. The Council coordinates and monitors the PAR implementation. The function of the Council secretariat was assigned to the Department of Policy Planning and Coordination of the AoG, which provides analytical and organisational support to the Council. In accordance with the Reform areas, 6 thematic working groups were set up by the Council.  [5:  Decree of the Prime Minister of Georgia “On Approval of the Regulation and Composition of the Public Administration Reform Council” dated May 3, 2016.] 




[bookmark: _Toc6311705]Public Administration Reform Action plan 2019-2020

Relevant to the Specific Condition Indicator 1.1.5

To ensure the continuity of the Reform, a third action plan for 2019-2020 (the Action Plan) was initiated by the Council on September 19, 2018. The development process of the document was divided into several stages:

· The AoG drafted a calendar for the Action Plan, in which detailed stages and timelines for the preparation of the document were outlined;



· The Calendar and planned activities were discussed and agreed upon with the Working level Group of the Council, Donor Organisations and SIGMA Experts; 



· Through the assistance of UNDP – Georgia and UK Government Project - Supporting Public Administration Reform, the process of the development of the action plan has commenced with the meeting of the council expert-level working format. Within the frames of the meeting, the SIGMA experts have presented the Medium-term Review of the Reform Roadmap. Discussion was held regarding the policy objectives enshrined in the Roadmap and their relevance for the new Action Plan. Next steps have been agreed; 



· The AoG has continued intensive working process with all the responsible agencies of the Reform. Consultations with SIGMA experts were held continuously. In 26-30 November 2018 the AoG has hosted the second mission of SIGMA experts. During the mission the draft Action Plan was reviewed in details.  



·  As a result, a draft plan was elaborated. It was presented to civil society and donor organisations for comments and recommendations. The opinions of the civil society representatives were discussed in detail at the consultation meeting, hosted by the AoG on January 25, 2019. At the meeting, all areas of the Action Plan were discussed with active involvement from the relevant responsible agencies. The civil society representatives discussed possibilities for improvement of the document and presented their recommendations.



· After consulting with civil society, the draft Action Plan was placed for 2 weeks at the official website of the Administration of the Government of Georgia for the proposals and suggestions of the general public. [footnoteRef:6] In the process of the development of the Reform Action Plan the public consultation method was used for the first time. [6:  Official website of the Governmental Administration, Section - Public Administration Reform.] 


At the first stage of the Action Plan development, the policy objectives for each sector of the Public Administration Reform Roadmap 2020 were discussed as well as the progress of their fulfillment and existing challenges. As a result of the analysis of the achievements and challenges, the part of the policy objectives has been amended; in addition, new objectives were added. This Action Plan does not repeat the policy objectives of the Roadmap that were considered not relevant for the time being and/or fully achieved by the end of 2018. Special attention was paid to developing an ambitious and reform-oriented activities. That directly respond to the policy objectives; 

For the purpose of measurement of each objective, the outcome indicators have been developed with reference to specific quantitative or qualitative baseline and target values. Therefore, the status quo and the outcome, which should be followed by the implementation of each objective of the Action Plan were analyzed. After identifying the objectives and indicators correctly, relevant activities were formed and the budget was prescribed.

[bookmark: _Toc6311706]Main Achievements of the Public Administration Reform

Since the beginning of the PAR to this day, numerous committments undertaken within the Reform were successfully achieved, including:

· Raising the quality of policy planning, monitoring and assessment process and establishing a high standard in this direction was set as the priority of the public sector. In order to apply the results-oriented policy cycle in practice, active work is planned until the end of 2020;

· As a result of extensive consultations, the Law of Georgia “On Civil Service” was elaborated and entered into force. The establishment of politically neutral public institutions and an institute of professional public employees was set as its goal, which would promote and encourage professionalism;

· In order to establish a fair, transparent, and foreseeable remuneration system for persons employed in the public sector, the Law of Georgia “On Labor Remuneration in Public Establishments” was developed;

· To strengthen anti-corruption mechanisms, a monitoring system of Public Officials’ Asset declarations was introduced and put into practice;

· Following the success achieved in the open government area, Georgia became the Chair of the Open Government Partnership for one year and hosted the Fifth Global Summit of Open Government Partnership from July 17-19, 2018; 

· Construction of public centers and integration of municipal electronic services into a unified platform - my.gov.ge - was further intensified; 

· An official government platform for electronic petitions - Ichange.gov.ge – was set up, which aims to encourage public involvement in solving the issues that belong to the competence of the Government;

· The work was launched to develop a countrywide policy of public service delivery that shall aim to establish a unified high-standard approach to the creation, delivery, quality assurance and pricing of services, which is the subject of each citizen’s interests;   

· A fundamental tax policy reform was carried out in the area of public finance management, under which significant changes were made in full consideration of the EU Directives; 

· The success achieved in the field of public finances was reflected in the “Open Budget Survey 2017” of the International Budget Partnership, according to which Georgia ranked 5th place out of 115 countries worldwide, and found itself named amongst the fully transparent countries.

It is important to note that in order to improve the quality of PAR, as recommended by SIGMA, the quality of the Action Plan of 2019-2020 was enhanced significantly. In accordance with these priorities, establishing specific policy objectives and outcome indicators will help the implementing agencies and partner organisations to successfully implement these objectives.  
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The main goal of this component is to develop a policy planning system, establish results-oriented management, reporting, monitoring, and assessment and improve the coordination of the Government activities.

It is noteworthy that the necessity for a reform in the area of policy development and coordination emerged simultaneously with the Constitutional reform of Georgia, which resulted in the transfer of Presidential powers to the Prime Minister and the Government. The Constitutional reform influenced the growth of role of the Administration of the Government (former Chancellery) and, in general, enhanced its coordination function with regards to the Government’s activities.  

In this very context, a significant role was assigned to the area of policy development and coordination within the framework of the PAR. Consequently, in 2015, along with the development of the Public Administration Reform Road Map, the AoG drafted a reform strategy for the policy planning system. The strategy identified six objectives, around which the measures designed to improve the system were identified.  

Important steps have been taken towards the development of the system since 2015: 

· The capacity of the Policy Analysis, Strategic Planning and Coordination Department was strengthened within the AoG;

· The Government approved a policy planning manual setting for the first time a standard related to the development of policy documents;

· The methodological document “Monitoring, Reporting and Assessment of Government Activities” was developed and approved, defining the policy monitoring and assessment framework at the level of the Government;

· Functional analysis of analytical and policy-planning departments has been conducted in five pilot Ministries, and their provisions were revised according to the above standards;

· Legislative amendments have been implemented in various by-laws, in which the institutionalisation of policy planning and coordination has been ensured.

As a result of the implemented institutional, regulatory and methodological changes, the establishment and gradual development of the policy planning and coordination system was evident by the end of 2018. 

It is the quality of policy documents[footnoteRef:7] that is crucial for the implementation of planning, monitoring and assessment practices of effective, result-oriented policy. Given that the policy documents evaluate the government’s vision of the sectoral policy development, quality of planning and efficiency in implementation, their quality should be as high as possible.  If a policy is planned properly and in an evidence-based manner, it can enatail problem resolution with results-oriented management and budgeting.  [7:  Policy documents imply - strategy, action plan, and concept. ] 


The AoG is the agency coordinating policy planning and coordination reform, and, at the same time, assuring the quality of policy documents. Within this mandate, the Department for Policy Planning and Coordination of the Administration of the Government assesses the quality of policy documents submitted to the Government for approval and issues the relevant opinion. In the case of a positive opinion, the document will be submitted to the Government for its approval. In case of a negative opinion, the document will be returned to the initiating agency, who will resubmit the document to the Administration after considering the comments. 

The graph below indicates the number of documents submitted for approval to the Government during 2017-2018, the number of documents requiring substantial amendments as a result of the assessment by the Administration, and the number of documents approved by the Government. The number of policy documents submitted for approval to the Government                   

The number of policy documents requiring substantial amendments as a result of examination                  

The number of policy documents approved by the Government                  



In 2017, 13 policy documents were submitted to the Government for approval. Following their review and examination by the ApG, recommendations were elaborated for 8 of them to ensure compliance with methodological standards. After the amendments all 13 documents have been approved by the Government. 

In 2018, an increase in the number of policy documents was registered. 18 documents were submitted by Ministries for approval, including: 

· 13 action plans;[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Within the framework of approval of new action plans for implementation of the strategies approved in the last years.] 


· 5 strategies. 

As a result of the assessment in conformance with quality standards by the ApG, recommendations for certain changes and amendments were issued for 9 of them, and, ultimately, a total of 11 documents were approved in 2018. As for the remaining 7 documents, the initiating ministries continued working on and improving the quality of them through consultations with the AoG team. It should also be noted that all seven documents were submitted to the Government for approval at the end of 2018. 

This data indicates two important tendencies: 

1. Quality control mechanisms, regarding policy documents, are improved and become more effective;

2. Despite the increase in policy documents submitted for approval to the Government, as a result of the expert examination, the number of documents requiring substantial amendments is virtually unchanged, which indicates increasing the quality of policy document as well as of capacities of the public servants responsible for policy planning. 

Taking into consideration that the focus is set on quality policy documents, and the number of the approved policy documents that have passed the appropriate quality control filter is increasing, it can be argued that the policy planning and coordination system of the country is gradually developing. 

In addition to the methodological part, important steps have been taken towards the institutional strengthening of the ministries and capacity building of their employees. In particular, by the initiative of the AoG, within the framework of the UNDP-supported project - Public Administration International (PAI) - and with the help of the GEC, a Policy Analysis Training Course has been elaborated, which is based on alysis of local needs. During the reporting period, 173 civil servants from 16 public agencies were retrained. 

In order to increase the efficiency of coordination and simplify policy planning, monitoring and assessment processes, it is important to consider innovative approaches. In this regard, works on the electronic system of policy planning, monitoring, and evaluation are underway. During the reporting period, a concept document for the electronic system was elaborated, based on which a large-scale system will be developed that will digitize all stages of the policy planning and coordination system, including public consultations.     

Despite the existing progress, there are still challenges, solving of which is important for further development of the system. In July 2018, OECD/SIGMA published a baseline research report on policy planning and coordination reform in Georgia. The report emphasises the achievements registered in accordance with the Principles of the Public Administration for the EU, while also identifying areas requiring significant improvement.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  OECD/SIGMA - Baseline Measurement Report: Policy Development and Co-ordination – Georgia, 2018.] 


It is important to continue the second wave of policy planning and coordination reform to refine and improve the system in accordance with the problems identified. The basics created in the areas of policy planning and coordination systems require additional measures in the following directions: 

· Further improvement of the existing regulatory and methodological instruments in order to establish an effective policy planning process;

· Establishment of results-oriented monitoring and assessment practices and the creation of an effective legal basis;

· Development of public servants’ capacities in the areas of policy analysis, planning, monitoring and assessment in accordance with updated standards;

· Provision of an evidence-based approach in policymaking and lawmaking process;

· Establishment of institutional mechanisms for the possibility of involvement of the wider public and stakeholders in the process of policymaking.   

A Policy Planning Working Group of the Public Administration Reform Council is actively working to implement the policy planning and coordination reform effectively; the Group is a technical-level institutional mechanism. Employees of all ministries, the Office of the State Minister, and the relevant LEPLs are involved in the Working Group, participating in the policy planning and coordination process within their competencies. This format provides effective implementation of changes in state agencies.  

Policy Objective 1.1 Improving the legal framework for policy planning

Before the launch of the reform, there were factually no legal regulations in the area of policy planning and coordination that would provide systematic and consistent work in the field of policymaking. 

As a result of the constitutional reform launched in 2017, according to the updated Parliamentary Rules of Procedures, the Parliament of Georgia “Elaborates and approves through a resolution the Concept Document, which defines the main directions of the state policy”[footnoteRef:10].  [10:  Regulation of the Parliament of Georgia, Article 132. ] 


According to the main directions defined by the Parliament of Georgia, policy development and implementation at the state level is basically the competence of the Government of Georgia. In accordance with The Law of Georgia on the Structure, Authority and Rules of Operation of the Government of Georgia, the Government of Georgia is the supreme body of the executive branch exercising the domestic and foreign policy of the country.[footnoteRef:11] The fifth Article of the Law defines the competences of the Government in regards to policy implementation in different areas.  [11:  Article 1.] 


In 2018, a new obligation emerged in the updated Rules of Procedures of the Government of Georgia relating to the elaboration of an Annual Government Workplan (AGWP), according to which the role of the Administration as a coordinating institution will increase in terms of planning, monitoring, and assessing the executive power policy.[footnoteRef:12] [12:  Article 4.] 


In 2018, according to the updated Statute of the AoG, the agency will ensure the planning, organisation, coordination and control of implementation of the GoG policy[footnoteRef:13]. At the same time, the Policy Planning and Coordination Department of the Administration will provide promotion and coordination in the planning of Government policy, as well as the quality assurance of strategies and action plans to be approved by the GoG.  Meanwhile, the Department of Governmental Supervision and Monitoring will monitor the process of immediate implementation of the recommendations/decisions adopted with regards to the implementation of the Governmental Programme, annual action plans and reforms.[footnoteRef:14] [13:  Regulation of the Government Administration, Article 2, paragraph “b”. ]  [14:  Article 4, paragraph 1, subparagraph “a”. 	] 


In 2016, the Government approved the “Policy Planning Manual” and the “Framework Document for Monitoring, Reporting and Assessment of Government Activities”. 

