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What is Jigyo-Shiwake?
(Project Screening, Project ReV|ew)

® Jigyo=> Policy Program

Ex. Subsidy program for enhancing the specific behavior
with positive externality

® Shiwake=> Selection of the program to achieve
the goal of the policy most efficiently and most
effectively

Exa. (efficiency) A is preferred to B if A is more expensive in
order to achieve the same goal than B

Ex2. (effectiveness) A is preferred to B if A is more effective
speedy) than B under the same cost as B.



Background information
on this project
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Pressure on the regional government for
efficient management |

® Almost all municipalities in Japan (97%) depend on
the fiscal transfer from the central government

® Huge deficit in the central government affects the
amount of the money transferred to regional levels

® This reduction increases the deficit at regional levels



(4) Accumulated Government Bonds Outstanding

(Trillien yen)
T00
. L
650 | Equivalent to approx. 17 years of General Account Tax Revenues 637
- o 500,245
s00 | Tax FRevenues in FY 2010 General Account Budget: Approx. ¥37 tmillion ™
5415
550 5375321
~ For reference 37225
247243
200 T | FY2010 Government Bonds Outstanding B
$0 r Approx. ¥637 trillion (projection) 421338
300
400 | | el
216

330 1 Approx. ¥4.99 million per person
300 Approx. ¥19.98 million per family of 4
_ ) _ _ 258 187
250 Average disposable income of a working family
I Approx. ¥3.31 million - 13 s
200 (Average family size: 3 43) - 1835 zg
{}ote) Disposable income and family size are hased on the "FY2008 5161 166172 e I8
Survey of Housshold Econony” by the Ministry of Iternal A ffairs Clas 1
150 and Commmications
100
Special Deficit-Financing
50 1 32 Bonds
10 13 sk
p 1 2223 4 68 ;22 28
ﬂli.Tl[
65 66 67 6B 60 TO 71 T2 73 T4 75 T 7T TR 79 B0 Bl B2 B3 B4 BF B 57 BE B0 D) 91 92 03 94 05 95 97 OF 90 00 01 02 03 @4 05 05 07 03 0@ 10

(As of the end of the FY)
(Hote 1) FY1965-2008: Acteal, FY2009: Second revised budget, FY2010: Initial bodzst
(Mote 2) Special deficit-financing bonds outstanding include refonding bonds for long-term debts ransfamed from TNE. Settlement Corporation, the National Forest Service, efc.
(Mote 3) The estimates of FY 2009 and FY 2010 excloding front-loading issuance of refinding bonds are approximately 588 million yen, and 625 million yen, respectively.

Source: MOF in Japan

—
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(5) Long-Term Debt Outstanding of Both Central and Local Governments

(Trillion ven)
As of end- Asof end -
FY1996 FY2001 FY2008 FY2009 FY2010
<_Actual > < Actual > <_Actual > <_Second Revised > <_Budget >
Approx. 373 Approx. 627 Approx. 663
Central Government Approx. 310 Approx. 485 PPr PP Pt
( Approx. 568) | ( Approx. 615) | ( Approx. 651)
Approx. 546 Approx. 600 Approx. 637
(General Bonds Approx. 245 Approx. 392 PPr PP Pt
As a percentage o o
of GDP 48% 79%
Local Governments Approx. 139 Approx. 188 Approx. 197 Approx. 198 Approx. 200
As “;Z‘;;mge 27% 38% 40% 42% 42%
Approx. 770 Approx. 825 Approx. 862
Total Approx. 449 Approx. 673 PPr PPt PPt
( Approx. 763 ) | ( Approx. 813) | ( Approx. 850)
. 2 156%
As a percentage 88% 136% ’

of GDP

(MNotes)

1. GDP for FY1996-2008: Actual: FY 2009 Estimates: FY 2010: Forecast.

153%

. Figuwes in parentheses in FY2008-2010 does not include front-loading issuance of refunding bonds.

