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FACTPOHOMIYHUA TYPU3M: MOXNMBOCTI ANs YPIBHOMAHITHEHHSA
TYPUCTUYHUX NMPOMO3ULIN B CIBIYCbKOMY PAUOHI

Ceped momueie, 3a skumMu mypucmu eubuparoms Micye 0ns1 €iONO4YUHKY, 2aCmMpPOHOMisi Habyeae 8aXJlue020 3Ha4YeHHSs, W0 exe npueesio Ao
36inbWweHHs1 NOCMasokK Micyesux sIKicHUX NpPodykmie i 6inbw iHMeHcU8HOMY 3pPOCMaHHIO PUHKY. FacmpoHomisi cmana oOHUM i3 HaliOUHaMiYHiwux
ceameHmie Ha MiXXHapoOHil mypucmud4Hili apeHi. FTacmpoHomi4YHUl mypu3m no4YuHae crnpuliMamucsi siK caMm o cobi Hoeuli mypucmu4Hul NIPooyKm
y 38'A3Ky 3 mum, w0 8 mypucmud4Hili npono3uyii Micys eiOnoYyuHKy 6inbwe mpemuHu i eapmocmi cmaHoensAiMb NPodykmu xapyyeaHHsi. Lje
nidmeepdxye eaxnueicmb 2acmpoHOMii 8 cmpykmypi eidnoyuHky. FacmpoHoMiyHUli mypu3m Habyeae ece 6iflbuio20 3Ha4YeHHs1 sIKk Momueauisi y
subopi mMalibymHbo20 micysi 8iono4uHky. [lokazom € HedasHe docnidxeHHsi (Euromonitor, 2018), 32i0HO 3 sIKUM ia 8 pecmopaHax rnocidae dpyze
micue ceped ynobneHux eudie akmusHocmi 0551 MiXkHapoOGHuUXx criopmcmeHie 3i CLUA i nepwe — dnsi mypucmie 3 llieHiyHoi AMepuKu e ixHix noi3dkax
0Ons1 8iONOYUHKY 8 iHWi KpaiHu. Buxodsi4u 3 yb020, po3pobrieHo aHKemy, 3arnpornoHoeaHy e yinomy 234 pecrioHdeHmam i eaunadkoeum eideidyeayam
mypucmuy4Ho20 sipMapKy, ujo npoxodue y Byxapecmi e nucmonadi 2017 poky. OnumyeaHHs Masio Ha Memi eusiesieHHs1 posli pubu i 2acmpoHoMii 8
mMomueauyii mypucmie, siki eideidyromsb Cib6iy i npuneani patioHu. Pezynsmamu noka3sanu, wjo mpaduuyiliHa 2acmpoHOMisi 3a80siku MysIbMUKyibmyp-
HOMy acriekmy 3aiimae dpyze abo mpeme Mmicye ceped momueie Ons eideidyeaHHi Cibiy. 3euyaliHo, ye nposieumncsi 6inbw NMOMimMHO 3a yMmosu,
skuwo 8 2019 p. Cibiy cmaHe esponelicbKUM 2aCmpOHOMIYHUM pPe2ioHOM.

Knroyoei cnoea 2acmpoHomiyHuli mypu3m, HemamepianbHe Ha06aHHS, KyJibmypa, CillbCbKUli mypu3M, cmasnuli po3eUmok.
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FACTPOHOMMUYECKUIX TYPU3M: BO3MOXHOCTW ANnsA YBENWYEHUA PASHOOBPA3USA
TYPUCTUYECKUX NPEANOXEHUUA B CUBUYCKOM PAUOHE