As a result of implemented changes, compliance with the submitted and approved policy documents with new legislative regulations increases. In 2017, 13 documents were submitted to the Government for approval. As a result of their consideration by the AoG, recommendations were issued for 8 of them in terms of providing compliance with methodological standards. After the changes were registered, all 13 documents were approved. In 2018, an increase in the number of policy documents was observed. 18 documents were submitted by ministries for approval. Once the AoG had assessed that they conformed with quality standards, recommendations for certain changes and amendments were issued for 9 of them, and, ultimately, a total of 11 documents were approved in 2018; as for the remaining 7 documents, the initiating ministries continue to work on them, and, through consultations with the AoG, are trying to improve the quality of the drafted documents.

Despite the above changes, detailed regulation of procedural issues for the planning, monitoring and evaluation of policy documents is still considered a challenge. Consequently, a draft entitled “Procedure for Developing, Monitoring and Evaluation of Policy Documents” was developed in the reporting period. This is a descriptive document regulating the obligations of public agencies in policy planning, monitoring and evaluation processes. The Procedure regulates the practice existing between the Administration and the ministries/LEPLs in terms of policy planning, and establishes certain innovations in order to increase the efficiency of the process.

Policy Objective 1.2 Developing a Unified Policy Planning System and Methodological Instructions

Before the launch of the reform, there was no methodological guidance for developing policy documents. Government agencies drafted sectoral strategies using a non-uniform approach, neither considering evidence nor justifying the financial needs. 

In 2016, in order to implement results-oriented planning systems, the “Policy Planning Manual” (Decree N629) was developed and approved by the Government. The Manual specifies: 

· Policy planning competence; 

· Policy planning mechanisms and tools;

· Policy documents and their interaction and hierarchy;

· Structure of policy documents;

· Methodologies for conducting situation analysis;

· General instructions for elaborating goals, tasks and their result indicators;

· Quality assurance mechanism for policy documents.  

The manual also provides examples, patterns and recommendations regarding each stage of the policy cycle. 

As a result, technical and methodological components of policy documents were significantly improved compared with the baseline situation. For example, according to baseline data (2015), only five of the 39 policy documents studied included relevant results indicators. Out of 11 policy documents approved by the Government in 2018, 8 contain outcome/output result indicators.  2015 (base)                                           2018 (reporting)

Policy documents with result indicators

Policy documents without result indicators





Although this data does not allow a qualitative assessment of presented indicators, the fact that the policy documents reflect the main tools of the results-oriented approach indicates the progress observed in the system. 

It is noteworthy that this methodological document created a precedent of a unified methodological approach to strategic planning in the country for the first time. However, it needs to be refined and improved. The document does not provide detailed instructions on specific policies required for each phase of the public policy cycle, leaving room for further improvement. The hierarchy system itself needs to be refined in order to provide a link between policy documents at different levels. It is important that the methodology provides information not just about what should be presented in a policy document but also on how the information should be presented.   

[bookmark: _Toc3393295]Taking these issues into consideration, the Administration of the Government started to actively work on improving the methodology within the second wave of the Reform. However, one should bear in mind that an effective and clear methodology alone cannot ensure its consistent implementation in practice. In order to ensure conformity with the methodological theoretical training and practical skills are required and thus, public servants working in the policy-planning field have been retrained during the reporting period. Retraining elements with systematic and more institutional approaches are also planned in the future. 

Policy Objective 1.3 Providing Connection between Policy Planning and Lawmaking 

The Administration of the Government of Georgia, in cooperation with the Ministry of Justice, has started to develop a Unified System of the Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA) and Monitoring of Legislative Acts. 

The aim of the RIA is to establish an evidence-based decision-making process, conducting a situational analysis based both on ex-ante and ex-post assessments. Based on the ex-ante assessment, it is possible to identify specific problems and develop legislative acts and/or plan policy tailored to them. The purpose of the ex-post assessment is to identify the further regulatory effect.

In order to implement such a system, a pilot report was drawn up on the subject of the amendment of the Criminal Procedure Code of Georgia (on issues of pre-trial detention) with the support of the EU project. A working group was set up, which included representatives of the Ministry of Justice of Georgia, the Administration of the Government of Georgia and the Ministry of Corrections and Probation. With the involvement of international experts on the project, the working group drafted the first pilot/training report on the regulatory impact assessment. Draft methodological documents were elaborated within the framework of the report development.

At this stage, within the framework of the Reform Action Plan 2019-2020, the Government aims to make drafting RIA reports detailing developments mandatory in the cases established by the relevant legislative act, and to introduce the above successfully into practice, which would contribute to the elaboration of evidence-based policy-making and introduce and further improve its lawmaking practice.

[bookmark: _Toc3393296]Policy Objective 1.4 Providing Connection between Policy Planning and Budgeting Processes 

Relevant to the Specific Condition Indicator 1.2.2

One of the key factors for the successful implementation of any policy is the proper calculation of expenses and determination of their availability.

For this very purpose, as stipulated in the Policy Planning Manual, all policy documents approved by the Government have to include the appropriate cost estimate, which should be implemented by calculating the activity costs ​​indicated in the action plans. 

The Guidance offers its users an action plan template, containing a budget column. In this section, every agency is obliged to calculate pricing and indicate the estimated cost of specific activity in the plan.

In addition to the cost, an action plan should also indicate a source of financing or the appropriate deficit, if any. When the source of funding comes from state budget, agencies are required to have it included into relevant budget program.

As an evidence of progress in this direction – in 2014 only 80% of short-term planning document were aligned with neither State Budget, not BDD. While in 2018, out of 11 government adopted action plans 9 (e.i. 80%) have been aligned with the State budget/BDD. From the remaning 2. One was an operational plan for preparation works for Open Government Partnership Global Summit (not policy oriented). Another, was adopted due to an urgency without proper costing, namely Government’s Human Rights Action Plan (now revision in terms of full costing is finilised, the document will be re-adopted by the Government by the end of April). Detailed information in this regard can be seen in Benchmark Report - Process Map (flowchart) with Explanatory Notes prepared by MoF.

In the context of availability of this obligation, the necessity to improve the interconnection between the budgeting of sectorial policy documents and basic data and directions (BDD) documents of the country is obvious.  It indicates that the policy planning process is synchronised with the state budget. Despite the progress, improving and detailing existing methodological tools is important to overcome the existing challenges, which necessitates the writing of simplified instructions for public servants. This ensures that they will be able to easily carry out the cost estimation of implementation of the policy implementation.

[bookmark: _Toc3393297]Task 1.5 Developing Institutional Capacities for Strengthening the Policy-Planning Process 

In the aftermath of the institutional reforms implemented in the Adminisration of Government since 2015, institutional changes were also made within the line Ministries itself. These include the establishment of a new structural unit, and improving the functions and duties of the existing units in the processes of planning and coordination. 

At present, the following structural units are responsible in the area of policy development and coordination in the ministries/State Minister’s Office: 

		#

		Ministry 

		Structural unit



		1

		Ministry of Education, Science, Culture and Sport

		Strategic Development Department 



		2

		Ministry of Environment Protection and Agriculture

		Policy and Analytics Department



		3

		Ministry of Economy and Sustainable Development

		Strategic Development Department



		

		

		Economic Analysis and Reforms Department



		4

		Ministry of Defence of Georgia

		Defense Policy and Development Department



		5

		Ministry of Justice

		Analytical Department



		

		

		Public International Law Department 



		6

		Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure

		European Integration and Reforms Department



		7

		Ministry of Foreign Affairs

		Political Department



		

		

		Director of the EU Assistance Coordination and Sector Integration Department  



		8

		Ministry of Finance

		Budget Department



		9

		Office of the State Minister for Reconciliation and Civic Equality Issues

		Policy Analysis, Planning and International Relations Department 



		10

		Ministry of Internal Affairs

		Administrative Department



		

		

		Research and Reforms Unit



		11

		Ministry of IDPs from the Occupied Territories Labour, Health and Social Affairs of Georgia 

		Health Department



		

		

		Social Protection Department



		

		

		Labour Department 



		

		

		Human Resources Management and International Relations Department







In 2015, there were policy units responsible for policy planning in 13 of the 19 ministries (including the Office of State Minister), while according to data from 2018, there are structural units with such functions and duties in all 11 ministries. Consequently, in comparison to the baseline data, significant progress has been made in this area:



Within the framework of the current reform of the policy planning system in the country, in 2016  the provisions of structural units responsible for policy planning have been renewed and policy planning, coordination, reporting and monitoring functions in accordance with the new policy framework of the Policy Planning System have been clearly defined in five pilot  ministries.

1. Ministry of Justice, Analytical Department - Decree N 207 of 23 December 2016.

2. Ministry of Internally Displaced Persons from the Occupied Territories, Labour, Health and Social Affairs of Georgia Healthcare Department - Decree N 609 of December 29, 2016.

3. Ministry of Education, Science, Culture and Sport - Administrative Department - Decree N170 / N.of December 26, 2016.

4. Ministry of Economy and Sustainable Development, Department of Growth and Analysis of Economics - Decree N613 of December 29, 2016.

5. Ministry of Environment Protection and Agriculture, Department of Policy and Analytics - Decree No 2-230 of December 30, 2016.

In 2018, important steps were taken to improve the capacities of ministries and other public agencies involved in the policy planning process. At  the initiative of the Government Administration, within the frames of the UNDP supported project  and assistance of the  local and international consulting companies,  the study of the needs of policy planning and coordination issues for the employees of the ministries has been conducted. Based on the findings of this research, a public policy analysis training course has been developed. The training course includes nine modules:

		#

		Module



		1

		Policy elaboration process



		2

		Problem detection and analysis - Data management 



		3

		Defining  and monitoring  of tasks and their results



		4

		 Identification of  policy alternatives



		5

		 Evaluation of  Impact 



		6

		 Synthesis of evidence



		7

		 Evaluation of   policy impact



		8

		 Economic assessment of policy



		9

		 Realisation and implementation





[bookmark: _Toc3393298]

225 public servants from 16 central public agencies have been selected to participate in the training course conducted over a period of 5 months. As a result, 173 civil servants have successfully completed it.

The training was tailored to address the current challenges and needs existing in the policy planning system from the point of view of public servants' capabilities. Therefore, the intensive training will have an impact on the improvement of public servants' skills that will have a directly proportionate effect on the quality of the documents. The results are somewhat evident for the government's administration as a quality evaluator.

To ensure sustainability the institutionalisation of the training module is planned.

Policy Objective 1.6 Development of a Comprehensive System of Management, Monitoring, Reporting and Evaluation

Relevant to the Specific Condition Indicator 1.1.3 and Indicator 1.1.4

In 2016, the Government developed and approved the "Monitoring, Reporting and Evaluation Framework of Government Activities"[footnoteRef:15] which, in turn, describes the overall system of planning of government activities, basic principles ofmonitoring and assessment, institutional functions and responsibilities. The document also includes the templates of reports and the content part that should be covered in both the evaluation and monitoring reports. [15:  Decree N 628 of the Government of Georgia. ] 


Taking into consideration that the documents were approved in 2016, their impact should be measured by the monitoring and assessment reports of 2017 and 2018 policy documents.

For the baseline 21 strategies, adopted during 2013-2014 have been studies, out of which only 9 had information about monitoring and evaluation. While during the reporting period of 2017-2018 out of 9 approved strategies 7 had detailed information about monitoring and evaluation. This indicates to the progress in this regards. 



Administration of Government assessed the mid-term evaluation reports of five Ministries, as well as annual monitoring reports of four Ministries, throughout 2018:

		Annual Monitoring Reports (Benchmark Indicator 1.1.3)



		#

		Report

		Monitoring Period

		Ministry



		1

		Monitoring report on implementation of the Action Plan of the National Strategy Against Organized Crime  2017-2020

		2017-2018

		Ministry of Internal Affairs



		2

		Monitoring report on the implementation of the Action Plan of Internal Financial Control Development Strategy 2017-2019

		2018

		Ministry of Finance



		3

		Monitoring report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the State Strategy for Civic Equality and Integration 2015-2020

		2018

		Office of the State Minister for Reconciliation and Civic Equality



		4

		Monitoring report covering on the implementation of the Action Plan  of the Regional Development Program of Georgia 2015-2017

		2015-2017

		Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure



		Mid-term Evaluation Reports (Benchmark Indicator 1.1.4)



		#

		Report

		Evaluation Period

		Ministry



		1

		Evaluation report on the implementation of the National Anti-Corruption Strategy 2017 -2018

		2017

		Ministry of Justice



		2

		Evaluation  report on the implementation of the Strategy for Elimination Hepatitis C 2016-2020

		2016-2017

		Ministry of Internally Displased Persons from the Occupaied Territories  Labour, Health and Social Affairs of Georgia



		3

		Evaluation report on the implementation of the Strategy for Education and Science 2017-2021

		2017-2018

		Ministry of Education, Science, Culture and Sport



		4

		Evaluation report on the implmenetation of the Strategy for Agricultural Development 2015-2020

		2015-2017

		Ministry of Environment Protection and Agriculture



		5

		Evaluation report on Development Strategy of Small and  Medium Entrepreneurship in Georgia 2016-2020

		2016-2017

		Ministry of Economy and Sustainable Development







Taking into consideration that all five ministries worked on the evaluation of the policy documents in compliance with the standards of the Monitoring and Evaluation Road Map for the first time in 2018, the quality of these reports is satisfactory. Regarding annual monitoring reports-the indicators’ improvement can be seen in annual dynamics. 

During the year 2018, the concept of policy planning, monitoring, reporting and evaluation was developed. According to the presented view, the system will significantly improve and simplify the monitoring and reporting processes throughout the public sector. Specifically, duplicated reports will be excluded, monitoring of the effectiveness of the agencies will be introduced, and the status and progress reporting system will be created, providing an additional opportunity for identifying permanent risks and challenges in the sector development process at an early stage. Despite the existing progress, there are challenges from the methodological point of view, namely: 

· The existing guideline document needs more detail;

· It is important to introduce more concrete standards and more efficient quality assurance tools;

· It is necessary to develop auxiliary instructions that will improve the process and increase the quality of monitoring and evaluation.