72
3. The borrowmngs in the Special Account for Local Allocation and Local Transfer Tax are shared by the central government and local govemnments in sccordance with their

shares of redemption. The amount of the bormowings outstandmg incwred by the central government was transferred to the zeneral account at the beginning of FY 2007, so

that the borrowings outstandmng in the Special Account since the end of FY 2007 15 the debt of the local governments (approx. ¥34 tmllion).

4. Govermnment bonds outstanding in the Special Account for Fiscal Investment and [oan Propram are at approximately 130 trillion ven as of end-FY2010.
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(7) Ratio of Major Expenditure Items in the General Account

+— National Debt
ervice
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International Comparison 1 (Gross)
gReferenee 23 General Government Gross Debt (Intemational Comparison) |

{As a percentage of GDP) {%a)
CY 1995 [ 1996 | 1997 | 1908 [ 1999 | 2000 ( 2001 | 2002 200 Tapan
Japan 862 938 (1005 (1132 (1270|1354 | 1437|1523
Us. Toe| 698 673 641 604 544 544 567
UE 516 512 520 325 474 451 404 | 408
Gemmany | 557 388 603 622 615 604 397 621
France 627 663 | 688| T03 | 668 656 643 673
Italy 1225|1289 (1303|1320 (123812101202 (1194
Capada | 1016 (1017 | 953 952 914 821 827 806

cY 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 [ 2008 | 2009 | 2010

Japan | 158.0 | 1655 |175.3 | 172.1 | 167.1| 172.1 | 1893 | 1972 o

Us. | 60.1| 61.1| 61.3| 60.8| 618 70.0| 839 924

UK | 412 435| 461| 459 469 68| 710/ 3.1

Gemmany | 653| 68.7| 71.1| 692 653 | e8.8| 77.4| 820

France T14 | 739 757 709 | 09| V57| 845 925 Francs
kaly | 1168|1173 [1199|117.1 [1125 | 114.4 12356 [ 1270 fo
Canada | 766| 726| 716| 605| 650 60.7] 828 857 | oo

(Mote) FY2010 budget is not reflected i the above data
{Source) OECD "Economic Cratlock 56" (December, 2008 0
1995 1906 1007 1008 1909 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

L))
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International Comparison 2 (Net) |

!Reference 3 ) General Government Net Debt (International Comparison)

{45 a percentage of GDF) (%a)

CY | 1995 1996 | 1907 | 1998 | 1990 [ 2000 [ 2001 | 2002 | 110
Japan | 238 | 202 348 462 532| 604 663 726
Us. 537| 51.8| 488 | 450/ 403 | 355| 348| 374
UK. 63| 279| 306| 326 200| 268 232 237 Tapan
Gemaamy | 303 | 332| 330| 367| 352 344| 367 408| Taly
Framce | 37.5| 418| 423| 406 335| 351 367| 418
Taly | 99.0|1045|1047 (1071|1007 957 | 958 957
Camads | 70.7| 700| 647| 608| 558| 462 | 443 | 426
cY | 2003 [ 2004 [ 2005 [ 2006 | 2007 [ 2008 [ 2009 [ 2010 &
Japan | 765 | 827| 246| 843 | 804 | 844 9651046
Us. 407| 23| 27| s18| 423| 472 64| 652
UK. 230 250 27.1| 27.7| 288 331 469 s00 Urited Seates
Gemmany | 435 | 475| 498| 479| 429/ 450 502| 547| Frasce .
Framee | 442| 453| 432 372| 340/| 443 531/ 607 .“"”“1: I‘"‘gi
Maly | 927| 925| 937| 906| 87.1| 206 | 9741008
Camads | 387| 352 31.0| 262| 23.1| 224 286 326
40
Germany
20
[Tote) FY2010 budget is not reflected in the above data.

{Source} OECT "Economic Cutoak 36" (December, 2009) i}
1995 1996 1097 1908 1890 2000 20001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

CY)



Pressure on the regional government
for effective management

D

® Jigyo-Shiwake
(Project Screening, Project Review)

1. Started in 2002, GIFU Prefecture by JAPAN
INITIATIVE (NGO))

2. Number of times has increased each year,

reaching 142 times in 91 municipalities for ten
years (2002-2011)



Key Points

® Reevaluation in the first place
® Reevaluation from the view points of outside

® Open discussion in front of residents
(TRANSPARENCY and RESPONSIBILITY)

® Evaluated by volunteer experts and residents
=> (Citizens are involved!)