Cpedu Mmomueoe, co2/1acHO KOmopbIM mypucmal 8bibuparom Mmecmo 0511 omaAbixa, 2aCIMPOHOMUsI Npuobpemaem 8axHoe 3HaYyeHue, YMmo yxe
npueerio K ygeslu4eHUro MocmasoK MECMHbIX Ka4eCMB8EHHbIX NPodykmos u 6os1ee UHMEeHCUBHOMY pocmy pbiHKa. FacmpoHoMusi cmana oOHUM U3
caMbix QUHaMUYHbIX ce2MeHmoe Ha mexdyHapodHol mypucmu4eckol apeHe. [acmpoHoMuYyeckuli mypu3mM HayuHaem e0CPUHUMambCs KaKk cam
no ce6e HoebIli mypucmuyecKuli MPodyKm & cesi3u ¢ meM, Ymo 8 Mypucmu4ecKkom npedsioeHUU Mecma omadbixa 60/1€e mpemu cmoumMocmu
cocmaensitom npodyKkmbl numarusi. 3mo nodmeepxdaem 8axXHOCMb 2aCMPOHOMUU 8 cmpykmype omobixa. FacmpoHomuyeckuii mypusm npuob-
pemaem ece 6onbuee 3Ha4YeHUe Kak Momueayusi 8 ebibope 6ydyuwe2o mecma omadsixa. [lokazamenscmeomM 3moz20 s1esIsiemcsi mo, Ymo, co2/1acHO
HedaeHeMy uccrniedoeaHutro (Euromonitor, 2018), eda e pecmopaHax siesisemcsi MopbIM JIIO6UMbIM 6UAOM aKmueHocmu OJisi MeXOyHapOOHbIX
crnopmcmeHoe u3 CLUA u nepebim — dnsi mypucmoe u3 CeeepHoli AMepuku e ux noe3dkax Ha omobix 8 dpyaue cmpaHbi. Acxods u3 amozo, Mbl
pa3pabomaHa aHkema, npeodsioXeHHasi 8 obujeli crioxHocmu 234 pecrioHdeHmMam u cry4aliHbiM mocemumensm mypucmu4eckol spMapKu, komopasi
npoxoduna e byxapecme e Hosibpe 2017 200a. Ljenbto onpoca 66110 ebisienieHue posu pbibbl U 2aCMPOHOMUU 8 MOMUBayuu mypucmoe noceujaro-
wux Cubuy u npunezaroujue palioHbl. Pe3ynbmamsbl nokasanu, Yymo mpaduyUOHHasi 2acCmpoHoMusi, 651a2o0apsi My/IbMUKYILMYPHOMY acrekmy,
3aHumMaem emopoe unu mpemse Mecmo cpedu Momueoe npu noceujeHuu Cubuy. KoHeyHo, amo nposieumcsi 6osiee 3aMemHO NpU ycr08uu, Ymo &
2019 2. Cubuy cmaHem egpornelicKuM 2acmpoOHOMUYECKUM Pe2UuOHOM.

Knroveenie crioea: 2acmpoHoMuYeckuli mypusm, HemamepuasnsHoe AocmosiHue, Ky/ibmypa, ceflbCKuli mypusm, ycmolivyueoe pasgumue.
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CHALLENGES AND PROSPECTS OF EVALUATION OF PROGRAMS
IN PUBLIC FINANCE MANAGEMENT IN GEORGIA

The establishment of a program assessment mechanism in the public sector of Georgia is an important element for supporting
the ongoing public finance management reform and improving the budgeting process as well as enhancing the budget planning
stage and ensuring the efficient, productive and prudent management of budgetary means. The present paper discusses the
problem of the absence of a program assessment mechanism in the public sector, reviews alternative solutions to the problem
and, by applying a cost-effective method, analyzes the best alternative. This best alternative envisages the establishment of a
centralized structural unit at the Ministry of Finance which will be responsible for the assessment of the programs/subprograms of
ministries/budgetary organizations. The concluding part of the policy paper offers those measures and reforms in the form of
recommendations which must be undertaken for the successful implementation of the best alternative.
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Introduction. The establishment of a program method, analyzes the best alternative. Taking into account

assessment mechanism in the public sector of Georgia is an
important element for supporting the ongoing public finance
management reform and improving the budgeting process
as well as enhancing the budget planning stage and
ensuring the efficient, productive and prudent management
of budgetary means. The paper discusses the problem of
the absence of a program assessment mechanism in the
public finance management sector, reviews alternative
solutions to the problem and, by applying a cost-effective

the shortage of specialists within this field in Georgia as well
as limited budget resources and a limited period of
implementation, we have selected the second alternative as
the best one from among those proposed. This best
alternative envisages the establishment of a centralized
structural unit at the Ministry of Finance which will be
responsible for the assessment of the
programs/subprograms of ministries/budgetary organizations.
The concluding part of the policy paper offers those
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measures and reforms in the form of recommendations
which  must be undertaken for the successful
implementation of the best alternative. The basic budget
policy framework system has already been established in
Georgia but it requires further strengthening. Moreover,
additional work on reforming is needed in the following
spheres: Improvement of program budgeting — on program
assessment mechanism, strengthening links between
planning, budgeting and policy framework.

