Positives
+In a number of States (ke Gujarat, Madhya Pradesh,
Chhattisgarh and Andhra Pmdesh]. same of the relevant

ited on Scheduled Caste Sub Plan
(SCSP) and Tnhal Sub Plan (TSP) during the process of
farmulation of Five Year Plan and Annual Plans of tha State.
* In most of the study States, the Annual Plan document
provides information on SCSP and TSP.
* In several of the study Stales, the State Budgel documents
also provide information on allocations for SCSP and TSP under
varnous State Government departments,
* In some of the study States, the performance of the
gaovernment in implementing SCSP and TSP is assessed during
the course of a Five Year Plan.
Negatives
+ Although the State Budget documents, in case of most States,
provide information on allocations for SCSP and TSE. the
government in none of the States is making any effort to explain
clearly the basis on which various departments are reporting
allocations under SCSP and TSP
= Several of the study States are not implementing Women's
Companent Plan or Gender Budgeting. The States like Gujarat,
Madhya Pradesh, Chhattisgarh and Assam are bringing out
Gender Budgeting Statements.
= Even in the States thal are preparing a Gender Budgeting
Statement. the government is not making any effort to explain
clearly the basis on which various deparimenis are reporting
allocations in this Statemeant.
+ States like Maharashira, Ra]asmm and Jharkhand need lo
take strong for

*in ml nl the smﬂy States, the axaculive does not hold
tives of the rural local bodies
{RLBs) and urban local bodies (ULBs) during the process of
Budgel.

formulation of the State B
* The budget documarlli |n nDnB of the sludy Stales provide
ion of funds from the State
Budget to the RLEs at dll!erom tiers (1.e. shawing allocations
ly for District Panchay Par
Gram Panchayats).
. Tha budget ducumarlli |n nnne of the siudy States provide
ion of funds from the State
Budget to Iha ULBs at dlllenent tiers (i.e. showing allocations
and

Muﬂnacmma lels!

* The budget documents in none of the study States provide

Information on the district-wize breakup of allocations and

expenditures from the State Budaet (with the exceplion of
which p disaggregaled i on

district-wise breakup of the Plan Budget of the State

Gavemnment).

Concluding Observations

The of n State Bud, in India, in the
ten selected States, shaws that aII State Governments need to
adopt a wide range of icas { fo imp public

access 1o budget information. Some of the key suggestions in

this regard are as indicated betow:

+ Providing all budget documents for the latest year as well as
Years on lhe websila;

+ Developi jes for making the relevant

budget dooumunls ava:lable to the public without much difficulty

mallm * g for R 9 } o (&.g. making hard copies of such documents available at least in
L . all district headguarters).

(viii) Practices relating to Fiscal = Bri auta an of the

Decentralisation is the eighth p of y previous year's budget )

in the State Budget, which examines whether the Slale
Government follows relevant budgetary practices refating to

lution of funds to Panchayati Raj Ir lons and urban
local bodies. It hask the need for providing disaggregated
information an devolution of funds fram the Stala Budget Io the
rural and urban local bodies at different tiers. It also examines
whelher the budget documents provide information on the
district-wise break-up of allocations and expenditures from the
State Budget.
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Positives
* In some of the study States (like Chhattisgarh, Madhya
Pradesh, Maharashira and Odisha), the State G has

+ Bringing out a Key to Budget Documents, and making afforts to
Improve the comprehensibility of all relevant budget documents;
incorporating discussions on pullcy goals and pricrities of the
5Ialn G in most rel

kY g oul a sey on funds from the

Union it or | ies, which are routed

outside the State Treasury and hence not reflected in the State

Budgat;

* Bringing out a on the esti amount of
by the State for such as

tax exemptions (e.g. revenue losses due to SEZs);

* Improving the imali of the

provided on the State Treasmy‘s month-wise receipts and
disbursements;

= Bringing oul an Actien Taken Report on the observalions of the
Comptroller and Auditor General of India on the State Budgel;

conslituted the State Finance Commission (SFC) al regular
intervals over the last decade.
*In most of the cases, the State Finance Commissian holds

o with rel t stakeholders in the
process of formulati of their dations.
MNegatives

= In most of the study States, the State Govemnment either does

not prasent the Action Taken Report on the racommendations of
the SFC to the legislature. or when [t does. it is delayed by more
than a year after the submission of the SFC Report,

b

‘Hdcllng Itations with the legisk on the da !
by the State to Fmanoe Commission

and P!anning Commission;

=P g delailed i z i to the basis on

which d are sh fund allocations under

Scheduled Caste Sub Plan, Tnbai Sub Plan and Women's
Component Plan / Gender Budgeting:

= Presenting disaggregated information on devolution of funds
from the State Budget to the rural local bodies (RLBs) and urban
local bodies (ULBs) at different tiers, and

* Prasenting infarmation on the district-wise breakup of
allocations and expenditures from the State Budget.

