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Key findings 

  
The latest public opinion surveys in Croatia reveal the decline of trust of Croatian citizens in intentions 
and capabilities of any political option to deal with numerous problems successfully. In parallel, citizens' 
support for direct democracy movements has been on the rise, not simply as a correction but rather an 
alternative to parliamentary democracy. Growing support to movements and initiatives questioning the 
very model of representative democracy is an indicator of an extremely negative valuation of personal 
experience with democratic government and activities of political elites in the past two decades. In the 
climate of low citizens' trust in public bodies and political actors in general, the inadequate 
implementation of citizen participation mechanisms in decision-making processes and policy 
development can only increase the risks within the Croatian political system, and contribute to its 
instability in the long run. Therefore, the intention of this research is to identify good practices, but also 
omissions of the governmental bodies, with the aim to encourage them to enhance the quality of 
governance, especially in regard to openness and accountability thus contributing to the decline of 
distrust between the government and the citizens.  

We defined good governance widely, as  honest and competent conduct of public service and created 
eight dimensions of good governance relevant for the current Croatian political and social moment. 
Those eight dimensions were operationalized through 142 indicators in total - 106 scored and 36 
interpretative ones. The sample consisted of 29 national government bodies - Government of the 
Republic of Croatia, its 20 Ministries, 7 Offices of the Government and the Croatian parliament. Sources 
of data included official websites and questionnaires, as well as validation of certain answers by 
competent authorities. The research was conducted in the period from January to March 2013, while 
data collected referred to the work of the bodies in 2012. 

The average scores achieved in this research indicate that the quality of governance in state 
government bodies is far from satisfactory, with large discrepancies between different dimensions, as 
well as within individual institutions. This raises a serious concern and indicates a necessity of 
systematic and focused enhancements. 

On average, all bodies achieved 49% in eight researched dimensions, which is also the scope of average 
results for the Government and the Ministries, whereas Government Offices lag behind considerably, 
with an average of 41%. Only the Croatian Parliament achieved the result somewhat above average with 
56%.  

The highest result of 67% was achieved in the Ministry of Administration and the lowest of 18% in the 
Government Office for Internal Audit. Among the ministries, the lowest ranked is the Ministry of 
Regional Development and EU Funds, with 40%, while the result of the Government itself is on 
average 49%, thus, not satisfactory. The highest ranked Government Office is the Office for 
Cooperation with NGO's with the score of 64%. The difference of only 3% between the highest ranked 
Ministry of Administration and the second in line, the Government’s Office for Cooperation with NGO's 
indicates that the quality of governance does not depend on the type of the body, but on the 
commitment to the principles of good governance. 

The range of the achieved score between the worst and the best dimension varies between 9% in the 
Fiscal accountability and transparency dimension and 84% in the Readiness for regulatory impact 
assessment dimension. Apart from regulatory impact assessment, dimensions relating to openness - 
Informing the public and ensuring access to information and Parliamentary openness reach a satisfactory 
level with two thirds of achieved points. These are followed by Public participation in political decision 



making with a score of 44%, leading to conclusion that the best results were achieved in the area of 
readiness of institutions to provide information and communicate with the public. Therefore, we can 
conclude that in the 2012 Index, the principle in focus of the Government was openness - transparency 
of policies and public participation in the process of their development. 

Dimensions that fell far behind the satisfactory level were Managing conflict of interest (score of 26%), 
Monitoring and reporting on policy implementation (score of 29%) and finally, almost completely 
lacking  Fiscal transparency and accountability (score of 9% points).Those dimensions, in fact, 
represent the sore points of the Croatian public administration system, rooted in the administrative 
culture, which has not yet systematically embraced strategic management tools either at the level of 
fiscal planning or at the level of policy planning and implementation monitoring. The poor results of 
the Croatian parliament in the Parliamentary oversight dimension can be explained by the same reasons. 
As for managing conflict of interest, on one hand the results are a reflection of the political culture of a 
society characterized by clientelism, and on the other hand, a result of the lack of understanding of the 
term itself, which consequently leads to confusion when it comes to the modalities of efficient control.  

Significant discrepancies between the results in certain dimensions brought us to a conclusion that the 
openness of the government does not simultaneously imply its accountability. In fact, the results in some 
dimensions indicate that the principle of accountability lags considerably behind the openness of 
institutions, with a distinct discrepancy between a relatively high transparency of publishing programme 
documents and almost absolute non-transparency of information on budgets for the very same 
programmes. Since  this is in essence the same principle of governance, the issue of lack of coherence in 
the approach to the modernisation of the state administration inevitably arises.  

Differences in results of individual bodies within same dimensions indicate a lack of a systematic 
approach to management, while the differences within same bodies in individual dimensions indicate 
a strong dependence on personal preferences or attitudes of top level officials and civil servants and 
the importance they place on individual elements of good governance. Until the approach to 
governance is systematized and minimum standards set at the level of all bodies of government we 
can continue to expect diverse results. 



1. Introduction 
 

Considering the relationship between the government and governance in the context of the democratic 

order, some authors (Riley, 2003: 3) claim that the terms government and governance in reality deal 

with issues of consent and cooperation of the ones who are being governed - the citizens. The term 

"government" implies the state apparatus used to get consent and cooperation, while “governance" 

refers to processes of participation in decision making, processes of consultation on public policies and 

their implementation, and experiences of citizens with both government and governance. Due to the 

expansion of liberal democracy, but, also the technological progress in past 30 years, citizens' 

expectations of the government and the administrative apparatus have significantly increased, and the 

future of the relationship between the governments and their citizens depends on the way how the 

authorities will deal with these changed expectations (Riley, 2003:5) 

Global trends show that trust of the public in political elites and political parties is declining, and in the 

case of Croatia this trend is additionally strengthened by experience of widespread corruption and 

clientelism, which are in essence a direct negation of the principles of the rule of law and good 

governance. The latest public opinion surveys in Croatia indicate that less and less Croatian citizens have 

trust in intentions or capabilities of any political option to efficiently deal with numerous problems1, 

while in parallel citizens' support for direct democracy movements is on the rise 2, and not as a mere 

corrective but as an alternative to parliamentary democracy. Growing support to movements and 

initiatives which put in question the very model of representative democracy is an indicator of an 

extremely negative perception of personal experience with democratic government and activities of 

political elites in past two decades. If these experiences do not improve rapidly, and at least a part of 

expectations are fulfilled, the relationship between the government and the citizens in Croatia does not 

face a bright future. Conditions of low citizens' trust in public bodies and political actors in general, 

deficient implementation of citizen participation mechanisms in the decision-making processes and 

                                                           

1According to the latest CRO Barometer from March 2013, less than 18% of Croatian citizens found that the country 
was going in the right direction, and only 27% of citizens supported the actions of the current Government. At the 
same time, the rating  for the strongest opposition party, HDZ, also dropped and in March reached its all-time low 
of 17% of support. (seehttp://www.tportal.hr/vijesti/hrvatska/251198/Karamarko-nezaustavljivo-tone-
najnepopularniji-je-politicar.html)  
2During the first trimester of 2013 we witnessed two referendum petitions: one successful case of Dubrovnik local 
referendum, caused by broken political promises of elected representatives to announce the referendum on the 
Srđ golf resort project. The second attempt, known as, "the referendum uprising", in spite of its failure, still 
managed to collect a respectable number of signatures - approximately 400.000 for a total of four referendum 
questions.  

http://www.tportal.hr/vijesti/hrvatska/251198/Karamarko-nezaustavljivo-tone-najnepopularniji-je-politicar.html
http://www.tportal.hr/vijesti/hrvatska/251198/Karamarko-nezaustavljivo-tone-najnepopularniji-je-politicar.html


development of public policies, can only increase the risks within the Croatian political system, and 

contribute to its instability in the long run. Finally, as numerous studies on human capital showed  (Šalaj, 

2007), trust is the key element of success of any kind of developmental effort, especially at the level of 

the entire society; without it there is no way out of the perpetual state of economic and social crisis. 

Therefore, this research, by showcasing good practices, but also the omissions of the government 

bodies, attempts to encourage them to enhance the quality of governance, especially in the area of 

openness and accountability and thus contribute to the decline of distrust between the government and 

the citizens.  

Guided by GONG's analytical and advocacy experiences as well as interest for the concept and practices 

of open and accountable citizen-oriented government, we designed a series of indicators in different 

dimensions of governance that we applied to some government bodies at the national level in Croatia. 

We intend to conduct this research every two years and create a data base on the quality of public, truly 

democratic governance in Croatia that will serve the government authorities as a tool for identification 

of areas which need improvement. In addition, a publicly available electronic data base will create a 

possibility for citizens to monitor overall progress of individual government bodies or progress in regard 

to individual dimensions in which they expect the greatest improvements. This will provide a possibility 

for citizens to improve their perception of the quality of government and governance. It is expected that 

the second round of the research will undergo certain methodological changes based on experiences of 

the first round, feedback from the government bodies involved, interested citizens and the changes in 

the legislative, institutional and even political framework (EU accession). Regardless of that fact, the 

main purpose of the research will remain the same - decreasing the gap between the government and 

the ones who are, by their own will and with their cooperation, governed.  

This excerpt brings results of the first round of research. Following the description of the methodology, 

we bring an overview of results  - overall and by types of bodies covered by the study. The results and 

analysis within each of eight research dimensions follow and finally we bring conclusions and 

recommendations.  