Description of the problem. The program budget
utilizes programs/subprogram assessment indicators to
evaluate how the program achieves the objectives for
evaluating and measuring the results achieved within the
programs/subprograms and comparing their
expected/planned  results. However, despite the
assessment of the performance of the budget organization /
program through the results assessment indicators is the
budget-oriented mechanism of the outcome, this does not
allow the prior (ex-ante) assessment of the program / sub-
program success (positive effectiveness) and the real
benefit of the results achieved within the program for the
welfare of the society (ex-post). Because of the program
budget assessment indicators are oriented to assess and
measure the achieved results, they can only be used for the
results achieved through the implementation of the program
and not for the preliminary assessment.

Evaluation of results and impacts within the
programs/sub-programs in Georgia is made only through
assessment indicators, which determines an incomplete
identification of the program's actual influence/effect. This is
related to the fact that the division of the effect of the results
achieved within the program/sub-program is related to
external and non-controlling factors.

The actuality of the abovementioned problem is
determined by the fact that in the spending agencies
currently participating in the budgetary process, they are not
established as a mechanism / system of appraisal (pre-or
later), which the benefit of the programs/sub-programs
presented in the draft bill would be measured based on it. In
particular, expenses are not based on any statistical or non-
statistical analysis, such as cost-benefit, cost-effectiveness,
cost-benefit ratio or other similar analysis.

Program Budgeting is a new milestone in the
improvement of the budgetary process of Georgia and is
focused on the outcomes of the programs and not the
amount of financial resources allocated to them. An
important element of ensuring efficient, productive and
economical management of budget support is to introduce
the mechanism of analyzing the results achieved through
the evaluation (ex-ante) and programs in the budgetary
organizations for supporting of this reform and budget
planning phase.

Systemic deficiencies are found on the planning and
reporting stages of the program budgeting. Problems related to
the planning stage were analyzed in the report of the State
Audit's Office: "opinion on the draft state budget law 2017" [10].

Consequently, the work deals with the alternatives to
solving the above problem and analyzes the best option
among these alternatives by means of efficiency.

Ways of solving problems (alternatives). In order to
solve the lack of a systematic mechanism of program
evaluation in the management of public finances and to
ensure efficient management of budgetary resources, the
work reviews several options and is based on cost-
effectiveness analysis.

Alternative | — Establishment of a structural unit in each
Ministry, which will be responsible for assessing programs /
sub-programs of this budget organization.

This alternative provides the establishment of a special
service or department for each Ministry responsible for
assessing the preliminary, intermediate and final impact/effect
of the programs/sub-programs of the spending institution. As
the Ministries differ from the field of activity, specificity, goals
and tasks, the above structural units will be staffed by the staff
who are familiar with the activities of the institute, have great
experience and organizational vision. Because the content of
the program, the expected results and their impact on the
relevant target groups depends on the specialized field, the
program's evaluation by the professional will be much more
effective, efficient and comprehensive than an unaware
person in the field. At the same time, creating a program
evaluation service in each ministry provides to assess and
analyze a large number of programs / sub-programs that will
facilitate relevant and effective decision-making in the process
of planning and budgeting.

This alternative is often found in international practice.
For example, in Australia, which has several decades of
experience in the field of program budgeting and is
considered a leading country in the successful creation and
implementation of the result-oriented budgeting system,
each ministry shall be responsible for assessing the existing
programs and taking into account the obtained results for
effective use of budget funds within its framework. The
mentioned structural units in the ministries are observed
Department of Finances subordinate to the Ministry of
Finance, which is the central part of the process [4].