[bookmark: _Toc6311708]Direction 2: Civil Service Reform

According to the Public Administration Reform Roadmap, the main goal of the civil service reform is to establish a stable, unified sivil service based on career principles, merits, good faith, political neutrality, impartiality and accountability.

During the reporting period, a number of significant steps have been taken in the framework of the Civil Service Reform, specifically:

· On July 1, 2017, the Law of Georgia on Civil Service entered into force;

· On December 22, 2017, the Parliament of Georgia adopted the Law of Georgia “On Labor Remuneration in Public Institutions", which regulates the remuneration of employees in the public sector;

· In accordance with the Law of Georgia on Public Service, all ministries adopted the employee assessment procedure and introduced the assessment system in 2018; 

· [bookmark: _Toc3393300][bookmark: _Toc1687268]e-HRMS system is functioning in all Ministries, as well as in LEPLs under Ministries, in 37 agencies of the Autonomous Republics of Adjara and Abkhazia, in all the State Representative-Governor  Administrations  and in all local Self-Government bodies;

· By the Order of the Head of the Civil Service Bureau, the manual  for  the institutional arrangement of public institutions was adopted - the recommendation principles, according to which institutional and functional analysis of central public institutions were carried out during the reporting period;

· Based on a functional analysis of  2017-2018, the amendment was introduced to the Law of Georgia on "Structure, Authority and Rules of Operation of the Government of Georgia" in two stages;

· Monitoring system of asset declarations of officials was introduced. The Civil Service Bureau prepared and published reports on the results gathered from monitoring the declarations carried out in 2017-2018 on their website;

· On 20 April 2017, the Resolution of the Government of Georgia "On Defining General Rules of Ethics and Behavior in Public Institutions" was approved;  in 2018 certified trainers of the Civil Service Bureau trained 400 professional public servants on novelties and ethical issues in  compliance with the Georgian Law on Public Service. 

Policy Objective 2.1 Define the scope of public service and enable its practical application

In 2015, the Georgian Parliament approved the new "Law of Georgia on Civil Service". This law aims to see the establishment of the civil service and a professional civil servants' institution based on political neutrality, the clear division of categories of public sector employees and their legal status, the adoption of a performance-based evaluation system for public servants, and the development of the civil service system, which would be based on the principle of meritocracy and ensure encouragement, promotion and an appreciation of professionalism.

The new law entered into force on July 1, 2017 and was followed by the adoption of 13 subordinated normative acts envisaged by the transitional provisions of the Law, on the basis of which the Uniform Rules for Recruitment, Competition Performance, Performance Assessment, Ranking and Classification of Positions and other important issues needed for the formation of professional Civil Service System were regulated. 

At the same time, on December 22, 2017, the Parliament adopted the “Law on Labor Remuneration in Public Institutions". The purpose of the Labor Law is to establish a fair, transparent and foreseeable system of remuneration of employees in the public sector. Consequently, the law elaborates in detail the legal basis of components for remuneration, the rule of calculation of remuneration, the wage supplement and the basis for issuing a cash award. The law will apply to any person employed in a public agency despite his/her legal status.

Policy Objective 2.2. To provide optimal solutions of institutional set-up

Relevant to the indicator 2.1.2 – 2.1.3

The objective of this direction is to make optimal decisions regarding the institutional arrangement of the state apparatus. Therefore, in 2016-2017, the Civil Service Bureau conducted an institutional analysis of central public institutions that also covered functional analysis of the Ministries.  Despite the fact that at the initial stage of the institutional analysis only the horizontal functions were studied, in the course of work, the need for a vertical/functional analysis of various ministries was revealed. 

For the purpose of institutional analysis, the methodological guidelines at the initial stage were prepared in accordance with the recommendations of international and local experts and in compliance with the SIGMA principles, thus, at the first stage a methodological Manuel was prepared.[footnoteRef:16] Institutional analysis was conducted in two phases. The first phase included the study of the optimum number of structures, structural units and human resources of public institutions for developing standards for better management of the organisation. As a result of the processing of the information received from the Ministries, the general shortcomings in structural and organisational arrangements have been identified.  [16:  Order of the Head of the Civil Service Bureau N199/სა on "Methodology of Conducting Functional Analysis of Public Institutions and Guidelines for Organizational Arrangement". ] 


The second phase - Vertical Analysis was devoted to the analysis of the distribution of functions for performing priority and strategic tasks stemming from the mission and goals of the institutions directly at the level of structural units. 

Based on the findings and results of functional analysis, in 2017-2018, amendments were introduced to the "Law of Georgia on the Structure, Authority and Rules of Operation" in two stages.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  Decree N1620-RS on the amendment to the the “Law of Georgia on the Structure, Authority and Rules of Operation of the Government of Georgia”; Decree N3024-RS on amendments to the “Law of Georgia on the Structure, Authority and Rules of Operation of the Government of Georgia”. ] 


As a result of the Government's structural and functional changes implemented in 2017:

· The Ministry of Energy and the natural resources management component of the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources Protection was  incorporated into the Ministry of Economy and Sustainable Development;

· Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources Protection of Georgia merged with the Ministry of Agriculture of Georgia;

· The youth affairs component of the Ministry of Sport and Youth Affairs  was  incorporated into the Ministry of Education and Science;

· [image: C:\Users\ktsanava\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\INetCache\Content.Word\შერწყმა2017.jpg]Ministry of Sport and Youth Affairs of Georgia merged with the Ministry of Culture and Monument Protection of Georgia.

As a result of the Government's structural and functional changes in 2018:

· The Ministry of Culture and Sports merged with the Ministry of Science and Education;



· Functions and authority of the Ministry of Corrections and Probation were transferred to the Ministry of Justice of Georgia. 

Functions and powers of the Ministry for Refugees and Internally Displaced Persons from the Occupied Territories were redistributed among the Ministry of Labor, Health and Social Affairs of Georgia;  the Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure, which would deal with resettlement and provision of living conditions, the migration component was transferred to the Ministry of Internal Affairs, whereas repatriation issues were transferred to the office of the State Minister of Georgia for Reconciliation and Civic Equality.

As a result, the number of ministries/state ministers in Georgia during the 2017-2018, decreased from nineteen to eleven.

[bookmark: _Toc3393302][image: C:\Users\ktsanava\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\INetCache\Content.Word\შერწყმა2018.jpg]The main findings of the vertical analysis of the Ministries and recommendations developed on the basis of  the institutional analysis of individual ministries were fully reflected in the report on "Results of Institutional Analysis of Central Public Institutions of Georgia".

In 2018, the Administration of the Government of Georgia carried out the monitoring of the above-mentioned recommendations and of the performance of short-term activities deriving from the recommendations in the pre-defined five pilot ministries.[footnoteRef:18] The monitoring revealed that 54% of the recommended activities were considered and implemented by the Ministries, the amendments were largely reflected in the renewed provisions of the Ministries and relevant legal acts. [18:  Pilot ministries: Ministry of Justice; Ministry of Education Science, Culture and Sport; Ministry of IDPs from the Occupied Territories, Labor, Health and Social Affairs; Ministry of Economy and Sustainable Development; Ministry of Environment Protection and Agriculture.] 




Policy Objective 2.3. To adjust existing legislation in order to ensure merit-based recruitment of civil servants and equal treatment in all phases of it

Relevant to the indicator 3.1.4

One of the most important objectives in human resource management is the performance assessment of an employee. In accordance with the Law of Georgia on Civil Service, in 2018, all Ministries adopted the rules and methodology of staff assessment. As a result, the aappriaisal system was implemented in all the ministries based on which all civil servants subject to evaluation were assessed. 

Decree of the Government of Georgia "On Approval of the Rules and Conditions for Appraisal of Professional Civil Servants in Civil Sector”[footnoteRef:19] establishes general principles of civil servants’ assessment at all hierarchical positions, evaluation procedures, rights and obligations of assessment subjects, rules of assessment appeal and reporting. The assessment aims at identifying prerequisites for career development, professional skills development, encouragement, professional development needs and other legal consequences envisaged by the legislation, as well as the organisational development of public institutions. [19:  Decree of the Government of Georgia №220 "On Approval of the Rules and Conditions for Appraisal of Professional Civil Servants in Civil Sector”. ] 


All ministries which had to appraise civil servants, in accordance with the new legislative requirements approved the relevant individual administrative-legal acts on the assessment method and introduced it to the Civil Service Bureau.

The Ministries presented the results of the civil servants’ assessment before January 31, 2019, to the Civil Service Bureau. The evaluation of professional civil servants was based on the performance of the work performed by the them on the basis of functions, competences and/or achieved goals and objectives. 2699 professional civil servants are employed in ministries.[footnoteRef:20] Out of them, 2185 were essessed in 2018; 514 civil servants were not evaluated as they worked for less than 3 months on the job at the time of assessment. Accordingly, in 2018 all civil servants eligible to performance apprisal were assessed. [20:  Data is processed as of January, 2019.
] 


The Civil Service Bureau has analyzed the results of the assessment presented by the Ministries and prepared a report describing the main challenges arising in the assessment of civil servants and future plans in this regard.

The prerequisite for successful implementation of the assessment system in practice is preparing civil servants for managerial positions. Consequently, in 2018, in order to implement a uniform assessment system in central public institutions, with the support of UNDP Georgia and the Civil Service Bureau, 368 professional public servants employed at managerial positions in the Ministries were trained. Additionally, 624 professional civil servants employed in 6 regions (Samtskhe-Javakheti, Shida Kartli, Kvemo Kartli, Mtskheta-Mtianeti, Kakheti and Adjara), were trained with the support of the German International Cooperation Society (GIZ). The objective was to implement the unified assessment system in local self-government bodies. 



[bookmark: _Toc3393304]Policy Objective 2.4. Analyze how political influence is exercised on senior managerial positions in the public service and provide a unified solution for its prevention



The main objective in this field is to determine whether there is a political influence on managerial positions in the public service and, in case of such, to elaborate a common approach for prevention.

The concept of public service reform, based on the Civil Service law, is aimed at the introduction of the institute of professional civil servants and implies the implementation of regulations for exempting civil service from political influence and forming a fair career growth system. The new law and subordinated acts regulate the rules of hiring in public service and the professional development of civil servants.

The novelties related to the competition procedures envisaged by the law serve to exempt the competition in public service from political influence. Since the legislative basis of the principles of career advancement and neutrality has already been created, the next phase involves researching and analysing existing methods to prevent such political impacts as set out in the Action Plan of Public Administration Reform for 2019-2020. 

Policy Objective 2.5. To improve the remuneration system of the civil servants by analyzing the current situation in greater detail and come up with a logical, transparent and equitable model of remuneration that retains, attracts and motivates professionals in the civil service



The most important task of the Civil Service and Human Resources Management component is promoting the implementation of a fair and transparent system of labor remuneration in civil service. The main activity in this area was to prepare legal grounds for remuneration in public service.



[bookmark: _Toc3393305]During 2017, as a result of the cooperation between the Civil Service Bureau and the Ministry of Finance of Georgia, draft law “On Labor Remuneration in Public Institutions „was elaborated, adopted by the Parliament of Georgia on December 22, 2017 and enacted from January 1, 2018. The Law aims to establish a fair, transparent and foreseeable system of remuneration of persons employed in the public sector. According to the new law a remuneration system for each rank and category would be defined, envisaging equal pay for performing equal work considering the functional load of the post / position as per the established rules.

Policy Objective 2.6. Create a sustainable environment in the civil service that guarantees constant professional development

Relevant to the indicator 3.2.2

The development of this sphere involves the elaboration of mechanisms that define the needs and directions of increasing knowledge and development in public service.

[bookmark: _Toc3393306]The Law of Georgia on Civil Service of 2015 for the first time has created a legal basis for the creation and development of the Unified Professional Development System, increasing professionalism in civil service. Based on the law, on May 22, 2018 the Government of Georgia adopted a Decree on “Approving the Rules for Determining the Professional Development Needs of Civil Servants, Standard and Rules for Professional Development".[footnoteRef:21] The given Decree defined the rules and procedures for determining the needs and standards of professional development, as well as mandatory professional development programmes and quality control procedures. [21:  Decree No. 242 of 22 May 2018 of the Government of Georgia "On Approving the Rules for Determining the Professional Development Needs of Public Servants, Standard and Rules for Professional Development". ] 


To ensure the quality of professional development, baed on the Government Decree the following measures for the introduction of a new professional development system were defined:

· Creation of Accreditation Council by the Civil Service Bureau;

· Approval of "Program and Fee of Accreditation of Professional Development Program for Professional Civil Servant” by the Minister of Education, Science, Culture and Sport of Georgia;

· Employee selection and development of expert corps by the LEPL - National Center for Educational Quality Enhancement to ensure administration of accreditation process. 



On March 6, 2019, Minister of Education, Science, Culture and Sport of Georgia approved the "Statute and Price for Accreditation of Professional Development Program of Professional Civil Servants".

With the purpose of presenting the Professional Development Program Annual Plans and Reports to the Civil Service Bureau with unified standard, in January 2019, the Civil Service Bureau approved a form of professional development program plan and report. 

Main achievements of the Professional Development System are described in the Civil Service Bureau Report, which describes phases of professional development, its quality control and accreditation procedures; the report also descirebes role of training centers and reflects on data about diffierent training programs; this document also reviews the Civil Service Bureau’s role in establishing the professional development system, the types of professional development programs of quality control and accreditation procedures, and the training programs training centers data and Civil Service bureau's role in the professional development of the system implementation process. The report includes information about training programs conducted for managerial and non-managerial level civil servants during 2018.  