2. Methodology 
 

Good governance is defined as honest and competent conduct of public office, expected by citizens from 

any government, regardless whether their preferred political option won in the free and fair elections. 

Honesty is reflected in the commitment of the government to the rule of law and the realization of 

democratically defined goals and public interest, its openness and transparency. This, on one hand leads 



to political accountability and on the other hand enables meaningful citizens’ participation in political 

processes. Its competence is expressed through efficient, effective and economically sustainable 

provision of public services (Miošić-Lisjak, 2005: 7).  

Starting from such a definition  of good governance, but with full understanding that the perception of 

what is considered as "good" depends on values, heritage and culture (including institutional) of each 

polity, GONG defined dimensions of good governance we found relevant for the current political and 

social moment in Croatia. Dimensions, as well as indicators within each dimension were defined based 

on the review of relevant global literature on measuring quality of public governance, existing domestic 

research as well as experiences of researchers included in this study. We found especially helpful the 

experiences of developing The Open Society Index by a team gathered around Open Society Institute 

Croatia in 2004, as well as LOTUS Index, successfully implemented on two occasions already in 2009 and 

2012 in cooperation with the Association of Cities in Croatia. In addition, during the development of the 

methodology we cooperated with the Montenegrin Centre for Democratic Transition from Podgorica 

which developed their own Index of good governance DURBIN. Part of the research relating to fiscal 

transparency and accountability was developed in cooperation with Mihaela Bronić Ph.D from the 

Institute of Public Finance, whom we thank warmly for her readiness to cooperate on this project. . The 

remaining part of the study was designed and implemented by GONG’s Research Centre.  

The study was conducted on a sample of 29 government bodies at the national level: The Government of 

Republic of Croatia, 20 Ministries, 7 Offices of the Government of Republic of Croatia3 and the Croatian 

Parliament. The selection of bodies into the sample was governed by a belief that these bodies of the 

central government structure have the strongest influence on the total quality of decisions reflected in 

public policies as well as patterns of governance at all levels of government, in all areas of society, and 

consequently on the experience and the perception of governance among citizens.  

Taking into account the spectrum of interconnected principles of good governance in the European 

administrative area (EC, 2001) - openness, participation, accountability, effectiveness and coherence - 

our Index of good governance in its initial form emphasizes the principles of openness and accountability 

which we consider as a basis of democratic governance, and from which other principles and practices 

                                                           

3According to internal organisation, the Government of the Republic of Croatia has 11 offices, but the sample does 
not include the following ones: Office for protocol, General administration office, Central public procurement office 
and the Office of representatives of the Government before the European Court for Human Rights, since they were 
not held relevant given their scope of work and the lack of competence for adopting and/or implementation of 
public policies or the function of internal audit. 



are developed and derived. Namely, the openness of state institutions is a precondition for participation 

of stakeholders and different institutions of the government, both in political decision-making and design 

of public policies. Without it, external control of institutions is impossible. Accountability permeates the 

entire process of design and implementation of public policies - from defining goals in accordance with 

the public rather than particular interests, through planning and implementation of policies which take 

into account potential effects and proper and sustainable use of resources, to accountability for results 

and integrity towards various institutional actors and citizens. In such a way the participation principle 

relies directly on the principle of openness, while the principle of effectiveness is based on responsible 

use of resources for the purpose of achieving results. Finally, the principle of coherence relies on the 

openness of institutions for cooperation and their accountability for the achievement of broadly set 

goals.  

A total of eight dimensions of good governance were defined for the purpose of the research, taking into 

account the specific competences and modalities of work of Croatian state institutions. Thus, some 

dimensions refer to all institutions in the sample, whilst others do not cover certain institutions due to 

lack of relevant competence. Two dimensions - openness to the public and oversight over 

implementation of policies - are specific for the Croatian Parliament, but are, by the principles they cover 

rather than the indicators, equivalent to dimensions public participation in political decision making and 

oversight of policy implementation for executive government institutions.  Although it is impossible to 

distinctly separate dimensions according to the principle they operationalize, the principle of openness is 

present in following dimensions:  

(1) Informing the public and ensuring access to information;  

(2) Fiscal transparency and accountability;  

(3) Public participation in political decision making and  

(5) Parliamentary openness, whereas in the last two dimensions it intertwines with the principle of 

participation.  

The principle of accountability is present in dimensions: 

(2) Fiscal transparency and accountability (in the part referring to meeting deadlines, complying with 

procedures of public procurement and proper expenditure of budgetary funds),  

(4) Readiness for regulatory impact assessment, as a tool for risk management in policy implementation 

and achieving results;  



(6) Managing conflict of interest, where the emphasis was put on personal and institutional 

accountability for suppression of damaging the public interest in the context of existence of private and 

particular interests ; 

(5) Monitoring and reporting on policy implementation and  

(8) Parliamentary oversight, where the focus was on the accountability for the quality of implementation 

and results of policies.  

 
Table 1 connects researched dimensions and government bodies: 

Table 1 
 

DIMENSION Government Ministries Offices  
of the 

Government 

Parliament 

1. Informing the public and ensuring 
access to information  YES YES YES YES 

2. Fiscal transparency and accountability YES YES YES YES 
3. Public participation in political 

decision making NO YES YES NO 

4. Readiness for regulatory impact 
assessment NO YES NO4 NO 

5. Monitoring and reporting on policy 
implementation YES YES YES NO 

6. Managing conflict of interest YES YES YES NO 
7. Parliamentary openness NO NO NO YES 
8. Parliamentary oversight NO5 NO6 NO YES 

 

Each of the dimensions contains a certain number of indicators, which, according to the authority and 

competence of individual bodies differ throughout the sample. Since the differences are significant, a 

detailed insight into the number of indicators per state body is available in Annex 1. In addition, although 

the majority of indicators (75%) are scored, some were used by researchers for better understanding and 

assessment of governance processes. Such interpretative indicators were not scored. The list of 

indicators per dimensions and bodies, as well as the scoring system is presented in Annex 2.7 

                                                           

4Except for the Legislation Office - only one indicator within dimension is applicable.  
5Except one indicator - speed of Government responses to the questions of the Members of Parliament 
6Except one indicator - speed of responses from ministries to the questions of the Members of Parliament 
7On aggregate, a total of 142 indicators were defined, out of which 60 on the internet. Furthermore, out of 142 
indicators, 106 were scored and 36 were non-scored, interpretative indicators.  



Given the different number of scored indicators in each dimension, results of individual bodies in the 

sample are presented as a percentage of achieved points in relation to the maximum which a body could 

have achieved in a certain dimension. This was necessary in order to make the results comparable 

between different (types) of bodies.  

All data collected refer to the work of state bodies during 2012. Data sources were official websites of 

the state bodies in the sample, responses to questionnaires sent to all bodies in the sample, and the 

Rules of Procedure of the Croatian Parliament. Additionally, related to the implementation of the 

provisions of the Freedom of Information Act (FoIA), we asked for data from the competent body - 

Croatian Personal Data Protection Agency (CPDPA), while for the validation of responses in the 

dimension “Readiness for regulatory impact assessment" we asked for additional information from the 

Legislation Office of the Government. Finally, data regarding possible irregularities in public procurement 

procedures was collected by searching the public on line data base of the State Commission for 

Supervision of Public Procurement (www.dkom.hr).  

We wish to emphasize that some indicators refer strictly to respecting specific legal norms, while others, 

although not a legal obligation, represent, in our view, good practices which can be expected in given 

institutional circumstances and are therefore included in the Index. We consider this important to 

emphasise, taking into account the traditionally present normative optimism of the Croatian 

administration, which very rarely decides to implement mechanisms that are not normatively regulated, 

but undoubtedly contribute to increased transparency, and to the quality of public policies.  

Questionnaires were sent to the Government of Republic of Croatia, the Ministries and Government 

Offices through the Public Relations Office of the Government, while the questionnaire to the Croatian 

Parliament was sent directly by GONG. Questionnaires were sent on the January 10,  2013, with a due 

date set for of  January 31 2013. Although the majority of bodies in the sample responded within the set 

deadline, the last questionnaire arrived as late as February 20, 2013. We contacted some of the bodies 

additionally on March 25, 2013 with a supplement of questions regarding the public procurement 

procedures. These responses arrived by 3 April 2013.  

Official websites were browsed during February and March 2013. Responses to the questionnaires, as 

well as the ones related to available data on official internet pages were entered into the data base. 

After data entry, preliminary results were delivered to the bodies for review, in order to validate the 

answers, or to indicate possible omissions on the part of researchers during the official internet pages 

review. The deadline for corrigendum delivery was 05 April 2013 at 5 pm. This opportunity was used by 

http://www.dkom.hr/


11 bodies from the sample (38%), and all of them received an explanation for disregards of some of their 

remarks. It should be mentioned that in some cases it was clear that the bodies started to upload some 

of the required indicators on their websites after receipt of the notice on preliminary results. Since our 

goal was to enhance transparency and proactive data publishing by the public bodies, we have accepted 

such changes, except in cases when they occurred after we sent explanations on disregards of some of 

their remarks. . 

Finally, we wish to emphasize that this Index was designed as a developmental tool that will be updated, 

upgraded and changed in the future along with the changes of the legal or institutional framework, and 

international trends of public governance. Therefore, this study should be treated as a pilot study, by 

which, among other things, we test the methodology itself. The Index was, therefore, designed as a 

modular type, in order to allow not only changes of indicators, but also adding new modules if necessary. 

