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Stylised facts: Open Budget in the EU
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Sources: OBl 2013: , EUROSTAT, FRIB 2013:


http://survey.internationalbudget.org/#rankings
http://www.kfib.hu/uploads/up_20130314_111107_7468_Fiscal_transparency_in_Hungary_measured_by_the_methodology_of_the_Open_Budget_Index_merged.pdf
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http://www.kfib.hu/uploads/up_20130314_114951_5170_terapia123.pdf

Stylised facts: OGP Tracker, Hungary, July 2014

Document Current Status Date of Publication Next Publishing Period

Pre-Budget Statement @ Not produced Unavailable Before 30 Nov 2014

Executive's Budget Proposal @ Publicly available 30 September 2013 Before 31 Dec 2014

Enacted Budget @ Publicly available 21 December 2013 Before 31 Mar 2015

Citizens Budget @ Not produced Unavailable Same as either the Executive
Budget Proposal or Enacted
Budget.

In-Year Report @ Publicly available 21 August 2014 Publishing period for each report

Is one to three months after a
particular month/quarter ends.

Mid-Year Review @ Not produced Unavailable Before 31 Dec 2014
Year-End Report @ Publicly available 29 August 2013 Before 31 Dec 2014
Audit Report @ Publicly available 29 August 2014 Before 30 Jun 2015

Source: Open Budget Survey Tracker:


http://obstracker.org/

Our focus

U Baseline report on budget transparency in Hungary,
assessment of:

A the engagement, awareness, and perceptions
of the main national stakeholders,

A the scope and nature of the media attention.

U Aim:to compare the national baseline case with the
state-of-play in 2015 (after the OBS tracker has been in
operation for a year)



i
Our methodology

A Online survey among HU stakeholders

A Interviews with key national stakeholders

A Media content analysis with focus on the 2013
budget cycle

Observation period: 2013 budget cycle
(June 2012 - June 2014)



Stylised facts: Timeline

Final Accounts

Executive's
Timetable Budget Enacted PTOP‘?SB' & SAO
Proposal Budget Audit Report
2012 2014
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May 31 Jun 16 = Nov 2013 August
30 Jan - Dec
FC Parliamentary Implementation Final
opinion Phase Phase Accounts

. Deadline specified in the PFA O Deadline not specified in the PFA

Source: Bl 2014


http://budapestinstitute.eu/index.php/projektek/adatlap/a_koezponti_koeltsegvetes_atlathatosaga_a_magyarorszagi_helyzet_felterkepez/en

Stylised facts: Stakeholder map
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http://budapestinstitute.eu/index.php/projektek/adatlap/a_koezponti_koeltsegvetes_atlathatosaga_a_magyarorszagi_helyzet_felterkepez/en

Stakeholder survey

Access and user experience

Opinion on the quality of docs & data
Advocacy & cooperation with the government
Information and knowledge on the relevant
international assessments & sources

5. Relation with the OGP IBP

W=

90 stakeholders have been invited, 65% response rate (though it varied
significantly through the different stakeholder groups)



Stakeholder survey: frequency of use

Enacted Budget Act
Executive's hudget [or0|0 0. o | m————————— S —
Relevant studies, reports of the Hungarian Central B o
Central Statistical Office re|p O I < mmm———
Amended B udget /A C1 m—m—m—m———————
CAaodlt [/ 2dzyOAfUE SE | peiscmesmmimtmmmms /' ( KS 0 d:
Final ACCOUNTS /A C 1
a2yliKfte JI2FSNYYSy (i NB ritesesteseeieietessmn S 2T LJJz0
Government Debt Management AgeNnCy €0 O I {mm"m"m"——
SAQO ex POSt audit re DO I
State Audit Office ex ante O Nni O —
Hungarian State Treasury repO ! mmm———
¢AYSGlIrotS F2NJ LINBLI NI XrimtnteetebegiaS SESOdzi A 95Qa o
National Tax and Customs Administration repo N — —————
Records of parliamentary debates & commen o —
Other m—
| have not used such documentsa