Policy Objective 2.7. To improve disciplinary liability of civil servants and create a monitoring system to prevent corruption at civil service

Chapter X of the Law of Georgia on Civil Service regulates the disciplinary proceedings in a new and detailed manner.  

In 2015, with support of UNDP, the project "Strengthening the Institute of Whistleblowers Protection" was implemented in Georgia. As a result of the activities carried out within the project, awareness raising events on the protection of whistleblowers were held. An information video clip was prepared, brochures were distributed and meetings were held with the involvement of public agencies and civil society representatives. In order to increase awareness for the Institute of Whistleblowers, the so-called "Red Button" was enacted. (www.mkhileba.gov.ge). 

In accordance with the Public Administration Reform Action Plan for 2017-2018, the main directions of the given policy objective were defined as follows: (1) Implementing the monitoring system for asset declarations of public officials and (2) training public servants on the issues of Ethics and Whistleblowers Protection Institute.

Monitoring of Asset Declarations of Public Officials 

Relevant to the indicator 4.1.3

In order to implement and enhance the anti-corruption mechanisms in public service, amendments were made to the Law of Georgia on the "Conflict of Interests and Corruption in Public Service". In particular, to ensure the implementation of the asset declarations monitoring system of public officials, the Government of Georgia has approved "Instruction for Monitoring of Asset Declaration of a Public Official”.[footnoteRef:22] [22:  Government of Georgia Decree  of 14 February, 2017.] 


The electronic system for asset declaration monitoring was created and the electronic databases existing in the public institutions were connected to this system. For the purpose of monitoring the asset declarations of public officials, the Department of Monitoring of Declarations was created in the Civil Service Bureau, which checks the completeness and accuracy of the declared property status data submitted by the officials to ensure the accessibility of information for interested parties.

In accordance with the Law of Georgia on Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Service, on February 9, 2018, the Civil Service Bureau made a random selection of officials' declarations to be examined by the Electronic System of Declarations in 2018. To ensure transparency in this selection process, a special commission was set up as per Order N31/SA by the Head of Civil Service Bureau on December 8, 2018. 

Selection of asset declarations for scrutiny was carried out by this Commission, which included both Bureau employees and invited persons from NGOs, the LEPL - Data Exchange Agency, and the Administration of the Government of Georgia. The selection was made objectively and transparently in full compliance with the requirements of the legislation. The system selected 320 declarations - 5% of the declarations existing by February 9, 2018. 

During the year of 2018, examination of asset declerations of several public officials were requested. The total number of officials scrutinized on the basis of the written request for 2018 was 73. The monitoring continued for the ongoing declerations as well as for the ones started in 2017 based on written requests – that in total amounted to 55 declarations. During 2018, 448 declarations were scrutinized in total. 

Out of all examined declarations, 379 declarations have been assessed negatively, of which 31 were considered non-essential violations with the declarants receiving a warning, one declaration was sent to the law enforcement agencies for further reaction, 59 were assessed positively and proceedings on 10 declarations were terminated. The declarants were notified about the results of the monitoring in compliance with the rule established by the law. The decision of the head of the bureau was appealed by thirteen officials.

Statistically, the number of positively assessed declarations comprises 13% of the declarations studied during 2018, non-essential flaws were revealed in 7% of the declarations, whereas 78% of the examined declarations were negatively evaluated, the proceedings were terminated on 2% of declarations. 

In the course of the preparation of the amendments to the Law of Georgia on Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Service, the deficiencies revealed in the process of monitoring of declarations conducted in 2017 were taken into account. According to the amendment, the law defines the notion of non-essential violation in the course of monitoring declarations. The cases where violation should be considered non-essential were strictly defined and, a new form of sanction established - a warning to an official in case of non-essential violation. In addition, the existing sanctions have been revised and instead of receiving a penalty of 1000 GEL, the sanction envisages a penalty equal to 20% of the official salary of the official that shall constitute no less than 500 GEL. The amendment was discussed with the Members of Parliament and NGOs. The Parliament of Georgia adopted the legislative amendment on 4 May, 2018. Based on this, the monitoring of the declarations examined during 2018 is conducted in accordance with new regulations.

The Civil Service Bureau has prepared and published the Report on the implementation of the Action Plan of the assets declarations monitoring system. Reports reflecting on the results of the monitoring of the declarations in 2017 and 2018 were also prepared. The results presented in the report are illustrated in the relevant diagrams below.





Training on Ethics and Whistleblowers Protection Institute 

In 2018, with the help of experts, the Civil Service Bureau elaborated comments on the Government of Georgia’s Decree on "General Rules of Ethics and Behavior in Public Service". The mentioned comments were presented to public on 4 May, 2018. In March of the same year, the Ethics Forum discussed the issues related to the general rules of ethics and behaviour in public service.

From November-December 2018, meetings regarding ethics, conflict of interest and incompatibility issues were held for the representatives of those enterprises, 100% shares of which are owned either by the state or by a local self-government body. Representatives of about 30 enterprises attended the meetings. 

In addition, throughout 2018, with the support of international partners, the Civil Service Bureau implemented the project "Supporting the Public Service Reform" to raise awareness on anti-corruption mechanisms and the Law of Georgia "On Civil Service". By offering trainings to public servants, the project significantly raises awareness for the issues of ethics and conflict of interest in public service. The following activities were implemented within the project: 

· Training on the innovations in the "Law on Civil Service" and corruption prevention mechanisms were conducted for: (1) the central government, the ministries, the Parliamentary staff and professional civil servants employed in the administrations of courts, (2) professional civil servants employed in the local self governance bodies in the Eastern and Western Georgia, (3) the central and local media, non-governmental organisations, as well as representatives of the Public Relations Departments from the  Government Administration and Ministries . 

· To raise awareness, a guideline and video clip have been prepared on the "Law of Georgia on Civil Service" and the "Law of Georgia on Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Service", as well as on the issues of general rules of ethics and behaviour regulated by the Decree of the Government of Georgia.

[bookmark: _Toc3393307]Up to 400 civil servants have been trained within the scope of the project. 

Policy Objective 2.8. Strengthening Civil Service Bureau



Strengthening Civil Service Bureau as the coordinator institution of the Civil Service Reform is one of the policy objectives in the framework of the PAR. The bureau has carried out a number of activities, among them the training of the Bureau staff. 

During 2018, the Civil Service Bureau, with the support of the programme "Legal Approximation towards European Standards in the South Caucasus" of the German Society for International Cooperation (GIZ), implemented a large-scale project entitled "Management and Leadership in Public Service". At the first stage of the project, trainers from the German Academy of Sciences (DBB Academie) trained the staff of the Civil Service Bureau and other public agencies, who obtained the right to conduct training on management and leadership issues in public service. The training course consisted of six modules and included various important aspects of modern management: communication, ethics and gender, development of human resources, analysis of organisation and processes, management of change, stress and time management.  Twelve managers received the training and were awarded with certificates. 

In addition, the Civil Service Bureau of Georgia, in cooperation with the Office of the Government of Lithuania in the framework of the European Neighborhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI), launched the Twinning Project “Support to Implementation of the Civil Service Reform in Georgia” in November 2018. The goal of the project is to enhance professionalism in public service in accordance with the principles of public governance, which involves the development of professional standards, impartiality and accountability to improve transparency, accessibility and quality of service. The Twinning project will also facilitate the implementation of public administration reform through supporting policy development, coordination, monitoring processes and modernisation of the public service. Since the Civil Service Bureau has an important role in coordinating the implementation of the Public Administration Reform, the goal of the project is to be achieved by strengthening the institutional and human resource capacities of the Bureau. The project will assist the Civil Service Bureau in five main directions: 

· Improving the legislative basis;

· Capacity building of the Civil Service Bureau;

· Developing uniform policy for human resource management and implementing modern approaches;

· Improving the Information Technology System of the Civil Service Bureau;

· Development of effective communication mechanisms of the Civil Service Bureau.



Public Administration Reform requires a complex approach. The role of the Civil Service Bureau in this process is important since its mission is to facilitate the implementation of the Unified Policy of the Civil Service Reform in Georgia and to develop a civil service based on professional, career principles by means of the elaboration of the effective legislation, implementation of effective and transparent management and ethical standards, and demonstrating support for anti-corruption policies. Consequently, in order to ensure smooth implementation of the reform and to provide recommendations to other public institutions, continued institutional strengthening of the Civil Service Bureau still remains the objective under the 2019-2020 PAR Action Plan.



[bookmark: _Toc6311709]Direction 3: Accountability

Relevant to the indicator 4.2.2.

One of the major aims of the reform agenda is the improvement of transparency and openness of governance, as well as accountability to the public. Accordingly, the state has taken a systematic approach and has incorporated its vision in two strategic documents: "National Anti-Corruption Strategy and Action Plan” and “Open Government Georgia’s Action Plan”. 

According to the Reform Radmap, the objective of the 2017-2018 Action Plan of the Reform is the implementation of the relevant Anti-Corruption and Open Governanment strategic documents.

In order to elaborate anti-corruption policy and promote a coordinated fight against corruption, the Government has created the Inter Agency Coordination Council on Fight against Corruption;[footnoteRef:23] whereas the open government issues are competence of the Open Government Georgia’s Forum.[footnoteRef:24] Members of the above-mentioned Interagency Units are representatives of the executive, legislative and judicial authorities, international and local organisations, including non-governmental and business sectors. [23:  Government Decree N 390 of December 30, 2013 on the The Statute and the membership of the Anti-Corruption Council. ]  [24:  The Terms of Reference of the Open Government Georgia’s Forum. ] 


An important component of accountability is the establishment of high standards of freedom of information in the country. In order to measure progress in this direction, the Ministry of Justice of Georgia has processed statistics on providing public information according to the request in 2016 and 2018 and based on comparative analysis has established: 

· In 2016, the total number of requests for public information in the ministries, LEPLs, Municipalities and Administration of State Representatives-Governors constituted 42436 applications. 37793 requests were satisfied, which amounted to ≈ 89.06% of the total number of requests; 

· In 2018, the total number of requests for public information in the Ministries, LEPLs, Municipalities and Administration of State Representatives-Governors constituted 69138 applications. 62780 requests were satisfied, which amounted to ≈ 90.8 percent of the total number of requests. 

Comparison of the percentage indicator of ≈ 89.06% for 2016 and the percentage indicator - ≈ 90.8% for 2018 has revealed that the indicator for 2018 is higher than the indicator for 2017 by ≈ 1.74%.

In order to fully track the progress made in the anti-corruption and open government sectors, the following was prepared during the reporting period: 

· Midium-term Evaluation report of National Anti-Corruption Strategy and the Action Plan of Georgia 2017-2018 and

· Final Self-assessment Report for the 2016-2017 Open Governanment Action Plan of Georgia.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  Final Self-assessment Report of the 2016-2017 OGP Georgia Action Plan. ] 


The final Evaluation report of National Anti-Corruption Strategy of Georgia 2017-2018 is being finalised. 

Midium-term Evaluation report of National Anti-Corruption Strategy and the Action Plan reflects on the outcome indicators for 2017 within the frames of 16 priorities envisaged by 2017-2018 Anti-Corruption Policy Documents. As a result, 118 indicators were assessed. According to the assessment: 66 indicators are fully implemented, 35 indicators are partially implemented, 4 indicators are not implemented, and 13 indicators are to be evaluated in 2018 (Detailed Report is annexed to the Consolidated Report).



The Open Government Georgia’s The Action Plan 2016-2017 unites 24 commitments out of which one (commitment N24) is divided into “A”, ”B”,”C” and “D”. For the purposes of monitoring and assessment, these parts are discussed separately, as independent commitments. Hence, the total number of commitments accounts for 27.



[bookmark: _Toc6311710]Direction 4: Public Service Delivery

Relevant to the indicator 5.1.3

The main goal of the public service delivery reform is to improve the service delivery system across the country, thus providing quality and equally accessible services to citizens.

Many significant activities have been carried out in this way during the reporting period: 

· A working document of Public Service uniform policy ensuring high-quality service design, delivery, quality assurance and pricing has been developed;

· The construction of Community Centers has been further intensified, the aim of which is to provide the rural population with more than 200 locally based public and private services. 64 public centers have been built and are fully operational throughout Georgia; 55 municipalities use a Municipal Management System (including 26 target municipalities using full package of services);

· During the reporting period, the integration process of 470 municipal electronic services of 55 municipalities into the citizen’s portal - my.gov.ge was completed;

· [bookmark: _Toc3393309]An official government platform for electronic petitions was created - Ichange.gov.ge. The aim of the platform is to promote public involvement in public policy, ensure the transparency of government decisions and activities, and facilitate the interaction between the Georgian Government and the public;

· In 2017, the Public Service Development Agency issued the first pilot digital stamp for the Georgian Railway. A wide range of qualified electronic stamp certificates has been launched since July 2018 and have been accepted by both state and private organisations;

· The Government of Georgia has developed a concept of "Business House", which implies a completely new vision of state and business cooperation, that envisages the development of both the physical and electronic space, where business sector representatives will be able to have access in one space - whether by one building or one electronic portal, get more than 600 services based on one window principle, which will be provided by more than 60 public institutions at this stage.

Policy Objective 4.1. Establish a uniform policy for high quality service design and delivery that would ensure that government services are designed around the needs of the users



In compliance with the objectives and priorities defined in the Reform Roadmap, as well as following the 2017-2018 Reform Action Plan within the framework of the public service delivery component, the main focus was on creating a unified policy on the design, delivery, quality assurance and pricing of public services. 