. All remarks which arrived during the research will be carefully considered during the methodology 

improvement for the second round of research.  

We use this opportunity to thank the Public Relations Office of the Government for encouraging 

institutions to participate in the Index and for their logistical support in the distribution of questionnaires 

to the Ministries and Government Offices. We also thank all government bodies that participated in the 

study, in hope that the results will encourage them to reflect on necessary and possible improvements of 

their governance practices, and consequently the trust citizens have in their work.  

3. Results of the study 
 3.1. Overall results 
 

The average result achieved in this research indicates that the quality of governance in state 

government bodies is far from satisfactory, with large discrepancies between different dimensions, as 

well as within individual institutions. This raises serious concerns and indicates the necessity of 

systematic, focused enhancement. On average, all bodies achieved a score of 49% in eight researched 

dimensions, which is equal to the average results for the Government and the ministries, while on 

average Government offices lag behind (41%). Only the Croatian Parliament achieved a result somewhat 

above average with 56%. 



 
Graph 1 
 
If we speak of average results in individual dimensions, the variations are enormous. The range of 

achieved points between the worst and the best dimension vary between 9% in the dimension Fiscal 

accountability and transparency and 84% in the dimension Readiness for regulatory impact assessment. 

However, we should emphasize that the majority of indicators in the latter dimension refer to formal 

adherence to legal provisions, and such a high level of achieved points is not unexpected. Given the fact 

that the Regulation impact assessment act 8 will start implementation in 2013, only the second rounds of 

research will enable a more detailed insight in the true quality of implementation of all provisions of this 

Act. 

 

                                                           

8Official Gazette 90/11 



 

Graph 2 
 
Apart from the regulatory impact assessment, dimensions related to openness  - "Informing the public 

and ensuring access to information" and "Parliamentary openness" reach a satisfactory level with two 

thirds of achieved points. They are followed by "Public participation in political decision making" with 

44% of achieved points, making it possible to conclude that the best results refer to the readiness of 

institutions to provide information and communicate with the public. This is, let us not forget, also the 

main aspect of the impact assessment methodology which includes publishing of normative activity 

plans and public consultations as a necessary source of information for the analysis of possible impacts. 

Additional important instruments for public participation are the Freedom of Information Act9 (which 

has recently been improved)10 and the Code on Consultations with the Interested Public in Policy 

Making, whose implementation has been additionally encouraged by amendments to the Rules of 

Procedure of the Government in December 201211. The latter order the bodies to submit reports on 

public consultations as a supplement to the drafts of regulations to be discussed by the Government. 

                                                           

9Official Gazette 25/13 
10Official Gazette 14/09 
11Official Gazette 121/2012 



Strengthening of the standards of openness should be attributed to long-term efforts of civil society 

organisations, and the active engagement of the Office for cooperation with NGO's, but also, to the 

declared readiness of this Government to increase transparency, so as to differentiate itself from its 

predecessors. Results in these three dimensions suggest that relatively satisfactory results are 

achieved when representatives of the government (independently or as a result of external pressure) 

recognise and encourage implementation of certain principles and good governance practices. In the 

2012 Index, the principle to which the Government paid most attention was openness - transparency 

of policies and public participation in processes of their development. 

Dimensions which are far from satisfactory are managing conflict of interest (26%), monitoring and 

reporting on policy implementation (29%), and finally, almost entirely lacking, fiscal transparency and 

accountability (9%). It is evident that the principle of accountability lags far behind openness of 

institutions, while a distinct gap exists between relatively high transparency of "letters" and non-

transparency of "numbers" behind those policies.  Since this is essentially the same principle of 

governance, the results raise the question of lack of coherence in the approach to modernization of 

state administration . 

 
 3.2. Results of the Government of Republic of Croatia 
 
 

Since the Government could realise the majority of its maximum score (98%) in dimensions "informing 

the public" and "fiscal transparency and accountability", this part of the paper will analyse in more detail 

the results on scored indicators within these two dimensions. As a reminder, we note that the 

Government achieved barely half of possible points (49%).  

In the dimension "informing the public and implementation of FoIA" the Government achieved a high 

score (74%). It  updates its website on daily basis, which contains, apart from information on daily 

activities of the Government or the Prime Minister, all other information on its competences, 

organisational structure, and even reports on its performance. In addition, contacts of competent 

officials are available, as well as the list of frequently asked questions.  

In order to achieve an even higher level, publishing of data on public procurement for the Government 

needs is required on the internet portal www.vlada.hr, or to be more specific, publishing the 

procurement plan for 2013, which during review of the page was not available. In addition, for higher 

transparency of public procurement and increasing trust of citizens in these procedures, it would be 

useful to publish not only information on signed contracts and information on execution of contracts but 

http://www.vlada.hr/


the contracts themselves. This can be achieved either by direct publishing of contracts with individual 

contractors/service providers or with links to concrete contracts at the page of the electronic bulletin 

board for public procurement.  This recommendation is even more meaningful, if we take into account 

the fact that in 2012 the Government of RC spent almost 80% of funds for public procurement 

procedures through contracts signed without prior publication of a contract notice. This is an option 

proscribed by the Law, among others, for cases when the contract can be executed only by a specific 

entity operating on the market, due to exclusive rights protection, as was implemented in the case of the 

Government of RC. However, given the collective trauma caused by malfeasance in public procurement 

in the past, led by the Fimi-Media case, for increasing levels of citizens trust in public procurement 

procedures in Croatia, publishing contents of contracts seems to be an appropriate solution, even if the 

extreme solution, present in Slovakia is avoided  - there contracts become valid only after they are 

published on official websites. 

Apart from that, the Government of RC should update contact information for the Information Officer 

(two different names were found at two different places on the Government’s portal) and ensure that 

the search engine at www.vlada.hr becomes truly functional. Since, recently plans were announced for 

the redesign of the Government’s portal, we believe that these deficiencies will be solved. 

Given the relatively high result in the previous dimension, it is evident that the Government lost the 

majority of possible points in the dimension "Fiscal transparency and accountability". Out of maximum of 

17 points, the Government achieved only 2 thanks to the fact that Minister Linić responded to citizens' 

requests on several occasions on the topic of budget and expenditure of public funds during 2012, and 

that, in spite of significant delays in the budget process, the budget was passed in the Parliament within 

the legal timeframe. 

Some indicators in this category refer to respecting legal deadlines in budget planning that were 

breeched during 2012. The remaining indicators refer to the publishing of budget drafts and financial 

plans, publishing financial reports and publishing the Government’s part of the budget in a format 

suitable for wider citizen use. The comprehensive documents, published on the Ministry of Finance’s 

website are too extensive, and hard for citizens to comprehend.  Therefore citizens cannot participate 

or at least try to follow the budget process or access "user friendly" information on expenditure of 

budgetary funds of specific institutions, and the Government itself. Finally, the Government made no 

attempt whatsoever to determine the public opinion on what the budgetary priorities should be and 

which budget lines should be submit to cuts.  

http://www.vlada.hr/


Since fiscal transparency is one of key areas defined by the Government within the Open Government 

Partnership12, we hope that the results in this dimension will improve rapidly in order for Croatia to 

maintain its “star performer” status in the distinguished international company of this global initiative. 

Therefore, we expect stronger efforts both from the Government and the Ministry of Finance in order to 

reach the objectives of OGP in the area of fiscal transparency. 

  
 3.3. Results of the Croatian Parliament 
 

The Croatian Parliament achieved an average of 56% of possible points, but as presented in Graph 3 

significant variations exist among researched dimensions, varying between as much as 84% of achieved 

points in the most successful to the minimum of 7% in the least successful dimension. 

 
Graph 3 
 
 
 

A distinct difference exists between the educational-informative function of the Parliament towards 

citizens, where the Parliament achieved a high score and its oversight function over the executive, where 

                                                           

12 For details on commitments see: Action plan for the implementation of the Open Government Partnership 
Initiative in the Republic of Croatia for the period 2012-1013. Available at: 
http://www.uzuvrh.hr/userfiles/file/Akcijski%20plan-Partnerstvo%20za%20otvorenu%20vlast-5_4_2012_.pdf 

http://www.uzuvrh.hr/userfiles/file/Akcijski%20plan%20-%20Partnerstvo%20za%20otvorenu%20vlast-5_4_2012_.pdf


it achieved only 30% of possible points. In total, the Parliament has satisfactory results in the area of 

participatory democracy, but its fiscal transparency is in fact non-existent.  

 

 3.4. Results of Ministries 
 

As mentioned in the introduction the ministries achieved an average of 51% of possible points. But, in 

order to get a more detailed insight, it is necessary to analyse average results per dimension. Graph 4 

presents average, highest and lowest score of the ministries in each dimension, where, already at first 

glance, significant variations can be noticed between individual dimensions but also within same 

dimensions.   