It should be noted that in parallel to the positive sides,
the first alternative is characterized by several negative
aspects. In particular, today the program assessment in
Georgia is not at the level of ministries and the specialists of
this sector are very few not only in the public sector, but
throughout the country as well. Accordingly, in most cases
there will be retraining of employees in the ministries and
training of program evaluation techniques for them. In
addition, creation of such structural units will be associated
with large expenditures, moreover, the mentioned
alternative considers to create Program Assessment
Service in each Ministry (today, 10 Ministries in Georgia).
The possibility of the implementation of such initiatives by
the state and simultaneous implementation of the
abovementioned reform in all ministries is very low. This
alternative will be unproductive to solve the problem in a
short period of time. It requires a great deal of time and
resources, so it is considered for long periods. In addition, it
should also be taken into consideration that the objective of
evaluation of the program/sub-program from the Ministry may
be challenged. In this case, the Ministry will always have an
incentive to evaluate the results of its own implemented or
implementing program/subprogram positively, moreover, if
there is a risk that negative appraisals will have a reduction
in assignments allocated to the Ministry at the
programs/sub-programs  with  negative assessment.
Consequently, if the first alternative is implemented, it will
have great importance for the independence of the structural
unit of program evaluation. However, the existence
department subordination to the Ministry will significantly
restrict its independence and objectivity.

Alternatives Il — Creation of a centralized structural unit
subordinating to the Ministry of Finance, which will be
responsible for assessing the programs / sub-programs of
the Ministries / Budgetary Organizations.

In case of implementation of this alternative, unlike
previous alternatives, only one central structural unit will be
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created subordinating to the Ministry of Finance!, which's
direct and direct obligation will be to evaluate budgetary
organizations' programs / sub-programs. It should be taken
into consideration that one service resource will be impossible
to evaluate all program/sub-program. Accordingly, the
programs to be evaluated by the structural unit should be
selected from their importance, funding volume, priority or in
the interests of the target groups. In this case, the
Government, Parliament or other interested party may be
initiated by the necessity of evaluating certain programs.

This alternative is implemented in practice in different
countries. In particular, an independent structural unit is
created in India, which's discretion includes assessing
programs / sub-programs and determining their efficiency,
benefits and success. This structure is an independent
government agency that carries out its activities
independently from all spending agencies and analyzes the
evaluation of a program or sub-program based on the
Planning Commission's request [4].

Creation of one centralized structural unit is associated
with much less expenditures and it can be implemented in a
short period of time rather than the establishment of many
such services in each Ministry individually. In addition, this
alternative enables the public sector to collect the relevant
knowledge and experience in the evaluation techniques of
the program and in the case of success, create a similar
agency in each Ministry. However, it is noteworthy that in
case of existence of one centralized structural unit, it will be
impossible to evaluate all the programs/sub-programs of the
Ministry, due to limited resources.

Alternative Ill — Hiring of private companies or
international organizations by the Ministries (Budgetary
Organizations) to assess their programs/sub-programs.

In case of implementation of this alternative, the
Ministries will hire independent private companies or
international organizations to evaluate their
programs/subprograms. According to international practice,
the budget organization can hire a private company that
specializes in evaluating the programs in the sphere of field
activities of the Ministry. However, as there are not private
specialized companies in Georgia, this alternative does not
provide for the private sector to assess the specialized
programs/sub-programs separately.

Mostly, the mentioned alternative in international
practice is often used in one phase of one or more of the
programs, after implementation the first stage or even the
end of the first year. By assessing the private company, the
government is obliged to demonstrate usefulness and
effectiveness of the program/sub-program, whether it has
achieved its goals and results, whether the benefit received
from the program was valuable. Finally, this assessment
helps the government to decide how valuable and fair it is to
continue / maintain this program in the future. For example,
the countries are actively using the Operations Evaluation
Department to assess the success (or failures) and
effectiveness of their programs. Also, the International Food
Policy Research Institute is often used to assess programs
related to the healthcare sector [4].

Since almost any public agency lacks a systematic
mechanism of programmatic evaluation and its creation
depends on a long time, resource and effort, the third
alternative can be considered as the fastest and easiest
solution of the problem. Furthermore, it is noteworthy that
the staff of private companies working on the evaluation of

" The creation of the unit under the Ministry of Finance is
conditioned by the fact that the Ministry of Finance is a mediator
between the government and the Parliament, as well as it has
already been responsible for the consolidation of reports on

the programs are quite competent in this field, have
knowledge and experience to evaluate programs, which
does not have any representatives of the public agency, in
which the structural unit of program evaluation should be set
up in the first alternation. Furthermore, since the private
company is an independent, external evaluator, it will not
have any subjective interest in the achieved results of the
program/sub-program and on the target groups in their
evaluation process. Consequently, the conclusion
presented by the private appraiser will be more objective
and reliable than the evaluation of the structural unit
subordinating to the budgetary organization. It should also
be noted that implementation of the third alternative will
contribute to the development of private sector and the
number of companies oriented on the creation of new
products (program evaluation).