As of December 2018, the draft of a uniform policy document has been drawn up, which incorporates the methodology of service design and delivery, and ensures service quality and service pricing. The draft of the document was prepared in active cooperation with the Public Service Working Group set up by the Public Administration Reform Council. The document was shared with all the service provider agencies included in the Working Group, and therefore their comments/proposals were reflected in the Uniform Policy Document. The document will be shared once again with relevant state agencies and stakeholders. 

[bookmark: _Toc3393310]At this stage, one of the major objectives of the service delivery component of the 2019-2020 Action Plan is the implementation of a unified policy, the implementation of the above-mentioned policy document and the establishment of new standards in practice. The task also provides for such an important activity as the elaboration of the road map and guidelines of the service design, which will incorporate in the service creation process, the approaches and methodologies required for customer engagement. 

Policy Objective 4.2. Establish the uniform legal framework on administrative procedures to limit the special regulations to minimum

[bookmark: _Toc3393311]The essential prerequisite for the development of a uniform legal framework for the delivery of public services is the approval of a uniform policy of public services (see policy objective 4.1). During the reporting period, the uniform policy of the public services was prepared, but the process of approving it was envisaged in the Reform Action Plan for 2019-2020. Consequently, it is still a priority to develop a uniform legal framework for administrative procedures aimed at limiting certain regulations and integrating service provider agencies under the general administrative procedures of service delivery.

Policy Objective 4.3. Establish a universal quality assurance system for public services

Relevant to the indicator 5.1.3-5.1.4

Similar to the creation of a uniform legal framework for the delivery of services, the quality assurance system is part of a unified policy document, and its elaboration is included in the document (see policy objective 4.1).

According to the draft version of the policy document for design and delivery of public service, the task of ensuring the quality of public services has been established as one of the basic issues of public service delivery policy. As of current state, the policy draft document incorporates 4 main objectives, each pertaining the issue of quality assurance of the services: 

· Objective 1: Develop a  uniform standard  of public services based on the principle of customer engagement in order to take into account the needs of customers;

· Objective 2: Increase access to public services through the introduction of a uniform customer-oriented standard of service delivery;

· Objective 3: Ensure the quality of public services through the implementation of the Uniform Standard for Quality Check and Improvement;

· Objective 4: Establish a fair and efficient approach to public service pricing by developing a single methodology for the pricing of services. 

Therefore, the quality of public service still remains as an important objective within the framework of the Reform Action Plan for 2019-2020. The planned quality assurance activities involve the creation of the service index, the development and implementation of customer satisfaction research standards, and the introduction and implementation of the Common Assessment Framework (CAF) methodology. 

Following the development of a uniform policy, the integral part of which is quality assurance, studying customer satisfaction with the existing services continues. LEPL - State Services Development Agency permanently monitors the activities of public centres. In 2018, the independent research organisation "ACT" conducted a study on the satisfaction level of customers regarding Community Centers. The survey aimed to quantitatively measure customers' awareness regarding centres opened in the target villages as well as the satisfaction level over the services provided to them. According to the survey, the satisfaction level with the Community Centers of 2001 respondents surveyed in 50 villages is at 97.4%.

Policy Objective 4.4. To Ensure the implementation of the “A digital Georgia - E-Georgia strategy and action plan 2014-2018”

The main aim of Digital Georgia is to provide customers with integrated, secure and high-quality electronic services and increase the role of information-communication technologies in sustainable economic growth.

Within the framework of the Reform Action Plan for 2017-2018, a number of steps have been taken in this direction. 

The Unified Electronic Portal - My.gov.ge - has been updated with the purpose of supporting users' ecosystems, improving the mobile interface and simplifying the navigation. A special section for legal entities was added to the portal - housing   electronic services only for legal entities. For example, worth mentioning is a service in which the director (or an authorised person) of a legal person has been given an opportunity to grant the power of attorney to a natural person via portal and grant him the authority on behalf of a legal entity to receive a certain service, which makes their daily activities much easier. It is important that in the reporting period the work of integrating several private sector services into the my.gov.ge has been started. During the reporting period, the following services were added to the portal: 

· 4 Services of the LEPL - Public Service Development Agency; 

· 21 Services of Entrepreneurial Registry of the LEPL - National Agency of Public Registry;

· 3 services of the LEPL - National Bureau of Enforcement;

· 2 services of the Ministry of IDPs from the Occupied Territories of Georgia, Labor, Health and Social Affairs ;

· Municipal Electronic Services.

In order to raise awareness about the portal, more than 20 meetings with citizens, private and public agencies, as well as local self-government representatives have been conducted regarding the practical aspects of the Portal’s use. Within the frames of the meetings, interested stakeholders were also informed on legislative innovations that followed the enactment of the Law of Georgia on Electronic Document and Electronic Reliable Services. 

The concept of the Competency Center has been established with the aim of obtaining an excellent reputation and of sharing the results achieved in the delivery of e-services. The information about the country's successful reforms was collected from various state agencies and was posted on the Competency Center website, which was launched in test mode during the reporting period. The task of the Competency Center is to inform the interested countries and delegations visiting Georgia about the reforms and achievements of Georgia and to assist them in the implementation of these reforms in case of interest. Within the framework of the project, the memorandum was signed with the United Nations E-governance Division, which envisages sharing the best practices of e-governance and holding joint activities. 

One of the key components of efficient delivery of public services is to ensure cybersecurity. With this aim, regular trainings for civil servants in cybersecurity and cyber hygiene are carried out. Public agency representatives also have trainings on information security issues and obligations derived from the requirements of the Law of Georgia on Information Security and ISO 27 001. In addition, the cooperation between cyber and information security with international and donor organisations, such as the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), European Union (EU), United Nations (UN), Communication Standardization Sector (ITU) is ongoing. 

In addition, with the support of NATO and the participation of member states, the work on the establishment of the Cybersecurity Competence Center has begun.

[bookmark: _Toc6311711][bookmark: _Toc3393317]Direction 5: Public Finance Management



Public Finance Management Reform is one of the most important components of Public Administration Reform aimed at ensuring financial stability and effective distribution of state finances in accordance with government priorities.

Significant steps have been taken as part of the Public Finance Management Reform in Georgia. The Government of Georgia has approved the revised 2018-2021 Strategy and Action Plan for the Public Finance Management Reform. Significant changes have been made in improving the existing practice of public finance management and its approximation to international standards. Namely: 

· The process of preparing program based budgeting and its quality has been  improved;

· Electronic systems (ePFMS) for budgeting, treasury and other related fields have been established and are fully functional; 

· The fundamental reform on tax policy has been implemented;

· Public finance management information system (PFMIS) is successfully operating;

· "Open Budget Survey 2017"[footnoteRef:26] by Budget International Partnership has been published, according to which Georgia occupies the 5th place with 82 points among 115 countries of the world and has joined the group of the most transparent countries.[footnoteRef:27] [26:  Open Budget Survey 2017. ]  [27:  Open Budget Index Ranking. ] 




Policy Objective 5.1. To ensure the implementation of the “2014-2017 PFM strategy Action Plan 2015”

In order to ensure continuity of public finance reform, the relevant policy objectives were defined in the framework of the Reform Action Plan 2018-2018 that are in line with the objectives of Public Finance Management Strategy 2014-2017 and the Reform Roadmap. Among the key issues are as follows: 

Improvement of Budget Management

In order to improve budget management within the framework of the 2017-2018 Reform Action Plan, the emphasis was made on three areas: (1) improving the program based budget, (2) improving the medium-term planning, and (3) enabling appropriate regulations to protect the marginal parameters of the fiscal rules defined by legislation. 

According to the set priorities, the methodology for drafting the program budget was developed during the reporting period, including updating of program-based budget formation for the municipalities’ and the Autonomous Republic budget. The process of budget planning has been developed in detail and the foundation for mid-term action plans in municipalities has been laid. Annexes of the Medium-Term Action Plan became part of the methodology for both state and local self-governing entities. The role of the priority document has been strengthened in the part of the methodology for drafting the municipal program budget since it is an effective medium-term framework for planning. Improvement of renewed methodology in municipalities will continue in 2019-2020 

In order to improve the medium-term planning, the methodology for drafting the program budget has been added to the instruction for preparation and management of regulatory type programs. All ministries have prepared mid-term action plans, which include detailed expenditures on the level of activities according to methodology.

With the purpose of ensuring compliance with international standards of fiscal management principles, the amendment was introduced in the Organic Law of Georgia on Economic Freedom, which defines the current conditions for applying the rules of fiscal policy, brings it in line with the international standards, and reinforces the commitment to its protection and the response in case of violation. The amendment includes the expansion of the sectors within the framework of fiscal rules, the terms and conditions of diverting from the rules.

Improvement of Tax and Customs Legislation

This objective is developed in three directions according to 2017-2018 Action Plan: (1) Development of a growth-oriented tax system, (2) harmonization of tax legislation with the EU Directives and (3) preparation of the Guidelines on Avoidance of Double Taxation.

In order to establish a growth-oriented tax system, a new model of profit tax was adopted in the Georgian legislation and introduced in practice. The profit tax reform was initiated implying a cancellation of tax on undistributed profit, which will result in:

· Acceleration of  economic growth;

· The increased accessibility  of financial resources for companies;

· Increased liquidity of assets in business;

· The increase of investments;

· The increase of capital volume;

· The increase  of business sustainability to the crisis;

· Reduced external financial constraints;

· Business development;

· Establishment of  an even more attractive climate in terms of starting and doing business;

· Simplification of tax accounting and administration.

In order to harmonize the tax legislation with the EU Directives, a comparative analysis of tax legislation was carried out during the reporting period and the action plan for harmonization of tax legislation with EU Directives was established. So far, the full harmonization of the Georgian legislation was carried out with the following directives:

· Council Directive 2007/74/EC of 20 December 2007 (Travelers' Directive); 

· Thirteenth Council Directive 86/560/EEC of 17 November 1986 (Return of VAT) and

· Council Directive 92/83/EEC of 19 October 1992(Structure of Excise on Alcohol).

At the present stage of preparation of the report, the work on the Tax Code amendments is carried out in order to approximate the Georgian legislation on the VAT to the EU Council directives.

In order to ensure compliance with international standards in double taxation, a guideline on the interpretation and application of dual tax avoidance was developed. The guideline includes both theoretical and practical examples that will facilitate the correct and effective solution of situational objectives in Georgia. This will, in turn, raise the trust of the taxpayer towards the tax administration and reduce the disputes arising from the agreement on avoidance of double taxation.

Improvement of Tax and Customs Systems

In order to improve tax and customs systems, within the framework of the Reform Action Plan of 2017-2018, the focus has been made on four directions: (1) combat against tax evasion; (2) Promotion of integration process with the European Union; (3) enhancement of trade promotion tools and fostering enforcement of customs, sanitary, phyto-sanitary border control and (4) improvement of electronic service standards.

In order to combat tax evasion, the focus was made on reducing the duration of the audit. The Revenue Service has developed a project of audit e-bookkeeping system, which brings the process of auditing in one area, including the access to the process of the managerial circle. In addition, the program will be able to calculate the risks associated with the case. Consequently, the audit will be conducted only thematically and will no longer require a full audit, which will significantly save time during the audit process.

One of the key objectives of the Government aimed to facilitate the integration process with the European Union, is to carry out the cargo transportation in the EU and the states in the European Free Trade Area (EFTA - Iceland, Liechtenstein, Switzerland) as well as in the Republic of Turkey, Serbia and Macedonia with a document issued by the Customs Department of Georgia. Since the process is complex and demands to satisfy a number of legal requirements, a two-year twinning project started in March 2018 (Twinning leader state - Finland, Partners - Poland, Latvia), which unites 3 components: 1. Development of legislative base, 2. The study and adaptation of the information technology system 3. Development of human and institutional resources and an awareness raising.

Analysis of the existing legislative framework has been carried out within the scope of the project and recommendations on "General Transit Procedures", "Unified Administration Document" and "New Computerized Transit System" have been developed. Furthermore, the legislation has been analyzed and the action plan has been developed. The meetings of the parties involved were held.

In order to increase the efficiency of implementation of customs control and accelerate customs procedures, the working version of the "Customs Valuation Control Handbook" was developed with the support of the World Bank Group / International Finance Corporation during the reporting period. The Guidelines shall determine the Uniform Rules for Customs Value Assessment by Customer Officers, which will significantly reduce the assessment time.

In order to simplify tax-customs procedures, the Revenue Service started to work on a remote service development project in September 2018. The goal of the project is to simplify the relationship with the taxpayers and at the expanse of remote services to minimize the need to visit the service centers. The project envisages setting up a remote service center and the introduction of electronic and telephone services, such as:

· Automatic +" regime statements;

· Introduction of Chat Bot for frequently asked questions;

· Improvement of web-page and payer's web-portal;

· Modification of Information Consulting System of Revenue Service (Update of WIKI);

· Sending information via SMS;

· Implementation of communication program with newly registered taxpayers;

· Telephone system upgrade;

· Placement of Chat Service on the Website of Revenue Service, etc.



Improvement of Macroeconomic Projection and Analysis



In order to improve macroeconomic projection and analysis, within the 2017-2018 Reform Action Plan the focus was made on three directions: (1) improvement of budget revenue projection, (2) macroeconomic analysis, and (3) implementation of fiscal risks and assessment systems.

Elasticity coefficients of total tax revenues as well as of individual tax (including VAT, excise, customs, income, profit and property tax) with regard to gross domestic product both for a short-term and for a long-term period were assessed. Alternative methods of calculation of potential GDP have been developed, including the ones based on the production function, vector autoregressive model and filtration

In order to improve macroeconomic projection, the processing of appropriate analytical information is continuously carried out. In addition, presentations of macroeconomic reviews and analysis, which are tailored for different groups of listeners, including investors, are periodically held. Furthermore, the direction of the external debt analysis has been expanded and started doing external vulnerability analysis. The work process has also begun on new models of econometric prediction. Moreover, at the beginning of the year, the fiscal multipliers were assessed, which laid ground to the assessment of the expected outcome of the fiscal reform. An important part of the process in this direction is the development of the action plan that was elaborated in cooperation with the International Monetary Fund, and which envisages the activities to be implemented by the end of 2019.