Graph 4 

 

Graph 5 
 
While in the dimensions of informing the public and readiness for regulatory impact assessment 

relatively satisfactory results are noticed, in fiscal transparency and accountability, monitoring and 

reporting on policy implementation and finally in managing conflict of interest the range of results 

indicates significant variations and the lack of a systematic approach to these issues. It seems that they 

depend heavily on individual practices of heads of individual bodies. Result analysis per individual 



ministry indicates that the same heads pay significant or sufficient attention to one dimension, whereas 

completely neglect the other. This is clearly visible on examples of the Ministry of Economy and the 

Ministry of Agriculture. Namely, the Ministry of Economy achieved the highest score in the dimension of 

informing the public, but the lowest in the dimension monitoring and reporting on policies, while the 

Ministry of Agriculture achieved the exact opposite. On the other hand, some of the ministries have 

lowest scores in several dimensions, as the Ministry of Regional Development and EU Funds, with the 

lowest score in both public participation in decision making and managing conflict of interest. Similarly, 

the Ministry of Foreign and European Affairs  has lowest scores in both public participation in decision 

making and readiness for regulatory impact assessment. 

Ministry of Finance scored the highest in the fiscal transparency and managing conflict of interest 

dimensions, while the Ministry of Administration had the highest score in the dimension public 

participation in political decision making.  

The ranking of ministries is presented in Graph 5: 

 

Graph 6 



Although it is evident that there is enough space for improvement in all ministries, the broad range of 

scores with the best result being 37% better than the worst indicates that the bureaucratic cultures 

differ, probably due to several factors, including leadership, tradition of governance and the presence or 

lack of standards, instructions and encouragement from the central level.  A gap between results is 

evident in two groups - 9 below average ministries - with results ranging from 40% to 50% and 11 above 

average with results ranging from 51% to 67%, with the Ministry of Administration standing out with a 

result above two thirds of possible points (67%).  

 

 3.5. Results of the Offices of the Government of Republic of Croatia 
 
The selected seven Offices of the Government achieved an average score of 41% of possible points, 

which is significantly below the average for all Ministries (51%) and the total sample (49%). The multiple 

variations among dimensions are even larger than in the case of Ministries, the same is true for 

individual Offices of the Government. For example, the best individual score (Office for cooperation with 

NGO's with 64%) is as much as three and a half times higher than the worst (Office for internal audit with 

18%). The highest average score per dimension is achieved in Informing the public and access to 

information (53%) which is as much as 13 times higher than the average for the lowest ranked dimension 

Fiscal transparency (4%), while within individual dimensions the highest and the lowest scores of 

individual Offices vary up to sevenfold. According to these results, the Offices of the Government can 

hardly be considered as a coherent category of organisational units since their governance practices 

differ to such an extent. 

Results per dimensions are presented in Graph 6: 
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Graph 7 
 

Interestingly enough, out of 5 dimensions, the Office for cooperation with NGO's scored the highest in 4 

of them. The first place in the dimension Monitoring and reporting on policy implementation is shared by 

the Office for Gender Equality and Office for cooperation with NGO’s. Expectedly, the Office for Internal 

Audit, achieved the highest score in the Managing conflict of interest dimension, while all other 

government offices in this dimension scored 20% or merely one out of possible 5 points. The latter, as 

well as the area of Fiscal transparency are priority areas for improvement for Offices of the Government.  

Average results achieved by Offices of the Government of RC are presented in Graph 7.  
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Graph 8 
 

The Office for Demining, as well as the Office for Internal Audit have the lowest score among 

government offices. While for the Office for Demining this can be somewhat understood, since it is a 

newly established Office in this Governments mandate, with very limited human and financial resources, 

the Office for Internal Audit should urgently revise their understanding of their position in regards to the 

public, which was their main reason for loosing points in this Index. 

Namely, the results of internal audit in state government bodies are very interesting to the public, and 

publishing reports on results of internal audits would certainly contribute to increasing trust of the public 

in the quality of internal mechanisms for quality management and control in state bodies. Therefore, the 

Office for internal supervision should revise its understanding of whom they are accountable to. Namely, 

the position of the Office is that "the beneficiary of services of the Office is not the public, but offices and 

government services and budgetary users with signed contracts for performing internal audit services"13. 

Our position is that the final beneficiaries are the tax payers of the Republic of Croatia who have a right 

to expect a minimum of transparency related to procedures and findings of internal audits of budgetary 

users, at least on aggregated results, recommendations for improvement and readiness of individual 

bodies to execute them. 

 

                                                           

13E-mail communication of the head of the Office for Internal Audit with the research team, 05 April 2013  



4. Conclusion 
 
At the end of the formal phase of Europeanization, GONG's Research Centre started seeking new 

analytical approaches for monitoring government institution activities in regards to the contextualised 

criteria of openness, accountability and effectiveness of governance. We are convinced that the time 

finally came for truly reflecting on public governance instead of "going through the motions" of 

legislative amendments under pressure of harmonization with the Acquis.. On the verge of EU accession, 

with harmonised legislation, we believe that state institutions should start dealing with the issues of 

quality of public policies, their efficiency and responsiveness to citizens needs. Equally so, and due to the 

extremely low level of public trust in political institutions and elites, we find it crucial to open political 

processes to the widest group of the interested public in all phases of the policy cycle, allowing their 

arguments and proposals for improvement of individual solutions to be considered and accepted with 

utmost thoughtfulness.  
 

Our new tool, the Index of Good Governance in Croatia - DUH, and the results we presented create a 

basis for comparison, long-term recording of changes and most importantly, learning and voluntary 

enhancement of governance practices in state institutions. Our intention is to use the Index to identify 

negative patterns, but also affirm positive steps towards good governance in the environment burdened 

by a resistant culture of secrecy and clientelism, numerous incoherencies in regulations and lack of civil 

servants with adequate knowledge and skills.  
 

In order to develop an analytical tool sensitive to the specificities of the Croatian context, in this initial 

year, we decided to start applying the Index from the centre of government towards the periphery. 

Accordingly, we started with the development of indicators for the Ministries, Government and its 

Offices and the Parliament. We by no means claim that they are perfect or immune to our values and 

thus objective. On the contrary, they are strongly "flavoured" by our own understanding of the term 

"good governance", our experiences of being governed and the experiences of participating in some 

political decision making processes. However, this "subjectivity" does not make them any less relevant 

for research. Rather, these experiences enabled us to create an Index adjusted to Croatian 

circumstances, but still to a large extent based on similar global examples. As mentioned in the 

introduction, indicators and possibly the dimensions of the research will most likely change in the 

following rounds of research, whether because of expected legislative and/or institutional framework 

changes, or under the influence of the deficiencies identified by this research, changed citizens' 

experiences as well as our own interactions with government representatives.  



 

This research identified significant differences of results in certain dimensions, which brought us to a 

conclusion that the openness of the government does not automatically means it is accountable. In fact, 

results in some dimensions indicate that the principle of accountability lags considerably behind the 

openness of institutions, whereby there is a distinct difference between a relatively high transparency of 

publishing programme documents and almost absolute non-transparency of information on budgets for 

those very same programmes. Therefore, it is certain that an imposing issue of incoherence in approach 

to the modernisation of state administration exists.  
 

The most developed dimension in this research was Readiness for regulatory impact assessment. This 

result, however, should be observed in the context of the fact that RIA still did not reach full systematic 

implementation, so the real state of play will be known only after the experience of the consultative 

processes implementation within RIA, as well as results of assessments of policy goals and their effects 

on target groups. The high levels of abiding with the formal norm in this and other dimensions (e.g.  

Informing the public or Managing conflict of interest) is in contradiction with low results achieved on 

indicators that are not regulated, but represent "good practice" at the global level (e.g. public 

consultations on the Plan of normative activities or fiscal transparency).  
 

Furthermore, the difference between results in dimensions of informing the public on key decisions of 

the executive and legislative branches of the government (budget omitted) and the openness of the 

Parliament with results in other dimensions led us to a conclusion that progress occurs when political 

elites, after being pressured by the public for years, finally either recognize the importance of such 

publications or "succumb" to requests that do not require significant efforts of investments on their 

behalf, and are not perceived as "politically dangerous" for publication. The worst results (expectedly) 

were achieved in the dimensions that represent a sore point of the Croatian system of public 

administration - fiscal planning and fiscal transparency, monitoring of policy implementation and 

managing conflict of interest. Reasons for such results lie in the administrative culture, which still has not 

embraced tools of strategic management, both at the level of fiscal, as well as at the level of planning 

and monitoring policy implementation. The same reason can explain weak results of the Croatian 

Parliament in the dimension Parliamentary oversight additionally supported by the fact that in 

contemporary parliamentary democracies, and in Croatia accordingly, the role of the Parliament is 

limited to the legitimatising and, to a certain extent, its deliberative function. As for managing conflict of 

interest, on one hand, results are a reflection of the political culture of a society characterized by 



clientelism, and on the other, a result of lack of understanding of the term itself, which consequently 

leads to confusion when it comes to the modalities of its efficient control.  
 

Different results of individual bodies within same dimensions indicate a lack of a systematic approach 

to management, while the differences within same bodies between individual dimensions indicate a 

strong dependence on personal preferences or attitudes of top level officials and civil servants and the 

importance they place on individual elements of good governance. Until the approach to governance is 

systematized and minimum standards set at the level of all bodies of government, we can continue to 

expect diverse results. 
 

Finally, the average score of 49% ranging from minimum of 18% to maximum of 67% indicate a 

significant area of progress. At the same time, the maximum score of 67% shows that "good enough" 

governance is possible even in Croatian circumstances. The difference of only 3% between the highest 

ranked Ministry of Administration and the second in line – the Office of the Government for Cooperation 

with NGO's indicates that quality of governance does not depend on the type of body, but on the 

commitment to the principles of good governance. Therefore, the result of the Government, equal to the 

overall average result (49%) cannot be considered satisfactory, since the Government is expected to be 

the one to systematize the approach to governance, set the model and guide other government bodies.  
 