® Discussion at the level of the program, not policy

® Clear results including abolishment
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Seating chart for the meeting
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One day or two days for reviewing 10-20 programs

30-60 minutes round for each program

1: Briefing on program (5 minutes)

2: Q and As and discussion between evaluators and
officers (20-50 minutes)

3: Evaluators fill out the evaluation sheet. (5 minutes)



How do we evaluate the efficiency and the

effectiveness of the program?

Step 1: Basic concept and data

® How does this project contributes toward the goal?

® Enough data provided?

® Enough research analysis done?
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Step 2: Evaluation of Efficiency and Effectiveness

® Most Efficient and Effective Project than others,
given resources?

® Most suitable section than others?

<The Central Government is the most suitable agent
for this project in terms of information and
technology?>

e If not, local government?

e If not, private? => no project by public body (Govt)
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Average Judgments for Shiwake

® 10% : Program is unnecessary program

® 30% : Program should be done by other levels
of the governments (national level or other
government institutions)

® 60%: Program should be done by the same
government section but the drastic reforms
are needed

Source: Japan Initiative (2008)



Project in the central government
since 2009

This trial at the national level made
the word “Jigyou Shiwake” popular



Some Pictures from the open discussion




First Round of the Budget Screening of Projects

(Nov 2009, National government)

Outline

® Held for nine days in Nov. 2009

® Conducted to review annual expenditures during the
formulation of the 2010 budget

® 217 items (449 projects) screened by three different
working groups

® Discussion held in a “public place” open to general
audience (with simultaneous reporting on the
broadcast and internet)

Source: cabinet office (2012)
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First Round of the Budget Screening of Projects

(Nov 2009, National Government)

Reactions and Effects

® Visited by over 14,000 people in nine days; over 20,000 people
watched the internet reporting at peak hour

® A public poll has revealed that the majority of people support

the budget screening ‘

Percentage of positive response to the Screenin
of National Projects in the poll

 Sankei Shimbun/FNN: 89%, Kyodo News: 77%,

Mainichi Newspaper: 74%, Nippon Television
Network: 72%
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Reactions and Effects

Evaluation results as a percentage

Termination, suspension of request for budget funds:
About 25%

Reduction of requested budget amount: About 40%

Review or implementation of projects left to local
governments: About 30%

® Projects not subject to screening are reviewed in a cross-
sectional manner based on the result of the screening of
similar projects.

® Drastic review of the proposed budget for 2010 in terms of
annual expenditures and revenue, based on the results of
evaluation through the screening.



Achievement of the Budget Screening of Projects’

Sep. 2009 Nov. 2009 Apr. to May 2010 Oct. to Nov. 2010 Nov. 2011
- N B h
Establishmen BSP BSP BSP New type —:>
t of GRU 1t Round 2"d Round 3" Round BSP
449 projects - 233 projects -69 special 10 policy fields
accounts

- Re-screening of
112 projects

The total number of audience

QOVisitors to conference rooms

: about 43,400

OWebcast audience

N :about 8.9 million 4
Reflection to
budget bills \ y J
(Amounts of . )

) (2" and 3 Rounds)
cutting Y b m
expenses i About 1.75 trillion yen
.. “r1e Expense -351.5 billion yen

and raising AbOUt 2 tr|”|0n yen Revenue +1398.4 billion yen

- 969.2 billion yen

Expense . . e
revenues) Revenue +1026.9 billion yen Source: cabinet office (2012) <modified>
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Conclusion: Achievement in Jigyo-
Shiwake continues in the future

This promotes changes in the consciousness of

1: Officers

RESPONSIBILITY for explaining the importance of programs
proposed

2: Residents

Chance to consider how the tax revenue from us should be
used. Has it been used in the most efficient way?

This makes the self-creation of Efficient and Effective
policy inside regional governments possible