For the purpose of introducing fiscal risks and assessment systems, a Fiscal Risk Analysis Document was developed for 2018-2021, which was attached to the state budget draft of Georgia in 2019. The document has been prepared based on the modern international experience and includes macro-economic risk analysis, analysis of the state-owned enterprises, state-owned enterprises sensitivity analysis, information on public-private partnership projects, analysis of guaranteed electricity purchase contracts and information on quasi-fiscal (non-commercial) activities of state enterprises. It is noteworthy that the Fiscal Risk Analysis Document for the year of 2018 has included the sensitivity analysis of enterprises for the first time.

Government Debt Management Improvement

The main measures envisaged by the Action Plan for improvement of the Government Debt Management are: (1) Adopting Government Debt Management Strategy and Action Plan, (2) Preparing Debt Sustainability Analysis and (3) Using Best Practices in Government Debt Management.

During the reporting period, the Government's Debt Management Strategy and Action Plan was elaborated, which was adopted at the beginning of 2019. The strategy explains government policies in terms of debt management objectives, and the Action Plan sets out specific activities to achieve the desired composition of the government debt portfolio.

In order to improve the analytical component of Government debt management, a conditional shock scenario was added to the debt sustainability analysis, which reflects the impact of a conditional liability shock on the Government's debt. There are also active changes in the direction of government securities market development. Within the framework of the World Bank and International Monetary Fund, a plan for improvement of a primary dealer system, liability management operations and investor relations was developed.

According to the best practices in the government's debt management system, the state debt management department was created. "Front", "Middle" and "Back" offices and functions were clearly distributed. In addition, since 2019, it was planned to start the liabilities management operations that would facilitate refinancing risk management and increase the liquidity of government securities. 

Relations with International Rating Companies

During the reporting period, cooperation has been strengthened with international rating companies that evaluate and publish the country's credit rating reports. The Ministry of Finance of Georgia coordinates the activities of the missions of the respective companies in Georgia. 

· On March 5, 2018, rating company Moody's published a report according to which Georgia maintains credit rating level - Ba2 – with a stable perspective;[footnoteRef:28] [28:  Report is available here.] 


· On March 16, 2018, the Fitch credit rating company improved Georgia's sovereign credit rating from BB- stable to a BB- positive;[footnoteRef:29]  [29:  Report is available here.] 


· On May 4, 2018, Standard & Poor's rating agency published a report on the sovereign rating of Georgia, according to which Georgia has been awarded a "BB" rating and the perspective - stable;[footnoteRef:30] [30:  Report is available here.] 


· On November 2, 2018, "Standard & Poor's" awarded the same rating.[footnoteRef:31] [31:  Report is available here.] 


Implementation of Relevant IPSAS Standards for Accrual Methods

In order to improve public finance management and bring it in compliance with international practice, within the framework of the Action Plan (2009-2020) for implementation of Public Sector Accounting Standards (IPSAS) a draft amendment to the existing methodology of accounting and reporting was prepared, which was adopted by the Order №186 of 18 May, 2018 by the Minister of Finance. 

According to the amendments, organizations funded by the State Budget have carried out accounting using the following accrual method-based standards since 2018: IPSAS 18, IPSAS 20, IPSAS 25, IPSAS 26 and IPSAS 32. The annual financial statements of 2018 by the budgetary organizations will be prepared using this methodology. The financial statements prepared in accordance with the IPSAS accrual method based standards will provide more accountability and transparency which, in its turn, will facilitate the confidence building in financial statements prepared by the budgetary organizations. 

Moreover, the Treasury Service prepared training programs on the International Public Accounting Standards (IPSAS) and, in cooperation with the Academy of the Ministry of Finance, the representatives of the organizations funded by the state budget were trained.

Development of Public Finance Management Integrated Information System 

In order to ensure accountability and transparency, for the development of the General Ledger of Treasury, the Accounting, Reporting and Management Module of payments was elaborated in the Integrated Information System (PFMS) which was enacted on 1 January, 2018. This implies automatic accounting of budget expenditure operations based on primary accounting documents (invoices) and reflection in the General Ledger of the Treasury in accordance with the accrual method. This module provides the availability of information with the minimum expenditures of material resources in a real-time mode. The representatives of the organizations that are linked to the service of the Treasury were retrained in the use of the module. 

 	Elaboration and Enactment of Money Management Mechanisms

On 22 June, 2017, the Government of Georgia adopted a Decree №301 on the "Rule of Allocation of Monetary Resources in the State Treasury”,[footnoteRef:32] in order to get additional revenues, the Treasury Service started to deposit cash in financial instruments. [32:  Government of Georgia Decree No. 301 of 22 June, 2017. ] 


As a result of conducted work, the cash management module is properly functioning in the Public Finance Management Integrated Information System (PFMS). The main technical activities required for placement of cash in commercial banks, such as preparation of tax orders, transfer of funds to commercial banks, etc. are carried out by means of the given electronic module.

Approval of Strategic Document and Action Plan for Development of Public Internal Financial Control

By the Government Ordinance of November 26, 2018, the amendment was introduced to the Government Ordinance of 21 March 2017 on the "Approval of Strategy and Action Plan for Development of Public Internal Financial Control System".[footnoteRef:33] [33:  Ordinance of the Government of Georgia No. 2250 of 26 November, 2018. ] 


The introduction of the amendment was necessitated by the changes in the Government structure and the changes in the number of the Ministries; however, the strategic goals were not changed. The implementation of the Public Internal Financial Control System is carried out in accordance with the mentioned strategy and a 3-year action plan. A significant part of the process is to conduct awareness raising campaigns on the development of the Public Internal Financial Control System.  A number of activities have been held within the scope of the above-mentioned direction, including the Annual Conference on the development of the Public Internal Financial Control System.

Development and Effective Functioning of Internal Audit Activity 

In order to develop internal audit activities, within the framework of the 2017-2018 Reform Action Plan, the main focus was made on enhancing the qualification of internal auditors and methodological improvement of the internal audit process.

In order to improve internal audit activities, the efficiency and compliance audit handbooks have been developed. This is a road map enabling internal auditors to perform their duties efficiently in compliance with international standards and local legislation. The Ministry of Finance has started working on financial audit manual.

A regional seminar for Internal Audit Managers of Public Sector of Georgia and Armenia was held to raise the qualification of internal auditors. In addition, the Internal Audit Managers of Georgian Public Sector were trained on "Fraud Prevention," „Revealing of Fraud Facts", "Writing Effective Reports". Six Internal Auditors   have passed the training for local trainers; 152 Internal Auditors of the 9 municipalities participated in the training.

In order to develop the internal audit in practice, with the support of the German Society for International Cooperation - GIZ, the Ministry of Finance and the Ministry of Defense carried out pilot IT audit inspection, whereas the Ministry of Culture and Monument Protection and the Ministry of Internal Affairs - pilot system audit inspection. As a result, internal auditors employed in these institutions can independently and efficiently perform system audit inspection, since after a pilot audit they are given the possibility to get acquainted with the techniques used and the relevant best practices.

Information Technologies

Continuous development of electronic platforms is an integral part of Public Finance Management Reform. Consequently, the 2017-2018 Reform Action Plan envisaged further improvement and development of eBudget, eTreasury, eDMS and eHRMS systems.

· eBudget - Storage functionality was added to reporting system - for the reports with certain parameters   created by users; as a result, the users are given the possibility not to create the report with the same parameters all over again but to use and download the old version, which significantly accelerates the process of accesing the report, while at the same time reduces the amount of the necessary resources for the process. The consolidation module has been replaced with new technology, in particular the old Silverlight technology was replaced with a new one: HTML / Angular.js (SPA). After switching to the new technology, the application works in any browser and is significantly faster than the older one. The integration of the eDMS system, the expansion of the change detection validation scheme and other tasks have been completed.

· eTreasury - more than 10 new modules (not  salary deduction, accumulated pension scheme, money management module) were added to  the system. The accounting and bookkeeping modules of primary documents were added to the system, the first (cost) stage of the invoice reform was enacted. Accounting for part of the budgetary expenditure has become fully automated.

· eDMS - new services related to eTreasury system (generation of  primary documents, automatic invoicing, sending, etc) have been developed. The changes in the structure, investment lines and component structures were carried out, resulting in the elimination of the deficiencies of information exchange with the Budget management electronic system;

· eHRMS- Employee Portal (Self-Service) was added to the system. All employees have access to their personal information, namely personal data, work experience, vacation, business trip etc. In the future it is planned to add the possibility of editing separate data and conducting the job evaluation process in the organization.

Measures Taken for Fulfilling Strategic Liabilities

Within the framework of Public Administration Reform, the support to implementation of Georgia's social-economic development strategy "Georgia 2020" has been identified as a priority.

Within the frames of the mentioned strategy, in order to ensure the compliance of the policy documents with the Public Finance Management and Social-economic development strategies, the Parliament of Georgia adopted two important laws: (1) Law of Georgia on Private-Public Partnerships and (2) Law on Accumulative Pension:

1. On 4 May, 2018 the Parliament of Georgia adopted the Law of Georgia on Public-Private Partnerships which establishes the legal framework for public and private co-operation, including rules and procedures related to the elaboration and implementation of public-private partnerships, principles of public-private cooperation, relevant institutional system. The LEPL - "Public-Private Partnership Agency" has been created in accordance with the law, which has different types of responsibilities, including identification of projects and offering them  to the authorized body; assessment of the proposed project concept and elaboration of relevant recommendations; in case of address of the authorized body, providing it with relevant  documents related to public- private  partnership, including assistance with  the relevant documentation for the selection process; the work on the relevant subordinate normative acts, methodologies and guidelines has been completed.

2. The draft law on "Accumulative Pension" reflects remarks and suggestions of members of the working group and stakeholders. On July 21, 2018, the Parliament of Georgia adopted the Law of Georgia on Accumulative Pension. According to the law, the LEPL "Pension Agency" has been established. The system was enacted on January 1, 2019.

Academy of the Ministry of Finance

[bookmark: _Toc3393316]Within the scope of Public Administration Reform, the emphasis was made on the advanced training of the staff of the Ministry of Finance of Georgia and other Ministries. In the framework of the memorandum signed in 2010 with the Ministry of Finance of the Netherlands, the following trainings were conducted: IT audit, financial management and control (2 trainings), electronic budgeting, assessment of transaction. In addition, in the course of 2017-2018 up to 50 employees of the Ministry of Finance were sent on a study visit to the Ministry of Finance of the Netherlands to get acquainted with the best practices.

Policy Objective 5.2. To strengthen the system of financial management and control

With the purpose of implementing the financial management and control system, the 2017-2018 Reform Action Plan focused on (1) development of financial management and control guidelines, (2) support to the development of financial management and control system in the pilot Ministries, and (3) promotion of the implementation of financial management and control system. 

In the framework of the Financial Management and Control Reform, the self-assessment of the institutions was carried out at the first stage, which included interviews with management and an awarenessraising meetings. Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Internal Affairs of Georgia, Ministry of Environment Protection and Agriculture of Georgia and Ministry of Education, Science, Culture and Sport of Georgia were selected as pilot ministries. During the reporting period self-assessment results were prepared in 2 ministries (Ministry of Environment Protection and Agriculture of Georgia and Ministry of Education, Science, Culture and Sport of Georgia) and the results of self-assessment of the other two ministries are in the process of preparation.

Financial Management and Control Manual were also elaborated during the reporting period. This manual is based on the EU concept of the public internal financial control, international best practices and international framework for internal control. The manual aims to present the ways of establishing efficient, effective and economic internal control systems for each management of the public sector.

In order to facilitate the introduction of financial management and control system, the focus was made on deepening the knowledge of the relevant staff. Departments of the Ministry of Finance of Georgia, Ministry of Internal Affairs of Georgia, Ministry of Environment Protection and Agriculture of Georgia and Departments of the Ministry of Education, Science, Culture and Sport of Georgia, including financial departments, have undertaken training "Effective Risk Management in Public Institutions".

[bookmark: _Toc6311712]Direction 6: Local self-governance

The main goal of the Local Self Government reform is to improve the decentralization process and achieve better governance at the local level. Consequently, the elaboration of the new Strategy and Action Plan for good governance on the local level for 2017-2020 has been defined as the objective of the 2017-2018 Action Plan for Public Administration Reform. 

In 2018, the new edition of the Constitution determined that the separation of powers of the state government and self-governing units is based on the principle of subsidiarity, which implies the existence of the specific power at the Government level where it will be more efficient. Consequently, the need has arised to conduct analysis of all powers or services that are currently being implemented at the central governmentlevel, but may be considered in the future as the competence of the local self-government.

The Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure of Georgia has started developing a strategy. This is a long process due to the complexity of content and involves a wide range of Governmental (the central and local level) as well as non-governmental organizations. The main objective of the strategy is to promote better governance at the local level and delegate additional powers from the central government level to the local level, along with the elements of fiscal decentralization. Consequently, between 2017 and 2018 interested parties were actively negotiating with the aim of defining the specific goals of the strategy. During the reporting period, the strategy could not be prepared.

Nevertheless, since the issue is still of high priority, the completion of the decentralization strategy was defined as one of the main activities of the local self-government component of 2019-2020 Reform Action Plan and it is planned for 2019. In parallel to the development of the decentralization strategy, the designation of the programs and projects to be implemented will continue.