Finally, the highest score, which still leaves sufficient room for improvement speaks in favour of the 

conclusion that the index is "developmental" enough. Therefore, we hope that its results, as well as the 

study itself will serve as an encouragement to all state bodies from the sample to improve their practice 

of public governance. We hope that the government bodies will find the database that will be available 

at GONG's website until the next round of the research, useful for recognising concrete steps they can 

take, and to citizens, journalists, researchers and all other interested persons as an interesting tool for 

monitoring progress or decline of public governance quality in Croatia.  

 



5. Recommendations 
 

1. In order for proactive publishing of public data to take root systematically and consistently in 
accordance with the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act, practical guidelines on minimum 
volume and on adequate technical parameters and formats for publishing are necessary. 
Additionally, there is a need for encouragement for institutions to go over the minimum, to be 
innovative and develop good practices. Incentives for institutions should be ensured in the form of 
targeted counselling and technical support, additional funding and access to project funding, 
collecting feedback from citizens and beneficiary groups as a basis for the development of the 
system and acknowledgement to the most successful ones.  

2. Proactive data publishing, as a novelty in the system, should be in focus of attention of the new 
Information Commissioner with efficient coordination with the Public Relations Office of the 
Government, Parliamentary service for media and informing, and the Directorate for e- Croatia of 
the Ministry of Administration and Ministry of Finance regarding fiscal transparency.  

3. Content-wise, it is necessary to close the gap between proactive publishing of "letters" and 
"numbers" by publishing of data and documents regarding financial activities - budget drafts, plans 
and complete public procurement documentation as well as granting, other forms of financial 
incentives and monthly, semi-annual and annual reports on budget execution. This calls for a more 
energetic implementation of the Action plan of the Open Government Partnership in the segment of 
fiscal transparency.  

 

4. A big step forward is required towards ensuring accessibility of web pages to persons with disabilities 
and other difficulties in using ICT. The contents of web pages with basic information on institutions 
and their competence should be accommodated to special target groups - children, youth, less 
educated citizens, persons with physical disabilities or intellectual difficulties, etc. 

 

5. Due to a high level of malfeasance with public procurement in the past, proactive publishing of 
public procurement contracts seems to be a good approach for increasing the level of citizens' trust, 
with adequate data protection for the purpose of intellectual ownership protection. Discussion of 
the relevance of the Slovakian legal provision, by which public procurement contracts become valid 
only after publication, is suggested.  

 

6. Cross-sectoral membership of committees for allocation of public funds or other resources, with 
external experts and representatives of the interested public selected through public calls for 
appointments, and a developed mechanism for controlling conflict of interest, contribute to the 
quality of decisions and is a welcome measure for prevention of prevailing influence of highly 
positioned officials. It also acts as an additional public supervision mechanism of public resources’ 
allocation.  

 

7. A more detailed analysis of the problem of lacking capacities and budget preparation processes at 
the level of budget users is required. Coordination issues at the level of the Ministry of Finance and 
the Government should also be discussed, in order for the deadlines laid in the law to be met.  

 

8. The Parliament should have a reasonable period of at least one month to discuss the State Budget 
and budget revision proposals, instead of the current 14 or 8 days. This one month period would still 
be twice shorter than the international average of two months in OECD countries. Strengthening the 
role of the Parliament requires adequate professional capacities for analysis of the budget and 
organisation of deliberative activities with the interested public and citizens.  



 
9. The Budget for Citizens should become a visible priority project of the Government and an integral 

component of budgetary planning. The basis for this already exists – the Action plan of the Open 
Government Partnership. However, the initiative of the Public Relations Office of the Government 
and the Ministry of Finance is required in cooperation with the Croatian Parliament in order to 
develop currently deficient practices: (1) public preference surveys on budgetary priorities and 
savings possibilities, (2) public consultations on the budget draft at the level of individual budgetary 
programmes, (3) public presentation of the budget comprehensible to citizens, with clarifications of 
its logic, structure, savings and investment strategy, as well as priorities and main changes compared 
to the previous year and (4) reporting on budget execution with clarifications on success rate 
regarding the planned programme goals.  

 

10. Development of the new legal and institutional framework is required for comprehensive 
management of conflict of interest at the level of individual authorities, encompassing all 
participants in the political decision-making and public governance. Institutions should commit to 
the establishment of self-regulatory mechanisms for the detection of corruption risks, interest 
declaration and procedures in case of identified and confirmed conflict of interest. This new system 
should be based on the notion that conflict of interest is unavoidable, but not an unmanageable 
occurrence, typical for small societies with a culture of clientelism that should gradually be 
diminished. 

 

11. In order to boost effectiveness, transparency and participation in drafting regulation, we recommend 
that the Office for legislation develops instructions for drafting regulation that should include 
analytical, nomotechnical and organisational issues. Civil servants should receive additional training 
by the State School for Public Administration. This will further gain importance in the context of 
multi-level decision making in the EU. The drafters of the laws should be encouraged to consider 
establishing working groups as the first option, and if not, they should justify it in their report on the 
consultation process to the Government, submitted with the draft of the law. In addition, to increase 
the transparency of the entire process and the number of external actors influencing public policies, 
it would be useful to open public calls for fulfilling positions in these working groups.  
 

12. In order to prevent that the Plan of normative activities becomes declarative, instead an operative 
document, the drafters of regulations should be committed to its quarterly revision, with a condition 
that the adopting of the regulation cannot be planned in the same quarter when it is announced in 
the supplement of the Plan.  

 

13. An obligation of annual reporting to the Government and the Croatian Parliament  on the work of 
individual state administration bodies should be imposed and harmonised practice introduced, even 
if it means amending relevant regulation on Government procedures. This is necessary in order to 
establish a comparative basis for assessing efficiency and accountability of ministers and the entire 
management of individual institutions for the fulfilment of goals and the quality of governance in 
their areas of competence and authority.  

 

14. The leadership of the Croatian Parliament, in cooperation with the Secretariat and the chairpersons 
of working bodies should determine methods for strengthening the oversight role of the Parliament 
in relation to the executive government. A small, but important step could be taken towards 
establishing a practice of specifying conclusions and recommendations of committees and the 
plenary as a basis for voting on reports of institutions. 
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Appendix 1 – Number and Type of Indicators per Institution and Dimension 
 

Institution Relevant dimensions Total no. of 
indicators 

No. of 
Internet 

indicators 

No. of 
scored 

indicators 

No. of 
interpretative 

indicators (non-
scored) 

Government  
of the  

Republic of 
Croatia 

1. Informing the public  28 23 26 2 
2. Fiscal transparency  20 6 11 9 
5. Policy Monitoring and Reporting  1 0 1 0 
6. Managing Conflict of Interest  2 0 0 2 
8. Parliamentary Oversight  1 0 0 1 

Total: 52 29 38 14 

Croatian 
Parliament  

1. Informing the public 26 19 24 2 
2. Fiscal transparency 21 6 10 11 
7. Parliamentary Openness  28 14 23 5 
8. Parliamentary Oversight 12 2 9 3 

Total: 87 41 66 21 

Ministry of 
Finance 

1. Informing the public 33 25 31 2 
2. Fiscal Transparency 16 8 10 6 
3. Participation in Policy-making  13 7 10 3 
4. Regulatory Impact Assessment 6 0 5 1 
5. Policy monitoring and reporting  7 3 7 0 
6. Managing Conflict of Interest 9 0 5 4 

Total: 84 41 67 17 

Ministry of 
Administration 

1. Informing the public 29 24 27 2 
2. Fiscal Transparency 14 5 7 7 
3. Participation in Policy-making  13 7 10 3 
4. Regulatory Impact Assessment 6 0 5 1 
5. Policy monitoring and reporting  7 3 7 0 
6. Managing Conflict of Interest 9 0 5 4 

Total: 78 39 61 17 

Other ministries 

1. Informing the public 33 25 31 2 
2. Fiscal Transparency 14 5 7 7 
3. Participation in Policy-making  13 7 10 3 
4. Regulatory Impact Assessment 6 0 5 1 
5. Policy monitoring and reporting  7 3 7 0 
6. Managing Conflict of Interest 9 0 5 4 

Total: 82 40 65 17 

Office for Internal 
Audit 

1. Informing the public 27 21 26 1 
2. Fiscal Transparency 8 5 7 1 
3. Participation in Policy-making  5 2 3 2 
5. Policy monitoring and reporting  2 0 2 0 
6. Managing Conflict of Interest 7 0 5 0 

Total: 49 28 43 

4 
 
 



Institution Relevant dimensions Total no. of 
indicators 

No. of 
Internet 

indicators 

No. of 
scored 

indicators 

No. of 
interpretative 

indicators (non-
scored) 

Office for 
Legislation  

1. Informing the public 26 22 25 1 
2. Fiscal Transparency 8 5 7 1 
3. Participation in Policy-making  13 7 10 3 
4. Regulatory Impact Assessment 1 0 1 0 
5. Policy monitoring and reporting  7 3 7 0 
6. Managing Conflict of Interest 9 0 5 4 

Total: 64 37 55 9 

Office for 
Prevention of 
Drug Abuse 

1. Informing the public 32 24 30 2 
2. Fiscal Transparency 8 5 7 1 
3. Participation in Policy-making  13 7 10 3 
5. Policy monitoring and reporting  7 3 7 0 
6. Managing Conflict of Interest 9 0 5 4 

Total: 69 39 59 10 

Other offices of 
the Government 

1. Informing the public 31 24 30 1 
2. Fiscal Transparency 8 5 7 1 
3. Participation in Policy-making  13 7 10 3 
5. Policy monitoring and reporting  7 3 7 0 
6. Managing Conflict of Interest 9 0 5 4 

Total: 68 39 59 9 



 



Appendix 2 – List of indicators per dimension and body, including maximum number of point per indicator, category and body  
*n/a – not applicable 
 

No. CATEGORY / 
INDICATOR Scoring The Gov't The 

Parliament 

Min. 
of 

Financ
e 

Min. of 
Admin. 