In parallel to the positive sides, the fact is that the
knowledge and experience of private companies in the
program evaluation technique significantly exceeds public
agencies, though they are not specialized in specific areas
such as infrastructure projects, healthcare, education and so
on. Consequently, the absence of specialized knowledge
can create certain barriers to the process of evaluation of
programs/subprograms.

Alternatives IV — "status quo", i.e. so called a zero
alternative means to keep the current situation unchanged.
This alternative provides for inactivity and unchanged
position without any interference or policy/reform. Today
there is no established, systematized mechanism in the
Georgian public sector to evaluate programs/sub-programs
within the framework of budgetary organizations.
Additionally, there are many problems and shortcomings in
the implementation of the program budget. Therefore, it can
be said that in case of "status-quo alternatives”, the problem
in the nearest future will not be solved, but even the basic
stage will not be established.

Methodology: Cost-effectiveness analysis. In this
work, the cost-effectiveness method is used to select the
best option among the presented alternatives. Analysis of
cost-effectiveness allows for each alternative to determine
the current state of improvement and the best alternatives to
solve the problem based on mutual comparison.

Results. This method uses the spending ratio of
expenditure for the implementation of each alternate with the
average rate of its efficiency (in our case for 5 year period?).
As a result, the lowest rate coefficient is the most optimal
choice. In the process of analysis, firstly, the cost of each
alternatives was presented for the 5-year period, which was
subsequently discounted at a discount rate of 6 % (Table 1).
A more detailed analysis of expenditures is presented as an
annex for each alternative. The highest efficiency indicator
(61) has been awarded to Il Alternative from the three above
discussed alternatives, because the Evaluation Service
subordinating to the Ministry of Finance is the most optimal
option for the state budget and the existing environmental
conditions. Il alternative, that effectiveness rate is 59,
follows them. The lowest effectiveness rate (26) was
awarded to | Alternative, as it is almost impossible to fulfill
this stage due to the absence of qualified personnel and
sufficient resources.

Finally, the lowest and most cost-effectiveness
coefficient (53,634) of the alternatives is awarded to Il
alternatives (Table 1). As for the cost-effectiveness
coefficients of | and Ill alternatives, the amount was

financial statements and budget execution
organizations.

2 The work discusses the problem solving in the short term.
Consequently, the estimate of alternatives in the cost-effectiveness
analysis process is calculated for a 5-year period.

of budgetary
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calculated according to the level of 842,119 and 227,039
units. This indicates that the creation of a centralized
structural unit of programs assessment in the Ministry of

Finance (Il Alternative) is the most optimal alternative to
solve the problem in the work.

Table 1. Expense-effectiveness Analysis

Expense-effectiveness Analysis
Expenses
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2018 339,600 - 88,000 67,920 495,520

2019 339,600 - 8,800 67,920 416,320
1 [ 2020 339,600 - 8,800 67,920 416,320 21,895,091 26 842,119

2021 339,600 - 8,800 67,920 416,320

2022 339,600 - 8,800 67,920 416,320

2018 530,400 - 109,000 106,080 745,480

2019 530,400 - 10,900 106,080 647,380
2 | 2020 530,400 - 10,900 106,080 647,380 3,271,647 61 53,634

2021 530,400 - 10,900 106,080 647,380

2022 530,400 - 10,900 106,080 647,380

2018 300,000

2019 300,000
3 | 2020 300,000 13,395,317 59 227,039

2021 300,000

2022 300,000

Source: Author's calculation.

Recommendations. Despite the fact that the cost-
effectiveness analysis of the second alternative has had the
advantage, it does not mean that the state should not take
care of the realization of alternatives and practice. The
advantage of the second alternative was due to its short-
term implementation and relatively less expenditure. At the
same time, the creation of a centralized structural unit of
program evaluation in the subordination of the Ministry of
Finance will contribute to the development of the sphere in
the public sector, acquiring experience, enhancement of
knowledge and establishment of qualified personnel, which
will create the basis for the creation of appropriate program
evaluation departments in each Ministry.