[bookmark: _Toc6311713]Monitoring of Public Administration Reform Action Plan for 2017-2018

The Secretariat of the Reform Council monitored the activities defined for 2018 in the Reform Action Plan for 2017-2018. According to the monitoring methodology, the activities were evaluated by the following criteria:

		Monitoring Criteria



		Rating

		Fully Implemented

		Monitoring- 

All activities planned to fulfill the committment were fully implemented



		

		Largely Implemented

		Monitoring – 

more than 50% of activities planned to implement a commitment are fully achieved and only a small part remained



		

		Partially Implemented

		Monitoring – 

only less than 50% of activities planned to implement a commitment are fully implemented and most of them remain unfulfilled



		

		Not Implemented

		Monitoring – 

None of the activities planned to implement a commitment is fulfilled.





According to the final monitoring results of the 2017-2018 PAR Action Plan 122 activities were assessed, out of which 55 were fully implemented, 33 - largerly implemented, 22 - partially implemented, and 12 - were not implemented. 

These findings do not reflect information about the implementation of the Anti-Corruption and Open Governanment Policy Documents developed under the "Accountability" sub-paragraph of the 2017-2018 Action Plan of Public Administration Reform. For detailed information on the above, please see the sub-section of this Report - Accountability (p 27). For detailed information please see the Monitoring Framework - Appendix 2. 

The number of documents submitted to the Government for approval and of those approved by it



მთავრობისთვის დასამტკიცებლად წარდგენილი პოლიტიკის დოკუმენტების რაოდენობა	

2017	2018	13	18	ექსპერტიზის შედეგად მნიშვნელოვანი ცვლილებების საჭიროების მქონე პოლიტიკის დოკუმენტების რაოდენობა	

2017	2018	8	9	მთავრობის მიერ დამტკიცებული პოლიტიკის დოკუმენტების რაოდენობა	

2017	2018	13	11	







Results indicators in the

Policy documents approved by the Government



პოლიტიკის დოკუმენტები შედეგების ინდკატორებით	

2015 წელი (საბაზისო)	2018 წელი (საანგარიშო)	0.18	0.73	პოლიტიკის დოკუმენტები შედეგების ინდიკატორების გარეშე	

2015 წელი (საბაზისო)	2018 წელი (საანგარიშო)	0.82	0.27	







Government Adopted Action Plans alignemt with State Budget/BDD 



Not aligned with the State Budget/BDD	

2014	2018	0.8	0.2	Aligned with the State Budget/BDD2	

2014	2018	0.2	0.8	







Structural unit responsible for policymaking in ministries



წარმოდგენილია	

2015 (საბაზისო)	2018 (საანგარიშო)	0.69	1	არ არის წარმოდგენილი	

2015 (საბაზისო)	2018 (საანგარიშო)	0.31	0	







M&E mechanism within Adopted Strategies



Adopted strategies with M	&	E 	

2013-2014	2017-2018	0.33	0.78	Adopted strategies without M	&	E	

2013-2014	2017-2018	0.67	0.22	







Results of Monitoring Asset Declarations for 2017

Column1	



Ended Negatively	Ended Positively 	Terminated	224	56	7	



Results of Monitoring Asset Declarations for 2018

Column1	



Positive	Non-essential Violation	Penalty	Terminated	Send to law inforcement 	59	31	348	10	1	



Midium-term Evaluation report of National Anti-Corruption Strategy and the Action Plan 2017-2018

რეიტინგი	

Fully Implemented	Partially Implemented	Not Implemented	Will be Evaluated in 2018	66	35	4	13	





Final Self-assessment of the Committments under the Open Government Action Plan of Georgia 2016-2017

რეიტინგი	

Fully Implemented	Largerly Implemented	Prtially Implemented	Not Implemented	15	8	4	0	





Final Monitoring Results of the Public Administration Reform Action Plan 2017-2018 

რეიტინგი	

Fully Implemented	Largerly Implemented	Partially Implemented	Not Implemented	55	33	22	12	
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1. [bookmark: _Toc3977317]Introduction

Establishment of an effective performance appraisal system in civil service is a part of ongoing Civil Service Reform, which is one of the important components of the Public Administration Reform initiated by the Government of Georgia. The guideline document - Civil Service Reform Concept (hereinafter, the concept) - was approved by the Resolution N627 of the Government of Georgia, dated 19th November 2014. It builds on the establishment of a professional civil servants’ institute and implies the introduction of the regulations aiming at relieving civil service from the political influence and developing a just system for career advancement. The Concept defines introduction of the performance appraisal system as a mean to promote effective, transparent and accountable public administration as a backbone of an open and responsive government.

Successful implementation of the Concept took its start with the adoption of the “Law of Georgia on Civil Service” (hereinafter, SCL). The Parliament of Georgia adopted the CSL on 27th October 2015 and it fully entered into force from 1st July 2017. Establishment of the performance appraisal system for the professional civil servants is one of the key components of the CSL. The new rules provide for a mandatory annual assessment of performance, the results of which are used for planning motivation and professional development programmes for civil servants. 

LEPL - Civil Service Bureau of Georgia (hereinafter, the CSB) with support from donor organizations and partner institutions was actively working on awareness raising among civil servants on performance appraisal related matters to prepare them for enactment of the relevant secondary legislation. A number of awareness raising campaigns and training sessions were organized in public institutions on central as well as on local levels. Majority of public institutions have never used performance review tool until 2018; thus intensive communication was crucially important for creating readiness for change. The unified approach towards performance appraisal system in public institutions has been implementing since January 1, 2018 when the Decree on Procedure and Conditions for Performance Appraisal of Professional Civil Servants (hereinafter, the Decree) entered into force. The performance appraisal cycle started in January 2018 and finished in December 2018. The results of performance appraisals carried out during 2018 in the ministries, as well as identified positive developments and challenges are reflected in this report. 

2. [bookmark: _Toc3977318]Legal Framework of Performance Appraisal System 

Performance appraisal of professional civil servant is introduced by the “Law of Georgia on Civil Service”. In April 28, 2017 the Government of Georgia adopted Decree #220 on “Procedure and Conditions for Performance Appraisal of Professional Civil Servants” prescribed by the transitional provisions of the CSL and based on Article 53 (1) of the CSL. The Decree came into force from January 1, 2018, and required direct supervisors of every public institution to appraise performance of civil servants annually.

Goals of performance appraisal of professional civil servants are to support career development, ensure continuous professional development, serve as a motivation instrument and ultimately support growth and efficiency on individual and organizational levels. According to the legislation, outcomes of the appraisal also create ground for a number of other legal consequences. Parties of performance appraisal process are required to observe the principles of the rule of law, fairness, objectivity, transparency, integrity, conflict of interest, credibility, and protection of the interest of public institution and individual civil servant.

According to existing regulations parties of the performance appraisal process are civil servant, his/her direct supervisor and unit responsible for management of human resources in the institution. The latter is also responsible for organizational support of the performance appraisal process.

Table 1: Rights and Responsibilities of Parties

		Professional Civil Servant

		Direct Supervisor

		HR Unit



		Rights



		Request delivery of evaluation process in objective, lawful, integral, fair and transparent manner

		Study documents produced in the performance appraisal process

		Study documents produced in the evaluation process



		Study documents produced in the evaluation process and submit additional documents 

		Request additional information/documentation

		Request additional information/documentation



		Freely express opinions at every stage of evaluation process and present relevant explanations 

		In case of need provide a servant with the deadline for submitting additional information and documentation

		Observe legality of the performance appraisal process and in case of need, apply to the head of the institution with the request for improvements



		Appeal performance appraisal results

		

		



		Responsibilities



		Fairly and fully carry out work responsibilities and timely submit requested documents needed

		Carry out evaluation in objective manner without limitation of a servant’s rights

		Ensure objective involvement in the performance appraisal process without limitation of a servant’s rights



		Support to objective implementation of the performance appraisal process

		Provide a servant with the information about an interview

		Provide a servant with the information about the progress of performance appraisal 



		Submit any documents related to the performance appraisal process upon request

		Present a servant with the results of performance appraisal 



		Present results of performance appraisal to the CSB



		Keep away from any action that will damage fair implementation of the performance appraisal process in direct or indirect way

		Carry out timely and systematic observation of activities by a servant to be evaluated

		Carry out timely and systematic observation of the progress of the 

performance appraisal process



		Comply with the instructions of the manager aimed at improvement of the performance appraisal results



Refusal by servant to engage in performance appraisal is considered as gross disciplinary misconduct

		

		Study and generalize civil servants’ performance appraisal practices and deliver methodological assistance to parties involved in the performance appraisal with the aim of improving evaluation processes





The CSB is obliged to support development of performance appraisal policy in civil service and ensure provision of methodological support. To this end, during 2018 the CSB has developed recommended appraisal procedure that was disseminated among public institutions before actual implementation of appraisal procedure and was published on the official web-page of the CSB. More specifically, two methodological guidebooks on appraisal procedure were elaborated with active involvement of the CSB and with assistance from the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), Government of Sweden, and UK aid from the UK Government.[footnoteRef:1] Additionally, handbook on “Practical recommendations for local self-government representatives during performance appraisal implementation process” was developed with initiative from the CSB and within the project of German Society for International Cooperation (GIZ) - “Good local governance in South Caucasus”.[footnoteRef:2]  [1:  See here; see here]  [2:  See here] 


3. [bookmark: _Toc3977319]Methodology of Performance Appraisal

The Decree sets general principles of performance appraisal, while the decision about specific performance appraisal method to be applied is taken by the head of the public institution, based on the discussion with the HR unit and managers of structural units. Each public institution sets performance appraisal methodology independently, according to its organizational culture, aims, and needs. Public institution is authorized to select a performance appraisal method in the beginning of the year and notify the CSB about it. 

According to the methodological guidebook on appraisal procedure elaborated with active involvement of the CSB and with assistance from the UNDP, it is recommended to use one or combination of methods from the following four options: [footnoteRef:3]  [3:  See here Guidebook on Performance Appraisal of Professional Civil Servant] 






3.1 [bookmark: _Toc3977320]Appraisal of Objectives

Objectives based performance appraisal is used when assessing civil servant against objectives that are predetermined and agreed before the assessment cycle. The top management of public institution sets overall objectives of institution based on its mission and strategic documents. Following to this, annual action plans are defined and objectives are agreed between heads of each primary structural unit and head of public institutions. As a result of defining objectives for each primary structural unit, process continues on the secondary structural unit level. The objective setting process finishes on the level of employee – when objectives for each employee are defined according to the objective of respective structural unit. Objectives are defined and agreed between direct supervisor and an employee and are reflected in the annual individual performance appraisal plan. Objectives based performance appraisal method ensures close connection between individual objectives and strategic objectives of public institution, which, in turn, creates a solid ground for more efficient and effective operations.  

Objective is a desired outcome achieved as a result of performance of civil servant. It also can be a successfully implemented project by a civil servant with the impact on overall institutional success. Each objective should meet the following criteria; be specific, measurable, attainable, relevant, and timely. 

Number of annual objectives for civil servant is defined by public institution according to the work specifics. However, as a general rule, it is not recommended to set less than three and more than five individual objectives. 

Public institution may define minimum and maximum number of objectives in advance according to its capacity. Each objective should have clearly defined indicator (e.g. quantitative, qualitative, etc.) to monitor and evaluate the fulfillment.   

3.2 [bookmark: _Toc3977321]Appraisal of Functions

Functions based appraisal means evaluation of civil servant against the functions defined by a job description and other relevant documents. Using functions based performance appraisal is recommended when it is difficult to define measurable objectives and respective success indicators. This method is also favored when civil servant mostly performs routine tasks. While reviewing functions the following indicators can be used: performance quality, quantity, and timely performance. 

3.3 [bookmark: _Toc3977322]Appraisal of Competences

Competency based performance reviews are focusing on the skills (acquired and inherited), experiences, personal traits and behaviors of an employee. Collectively these attributes are referred to as competencies. The main benefit of competency based review is the development of employees and raising the levels of their skill set. While choosing competences based performance appraisal method, it is necessary that public institutions define core competences, job-family competences and job-specific competences. 

3.4 [bookmark: _Toc3977323]Appraisal of Field Knowledge

Another method for appraising is evaluation of field knowledge of the employee. This method is used when the core function of a civil servant is provision of expert opinion/consultancy. For efficient implementation of this method it is crucially important for public institution to have well developed knowledge management system. This equals organization’s ability to: 

· Define fields of knowledge;

· Create unified knowledge systems;

· Exercise activities for maintaining/recording and transferring the knowledge. 

3.5 [bookmark: _Toc3977324]Summary

In line with the new legal framework all ministries[footnoteRef:4] where professional civil servants are subject to annual appraisals have approved individual administrative legal acts defining the method of performance appraisal for 2018 and submitted the information about them to the CSB before 31st of January, 2019. For the lack of relevant knowledge and experience in Georgian civil service, the CSB recommendation was to initially apply relatively simple competences based performance appraisal method. The summary of methods chosen by ministries for 2018 assessment cycle is presented in Table 2. In majority of ministries performance appraisal was based on combination of functions, achieved objectives and/or competences. Only two ministries chose solely competences based appraisal and none of the ministries used field knowledge based appraisals.  [4:  According to the CSL Article 4(3)(a), this law shall not apply to servants of the Ministry of Internal Affairs of Georgia. Thus provisions on performance appraisal do not apply to them and it is regulated by their special law.] 