Other  
minist-

ries 

Government Office for: 

Legis- 
lation 

internal  
audit NGOs drug 

prev. demining gender 
equality 

human 
rights 

1 INFORMING THE PUBLIC AND ACCESS TO INFORMATION 

1.1 There is an official 
webpage 

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1.2 

Last update of the 
webpage within::  
a) 24 hours,  
b) 7 days,  
c) 30 days,  
d) more than 30 
days 

a) 3 points 
b) 2 points  
c) 1 point  
d) 0 points 

3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

1.3 
Features for 
persons with special 
needs on webpage 

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1.4 Functional search 
engine 

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1.5 

The webpage 
contains acts 
regulating the work 
of the institution 
(laws, regulations, 
directives, codes….) 

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1.6 
Competencies of 
the institution on 
the webpage  

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1.7 
Organizational 
structure on the 
webpage 

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 



No. CATEGORY / 
INDICATOR Scoring The Gov't The 

Parliament 

Min. 
of 

Financ
e 

Min. of 
Admin. 

Other  
minist-

ries 

Government Office for: 

Legis- 
lation 

internal  
audit NGOs drug 

prev. demining gender 
equality 

human 
rights 

1 INFORMING THE PUBLIC AND ACCESS TO INFORMATION 

1.8 

Functions, names 
and contact of 
managerial civil 
servants on 
webpage 

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1.9 CVs of officials on 
webpage 

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1.10 Current strategic 
plan on webpage  

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 n/a 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1.11 

Other 
programmatic 
documents on 
webpage 

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1.12 

Regulation in the 
authority and 
competence of the 
institution on 
webpage 

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 n/a n/a 1 1 1 1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

1.13 

At least one piece 
of  information on 
the activities of the 
institution in the 
last 30 days on 
webpage 

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1.14 

Performance 
and/or evaluation 
reports of the 
institution on 
webpage  

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 n/a 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 



No. CATEGORY / 
INDICATOR Scoring The Gov't The 

Parliament 

Min. 
of 

Financ
e 

Min. of 
Admin. 

Other  
minist-

ries 

Government Office for: 

Legis- 
lation 

internal  
audit NGOs drug 

prev. demining gender 
equality 

human 
rights 

1 INFORMING THE PUBLIC AND ACCESS TO INFORMATION 

1.15 
Contacts of the 
information officer 
on webpage.  

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1.16 On-line contact 
form available  

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1.17 FAQs on webpage YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1.18 

Report on FoIA 
implementation 
submitted:  
a) in time 
(31.01.2012.) 
b) after due date 
c) not submitted 

a) 2 points 
b) 1 point  
c) 0 points 

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

1.19 

During 2012. APDP 
ordered the body to 
submit denied 
information 

YES = -1;  
NO= 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1.20 

During 2012. APDP 
ordered that 
information be 
provided on 
account of “silence 
of administration” 

YES = -1;  
NO= 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1.21 

Annual 
procurement plan 
and supplements 
for 2012 on 
webpage  

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 



No. CATEGORY / 
INDICATOR Scoring The Gov't The 

Parliament 

Min. 
of 

Financ
e 

Min. of 
Admin. 

Other  
minist-

ries 

Government Office for: 

Legis- 
lation 

internal  
audit NGOs drug 

prev. demining gender 
equality 

human 
rights 

1 INFORMING THE PUBLIC AND ACCESS TO INFORMATION 

1.22 

List of public 
procurement 
contracts for 2012 
on webpage  

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1.23 
Public procurement 
plan for 2013 on 
webpage.  

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1.24 

Statement on non-
existence of conflict 
of interest or list of 
entities body 
cannot engage on 
webpage  

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1.25 

Public procurement 
contracts or link to 
the central 
procurement 
register on 
webpage  

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1.26 

Annexes to 
contracts or link to 
the central 
procurement 
register on 
webpage 

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1.27 

Information on 
procurement 
contracts execution 
on webpage  

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 



No. CATEGORY / 
INDICATOR Scoring The Gov't The 

Parliament 

Min. 
of 

Financ
e 

Min. of 
Admin. 

Other  
minist-

ries 

Government Office for: 

Legis- 
lation 

internal  
audit NGOs drug 

prev. demining gender 
equality 

human 
rights 

1 INFORMING THE PUBLIC AND ACCESS TO INFORMATION 

1.28 

Percentage of 
public procurement 
for 2012 agreed  
without prior notice 

interpretative 
indicator - not 
scored 

0 0 0 0 0 n/a n/a n/a 0 n/a n/a n/a 

1.29 

No. of valid 
complaints to public 
procurement 
procedures during 
2012   

interpretative 
indicator - not 
scored 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1.30 

At least 1 public 
notice for grants, 
donations or 
stipends on 
webpage 

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 n/a n/a 1 n/a 1 n/a n/a 1 1 1 1 1 

1.31 

List of recipients of 
grants, donations 
and stipends on 
webpage 

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 n/a n/a 1 n/a 1 n/a n/a 1 1 1 1 1 

1.32 
Amount per 
recipient on 
webpage  

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 n/a n/a 1 n/a 1 n/a n/a 1 1 1 1 1 

1.33 

Awards committee 
includes NGO 
and/or expert 
representatives  

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 n/a n/a 1 n/a 1 n/a n/a 1 1 1 1 1 

MAXIMUM POSSIBLE POINTS IN 
CATEGORY: 27 25 32 28 32 28 27 31 31 31 31 31 

 



No.  CATEGORY / 
INDICATOR Scoring The Gov't 

The 
Parliame

nt 

Min. of 
Financ

e 

Other 
ministries 

Office of the Government for: 

Legis- 
lation 

internal  
audit NGOs drug 

prev. 
demin-

ing 
gender 

equality 
human 
rights 

2 
 

FISCAL TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY  
 

2.1 

Delivery date of  
Ministry of Finance’s 
guidelines for strategic 
plans development for 
2013-2015  

(deadline: 
15.03) 
interpretat
ive 
indicator - 
not scored 

n/a n/a 0 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2.2 

Delivery Date of 
institution’s Strategic 
Plan for 2013-2015 to 
Ministry of Finance   

(deadline: 
15.04.) 
interpretat
ive 
indicator - 
not scored 

n/a n/a 0 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2.3 

Date of passing of 
Government’s 
Strategic programs for 
2013-2015  

(deadline: 
15.05.) 
interpretat
ive 
indicator - 
not scored 

0 n/a 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2.4 

Date of passing of 
Economic and fiscal 
guidelines for 2013-
2015  

(deadline: 
15.06.) 
interpretat
ive 
indicator - 
not scored 

0 n/a 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 



No.  CATEGORY / 
INDICATOR Scoring The Gov't 

The 
Parliame

nt 

Min. of 
Financ

e 

Other 
ministries 

Office of the Government for: 

Legis- 
lation 

internal  
audit NGOs drug 

prev. 
demin-

ing 
gender 

equality 
human 
rights 

2 
 

FISCAL TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY  
 

2.5 

Experts were 
consulted, in line with 
the Code on 
Consultations  during 
the development of 
Economic and fiscal 
guidelines  

interpretat
ive 
indicator - 
not scored 

n/a n/a 2 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2.6 

Delivery date of  
Ministry of Finance’s 
guidelines for state 
budget proposal for 
2013-2015 to 
institution 

(deadline: 
30.06.) 
interpretat
ive 
indicator - 
not scored 

n/a 0 0 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2.7 

Delivery date of 
guidelines for state 
budget proposal for 
2013-2015 to fiscal 
beneficiaries of the 
institutions  

interpretat
ive 
indicator - 
not scored 

n/a n/a 0 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2.8 

Deadline the 
institution set for 
submitting proposals 
of financial plans for 
2013-2015 to its fiscal 
beneficiaries  

(deadline: 
15.07.) 
interpretat
ive 
indicator - 
not scored 

n/a n/a n/a 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 



No.  CATEGORY / 
INDICATOR Scoring The Gov't 

The 
Parliame

nt 

Min. of 
Financ

e 

Other 
ministries 

Office of the Government for: 

Legis- 
lation 

internal  
audit NGOs drug 

prev. 
demin-

ing 
gender 

equality 
human 
rights 

2 
 

FISCAL TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY  
 

2.9 

Date of submitting 
integrated proposal of 
financial plans for 
2013-2015 to Ministry 
of Finance  