As aresult, it is recommended to take the following steps
for an effective solution to the problem:

= |n order to ensure effective, targeted and reasonable
disposal of budget funds, first of all work should be started
on the creation of a centralized structural unit of program
evaluation subordinating to the Ministry of Finance;

= As there is a lack of staff in the public sector,
specialists (experts) should be invited and employed by the
private and non-governmental sector from this field;

= The above mentioned experts should conduct
intensive training and civil servants should be trained for the
purpose of enhancing qualifications and experience in the
program evaluation;

= The relevant authorities should take into
consideration experience, best practices or textbooks of
other countries in this regard, and start active work on the
development of programmatic evaluation methodology.

= In the nearest future the experimental assessment of
programs/sub-programs should be conducted, as practical
activity will facilitate more effective and timely introduction of
the process.

= Along with increasing staff qualities and accumulating
experience, steps should be taken time to time to create
relevant program evaluation service in each Ministry.

Table 2. Indicators of Efficiency

Predicted Results Matrix

Criteria Alternative | Alternative Il Alternative llI

Expenses (discounted) 21,895,091 3,271,647 13,395,317
Indicators of Efficiency

Period of Implementation (1-10 Point) 2 9 7
Simplicity of Implementation (1-10 Point) 1 8 6
Qualification of Stuff (1-10 Point) 2 7 8
Degree of Objectivity (1-10 Point) 3 8 9
Quality of Completed Work (1-10 Point) 4 7 8
Political Appropriateness (1-10 Point) 6 8 6
Institutional Appropriateness (1-10 Point) 5 8 7
Interest of Stakeholders (1-10 Point) 3 6 8
Overall 26 61 59

Source: Elaborated by the authors.

Movement from the budget system with traditional
organizational structure to the program budget is an
important reform of Georgia to improve the budgetary

process of Georgia and ensure efficient management of the
public financing system that facilitates the improvement of
decisions about budget allocation and the effective planning
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process. Furthermore, the program budget increases the
incentives of more efficiently allocated appropriations for
spending institutions and provides information about
participants of the budget process and less effective
functioning programs. This allows to avoid ineffective,
uneconomic and unreasonable expenditure of budgetary
funds, so it is importance that the implementation of the
program/sub-program evaluation mechanism presented by
the program budget in the public sector. Consequently,
through the analysis of cost-effectiveness, the most optimal
alternative to solving this problem is creation of a centralized
structural unit of program evaluation in the Ministry of
Finance. Taking into consideration the existing resources
and the short period of implementation, this alternative is the
best option for the development of programmatic
assessment culture in the public sector, development of this
field, accumulating experience, enhancing knowledge and
creating qualified staff. It should also be said that
implementation of this alternative is only the beginning of the
whole process, which will be the basis for the future
development of appraisal departments in each Ministry and
Budget Organization.

The basic budget policy framework system has already
been established in Georgia but it requires further
strengthening. Moreover, additional work on reforming is
needed in the following spheres: Improvement of program
budgeting — on program assessment mechanism,
strengthening links between planning, budgeting and policy
framework [7].

0. O6onan3e, A-p €KOH. HayK
P. OTiHaweini, A-p Hayk, npod.
IF'py3uHcbkuin TexHiyHun YHiBepcuTeT, Mpysia
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NPOBJIEMU | NEPCNEKTUBU NMPOIrPAM .
OUIHKWK YNPABNIHHA OEPXXABHUMU ®IHAHCAMMU B I'PY3lI

CmeopeHHs1 npoepam MexaHi3amy oyiHKu e depxasHoMy cekmopi I'py3ii € saxnueum eleMeHmMoM NiOMpPUMKU MOMOYHOI peghopmu ynpaesiHHs
dep)xaeHUMU ¢hiHaHCaMu ma 8 0OCKOHasleHHSs1 npouyecy ckiadaHHs1 6r00emy, a makox nidsuweHHs1 pieHs1 NnaHyeaHHs1 6rodxemy i 3ab6e3neyeHHs1
egekmueHo20, NPodyKMU8HO20 ma Po3yMHO20 ynpaesiHHsa 6rodxemHumMu kowmamu. O62080peHo nNpobremy siocymHocmi npozspamMu MexaHiamy
OouiHKu e dep)xagHOMY CeKmopi, po32/IIHymo anbmepHamueHi piuleHHs1 Npo61eMu i WsIXoM 3acmocyeaHHsl eKOHOMIYHO eghekmueHo20 Memody
npoararnizoeaHo Halikpawly anbmepHamusy. Halikpawie piweHHs1 nepedba4ae cmeopeHHs1 yeHmpasizoeaHo2o cmpyKmypHoz2o nidpo3diny e MiHic-
mepcmei ¢piHaHcis, sike sidnosidamume 3a oyiHKy npoepam / nidnpoepam miHicmepcme / 6100kemHux opaaHi3ayil. Y 3akntoyHil yacmuHi npozpa-
MHO20 GOKyMeHma 3anporioHoeaHo mi 3axodu i peghopmu y ¢hopmi pekomeHOayill, siki Heo6xiOHO exxumu Ons ycniwHoi peanisayii Halikpaujo20
anbmepHamMu8HO20 PiuleHHSI.