Transparency Parameters

Availability of Budget Documents
[of of tha 1

Average Transparency Score -

Facilitating Und fing and Interpretation of the Inf
Timeliness of the Information

Audit and Performance Assessment

Scope for Legislative Scrutiny

Practices relating to B g for Di Sech

Praclices relating to Fiscal Dacentralisation
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Notion of Budget Transparency

Transparency in budgets can be interpreted as public
accass to information on budgats. The axtant and quality of

and factors.

All eight of the of budget P y have

bean given equal priority in the calculation of the overall
cy score for a State, and all ten of the selected

such access (o information) shapes public und
govermment decisions pertaining to budgets, determines the
scope for public participation in budgel processes and forms
the foundation on which the government can be held
answerable for budgets.

Scope of the Analysis
The study i lected

ding of

Siatas have been accorded aqual weight in the computation
of the average fransparency scores for the selacted group of
States.

With regard to most of the transparency parameters, the
study refers to conditions or practices that could be
perceived as ideal benchmarks instead of limiting our

States al the level nf Slale Budgets, il does ml mlar 1o
budgelary processes al the district or sub-district levels.

State-specific situations and factors should be taken into
account in identifying the key paramaters for assessing

y In State gets in India. The pressnl analysis
refers lo a sat of aight
in the subsequent pages) that would naoassaﬂly ba relavant
for the Budgets of all States though this set of

P 15 o the existing conditions and practices. The
study the signif: of the | media
and general public as key slakeholders and draws altention
to budgetary stralegies relating lo disadvantaged seclions of
the population and budgel praclices pertaining lo fiscal
decentralisation.

A d during the
pariod August to Dsumharzn‘lu to collect the relevant

might not be ad to cap all State-specific situations

1 on the State Budget pertaining to the fiscal year
2009-10.



Transparency in State Budgets
in India

(I) Availability of Budget Documents /
Reports / Statements is the first parameter of budget
u'nnsparency‘ which probes the n\raalalxltty of State Budgel

its and other g refated 1o the
State Budgel. Taking mn account the Constitutional
requirements as well as the requirements of plannlng auditing,

primiiog e and fiscal d . thia analys
referstoa mde range of documents thal need lo he produced
and made to various stakeholders by the State
Government for evary fiscal year.

! 0 0 4 Bl RO oo
Positives

+ The study States are bringing out most of the relevant

documents related to the State Budgel. with some documents

hemg prudw::ad only for intermal purpodas and a few of the
not being d even for internal

PpuUTpUsEs.
* Most of the State Governments are making an mn to ensura

on g i and receipts during the
fiscal year ZDDB-‘IU as well as those for 2008-08 and 2007-08.
The budgat documents for all study States (except in the case of
Rajasthan) present a detailed classification of government
expenditures and receipts breaking it down in terms of different
administrative units (i.e. the government departments) as well as
wvarious functions of the g (such as education, health,
rural development etc.),
« For the resources transferred from the Linion Government to
the State, which flow through the State Treasury (e.9. grants in
aid, share in central taxes and Ioans from tha Centra), the
budget documents in all States present extensive Inlarmalion

* The budget provide abrout

outstanding debt as at the beginning and the and of the fiscal
year, including relevant information about the nature and
composition of public debt.
* The budget documents in most States present extensive
infarmaticn an the transler of resources between public sector
undertakings and the State Government.
= In mosl of the States, the governmen! produces all the

that are required under the disch noms of the
State's Fiscal Responsibility and Budgel Management (FRBM)
Act,

Negatives
L] E)u:apl for Madhya Pradesh and Odisha, the budgst
in none of the other selected States provide detailed

that the budget documents are easily
» States like Chhattisgarh, Madhya Pradesh and Odlsha have
maost of the documants related to the State Budget on the
govemment website. In case of Chhattisgarh, the

documents for all previous years, i.e. from 2001-02 onwards, are
avallable on the State Finance Department wabsite

Information on funds received by the State from the Uinion

or 1es, which are routed outside the
State Treasury and hence not reflected in the State Budget (2.9,
Central funds for a State in MGNREGS, S5A, NRHM etc.)