(deadline: 
31.07.) 
interpretat
ive 
indicator - 
not scored 

n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2.10 

Date of submitting 
Budget proposal for 
2013 and projections 
for 2014-2015 to the 
Parliament  

(deadline: 
15.11) 
interpretat
ive 
indicator - 
not scored 

0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2.11 

Level of compliance 
with legal deadlines in 
state budget planning 
(assessment based on 
indicators 2.1-2.10):  
a) not at all 
b) mostly not 
c) mostly  
d)completely  

a) 0 
b) 1 
c) 2 
d) 3       

3 n/a 3 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 



No.  CATEGORY / 
INDICATOR Scoring The Gov't 

The 
Parliame

nt 

Min. of 
Financ

e 

Other 
ministries 

Office of the Government for: 

Legis- 
lation 

internal  
audit NGOs drug 

prev. 
demin-

ing 
gender 

equality 
human 
rights 

2 
 

FISCAL TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY  
 

2.12 

Problems in budget 
planning – 13 specific 
issues listed with 
answers: 
problem not present 
problem present 
problem outstanding 

interpretat
ive 
indicator - 
not scored 

n/a 0 n/a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2.13 

Institution published 
its budget proposal for 
2013-2015 on its 
webpage: 
a) yes 
b) partially  
c) no  

a) 2 
b) 1 
c) 0 

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

2.14 

Institution published 
its budget for 2013 
and projections for 
2014-2015 on its 
webpage: 
a) yes 
b) partially  
c) no 

a) 2 
b) 1 
c) 0 

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 



No.  CATEGORY / 
INDICATOR Scoring The Gov't 

The 
Parliame

nt 

Min. of 
Financ

e 

Other 
ministries 

Office of the Government for: 

Legis- 
lation 

internal  
audit NGOs drug 

prev. 
demin-

ing 
gender 

equality 
human 
rights 

2 
 

FISCAL TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY  
 

2.15 

Institution published 
its semi-annual 
financial report for 
2012 on webpage 

YES = 1; 
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

2.16 

Institution published 
its  annual financial 
report for 2011 on 
webpage 

YES = 1; 
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

2.17 

There is an 
institutional “budget 
for citizens” for 2013 
on the webpage 

YES = 1; 
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

2.18 

There is a state level 
“budget for citizens” 
for 2013 on the 
webpage of Ministry 
of Finance 

YES = 1; 
NO= 0 n/a n/a 1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2.19 

The Government’s 
webpage contains 
information on budget 
for 2013 explaining 
the relationship 
between budget and 
Gov’ts strategic goals 

YES = 1; 
NO= 0 1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 



No.  CATEGORY / 
INDICATOR Scoring The Gov't 

The 
Parliame

nt 

Min. of 
Financ

e 

Other 
ministries 

Office of the Government for: 

Legis- 
lation 

internal  
audit NGOs drug 

prev. 
demin-

ing 
gender 

equality 
human 
rights 

2 
 

FISCAL TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY  
 

2.20 

Institution engaged 
the public in defining 
the priorities of its 
budget for 2013:  
a) no 
b) yes, but below 
standards set by Code 
on Consultations  
c) in line with Code on 
Consultations (15 
days) 

a) 0 
b) 1 
c) 2 

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

2.21 

Institution checked 
what citizens want to 
know about its budget 
and expenditures in 
2012 or 2013. 

YES = 1; 
NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

2.22 
No. of days MPs had 
to analyse and debate 
the budget for 2013 

interpretat
ive 
indicator - 
not scored 

0 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2.23 

No. of days between  
beginning of fiscal year 
and state budget 
proposal receipt in the 
Parliament  

interpretat
ive 
indicator - 
not scored 

0 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 



No.  CATEGORY / 
INDICATOR Scoring The Gov't 

The 
Parliame

nt 

Min. of 
Financ

e 

Other 
ministries 

Office of the Government for: 

Legis- 
lation 

internal  
audit NGOs drug 

prev. 
demin-

ing 
gender 

equality 
human 
rights 

2 
 

FISCAL TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY  
 

2.24 

No. of amendments to 
state budget proposal 
submitted by parties 
in power    

interpretat
ive 
indicator - 
not scored 

n/a 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2.25 

No. of amendments to 
state budget proposal 
submitted by parties 
in opposition    

interpretat
ive 
indicator - 
not scored 

n/a 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2.26 

No. of accepted 
“position” 
amendments to the 
budget 

interpretat
ive 
indicator - 
not scored 

0 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2.27 

No. of accepted 
“opposition” 
amendments to the 
budget 

interpretat
ive 
indicator - 
not scored 

0 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2.28 

Gov’ts openness for 
well argumented 
amendments 
submitted by 
parliamentary 
caucuses  
a) not at all  
b) partially  
c) mostly yes  

Assessmen
t based on 
indicators 
2.24-2.27;  
a) 0 
b) 1 
c) 2 

2 2 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 



No.  CATEGORY / 
INDICATOR Scoring The Gov't 

The 
Parliame

nt 

Min. of 
Financ

e 

Other 
ministries 

Office of the Government for: 

Legis- 
lation 

internal  
audit NGOs drug 

prev. 
demin-

ing 
gender 

equality 
human 
rights 

2 
 

FISCAL TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY  
 

2.29 
Parliament passed the 
budget within legal 
deadline   

(deadline: 
Dec 31) 
YES = 1; 
NO= 0 

1 1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2.30 

The Parliament’s 
webpage contains 
information on the 
budget for 2013, 
explaining the 
relationship between  
the budget and 
priorities of the 
Government 

YES = 1; 
NO= 0 n/a 1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2.31 

No of days MPs had to 
analyse and discuss 
amendments to the 
budget for 2012, 
including committee 
sessions  

interpretat
ive 
indicator - 
not scored 

0 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2.32 

No. of days between 
passing amendments 
to the budget for 2012 
and passing the 
budget for 2013 

interpretat
ive 
indicator - 
not scored 

0 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 



No.  CATEGORY / 
INDICATOR Scoring The Gov't 

The 
Parliame

nt 

Min. of 
Financ

e 

Other 
ministries 

Office of the Government for: 

Legis- 
lation 

internal  
audit NGOs drug 

prev. 
demin-

ing 
gender 

equality 
human 
rights 

2 
 

FISCAL TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY  
 

MAXIMUM POSSIBLE POINTS IN 
CATEGORY: 17 14 16 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 

 
 

No.  CATEGORY / INDICATOR  Scoring Ministries 

Office of the Government for: 

Legis- 
lation 

internal  
audit NGOs drug 

prev. demining gender 
equality 

human 
rights 

3 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN POLITICAL DECISION-MAKING (only ministries and Offices of the Government) 

3.1 
Percentage of legislative proposals  
drafted by a working group during 
2012  

interpretative 
indicator - not 
scored 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

3.2 
Percentage of working groups which 
included representatives of interested 
public and/or civil society in 2012 

interpretative 
indicator - not 
scored 

3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

3.3 Information on the working group 
published on webpage of institution  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

3.4 
During 2012 there was at least one 
public call for expert and interested 
public to join a working group  

YES = 1; NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 



No.  CATEGORY / INDICATOR  Scoring Ministries 

Office of the Government for: 

Legis- 
lation 

internal  
audit NGOs drug 

prev. demining gender 
equality 

human 
rights 

3 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN POLITICAL DECISION-MAKING (only ministries and Offices of the Government) 

3.5 The public call (3.4) was published on 
the institutional website  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

3.6 Plan of public consultations for 2012 
published on institutional website YES = 1; NO= 0 1 1 n/a 1 1 1 1 1 

3.7 Draft legislation on webpage  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 1 n/a 1 1 1 1 1 

3.8 Information on consultation processes 
on webpage  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 1 n/a 1 1 1 1 1 

3.9 Additional forms of consultations 
carried out  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 1 n/a 1 1 1 1 1 

3.10 Report on consultations on webpage  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 1 n/a 1 1 1 1 1 

3.11 Integrated inputs and explanations for 
refusals on webpage YES = 1; NO= 0 1 1 n/a 1 1 1 1 1 

3.12 

Percentage of draft legislation that 
underwent consultations in relation to 
the total number of  proposals 
submitted to and accepted by the 
Gov’t 

interpretative 
indicator - not 
scored 

0 0 n/a 0 0 0 0 0 

3.13 

Average length of consultations: 
a) no consultations  
b) less than 15 days  
c) 15+ days  

a) -1  
b) 1  
c) 2  

2 2 n/a 2 2 2 2 2 

MAXIMUM POSSIBLE POINTS IN CATEGORY: 14 14 6 14 14 14 14 14 
 
 



 
 

 
No.  CATEGORY / INDICATOR  Scoring ministries  

Government's Office for 
Legislation 

4 READINESS FOR REGULATORY IMPACT ASSESSMENT (only ministries and  the Government's Office for Legislation) 

4.1 Institution has appointed the RIA coordinator  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 n/a 

4.2 RIA coordinators were trained for RIA implementation YES = 1; NO= 0 1 n/a 

4.3 No. of civil servants, other than RIA coordinators, trained for RIA 
implementation  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 n/a 

4.4 Institution passed its Plan of Normative Activities for 2013 YES = 1; NO= 0 1 1 

4.5 The Plan of Normative Activities for 2013 was submitted to 
consultations with the public YES = 1; NO= 0 1 n/a 

4.6 Percentage of legislative proposals envisaged to undergo a RIA in 
relation to the total number of legislative proposals planned  

interpretative indicator 
- not scored n/a n/a 

MAXIMUM POSSIBLE POINTS IN CATEGORY: 5 1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