Knroyoei cnoea: depxaeHi gpinaHcu, npo2pamHe 6r00xemyeaHHsl, MOKa3HUKU OUiHKU, aHasli3 eKOHOMIYHOi egpekmueHOCMI.

. O6onapngse, acn.
P. OTMHawBuUnK, A-p 3KOH. HayK, Npod.
IF'py3uHckuin TexHuyeckut Yausepcutert, Fpysus

NMPOBJIEMbI U NMEPCMNEKTUBDI
NPOrPAMM OLIEHKWU YNPABJIEHUA rOCYOAPCTBEHHbIMW PUHAHCAMU B IrPY3UN

Co3daHue npozpaMM MexaHU3Ma OyeHKU 8 2ocydapcmeeHHOM cekmope Ipy3uu siensemcsi 8aXHbIM 3/1leMeHMoM ModdepKKu meKywel pe-
¢opmbI ynpaesieHusi 2ocydapcmeeHHbIMU ¢huHaHCaMu U coeepuleHcMeoeaHus npoyecca cocmaesneHus 6rodxema, a makxe MoeblWeHUs ypo-
8Hs1 NaHUpoeaHus 6rodxema u obecneyeHusi aghghekmueHo20, MPOOYKMUBHO20 U pa3yMHO20 ynpaeJsieHus1 6rodxemHbimu cpedcmeamu. O6cy-
JkO0aemcsi npobrema omcymcmeusi Npo2paMMbl MEXaHU3Ma OUEHKU 8 20Cy0apCmMeEeHHOM CeKmope, paccMampuearomcs arlbmepHamueHble pe-
weHusi npo6ieMbl U, MymeM MPUMEHEHUs1 3KOHOMUYEeCKU 3ghheKmusHo20 Memoda, aHanu3upyemcsi Hauny4qwas anbmepHamusea. Hauny4wee
peweHue npedycmMampueaem co3daHue YeHmpasau3loeaHHO20 cmpykmypHoao nodpasdeneHusi 8 MuHucmepcmee ¢ghuHaHcoe, komopoe 6ydem
omeeYyamsb 3a OUeHKy npoz2pamm / nodnpozpamMmMm MuHucmepcme / 6100xemHbix ope2aHu3ayull. B 3aknro4umenbHol Yacmu npo2pamMmMHo20 OOKY-
MeHma npednazaromcsi me Mepbl U peghopmbl 8 hopMe pekomeHOayuli, Komopbie He06xo0uMOo NPednpPuUHsIMb Ol ycnewHou peanu3ayuu Hau-
Jly4we20 aflbMepHamueHoO20 PeweHusl.