Table 2: Method of Performance Appraisal Chosen by Each Ministry 

		N

		Ministry

		Objectives

		Functions

		Competences

		Field Knowledge



		1

		Ministry of Labour, Health and Social Affairs of Georgia [footnoteRef:5] [5:  After adoption of individual administrative legal acts defining the method of performance appraisal the Ministry of Labour, Health and Social Affairs of Georgia was merged with the Ministry of Internally Displace Persons from the Occupied Territories, Accommodation and Refugees of Georgia. Merged ministry – Ministry of Internally Displace Persons from the Occupied Territories, Labour, Health and Social Affairs of Georgia – used the adopted methodology of the Ministry of Labour, Health and Social Affairs of Georgia.] 


		√

		√

		√

		



		2

		Ministry of Economy and Sustainable Development of Georgia

		

		

		√

		



		3

		Ministry of Environment Protection and Agriculture of Georgia

		√

		√

		√

		



		4 

		Ministry of Internally Displace persons From the Occupied Territories, Accommodation and Refugees of Georgia

		

		

		√

		



		5

		Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure of Georgia 

		√

		√

		√

		



		6 

		Ministry of Education and Science of Georgia [footnoteRef:6] [6:  After adoption of individual administrative legal acts defining the method of performance appraisal the Ministry of Education and Science of Georgia was merged with the Ministry of Culture and Sport of Georgia. The merged ministry – Ministry of Education, Science, Culture and Sport of Georgia – used the adopted methodology of the Ministry of Education and Science of Georgia] 


		

		√

		

		



		7

		Office of the State Minister of Georgia for Reconciliation and Civil Equality

		

		

		√

		



		8

		Ministry of Finance of Georgia

		√

		√

		√

		



		9

		Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Georgia

		√

		√

		√

		



		10

		Ministry of Culture and Sport of Georgia

		√

		√

		√

		



		11

		Ministry of Defense of Georgia

		

		√

		√

		



		12

		Ministry of Justice of Georgia

		√

		√

		√

		





4. [bookmark: _Toc3977325]Performance Appraisal Cycle

Public institutions shall evaluate civil servants of all hierarchical ranks once a year. A person hired for a probation period is also subject to evaluation once a quarter. A civil servant is a subject to evaluation if he/she has been performing official duties in the given position for at least three months.

4.1 [bookmark: _Toc3977326]Planning

Performance appraisal cycle starts with defining performance appraisal method that is formal, structured system that measures object of evaluation, identifies persons involved in the evaluation and sets appropriate timing. Head of public institution, based on the discussion with HR unit makes decision about performance appraisal method. After defining performance appraisal method a performance-planning meeting is organized between direct supervisor and civil servant in order to make agreement on objectives, functions, competencies and indicators. Performance indicator (standards) measures performance and evaluates the fulfillment of aims and functions. Objectives, functions and their measurement indicators are chosen based on public institution’s strategic goals and future plans, as well as based on specifics of the hierarchical rank or scope of work of a civil servant.

4.2 [bookmark: _Toc3977327]Monitoring and Interim Appraisal

Interim appraisal is undivided part of performance monitoring process. The aim of interim appraisal is to evaluate performance process and interim results, as well as reconsider functions, objectives and clarify indicators upon necessity. It is required to have at least one interim appraisal before final appraisal. During interim appraisal performance is evaluated with grades; however these grades are only recommendatory. Dialogue between direct supervisor and employee is important component as it gives clear picture to employees on how to improve performance before the final appraisal.

4.3 [bookmark: _Toc3977328]Final Appraisal 

In public institutions final appraisal phase starts on secondary structural unit level and finishes with evaluating the performance of heads of primary structural units by the head/deputy head of the institution. Regardless of what type of assessment methodology is chosen by an institution, it is important to maintain the focus on desired outcomes. Evaluation of only skills, knowledge or functions may result in positive assessment results, however, this not always equals to achievement of strategic objectives of an institution. 

The final appraisal process involves evaluation of relevant documentation and interview with employee. 

A four-point scale is used for a final appraisal of civil servants: 

a. Excellent – tasks or/and more than required work were performed excellently, results or/and skills of a servant are distinguished;

b. Good – tasks were well-performed, results or/and skills of a servant systematically meet requirements;

c. Satisfactory - tasks were partially well-performed and need improvements, a servant has not got any distinguished professional skills;

d. Non-satisfactory - tasks were not performed, results or/and skills of a servant do not meet set requirements.

4.4 [bookmark: _Toc3977329]Legal Consequences

Performance appraisal may have the following legal consequences: (1) assigning grade (class) to a servant; (2) assigning incentive to a servant; (3) defining needs for trainings and further professional development; (4) dismissal of a servant. With the last one, it should be noted that two non-satisfactory evaluations are needed for this consequence.  

The following forms of incentives for civil servants are defined by the law:

a) A note of appreciation;

b) A monetary bonus;

c) A valuable gift.

5. [bookmark: _Toc3977330]Results of Performance Appraisal

All line ministries, civil servants eligible for annual appraisals have been appraised in 2018 and results of the appraisal were presented to the CSB in early 2019. Table 3 briefly summarizes key data related to this process.   















Table 3: Performance Appraisal in Each Ministry

		N

		Ministry

		In-staff positions[footnoteRef:7] [7:  The data is collected as of January 2019  ] 


		Number of employees eligible to appraisal

		Number of employees appraised



		1

		Ministry of Internally Displace Persons from the Occupied Territories, Labour, Health and Social Affairs of Georgia

		208

		195

		195



		2

		Ministry of Economy and Sustainable Development of Georgia

		147

		140

		140



		3

		Ministry of Environment Protection and Agriculture of Georgia

		415

		341

		341



		4

		Ministry of Defence of Georgia

		502

		396

		396



		5

		Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure of Georgia 

		88

		71

		71



		6

		Ministry of Education, Science, Culture and Sport of Georgia

		286

		274

		274



		7

		Office of the State Minister of Georgia for Reconciliation and Civil Equality

		31

		22

		22



		8

		Ministry of Finance of Georgia

		185

		164

		164



		9

		Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Georgia

		692

		438

		438



		10

		Ministry of Justice of Georgia

		145

		144

		144





Totally 2,699 civil servants are employed in the ministries.[footnoteRef:8] The share of civil servants eligible in 2018 to annual appraisal in the ministries was 2,185. Civil servant becomes a subject to evaluation if he/she has been performing official duties in the given position for at least three months. Out of total 2,699 civil servants 514 were not appraised in 2018 because they were performing job responsibilities on the relevant position less than 3 months. Accordingly, all eligible civil servants were appraised in 2018, out of which performance of 41% was appraised as excellent, 58% - good, 0.9% - satisfactory, 0.1% - non-satisfactory.   [8:  Excluding the Ministry of Internal Affairs of Georgia; the data is collected as of January 2019  
] 




Performance appraisal in 2018 had legal consequences in the form of awarding incentive in the form of monetary bonus and/or a note of appreciation. Out of 2,185 appraised professional civil servants 51% was awarded with a monetary bonus, and 4% - with both monetary bonus and note of appreciation. For the rest cases appraisal did not lead to legal consequences. 

6. [bookmark: _Toc3977331]Key Findings in Each Phase of Performance Appraisal

The CSB has analyzed the documentation of performance appraisal results submitted by the ministries. In addition to this, in February, 2019 the CSB organized HR Forums and working meetings with the representatives of HR units from the ministries in order to get more insight on appraisal results, determine challenges, and plan future steps for improving the appraisal process. 

Since 2017 the CSB (with assistance from the UNDP and UK aid from the UK Government) has been providing technical support and expertise to public institutions. Through application of so called learning by doing methodology HRs were offered expert support in development of  appraisal procedures and relevant documents on the job, in the context of their organizations. Analyses of this work revealed major progress in terms of implementation of performance evaluations system in civil service, however, as one would expect, planning and implementation of the first ever assessment cycle was also associated with a number of difficulties and challenges. A short summary of these challenges per stages of assessment is presented below. 

6.1 [bookmark: _Toc3977332]Planning

In many instances public institutions did not have institutional/organizational development plans, which made it difficult to link performance assessment to strategic priorities of the organization. In such cases, instead of focusing on performance appraisal procedures, public institutions had to start by defining priorities and forming institutional development vision, which slowed down performance assessment process. 

In addition to that, it was found that material/electronic forms used for performance appraisal often were not linked to functions/competences of civil servants or where too general and incomplete therefore not very useful for assessment or planning of further professional development activities of professional civil servants.

Another important challenge identified from the very beginning of the performance appraisal was the lack of knowledge and experience to conduct the process among the managers. This challenge continued to be relevant for the whole 2018 assessment cycle. Managers did not have sufficient expertise and knowledge to decide on performance appraisal criteria and properly conduct the assessment of employees against these criteria. In order to increase their awareness and build the knowledge a series of training sessions were organized by the CSB with support from UNDP in 2018. Totally 368 professional civil servants (managers) from central governmental organizations were trained. Additionally, the CSB with support from GIZ organized trainings on performance appraisal system for professional civil servants in managerial positions in six municipalities (Kakheti, Samtskhe-Javakheti, Shida Kartli, Mtskheta-Mtianeti, Kvemo Kartli, Adjara). Totally 68 training sessions were organized and 624 professional civil servants were trained. Even though these training established basic understanding of performance appraisal process and philosophy among civil servants, public institutions still do not have sufficient experience in performance appraisal and therefore require additional support for better planning of the whole process. 

6.2 [bookmark: _Toc3977333]Monitoring and Interim Appraisal 

According to observations a few ministries paid particular attention to the quality of monitoring and interim appraisal process to ensue overall success of the assessment cycle. In such instances HR unit representatives as well as top management were directly involved in dialogues and monitoring of the overall process; employees were offered proper feedback on their work and therefore were prepared for the final evaluation results. However, in majority of the ministries monitoring system lacked such efficiency. 

Some of the problems revealed by the assessment included violation of confidentiality of employee’s performance assessment results (both on interim and final stages). It is worth mentioning that in some of the cases this resulted not only from improper protection of information by a manager or HR specialist but also by the subject of assessment - employee. 

Also despite of the relative informal nature of the monitoring and interim appraisal (as defined by the law)  a number of ministries decided to complete this stage with quite high and unnecessary degree of  formalities, therefore undermining the whole purpose of the interim appraisal. 

Yet the biggest challenge of the process is the fact that in some cases performance appraisal cycle had only two phases - planning and final appraisal; monitoring and interim appraisal phase was skipped altogether. 

6.3 [bookmark: _Toc3977334]Final Appraisal and Legal Consequences

Inconsistency of interpretations turned out to be the biggest challenge of the final appraisal stage. What one manager considered as "good" performance, another considered "excellent”. This kind of discrepancies was observed not only between different organizations but also between different structural units within the same organization. A number of ministries introduced so called calibration meetings to mitigate this challenge. Heads of departments were regularly gathered in the room to agree on what makes good, bad or excellent performance. 

Inflation of the assessment turned out to be another major challenge of the final appraisal stage. As shown earlier in this document, the majority of civil servants were assessed very positively, which in some cases not necessarily corresponds to the actual quality of the work. This might be the result of poor understanding of the appraisal process by managers as well as the lack of experience in this regards. 

In some cases civil servants reported poor understanding/knowledge of the legal consequences of the performance appraisal. Even though existing legislation offers detailed description of the possible results, certain level of confusion was observed around the matters of what organization can/must do after the assessment. 

The positive tendency to be noted in association with this stage of appraisal is a comprehensive, face-to-face feedback offered to employees in most cases. 

7. [bookmark: _Toc3977335]Recommendations and Future Plans

As a result of regular meetings and discussions with HR unit representatives the steps were defined and recommendations were elaborated for improving overall process of performance appraisal. 

Almost in all ministries competences were used for performance reviews. As there were different understandings on competencies that give room for interpretation, the necessity of defining competences was highlighted in order to establish employee performance expectations and eliminate ambiguity. In addition to defining competences, it is also important to explain the performance appraisal rating in more details. The definition of rating scale should contain guideline that can be applied to measure the level of each civil servant’s performance. 

Currently calendar year is used for evaluation cycle that starts in the beginning of the year and finishes at the end of the same year. This means that for some employees (depending on the appointment date on the civil servant position) annual evaluation may cover period of time that is less than 12 months, since the probationary period was covered by the probationary evaluation (however the period of performing duties should be at least three months). In order to ensure the fair conditions for all civil servants it is required to make amendment in respective legislation and instead of calendar year define appraisal cycle as 12 months period of performance. 

The self-assessment concept within appraisal system is not currently regulated by legislation. However, meetings and discussions revealed the need to introduce self-evaluation system that would give civil servants an active role to play in performance appraisal process. This active participation helps them to be more engaged with both their performance and the review process overall. Having the employee complete a self-assessment would give direct supervisor better insight into the employee's performance and training needs as well as their perceptions about the performance generally. 

Finally, there was discussion on whether civil servants who are on leave (e.g. on parental leave) may have their performance evaluation or not. It was suggested that evaluation period should not include the time the civil servant is absent because it negatively reflects on the employee’s performance. According to the suggestions civil servant should perform job responsibilities no less than 6 months to become subject to performance appraisal.  

In order to address the challenges presented in this document additional discussions will be held in continues manner throughout 2019. In addition to that, in order to increase the capacity of managers and improve their contribution to the efficient implementation of performance appraisal it is planned to conduct training sessions and awareness raising campaign. The above mentioned recommendations are going to be considered within the TWINNING project and it is also planned to get expertise from EU member states in order to build on the progress made to the date and introduce positive changes in performance appraisal system implemented in civil service of Georgia.
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1. Appraisal of Objectives 





2. Appraisal of Functions





3. Appraisal of Competences





4. Appraisal of Field Knowledge





Performance Appraisal Results

Sales	Excellent	Good	Satisfactory	Non-satisfactory	0.41000000000000009	0.58000000000000107	9.0000000000000253E-3	1.0000000000000005E-3	2
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