* The budget documanl.s in none of the selected Slales pm\nde
by th

on the amount

State it far such as lax i {e.g.

Negatives
» Several of the siudy Stales are nol bringing cut
like, Key to Budget [ repaorts on Ive

assessment of the hudget during the course of the fiscal year
(ke in-year and y reports),

on W 's G Plan or Gender Budgeting,

s on funds devolved to rural local bodies

(RLBs) and urban local bodies (ULBs), and mid-term appraisal
of the Five Yaar Plan.
* In some of the States, the
1o the Finance Commission and the Planmng Commission are
not available in the public domain. In case of Maharashira, the
11th Five Year Plan for the State is not available In the public
domain.
* States like Ultar Pradesh, Maharashira and Assam need lo
lake a number of with regard to producing additional
documents related to the State Budgel.
* Many of the study States need lo provide all budgel documenis
(for the present and previous years) on the g website.
All study States naad fo develop apnropnnle slrategies for
making the relevant documents available to the general public
without much difficulty.
(i) Completeness of the Information is the
second of budget t y, and looks at whether
the information given in the budget and other related documents
pruwde & complete plctura Df I.he fiscal situation of the State. It

whether the capture dlffﬁl‘anl
kinds of relevant ion such as the
position of tax fi due to tax i

funds flowing from the Union Budgnl to the Stale that are ruutecl
outside the State Budget; budget allocations as well as audited
figures of actual on the
submissions made by the State Government to the Union
Govermnment or central institutions (like the Planning
Cornmmsinn and Flnanae Commission); and information an the
of Und ding (MoUs) signed by the
stata Governmeant with the Union Govermment or any other
agency on matters pertaining to public finance.

0 20 40 O

* In all of the study States, the budgel documents for 2008-10
(18 year far ) provide

losses due to SEZs).

* The budget documents in most of the States do nol provide
on the of the

p«eulous year's budget proposals.

* The budget documents in several States do not present a

detalled account of the financial and physical assets held by the

State Government; similar is the case with regard lo the

of the State In case of some of the
States, the budget documents do not present detalls of
i relating to mai and rapair ol capital

assels.
= States like Rajasthan, Ultar Pradesh and Assam need lo lake a
number of measures with regard to providing additional
information in their State Budgets.

(iii) Facilitating Understanding and
Interpretation of the Information, as a transparency
parameter, altempts to gauge whether the informalion provided
by the State G facil public g of ts
decisions relating to budgets. The guestions pertaining to this
parameter look at whether the budget documents help ordinary
citizens to easily d the budget proposals and whether
these d b5 include any di ion of the relevant palicy
goals or prioriti uﬂhaSmto

_——B
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Positives

* In case of all of the sludy Stales, the Finance Minisler's Budgel
Speech facilitates a wasonabfy good undorslandlﬂg of the
budget Is and i of th
policy goals or prloﬂlias of the Sﬂ#e Gnvummenl
* The Five Year Plan and Annual Plan documents of the States,
wherever these documents are available in the public domain,
provide comprehensible information relating to the State Budget
and the policy priorities of the State Government.
Megatives
* Except for the Budgel Speech and the Budget Highlights
{which again is not produced in several Slalas} none of the
other budget thal would be
easily accessible for an interested but non-technical reader.

= With the exception of Budget Speech, Finance Secretary's
Memorandum and some of the policy statements being brought

out because of the FRBM Acts, most of the budgel documents
do nat include any discussion of the ralevant palicy goals or
priorities of the State Government.

= Saveral of the study Stales do not bring out any Key to Budget
Documents, which serves a useful purpose in the States where
it is available.

(iv) T.-mel'mess of the .fn.fu.fmanon is the fourth

d for budget which
lnas to assess whether the relevant documents are brought out
in a limely manner. Some of the queslions partaining to this
parameter also examine whether the State Treasury has been

and made ilable on the inlernet lo enable easy
access by the puhlic
Timeliness of the Information
e e “
0 0 0 o0 0 100
Positives

* In most of the study States, the executive adheres to the
'budget calendar’ in the formulation of the State Budget.
Ths Slala Government, in almost all study States, obtains
A | I‘ot the ! v budget in a imely

manner.

* In most of the States, the reporis of the Comptroller & Audilor

General (C & AG) of India relating to the State Govemment (1.8,

audit and accounts related reporis) are made public in a timely

manner.

+ In Gujarat, Madhya Pradesh, Chh Andhra Pradesh,

Maharashira, Odisha and Jharkhand. the State Treasury has

been linked 1o intermnet.