Knrodeenbie cnoea: 2ocydapcmeeHHble huHaHChbl, Mpo2paMmMHoe 6rodxemupoeaHue, Nokasamesu oyeHKU, aHaIu3 3KOHoMu4Yeckol aghghek-
mueHocmu.
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Annex
Alternative |
Establishment of a structural unit, responsible for assessing programs, in each Ministry
(All the sums are presented in Lari currency) 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Stuff expenses — work salary (for one Ministry) 339,600 | 339,600 | 339,600 339,600 339,600
Position Quantity Positional Benefit
Head 1 3,500
Deputy 1 3,000
Senior Specialist 2 2,500
Junior Specialist 2 2,000
Specialist 4 1,700
Invited Expert 2 3,000
Buildings (For one Ministry) - - - - -
Providing office for structural unit responsible for assessing programs in
the Ministry Building. As a result, there is no need of purchase new buildings.
Machines and Inventory (For one Ministry) 88,000 8,800 8,800 8,800 8,800
Name Quantity Price for single element
Transport (Passenger Car) 2 25,000
Personal Computers 12 2,500
Printer, Scanner, Xerox 1 2,000
Furniture For the Office 12 500
Other Expenses (For one Ministry) 67,920 67,920 67,920 67,920 67,920
All the Expanses (Nominally) 495,520 416,320 416,320 416,320 416,320
All the Expenses (Discounted with 6 %) 472,480 | 467,472 | 441,011 416,048 | 392,498
Discounted price of total 5 years expanses (for one Ministry) 2,189,509
Discounted price of total 5 years expanses (for all the Ministries) 21,895,091
Indicator of Annual Efficiency of 5 years period (max. from 100) 26
Expense/Efficiency 842,119
Efficiency Weight of Target (1-10)
Period of Implementation 2
Simplicity of Implementation 1
Qualification of Stuff 2
Degree of Objectivity 3
Quality of Completed Work 4
Political Appropriateness 6
Institutional Appropriateness 5
Interest of Stakeholders 3
Overall (80) 26
Source: Elaborated by the authors.
Assumptions:
. In the part of "office furniture", each employee is given one table and one chair.
. The cost of "machinery and inventory" will be within 10 % of the initial cost of 2018-2022.
. The cost of "other resources" is 20 % of the cost of staff (salary).
. Discounting interest rate is 6 %.
Alternative I
Creation of a centralized structural unit, responsible for assessing the programs, subordinating to the Ministry of Finance
(All the sums are presented in Lari currency) 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Stuff expenses — work salary (for one Ministry) 530,400 530,400 530,400 530,400 530,400
Position Quantity Positional Benefit
Head 1 3,500
Deputy 1 3,000
Senior Specialist 3 2,500
Junior Specialist 4 2,000
Specialist 6 1,700
Invited Expert 4 3,000
Buildings (For one Ministry) - - - - -
Providing office for structural unit responsible for assessing programs in
the Ministry Building. As a result, there is no need of purchase new buildings.
Machines and Inventory (For one Ministry) 109,000 10,900 10,900 10,900 10,900
Name Quantity Price for single element
Transport (Passenger Car) 2 25,000
Personal Computers 19 2,500
Printer, Scanner, Xerox 1 2,000
Furniture For the Office 19 500
Other Expenses (For one Ministry) 106,080 106,080 106,080 106,080 106,080
All the Expanses (Nominally) 745,480 647,380 647,380 647,380 647,380
All_the Expenses (Discounted with 6 %) 688,480 | 703,283 | 663,475 | 625,919 | 590,490
Discounted price of total 5 years expanses (for all the Ministries) 3,271,647
Indicator of Annual Efficiency of 5 years period (max. from 100) 61
Expense/Efficiency 53,634
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Source: Elaborated by the authors.

Assumptions:

. In the part of "office furniture", each employee is given one table and one chair.
The cost of "machinery and inventory" will be within 10 % of the initial cost of 2018-2022.

o
. The cost of "other resources" is 20 % of the cost of staff (salary).
°

Discounting interest rate is 6 %.

Alternative lll
Hiring of Private Companies
(All the sums are presented in Lari currency) 2018 §. 2019 §. 2020 §. 2021 §. 2022 §.
Annual expense of hiring private company for Ministry 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000
All the Ministries' Expanses (Nominally) 3,000,000 3,000,000 3,000,000 3,000,000 3,000,000
All the Expenses (Discounted with 6 %) 3,000,000 2,830,189 2,669,989 | 2,518,858 2,376,281
Discounted price of total 5 years expanses (for all the Ministries) 13,395,317
Indicator of Annual Efficiency of 5 years period (max. from 100) 59
Expense/Efficiency 227,039
Efficiency Weight of Target (1-10)
Period of Implementation 7
Simplicity of Implementation 6
Qualification of Stuff 8
Degree of Objectivity 9
Quality of Completed Work 8
Political Appropriateness 6
Institutional Appropriateness 7
Interest of Stakeholders 8
Overall (80) 59
Source: Elaborated by the authors.
Assumptions:
. In the part of "office furniture", each employee is given one table and one chair.

The cost of "machinery and inventory" will be within 10 % of the initial cost of 2018-2022.

[ ]
. The cost of "other resources" is 20 % of the cost of staff (salary).
[ ]

Discounting interest rate is 6 %.