No.  CATEGORY / INDICATOR  Scoring The Government ministries Gov'ts Office for  
Internal Audit  

Othe  
office  
of the 
Gov't  

5 MONITORING AND REPORTING ON POLICY IMPLEMENTATION 

5.1 During 2012, the institution submitted at least one report to the 
Government on implementation of a policy, program or legislation 

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 

n/
a 1 n/a 1 

5.2 The report (5.1) us published on institution’s webpage YES = 1;  
NO= 0 

n/
a 1 n/a 1 

5.3 During 2012, the institution submitted its annual performance report for 
2011 to the Government 

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 

n/
a 1 1 1 

5.4 The annual performance report for 2011 is on institution’s webpage YES = 1;  
NO= 0 

n/
a 1 n/a 1 

5.5 During 2012, the institution commissioned at least one external evaluation 
of a program/policy 

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 

n/
a 1 n/a 1 

5.6 The evaluation report (5.4) published on institution’s webpage  YES = 1;  
NO= 0 

n/
a 1 n/a 1 

5.7 The Gov’t has guidelines or some other document specifying monitoring 
and reporting procedures of ministries  

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 1 n/a n/a n/a 

5.8 
The institution has guidelines or some other document specifying 
monitoring and reporting on the performance of individual organizational 
units or program teams  

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 

n/
a 1 1 1 

MAXIMUM POSSIBLE POINTS IN CATEGORY: 1 7 2 7 



No.  CATEGORY / INDICATOR  Scoring The Government ministries Gov'ts Office for  
Internal Audit 

Other offices 
of the Gov't  

 6 MANAGING CONFLICT OF INTEREST  

6.1 The institution has appointed the Ethics 
commissioner  

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 n/a 1 1 1 

6.2 There is a by-law regulating conflict of 
interest  

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 n/a 1 1 1 

6.3 The by-law defines what a conflict of interest 
situation is  

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 n/a 1 1 1 

6.4 The by-law defines declaration of conflict of 
interest procedure  

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 n/a 1 1 1 

6.5 The by-law envisions sanctions for employee 
in case of not declaring conflict of interest  

YES = 1;  
NO= 0 n/a 1 1 1 

6.6 No. of declared conflicts of interest by civil 
servants and officials during 2012 

interpretative 
indicator - not 
scored 

0 0 0 0 

6.7 
No. of valid complaints on resource 
allocation on account of non-declared 
conflict of interest 

interpretative 
indicator - not 
scored 

n/a 0 n/a 0 

6.8 
No. of such complaints resulting in the 
annulment of the resource allocation 
decision during 2012)  

interpretative 
indicator - not 
scored 

n/a 0 n/a 0 

6.9 
No. of disciplinary procedures initiated 
against employees for not declaring conflict 
of interest  in 2012 

interpretative 
indicator - not 
scored 

0 0 0 0 

MAXIMUM POSSIBLE POINTS IN CATEGORY: 0 5 5 5 
 



No.  CATEGORY / INDICATOR  Scoring Croatian 
Parliament 

 7 OPENNESS OF THE PARLAIMENT TOWARDS THE PUBLIC      

7.1 

Committees dealing with public policies have a right to nominate external members 
(appointments’ committee excluded): 
a) all 
b) most 
c) a minority 
d) none 

a) 3 points 
b) 2 points 
c) 1 point 
d) 0 points 

3 

7.2 Parliamentary Rules of Procedure define the appointment procedure of external 
committee members  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 

7.3 Parliamentary Rules of Procedure define rights and obligations of external committee 
members enabling their full participation in the work of the committee YES = 1; NO= 0 1 

7.4 Current external committee members have been appointed by means of public call for 
nominations and in line with the criteria set by the public call  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 

7.5 CVs of candidates for external committee members published on parliamentary website  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 
7.6 The selection procedure included consultations with relevant committees  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 

7.7 Information on the composition, competence and committee members is available online  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 

7.8 Aggregate voting results on agenda items since the beginning of the current seating    YES = 1; NO= 0 1 

7.9 Individual results of public voting of MPs since the beginning of the current seating on the 
website YES = 1; NO= 0 1 

7.10 Searchable, updated database of Parliament-reviewed acts on the website  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 

7.11 Database contains audio/video recordings of plenary discussions of the current seating  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 

7.12 Immediately accessible current agenda of the parliamentary session, accompanied by 
materials to be discussed  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 



7.13 The website contains a database of documents relevant for the  Parliament’s oversight 
function (hearings, inquiries, MPs questions, interpolations) YES = 1; NO= 0 1 

7.14 There is a audio/video livestream of plenary sessions on the parliament’s website  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 

7.15 

The Parliament’s website contains individual profiles of all MPS:  
a) yes, detailed CVs 
b) yes, short bios 
c) no 

a) 2 points 
b) 1 point 
c) 0 points 

2 

7.16 

The Parliament’s website contains information on upcoming events and reports of 
individual party caucuses:  
a) yes, detailed information  
b) yes, basic information  
c) no 

a) 2 points 
b) 1 point 
c) 0 points 

2 

7.17 

The Parliament’s website contains an overview of individual MPs’ activities: 
a) yes, detailed information  
b) yes, basic information  
c) no 

a) 2 points 
b) 1 point 
c) 0 points 

2 

7.18 The Parliament’s website contains information on responsibilities and activities of the 
Parliament in EU affairs and EU legislative process  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 

7.19 

The Parliament’s website contains information on activities of parliamentary officials: 
a) yes, detailed information  
b) yes, basic information  
c) no 

a) 2 points 
b) 1 point 
c) 0 points 

2 

7.20 The Parliament’s website contains specialized contents targeting different social groups 
(youth, people with lower education, elderly, people with mental disabilities…) YES = 1; NO= 0 1 

7.21 The Parliament has a defined procedure of coordinated responses to FoIA queries in 
different parliamentary  bodies and offices  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 

7.22 The Parliament has a single register of FoIA queries which integrates all queries sent to 
different bodies and offices of the Parliament  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7.23 No. of round tables held in the Parliament (co)organized by civil society actors/external 
actors  

interpretative indicator - 
not scored 0 

7.24 No. of working bodies that organized thematic discussions and other forms of public 
consultations on their own in the past year 

interpretative indicator - 
not scored 0 

7.25 No. of (parts of) working bodies’ sessions held without the presence of the public (Art. 258 
of the Rule s of Procedure) 

interpretative indicator - 
not scored 0 

7.26 No. of (parts of) working bodies’ sessions held with limited or specified conditions for 
media reporting (Art. 259 of the Rules of Procedure) 

interpretative indicator - 
not scored 0 

7.27 No. of citizens who visited the Parliament during 2012 interpretative indicator - 
not scored 0 

7.28 The Parliament has an internship program YES = 1; NO= 0 1 

MAXIMUM POSSIBLE POINTS IN CATEGORY: 29 



No.  CATEGORY / INDICATOR  Scoring Hrvatski  
sabor 

The 
Government Ministries  

 8 PARLAMENTARY OVERSIGHT   

8.1 

Reports are generally discussed within a reasonable timeframe (reasonable 
timeframe = within one month of submission; sample: 12 reports discussed 
in the Parliament during 2012)  
a) no  
b) partially  
c) mostly  

a) 0 
b) 1 
c) 2  

2 n/a n/a 

8.2 There is indication in committee minutes that a discussion on the contents 
and recommendations are part of the committees’ review of reports  

interpretative 
indicator - not 
scored 

0 n/a n/a 

8.3 
After the plenary, the Parliament defines obligatory conclusions on reports 
submitted by the executive (SAMPLE: SAME 12 REPORTS FORM INDIACTOR 
8.1)  

YES = 1; NO= 0 1 n/a n/a 

8.4 Interpellations were held during 2012 YES = 1; NO= 0 1 n/a n/a 

8.5 During 2012, at least one interpellation was submitted by MPs form 
different parties YES = 1; NO= 0 1 n/a n/a 

8.6 
Interpellations held during 2012 were in line with the Rules of Procedure 
(timely response by the Government, voting without distractions on part of 
the ruling parties)  

YES = 1; NO= 0 1 n/a n/a 

8.7 During 2012 at least one parliamentary investigation commission was active YES = 1; NO= 0 1 n/a n/a 

8.8 No. of written questions posed by MPs of the ruling coalition  
interpretative 
indicator - not 
scored 

0 n/a n/a 



No.  CATEGORY / INDICATOR  Scoring Hrvatski  
sabor 

The 
Government Ministries  

 8 PARLAMENTARY OVERSIGHT   

8.9 No. of written questions posed by MPs of the opposition  
interpretative 
indicator - not 
scored 

0 n/a n/a 

8.10 Speed of responses to written questions by Government and ministries  
interpretative 
indicator - not 
scored 

n/a 0 0 

8.11 Question time is regularly broadcasted on public TV and radio  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 n/a n/a 

8.12 Recordings of question period are available on the parliamentary website  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 n/a n/a 

8.13 Written MPs questions and answers to those questions are available on the 
parliamentary website  YES = 1; NO= 0 1 n/a n/a 

8.13 MAXIMUM POSSIBLE POINTS IN CATEGORY: 10 0 0 
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