* Madhya Pradesh, Chhattisgarh, Gujarat and Odisha perform

much better than the other selected States with regard 1o this

parameter.

Negatives

« In several of the selected States, the budget circular and the

budget calendar {for the next State Budget) are not made

available to the public in a timely manner.

« The State Treasury is not linked to internet in some of the

Stales, and, even in those Stales where it has been linked to the

intarnet lhera Is a lot of scope for improving tha coverage and

on the Stale Treasury's

mnnlhAste maedpls and disbursements.

« States like Raj Uttar and need to

improve their practices with regard to this parameter.

(v} Audit and Performance Assessmentis the

fifth which i the ilability of

nertalnn'lg 1o audit of the State Budget (by the Comptrolier &

Auditor General of India) and performance assessment by the
G itself. The jons relating to this parameter

try to gauge whether — the State Budgels are audited reqularly;

the State Budget provides audited figures or provisional figures

for the year before the previous year; the Stale Government

brings out padformance assessment repors at reqular intarvals;

and, the State G is following relevant
pertaining to Outcome Budgeting.
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Positives

* All reports of the Comptroller and Auditor General of India
relating to the State Government, i.e. audit as well as accounts
related reports, have been made public consistently (in terms of
the time of availability of these reporis) over the lasl three years
in all of the study States (except Jharkhand).

= All the study States (except Jharkhand and Rajasthan) are
making an effort to bring out Outcome Budgets to present
relevant information on the oulputs and cutcomes of government
interventions financed by the budget.

* Madhya Pradesh and Chhattisgarh perform better than tha
other selected States with regard o this parameter of budget
fransparency,

Negatives

* The State Govemment in none of the selected States brings

out an Action Taken Report (ATR) on the observations of the
Compirolier and Auditor General of India on the State Budget.
= In most of the study States (except in case of Madhya
Pradesh, C! garh and does nol.
bring out reparts on its assessment of rhs budget during the
course of the fiscal year (such as, in-year, mid-year and year-
end assessment repors).

* In most nfthe sludy Statas {except in case of Madhya
Pradesh, C the doas
not bring out any document outlining information on the MoUs,
which [t has signed over the last one year

(vi) Scope for Legislative Scrutiny is the sixth
parameter of budget transparency, which looks at the
possibilities for the Stale Legislature o assess the budgel and
hold the government accountable. The key concems raised by
this parameter include whether all budget documents are shared
with the legislators; which of the budget documents of the State
are subject to scrutiny by the legislators; how much time is
available for discussion of the budget by the legislators, whether
the are inf d about the ag or MoUs
signed by the State Governmenl on matlers pertaining 1o public
finance; and, whether appropriate committees within the State
Legisiatura (for looking Into budgatary matiars) are

regularly.
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Positives

= The State Government, in most of the study States, provides

budget documents 1o the legisiators for scrutiny at least one

manth before the beginning of the next fiscal year.

= In all study States, there are appropriate committees within the

State legislature 1o look into the reports of the C & AG of India

relating to the State Government (i.e. Public Accounts

Committee and Commitlee on PSUs etc.).

= Odisha also has Dep fly Related Standing C

within the State leglnlalum 1o look into the details of the

budgetary provisions for various depariments.

* In most of the stludy States, Ihe execulive seeks approval of

the legislature before shifting funds between administrative units

and functional heads during the course of the fiscal year.

+ Gujarat, Odisha and Madhya Pradesh perform better than the

other selected States with regard to this parameter.

Negatives

= In most of the study States, there are no Departmentally

Related Standing Committees in the State legislature to look into

the details of the budgetary provisions for various depariments.

« In several of the States, the government does not present to

the legislature any document cullining the Mols signed over the

last ane year.

» In most of the sludy States, the executlve does not present to

the legislature any document with the details of the funds

recaived by the State Govemment, which are routed outside the

State Treasury.

* In mast of the study States, tha executive does not hold
Rations with the legisl o da/d

1o be submitted by the State to Finance Commission and
Planning Commission :oxcopl in case of Andhra Pradesh and
Odisha where with the have been held
for Finance Commission).

(vii) Practices relating to Budgeting for
Disadvantaged Sections, ihe seventh parameter of
budget lransparency, draws Illunllun o the need for every State
1o follow el L p relating 1o bud

gies for the of di taged of tha
population such as women (Gender Budgeting), Scheduled
Castes (Scheduled Caste Sub Plan or SGSP] and Scheduled
Tribes (Tribal Sub Plan ar TSP),

Practices relating to Budgeting for Disadvantaged Sections
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