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

the horizontal axis depicts the number of respondents that have indicated
the use of a particular document

Source: Bl 2014


http://budapestinstitute.eu/index.php/projektek/adatlap/a_koezponti_koeltsegvetes_atlathatosaga_a_magyarorszagi_helyzet_felterkepez/en

Stakeholder survey: frequent sources

Source: Bl 2014

= Parliament website

= Central website of the government

= Website of government agencies

= Website of EU bodies

Hungarian Gazette - online

e-government site (online collection

of regulations)

Public information request

Other


http://budapestinstitute.eu/index.php/projektek/adatlap/a_koezponti_koeltsegvetes_atlathatosaga_a_magyarorszagi_helyzet_felterkepez/en

Stakeholder survey: quality of the docs
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http://budapestinstitute.eu/index.php/projektek/adatlap/a_koezponti_koeltsegvetes_atlathatosaga_a_magyarorszagi_helyzet_felterkepez/en

i
Stakeholder survey: quality of the docs

Label Statement in the survey

User-friendly The document is clearly structured and user-friendly - i.e.. the
information in it is easily accessible and easy-to-find.

Detailed The document is detailed - i.e.: all necessary and expected data appears
in the appropriate breakdowns and with proper references.

Complete The document is complete — i.e.: it can be used for the user's initial
purpose without any additional information.

Consistent/credible The document is reliable — i.e.: there is no need for double checks and the
data/ information involved is consistent across time and sources.

Machine-readable The document is easy to process — i.e.: the data / information involved is
easy to extract and the format helps the user to re-use the information in
an efficient way.

Source: Bl 2014


http://budapestinstitute.eu/index.php/projektek/adatlap/a_koezponti_koeltsegvetes_atlathatosaga_a_magyarorszagi_helyzet_felterkepez/en

Stakeholder survey: quality of the data
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http://budapestinstitute.eu/index.php/projektek/adatlap/a_koezponti_koeltsegvetes_atlathatosaga_a_magyarorszagi_helyzet_felterkepez/en

i
Stakeholder survey: quality of the data

Label Statement in the survey

No tedious data-cleaning is | The document is easy to process — ie the data / information involved is easy to
needed extract and the format helps the user to re-use the information in an efficient way.

User-friendly The document is clearly structured and user-friendly — ie the information in it is
easily accessible and easy-to-find.

Detailed The document is detailed - ie all necessary and expected data appears in the
appropriate breakdowns and with proper references.

Well-structured The available data are transparent and well-structured

Complete The document is complete - ie it can be used for the user's initial purpose without
any additional information.

Reliable The document is reliable — ie there is no need for double checks and the data/
information involved is consistent across time and sources.

Source: Bl 2014


http://budapestinstitute.eu/index.php/projektek/adatlap/a_koezponti_koeltsegvetes_atlathatosaga_a_magyarorszagi_helyzet_felterkepez/en

Stakeholder survey: challenging issues
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http://budapestinstitute.eu/index.php/projektek/adatlap/a_koezponti_koeltsegvetes_atlathatosaga_a_magyarorszagi_helyzet_felterkepez/en

Stakeholder survey: challenging issues

Label Statement in the survey

The planning process, the ministerial and governmental negotiations cannot be

easily tracked.
Lack of transparency of the planning process

Information on the macro forecasts and calculations used for the accepted

appropriations is not publicly available.
Official macro forecasts not published

The information available on the procedure and content of negotiations with the
No information on public consultation civil and business sector actors is very limited.
The central budget lacks consolidated accounts.

Lack of consolidated accounts

o . . It is difficult to track the changes of specific revenue/expenditure items real time.
No monitoring of expenditure dynamics

The time period of analysis in budgeting documents is mostly annual and there are

only a few documents referring to shorter time periods (i.e.: quarterly reports).
Lack of quarterly plans

Summary tables of the different budgetary documents (tables in functional /
institutional break-down) often contain figures lacking a specific classification (i.e.:
Significant share of non-classified items "other expenditures").

Biases in baseline

Source:



