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1. General Aspects

With the aim of continuing effectively advising to its 
members in the social control area, the Technical 
Commission for Citizen Engagement (CTPC, initials 
in spanish) of OLACEFS established in its plan 2016 - 
2017, the development of a diagnosis to identify the 
state of implementation of the indicators of impact 
of good practices of citizen engagement. Indicators 
that were designed in 2015 by the CTPC and the 
Civil Association for Equality. 

In this context, the Office of the Comptroller 
General of the Republic of Ecuador, along with the 
support of the Commission Presidency, presented 
a research project that covered the previously 
mentioned objective. This initiative was approved 
by the OLACEFS Board of Directors in May 2016. The 
project and the timetable for accomplishment were 
communicated electronically to the members of 
the Commission through “CTPC document / Py N° 
002-2016”.

Initially, the study’s goal was to measure compliance 
with the impact indicators provided in the eight 
dimensions of the 2015 report (Indicators for 
Measuring the Impact of Citizen Engagement in 
SAI’s of OLACEFS); however, due to the short time 
for implementation, the scope of the study was 
modified to a descriptive and exploratory diagnosis. 
Hence, it was decided that the extension for the 
elaboration of the diagnosis would be until the end 
of March 2017.

The development of the diagnosis was set to be 

carried out in two stages: 1) a descriptive statistical 
analysis to find out the availability of data on 
practices of citizen engagement through a survey 
sent to all the participating SAIs; and 2) a follow-
up process conducted through interviews with 
the officials, in order to complement information 
obtained in the structured questionnaires.

In fact, 11 out of the 12 SAIs of the CTPC Commission 
(individually named in the methodology section) 
took part in the two phases. The first phase showed 
the strengths and weaknesses of SAIs in the 
registration of  information on practices of citizen 
engagement; which led to the second phase of 
turning the diagnosis towards a more qualitative 
approach, recognizing the characteristics of SAIs in 
the management of programs related to citizenship, 
as well as identifying its implications. 

In this context, this report presents a comprehensive 
and individual diagnosis that recognizes the status 
of the implementation of the dimensions and 
impact indicators in SAIs that are members of the 
Commission. 

It should be noted that the information of SAIs that 
took part in the study were codified, directing the 
analysis of the results to a comparative approach 
that allows to identify the general progress 
of the members of the Commission regarding 
the application of the indicators respecting 
processes of anonymity, informed consent and 
ethical considerations.
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2. Literature Revision 

2.1. Indicators for Measuring the Impact of Citizen Engagement in SAI’s of OLACEFS

The main benchmark used for this study is the methodological framework of the document “Indicators for 
Measuring the Impact of Citizen Engagement in SAI’s of OLACEFS”, prepared by the CTPC, in 2015. In this 
sense, this work recognizes two areas involved in the implementation of mechanisms for citizen engagement, 
the internal and external level of SAIs; and both areas consider dimensions that evaluate: the audit process, 
communication, accountability, the fight against corruption, among others (See Table 1).

Table 1: Impact dimensions of implementation of citizen engagement practices

INTERNAL LEVEL OF SAI

1. Audit planning

2. Audit Results

3. lnstitutional ldentity and SAi strategy

4. Demand for SAi participation

EXTERNAL LEVEL OF SAI

1. Govemment accounts report

2. Public positioning and institutional image of SAI

3. Public service supply

4. Fight against corruption and creation of control culture

   Source: CTPC, 2015

Likewise, since the previously mentioned dimensions will be taken into account to measure the effectiveness 
of the practices, it is necessary to recognize the main consensus, theoretical approaches, and efforts of the 
international organisms that are analyzed below. 

2.1. Dimensions to be reviewed

2.2.1. Citizen engagement in the audit process (Audit planning dimension and audit 
results)

Mechanisms of citizen involvement in the audit process are among the main fields of action of citizen 
engagement in Supreme Audit Institutions (SAIs). These can enhance “horizontal accountability” and align 
service supply to meet the needs of citizens (United Nations, 2007). This contribution to the audit sector has been 
recognized by Peruzzotti (2010), indicating that the interaction between citizens and SAIs could contribute 
to an “improvement of the Process of Selection of Cases to be Audited” (p.30) through the constitution of a 
system of social sensors that allows a more selective and focused inspection task. According to Peruzzotti, the 
creation of the sensor system requires: “(...) the implementation of a complaint system and/or the incorporation 
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of a participatory planning process that allows citizens to contribute to the Annual Operational Plan of SAIs” 
(2010, p. 30).

In this sense, the implementation of practices that facilitate citizen engagement in the preliminary phase 
of the audit process becomes a key factor for the improvement of audit management, given the fact that 
these citizen complaints could be regarded as “early warnings” that are subsequently reflected in the Audit 
Plan (UN/INTOSAI, 2011, p.12). Other than citizen contribution to audit planning, positive cases of civil society 
engagement are identified in the follow-up of findings and audit results; such reports can help the public to 
pressure governments to respond to recommendations and thus improve governance (United Nations, 2007).

Even though there are several practices to encourage social control –some of which already have been 
mentioned– INTOSAI has developed an important guide to be used as the normative framework. This 
instrument proposes guidelines for Supreme Audit Institutions to be able to make a difference in the lives of 
citizens: ISSAIs 12 and 21. Based on this regulatory framework, the Office of the Comptroller General of the 
Republic of Costa Rica –through the presentation of the technical theme about for Citizen Engagement 
in the XXV Assembly of OLACEFS (2015) –proposes a gradual and planned approach for the revision and 
projection of practices of citizen engagement. Under this approach, these practices are defined by levels, 
(1) reception of complaints (basic level); (2) development of information systems to follow up the complaint 
(intermediate); (3) the generation of mechanisms that facilitate citizen engagement in the formulation of the 
audit plan (advanced) and (4) in the validation and evaluation of the contribution of values and benefits of 
the SAI (advanced).

Each level generates a different impact on citizen engagement. As previously mentioned, the practices 
of the region can be located at both basic and intermediate level with the challenge of “developing into 
advanced mechanisms for greater effectiveness and bidirectional interaction between SAIs with citizens and 
the various involved parties, without affecting independence, objectivity and impartiality of the inspection 
work”(CGR Costa Rica, 2015, p.14).

Therefore, it is considered that the mechanisms of citizen engagement in the audit process have a positive 
impact on the audit management. However, it is important to recognize that there may be different levels of 
implementation of these practices depending on the SAI’s institutional designs and policy contexts.

2.2.2. Promotion strategy of citizen engagement (Institutional identity dimension)

A key factor in the success of practices of citizen engagement promoted by the SAIs is the effective design 
of the strategy to stablish a relationship with the citizenship. This is related to external factors, such as the 
regulatory framework and institutional reforms that may affect the scope of such programs, as well as internal 
factors such as auditor-centered institutional culture, where participatory processes could be perceived as 
a risk factor (Velásquez, 2015).

Hence, in order to achieve effective control, as indicated in the “Guide to Good Practices” prepared by 
ACD/ACIJ (N/A) it is necessary:

“(...) To progress in the design of appropriate methodologies for citizen engagement in fiscal control 
that define the principles, roles and scope of engagement, in addition to making the institutional 
adjustments required for that purpose, including innovations in the technical norms of applied 
auditing”(p. 23).
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A reference in the design of citizen engagement programs is the “Diagnosis of the State of Citizen Engagement 
in the Fight against Corruption in Honduras”, carried out by the Central American and Caribbean Organization 
of Entities of Superior Audit (OCCEFS). The purpose of this work was to identify the opportunities for the design 
of a strategy of citizen engagement in the Supreme Court of Accounts of the Republic of Honduras, analyzing 
the internal and external variables to generate an effective proposal. (Velásquez, 2009). 

Another factor that influences the institutional design is the budget allocation in relation to the effectiveness 
and efficiency of the programs. In this regard, Tanzi (2000) considers that resources should be used in 
applications that maximize their social rate of return. Consequently, the lower the absorption of resources 
and the greater the impact of the programs, the better the efficiency of the state apparatus would be. This 
budget is fundamental to measure the success of programs and services –citizen engagement in this case– 
beyond the amount allocated. In this context, it could be said that control agencies should count on their 
ability to maximize social welfare even with the budgetary challenges that might arise.

Finally, SAIs should consider different participatory formats and plural social actors. “The interaction between 
different types of actors enriches every initiative because each of the groups provides specific resources and 
information that each individual would find it hard to obtain or develop on their own” (Peruzzotti, 2010, p. 23).

2.2.3. Demand for SAI engagement and public services supply

The relationship between citizen engagement and SAIs is directly linked to accountability, to powers and 
counter-powers or to the way in which government institutions inform citizens of their management. As Akyel 
and Köse (2013) argue, engagement is a key factor in building citizen confidence in political institutions. 
These authors point out that the global trend has redesigned the traditional forms of representation and 
the use of the mechanisms of deliberative and direct democracy has been increased gradually, allowing 
citizens to be empowered and to take a more leading roles in the decision making process.

According to with the Department of Social and Economic Affairs of the United Nations (UNDASE, 2007), the 
importance of transparent and participatory governance translates into opportunities for economic growth, 
social justice and equity. Hence, the role of public institutions in promoting a culture of governance and in 
strengthening participatory mechanisms is underlined. INTOSAI (2011, p.11) affirms that SAIs should be able to 
provide information to citizens in a permanent way with the goal of increasing their knowledge of how they 
monitor the use of public resources. This normative action indicated by the INTOSAI is intended for citizens to 
participate and even intervene in the fulfillment of SAI recommendations, among other considerations.

Thus, the way SAIs must act to ensure horizontal and constitutional accountability is recognized by several 
international instruments; one example is the Resolution A/RES/66/20916 adopted by the General Assembly 
of the United Nations at the end of 2011, which emphasizes the promotion of efficient, transparent, horizontal 
and effective public administration in order to strengthen the management of SAI’s. Under this scenario, 
the link between citizen engagement, SAIs and civil society organizations becomes relevant.

SAIs can interact with citizens and/or build close channels of communication with other institutions such as 
legislatures, media or civil society organizations. Civil society organizations or the media, for example, can 
help inform the public about the scope, limits and benefits of SAI management so that citizens can, in turn, 
exert pressure and improve existing procedures and enforcement mechanisms (INTOSAI, 2010). Institutions 
related to the audit area, such as those that adopt and promote compliance of legal frameworks within 
countries, can stimulate legal and structural institutional changes in SAIs that result in a more participatory 
and democratic decision-making process (Aykel & Köse, 2013).
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In Latin America, there are already recognized mechanisms of citizen engagement, which are registered in 
the document “Good Practices in Strengthening Relationships between SAIs and Citizens” (2012), prepared 
by the Technical Commission for Citizen Engagement of OLACEFS. In this sense, the practices recognize: 
(1) attention to complaints; (2) training for citizens; (3) direct engagement in institutional control processes; 
(4) accountability of institutional results; (5) the creation of information monitoring systems; and, finally, (6) 
the promotion of mechanisms of relationship with media and the use of social networks, cultural and social 
resources. 

While the demand and delivery of citizen engagement services may vary according to the characteristics 
of each country and factors such as their democratic quality, type of citizenship, SAI mandate, it is essential 
to encourage civic education to improve engagement.

“If citizens are not properly trained, if they do not know their rights and obligations, if they are easily 
manipulated, the dangers referred to above are amplified and with it, the possibility of the existence of a 
real citizen control (Insausti, nd, P.23). 

It is therefore essential for SAIs to foster the necessary and sufficient conditions in the institutional designs of 
citizen engagement programs in order to effectively channel the demands of citizens. In this way, through 
ongoing communication with involved parties, SAI services are expected to improve.

Under this framework, the SAI institutionalization of practices of citizen engagement in the region is relevant, 
driven by new forms of citizen representation and empowerment, as well as by INTOSAI international 
regulations.

2.2.4. Government accounts reporting dimension

In recent years, accountability has gained relevance in the public sphere, particularly in the context of SAIs, 
due to citizens’ demand for greater control over government institutions. That is to say, several authors have 
contributed to the understanding of the concept of “accountability” (O’Donnell, 1998; Peruzzotti, 2010), 
outlining new forms of control of democratic quality and referring to the efficiency of the public sector, by 
incorporating new social and governmental actors.

In this manner, O’Donnell’s conceptual contribution lies in the definition of a new dimension of accountability, 
considering horizontal accountability: “such as the existence of state agencies that have the legal authority 
and are factually willing and able to take action”(1998, p.26). Under this definition, the author distinguishes 
between two types of agencies: (1) of balance - Legislative and Judicial - and (2) the assigned – The Office 
of the Comptroller General of the State, The Office of the General Attorney- (Duque, 2014). Both agencies 
are very important to ensure efficiency in control of public resources.

Indeed, O’Donnell recognizes that the effectiveness of horizontal accountability lies in the establishment of 
agency networks, not in the isolated work of agencies. In this sense, the author points out that SAIs have a 
preventive role, as long as they have sufficient resources and are independent of the executive (O’Donnell, 
1998). Likewise, it recognizes the importance of the judiciary, above of the control agencies, “because that 
is where all constitutional legal system is based” (p.29). 

For his part, Peruzzotti (2002) points out social accountability among the forms of accountability: “it is a 
vertical control mechanism that is based on the actions of a broad spectrum of citizen associations and 
movements, as well as media actions” (Page 32). This proposal considers that through social accountability, 
the actions of government authorities and bureaucrats can be controlled politically and legally through 
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public exposure of illegal issues and acts. From this point of view, it contributes to the fact that government 
actions correspond to citizen preferences (Peruzzotti, 2002).

Taking the revised concepts into account, Peruzzotti (2007) finds spaces of articulation between the SAIs 
and the new forms of citizen engagement. This author argues that the control organisms can supply the 
demand for public information, regarding the task of control; while citizens can strengthen the defense of 
the institutional autonomy of SAIs. In addition, civil society organizations can complement the control task 
carried out by the SAIs through the development of citizen monitoring initiatives.

In this context, both SAIs and organized citizens play an important role in the achievement of good 
accountability practices: (1) as an assigned agency that exercises control on an ongoing basis and under 
technical criteria; and (2) due to the interest of supervising the fulfillment of their demands in the public 
agenda.

 

2.2.5. Public positioning and institutional image of SAI’s dimension

At the present time, both the literature and the control bodies recognize the value of communication as a 
catalyst for citizen engagement and as a fundamental aspect to ensure the quality of the audit work.

This necessity of having a communication policy in the SAIs arises from several factors, among which are: (1) 
to justify its existence and public value to citizens; (2) to guarantee the efficiency of the mission processes of 
the entity, since the communication of results constitutes the final process of the control action; and finally, (3) 
reinforce the independence of the institution through publications of its work in the media (González, López 
and García, 2008).

Under this premise, INTOSAI has developed an international policy synthesized in “communication benefits us 
all”, encouraging control agencies to: (1) publish information about their activities on websites, magazines, 
newsletters and other spaces; (2) maintaining external relations with the media and involved parties; and (3) 
liaising with civil society organizations through meetings, seminars, conferences, among others (Gonzáles et 
al., 2008). 

In addition to the interest of the SAIs, there are exogenous factors that have influenced the increase of good 
communication practices, such as the development of Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) 
in recent years, making it possible to promote e-government’s tools. Similarly, social networks have become 
instruments channeled by different levels of government, making it more feasible for governments to be 
accountable and/or for citizens to request information from the public sector (Mergel & Bretschneider, 2013)

Furthermore, the promotion of transparency in public institutions is related to the increase of legislation in this 
area, and there are currently 11 Latin American countries that have this type of legislation (Scrollini, 2015). 
These regulations and good practices, in turn, affect the improvement of: (1) the probity of the State and in 
particular of public servants; (2) governance indicators; (3) fiscal transparency; (4) perceptions of corruption; 
and (5) recognition of access to public information as a human right.

Within this framework, it should be noted that there is a greater commitment on the part of SAIs to provide 
information to external stakeholders such as the media and/or civil society organizations, through various 
traditional and digital mechanisms; all due to the citizen’s demand for access to information and the 
international and national regulations that enable such interaction.
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2.2.6. Fight against corruption dimension 

Meanwhile, the fight against corruption has or must have a great weight in public institutions. Corruption 
is positively correlated with efficiency in the use of public resources (Kayrak, 2008). As Ahmad, Aman Ullah 
and Irfanullah Arfeen (2012, p. 280) argue: “the phenomenon of corruption ranges from a simple act of illicit 
payment to an endemic malfunction of the political and economic systems.”

In Latin America, the problems associated with corruption have a long history. The literature points out 
that corruption, by modifying government objectives, diverts public resources to the attention of personal 
interests, causing problems of all kinds, including economic ones, but also with respect to public services 
(Alesina et al., 1992, Kruger, 1974; Myrdal, 1989; Tanzi & Davoodi, 1997)          

For purposes of this work, the fight against corruption is another area of cooperation between citizens 
and SAIs. This is based on the recognition that audit activities ensure that State financial operations are 
carried out in compliance with constitutional and legal provisions, thereby maintaining transparency and 
accountability in the public management system (Kayrak, 2008).

For their part, Dye and Stapenhurst (1998) consider SAIs to be an important pillar in National Integrity Systems. 
Audit reports, for example, could serve as an essential tool for the development and promotion of good 
governance. In this context, the authors also recognize the importance of the media and parliament as 
other strategic actors in the fight against corruption.

On the international level, mechanisms have been developed among SAIs to promote initiatives to prevent 
and combat corruption, such as the creation of the INTOSAI Anti-Corruption and Money Laundering Task 
Force, the issuance of ISSAI 5530 on the “Adaptation of audit procedures to take account of the highest 
risk of fraud and corruption in the post-disaster emergency phase”, the Cartagena Declaration by the 
Technical Commission, or the Santiago Declaration “On governance, Fight against corruption and public 
confidence” at the XXIII Assembly of OLACEFS”.
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3. Methodological design

This study seeks to know the state of implementation of the indicators of impact of practices of citizen 
engagement in the members of the CTPC, developed in 2015; for which it is proposed to carry out a 
quantitative diagnosis combined with a process monitoring. Hence, the methodological approach is mixed 
(quantitative-qualitative), descriptive-exploratory type. The characteristics of this work, therefore, involve the 
description and characterization of the phenomenon of study, as a first step. In the second instance, they 
seek to generate new knowledge on the subject in question.

The research is cross-cutting and its temporality is from 2011 to 2015. This follows the parameters proposed 
by the study of the CTPC (2015) and also respecting the scope and methodological limitations. Within this 
framework, the main limitation is the availability of data in all SAIs selected below. 

Table 2: Member countries of the Technical Commission for Citizen Engagement 

1. The Office of the Comptroller General of the Republic of Paraguay (Presidency)

2. The Office of the Comptroller General of the Republic of Costa Rica

3. The Office of the Comptroller General of the Plurinational State of Bolivia

4. The Office of the Comptroller General of the Republic of Colombia

5. Court of Accounts of the Republic of El Salvador

6. Federal Superior Audit of México

7. The Office of the Comptroller General of the Republic of Panamá

8. The Office of the Comptroller General of the Republic of Peru

9. Chamber of Accounts of the Dominican Republic

10. The Office of the Comptroller General of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela

11. Court of Accounts of the Oriental Republic of Uruguay

12. The Office of the Comptroller General of the Republic of Ecuador

Population and sample calculations, following statistical principles, are not necessary. On the contrary, the 
units of analysis for this study derive from the membership of the OLACEFS CTPC (see Table 1). Under this 
scenario, the first unit of analysis is composed by all the member countries of the CTPC of the OLACEFS, and 
the second is the civil servants working in them, especially in Directorates or Departments related to citizen 
engagement. This division responds to the need to use two methodological components: on one hand, 
and for the quantitative diagnosis, the SAIs (structural study) are used as subjects of analysis; and on the 
other hand, and for the follow-up of processes, it is necessary to work with the subjectivities, experiences and 
perceptions of public officials (agency study).
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Thus, for the diagnosis it was necessary to elaborate a structured questionnaire and send it to all the SAIs of the 
member countries of the CTPC of the OLACEFS, in order to collect the necessary data; and for the follow-up 
of processes, 11 semi-structured interviews were carried out. This number responds to the need to approach 
the object of study in a plural manner, avoiding possible biases and breach of information.

In this report, the quantitative data were triangulated with the information obtained from the interviews, 
filling the gaps and nourishing the information provided by the structured questionnaire, while showing the 
qualifications and meanings by SAIs.
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4. Presentation of Results

The presentation of results comprises two parts, first, a descriptive statistical analysis resulting from a survey 
sent to all members of the Commission; and second, the description of the process follow-up findings through 
semi-structured interviews; in order to complement the information provided in the questionnaires.

It should be noted that, in order to turn the diagnosis towards the data provided in a comparative way and 
not concentrate the analysis exclusively on the performance of the SAI, a codification of such control bodies 
has been made, calling these bodies: SAI A, B, C.

4.1. Descriptive Statistical Analysis

The analysis below separates the results of the survey. Questions addressed the eight dimensions of the 
Measurement Report of impact indicators of citizen engagement practices of OLACEFS, considering that 
they include a total of 16 impact indicators and that this categorization makes it possible to identify the state 
of the areas in which citizen engagement can have positive effects on the management of control bodies. 

Audit Planning Dimension 

The dimension of planning of audits is oriented to the recognition of the citizen contributions regarding the 
definition and programming of the annual audits that the control organs execute. 

In this context, the following practices are considered to receive the citizens’ inputs in the planning phase:

a) Audit proposals and planning suggestions,

 b) Petitions, complaints, etc.

 c) Citizen complaints,

 d) Articulated audits (in the planning phase); and,

e) Forums and workshops with specialized citizens and civil society organizations.

 It should be noted that in the practices described above, it was found the following: 

- Ten of the 11 SAIs surveyed presented complaints mechanism. Only SAI E does not have this mechanism,

- Only the SAI G promotes audits articulated with the citizens,
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- No SAI has a participatory audit planning program, since citizen complaints are considered as inputs 
for planning; and, lastly;

- EFS G is required by law to receive “petition rights”, which may be requests or categorized as complaints.

Table 3: Indicators of the Audit Planning Dimension

Indicator 1.- Number 
of audits suggested by 
citizens that are included in 
the annual audit plan (not 
foreseen by the SAI) within 
1 year in relation to the total 
number of audits planned 
in the same period.

Indicator 2.- Number of 
special investigations that 
the SAI carries out within 1 
year in relation to the total 
number of complaints, 
claims and petitions 
received by the agency in 
the same period.

Indicator 3.- Number of audits of the 
annual plan to which specific aspects 
of public interest were integrated to 
audit upon request or proposal of the 
citizenship (cross-cutting themes to the 
different audit objects), which were 
not foreseen by the SAI, within 1 Year, in 
relation to the total number of planned 
audits in the same period.

Regarding the implementation of the indicators of this dimension, it is necessary to point out that, as previously 
mentioned, the complaints mechanism is the main citizen input for the development of the General Audit 
Plan in the SAIs. In this sense, it is necessary to clarify that, due to the dynamics of this mechanism; citizen 
complaints (after a preliminary verification process) are taken to the audit areas in the current year, or are 
incorporated into the General Audit Plan in the next period.

On the other hand, out of the 10 SAIs that present complaint mechanisms only four (D, F, I and K) have 
internal regulatory frameworks to stipulate the percentage of audits that must be checked, while the 
remaining six SAIs (A, B, C, G, H and J) determine the incorporation of complaints into the Plan, according 
to the audit capacity.

For this reason, the complaint response processes can be considered to have an effect on Indicator 1 
regarding the number of audits suggested by the citizens that are included in the Control Plan. Thus, it is 
shown that six of the 11 SAIs surveyed present the record of audit data suggested by the citizens that are 
included in the Control Plan; however, only three present the total programmed audits in the Control Plan, 
other than the number of audits suggested by citizens.
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Table 4: Percentage of Audits suggested by citizens included in the Control Plan, in relation to the 
audits programmed by the SAI’s from 2011 to 2015

 
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Promedio+

EFS B 2,07% 3,44% 4,11% 1,28% 1,96% 2,57%

EFS G 9,50% 11,10% 10,19% 5,96% 5,80% 8,51%

EFS I 23,86% 19,87% 21,01% 68,35% 36,18% 33,85%

In this way, asymmetric data are evidenced, regarding the average number of audits suggested by the 
citizens that were incorporated into the SAI Control Plan from 2011 to 2015; Reflecting:

- in the case of SAI B an average of 2.57%, 

- in the case of the SAI G an average of 8.51%; and,

- Finally, in the case of SAI I an average of 33.85%. 

It is necessary to indicate that the value of the year 2014 is bigger, because local elections took place that 
year, which tends to impact on the number of complaints received and, consequently, there is an increase 
in the audits of the Control Plan.

Regarding indicator 2, which seeks to know the number of special investigations that the SAIs carry out 
within 1 year, in relation to the total number of complaints and requests received by the agency in the same 
period; it is relevant to indicate that ten SAIs record data of the complaints presented in the institution.

Table 5: Number of complaints received from 2011 to 2015

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Average  

SAI A 702 954 809 906 923 858,8

SAI B 22 42 72 43 59 47,6

SAI C 1.709 1.179 1.083 1.079 821 1.174

SAI D  N/A 139 124 110 105 120

SAI F 1403 2379 2135 3.745 2.739 2.480
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SAI G 4.649 3.433 2.770 3.143 2.914 3.382

SAI H 99 109 139 245 184 155

SAI I 1.301 1.076 1.153 1.298 1.367 1.239

SAI J 436 422 226 555 472 422

SAI K N/A N/A 93 90 95 93

* N/A: No data available.

Although all SAIs record the number of complaints filed with the Entity, only three indicated the number of 
special investigations that result from these complaints. Thus, when calculating how many complaints results 
in control processes, different percentages are found, as shown below:

Table 6: Percentage of special investigations in relation to the number of citizens’ complaints 
received from 2011 to 2015

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

SAI A 95,01% 96,02 % 95,30 % 92,94 % 91,01 %

SAI C 0,59 % 0,25 % 0,37 % 0,09% 0,97 %

SAI I 29,05 % 26,39 % 23,50 % 93,84% 55,52 % 

* N/A: No data available.

Finally, indicator three seeks to determine the number of audits of the annual plan to which specific aspects 
of interest were integrated upon request or proposal of citizens, which were not foreseen by the SAI within one 
year, in relation to the total number of audits planned in the same period.

Thus, six of 11 SAIs surveyed record the number of audits that integrate specific aspects of citizenship. At the 
same time, it can be observed that the average values  from 2011 to 2015 range from 7 to 42 audits that 
incorporate specific aspects requested by the public; with the exception of SAI C, whose average is 518.

Table 7: Number of audits that integrated specific aspects of public interest upon request or proposal from 
citizens from 2011 to 2015

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Promedio

SAI B 13 23 41 15 22 23

SAI C 660 490 663 557 220 518

SAI F 8 6 71 N/D N/D 28
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SAI I 49 44 35 49 32 42

SAI J 4 2 1 2 2 2

SAI K  N/A N/A 22 0 0 7

* N/A: No data available.

Audit Results Dimension

The audit results dimension considers the impact of citizen engagement practices in the audit exercises 
undertaken by the SAI, in which the suggestions and proposals of civil society can be directly or indirectly 
integrated.

In this sense, the following practices are considered in this dimension:

a) Social and/or articulated audits, 

b) Social/Citizen monitoring,

c) Citizen contributions of information and/or evidence in the framework of audits; and,

d) Citizen consultations to provide information in the framework of Audits.

As evidenced in the previous point, only one SAI performs articulated audits; while two control organs (D and 
G) indicated in the questionnaire that they carry out citizen surveys. On the other hand, the contributions 
of civil society, regarding the substance of irregularities for audits, are contemplated in the process of 
handling complaints.  

Table 8: Indicators of Audit Results Dimension 

Indicator 1. - Number of findings identified in audits 
proposed by or with the intervention of the public 
in relation to the total number of findings identified 
in the audit exercises within one year.

Indicator 2.- Number of audits proposed by or 
with the intervention of citizens that resulted in 
specific sanctions and/or recommendations 
within a year, in relation to the total number of 
audits carried out in the same period.

As for the first indicator of this dimension, which seeks to evidence the number of findings identified in the 
audits proposed by or with the intervention of the citizen, in relation to the total of findings identified in the 
audit exercises within one year; the following is found:
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- Understanding that not all SAIs promote articulated audit programs, only the findings of the audits 
proposed “by” citizens were recorded. Thus, six of 11 SAIs surveyed presented this information.

- In order to place the value of the findings on the audits proposed by the public, it should be noted 
that the SAIs interpreted the term “finding” differently, so that the SAI B indicated the data of the 
economic findings, the SAI C indicated the data where irregularities were confirmed, the SAI I made 
a formula to indicate the average of findings in general and the SAI K placed the value of the reports 
with indications of criminal responsibility. The other SAIs did not specify the origin of the data.

Table 9: Number of findings in the audits suggested by citizens from 2011 to 2015

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

SAI B 81 115 155 23 (2)

SAI C 227 138 145 112 101

SAI F  N/A N/A N/A 2 12

SAI I 3780 2840 2710 12980 7590

SAI J 4 2 1 3 3

SAI K  N/A N/A 22 0 0
 

* N/A: No data available

Regarding the second indicator, as for the number of audits proposed by - or with the intervention of 
citizens - that resulted in specific sanctions and/or recommendations within a year, in relation to the total 
number of audits performed in the same period; it is evident that only two SAIs (B and C) record the data of 
the sanctions derived from the audits proposed by the citizens, from 2011 to 2015; while the remaining four 
SAIs (F, G, J and K) record such information from 2013 onwards.

Table 10: Number of audits suggested by or intervened with citizens that resulted in specific sanctions          
and/or recommendations

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

SAI B 13 23 41 15 22

SAI C 107 69 63 56 26

SAI F N/A  N/A N/A 1 9

SAI G  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A 28

SAI J  N/A  N/A  N/A 1 2

SAI K N/A N/A 22 0 0

* N/D: No se disponen los datos.
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Institutional Identity and SAI’s Strategy Dimension 

The SAI’s institutional identity and strategy dimension encompasses the practices that seek to incorporate 
the suggestions of civil society in the institutional products of citizen engagement; as well as the internal 
strategies to promote the programs of connection with citizens.

Table 11: Indicators of the Institutional Identity and SAI’s Strategy Dimension

Indicator 1.- Number of 
institutional products included in 
the Institutional Strategic Plan (or 
annual action plan of the SAI) 
related to the promotion of citizen 
engagement in fiscal control, 
within a period of one year.

Indicator 2.- Amount of 
resources allocated in SAI 
budget for the promotion 
of citizen engagement 
strategies and mechanisms, 
within 1 year.

Indicator 3.- Number of SAI 
staff that is aware of the 
strategy to promote citizen 
engagement in relation to 
the total number of staff of 
the entity, within one year.

The first indicator of this dimension seeks to know the number of institutional products incorporated in the 
Institutional Strategic Plan (or annual action plan of the SAI) related to the promotion of citizen engagement 
in fiscal control, within one year.

Within this framework, among the products added to the Strategic Plan from 2011 to 2015 are: 1) training 
programs, 2) strengthening of the complaints system, 3) programs aimed at the education sector, 4) territorial 
strategies, 5) monitoring to the good use of public resources in electoral times, public hearings; among 
others. Thus, after reviewing these programs in detail, it is evident that the most concurrent cases are:

 

- Strengthening the complaints mechanism (six of 11 SAIs).

- Training programs (five out of 11 SAIs); and,

- Programs aimed at the education sector (four out of 11 SAIs).
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Table 12: Programs included in the SAI’s Strategic Plan to promote citizen engagement                                 
from 2011 to 215

SAI 
A

SAI 
B

SAI 
C

SAI 
D

SAI 
E

SAI F SAI 
G

SAI 
H

SAI 
I

SAI 
J

SAI 
K

Training Programs 
X X X X X

Territorial Strategies 
X X

(Georeferenced systems, 
mediation between 
government and local 
population) X

Special follow up to 
the resources of citizen 
engagement and 
emergency management 

X X X X

Programs in the 
educational sector 
(workshops, youth audits) 

X X

Public hearings X

Ludic materials
X X X X X X

Strengthening of 
complaints system 
(development of web 
applications, processes 
improvement)

X

Citizen’s monitoring 
X

Follow up to public works in 
real time X

Improvement of Accounts 
Reporting System 

X X

Programs for vigilance of 
correct usage of public 
resources in election 
periods



35

As for the second indicator of this dimension, it should be noted that only the SAIs E, J and K indicated the 
specific amounts directed to the citizen engagement programs in relation to the general budget of the 
control bodies, yielding the following results:

Table 13: Percentage of amounts allocated to programs of citizen engagement in relation                              
to the general budget from 2011 to 2015

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

SAI F 93.738,02 88.524.159,00 170.978,64 103.309.084,00 171.857,83 102.402.362,00 202.039,38 108.695.213,00 191.835,66 137.731.565,00

SAI J N/A N/A N/A N/D N/A 2068,96 12.352.244,68 551,72 13.659.877,04 971,26

SAI K 307.996,98 90.625.742,55 1.727.677,91 133.885.083,95 314.931,49 126.609.307,78 58.728,96 21.266.989,86 50.390,84 8.503.134,80

Note: Column 1 refers to the amount of dollars allocated to strategies to promote citizen engagement; while column 2 refers to the SAI’s budget in general 

expressed in dollars.

* N/A: No data available.

Likewise, it should be noted that five of the 11 SAIs under study have presented budgetary restrictions. These 
control bodies consider that this reduction directly affects the development of citizen engagement projects. 

Table 14: SAI’s with budgetary restrictions from 2011 to 2015

SAI A SAI B SAI C SAI D SAI E SAI F SAI G SAI H SAI I SAI J SAI K 

Yes X X X X X

No X X X X

The third and final indicator of this dimension is intended to show the number of SAI staff who are aware of 
the strategy to promote citizen engagement in relation to the total number of SAI officials within one year. 
Within this framework, five out of 11 SAIs record the values of the trained officials in the area indicated in 
advance. However, in the case of SAI C, the values correspond to the officials in the area of complaints, 
amounting to a total of 12 professionals.
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Table 15: Number of SAI’s staff trained in the strategy of citizen engagement

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

SAI B N/A N/A 100 300 400

SAI C 1 2 1 1 2

SAI D 64 115 189 224 288

SAI I 183 44 100 71 24

SAI J 70 55 0 237 254

* N/A: No data available.

Demand for SAI’s Engagement Dimension 

The dimension of demand for engagement of the SAI refers to the opening of channels for the promotion of 
programs, based on the requests of citizens. 

Table 16: Indicators of Demand for SAI’s Engagement 

Indicator 1.- Number 
of complaints (and/
or proposals or audit 
suggestions) received by 
the SAI within one year, 
in relation to the number 
registered in the previous 
year

Indicator 2.- Number of 
requests for information 
(or information inquiries) 
received by the SAI within 1 
year, in relation to the number 
registered in the previous 
year. 

Indicator 3.-  Number of requests for 
support and training of citizens and/or 
civil society organizations received by 
the SAI within a year, in relation to the 
number registered in the previous year.

The first indicator considered in this dimension seeks to recognize whether or not the complaints received per 
year have increased. In this sense, it is found that 10 of the 11 SAIs surveyed record the evolution of complaints 
from 2011 to 2015, reflecting the following trend lines:
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Tabla 17: Número de denuncias receptadas desde el 2011 al 2015

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Trend

SAI A 702 954 809 906 923

SAI  B 22 42 72 43 59  

SAI  C 1.709 1.179 1.083 1.079 821  

SAI  D N/A 139 124 110 105  

SAI  F 1403 2379 2135 3.745 2.739  

SAI  G 4.649 3.433 2.770 3.143 2.914  

SAI  H 99 109 139 245 184  

SAI  I 1.301 1.076 1.153 1.298 1.367  

SAI  J 436 422 226 555 472  

SAI  K N/A N/A 93 90 95  

* N/A: No data available.

With regard to the second indicator, that considers the number of requests for information (or information 
inquiries) received by the SAI within one year, in relation to the number registered in the previous year; it is 
found that 8 of the 11 SAI’s surveyed present the data of the requests of information from citizens from 2011 
to 2015. At that point, it is necessary to recapitulate that the SAI G has the figure of “rights of petition” where 
every citizen request must be served by law in a maximum period of six months.

 

Table 18: Number of registered requests of information from 2011 to 2015

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Trend

SAI A 140 211 378 185 90

SAI B 40 58 36 46 90  

SAI C 3 4 4 2 3  

SAI D N/D 6 16 103 105  

SAI F 457 632 788 808 900  
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SAI I 1023 1029 1231 1823 612  

SAI J N/A 6 N/A 5 2  

* N/A: No data available.

Tabla 19: Número de derechos de petición que recibe la EFS G del 2011 al 2015

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Trend

SAI G (petition of 
rights) 18524 15198 12162 11839 14621

Finally, the third indicator recognizes the number of requests for support and training to citizens and/or 
civil society organizations received by the SAI within one year, in relation to the number registered in the 
previous year. At this point, six of the 11 SAIs surveyed present the evolution of requests for support and 
training from civil society organizations and citizens, showing a tendency to increase, except in the case of 
SAI C, which maintains similar values, and the SAI G whose requests have decreased.

Table 20: Number of registered requests of training and support from 2011 to 2015

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Trend

SAI  C 2 3 2 2 3

SAI  D N/A N/A 22 26 34  

SAI  F 22 38 53 75 106  

SAI  G N/A 158 169 132 139  

SAI  J N/A N/A N/A 6 8  

SAI  K N/A N/A 15 25 39  

* N/A: No data available.
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Government Accounts Reporting Dimension 

The dimension of government accountability consists of improving the management and/or public services 
from the indirect intervention of the citizens in the control processes. 

Table 21: Indicator of Government Accounts Reporting Dimension

Indicator 1.- Existence one or more experience/s that show that - at the instance of the strategies 
linked to the civil society that SAI favors - the citizen demand for transparency and accountability 
to the public bodies that are object of control resulted in the publication of information or in the 
effective implementation of the recommendations or observations expressed by the SAI, within one 
year.

The indicator contemplated in this dimension seeks to show the impact of the strategies of relationship with 
citizens in the reporting of accounts and the mechanisms of transparency of the audited entities, through 
the publication of the progress of the recommendations issued by the control bodies. Thus, at this point it is 
revealed that only two of the 11 SAIs surveyed register success cases, which are as follows:

•	 Regarding to SAI A, it is found that after a training of leaders by the movement “Safe Territories”, in 
terms of usage and scope of the public budget system, a citizen detected an inconsistency in the 
registration of a budget item of the municipality of the area. As a result of the finding, the control 
body was able to determine an omission of the local government, responsible for updating the 
resources and could order the immediate correction.

•	 On the other hand, for SAI G the result of each intervention process is the presentation of 
recommendations, allowing the executing agencies to modify their decisions to adjust the investments 
to the citizen’s expectations and the fulfillment of the contractual objectives. 

Therefore, this supervisory body has found success in promoting public consultations and deliberations to 
follow up the implementation of recommendations in the following cases: a) decontamination of a river, 
b) efficient management of a mining complex and its respective remediation directed at the indigenous 
communities involved, c) the establishment of a monitoring mechanism for the validity of guarantees 
among the population with disabilities, d) the monitoring of infrastructure works and megaprojects, and e) 
the supervision of the food supplementation program. 
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Public Positioning and Institutional Image Dimension of the SAI’s 

The public positioning dimension and institutional image of the SAIs considers the role of the control bodies 
in the public debate, as well as the communication strategies to make their work known to the public; in 
addition to the impact of the control management in traditional and digital media.

Table 22: Indicators of Public Positioning and Image Dimension

Indicator 1.- Number of invitations addressed 
to the SAI’s to participate as presenters 
in events related to the discussion and 
promotion of citizen engagement in public 
management, within a year, in relation to 
the number of similar calls in the previous 
year.

Indicator 2.- Number of appearances or advertising 
of the SAI in the media (radio, newspaper, television, 
news portals) in reference to the promotion of 
initiatives linked to the encouragement of citizen 
engagement in public management, within a 
year, in relation to the number of appearances 
registered in the previous year.

Thus, indicator one of this dimension, seeks to reflect the demand for civil society engagement for SAIs to be 
presenters at events related to the promotion of citizen involvement in public management.

In that sense, five of the 11 SAIs (C, D, F, I and J) surveyed record the number of invitations from civil society 
organizations for the purpose of being speakers at events on citizen engagement. In this regard, it is 
important to note that, apart from SAI C, it is evident that such invitations tend to increase.

Table 23: Number of invitations from civil society for SAI’s to take part in presentations                                    
from 2011 to 2015

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Trend

SAI  C 2 2 1 2 2

SAI  D 20 18 35 46 48  

SAI  F 33 36 47 67 64  
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SAI  G 10 11 12 12 14  

SAI  J N/D N/D 2 4 9  

* N/A: No data available.

With regard to indicator two, it should be noted that the SAIs do monitor the publications about the 
management of the entity in the media; however, this information is not distinguished and, therefore, does 
not allow to know the detail of the publications about the programs of citizen engagement. In that context, 
only the SAI J presented this registration:

Table 24: Number of media advertising for the programs of citizen engagement from 2011 to 2015

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Trend

SAI J 136 170 220 450 350

As a complement, the SAIs were asked about the channels they use to communicate to the public about 
their management, identifying the following mechanisms:

Table 25: Communication channels used by SAI’s to disseminate projects

SAI A SAI B SAI C SAI D SAI E SAI F SAI G SAI H SAI I SAI J SAI K

Publications in 
traditional and 
digital media  X X X X X X X X X

 Web page X X X X X X X X X X X

Social networks X X X X X X X X

International 
Newsletter

X X X X X X X

Institutional 
Newsletter for 
involved parties X X X X X X X

Others X X X X X X X X X

Note: The box “others” refers to: infographics, press conferences, explanatory audiovisuals, animated 
presentations, information directed to specific public, annual memories, signs and screens inside the institution.
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Public Services Supply Dimension

The Public Services Supply Dimension refers to the impact of citizen engagement practices in improving the 
delivery of services and public goods, which are subjected to SAI control, as a result of having incorporated 
strategies to promote linkage with the civil society.

Table 26: Indicator of Public Services Supply Dimension

Indicator 1.- Existence of one or more experience(s) referring that - at the instance of citizen 
engagement in the audit, through the mechanisms made available by the SAI - the provision of one 
or more public services were secured or improved within one year.

Considering the indicator mentioned above, just three of the 11 SAIs surveyed reflect success stories with 
specific sectors such as local government or the education sector: 

- In the case of SAI A, through the project of facilitation of connection between communities and local 
government, the municipality was committed to providing the service of solid waste collection in the area.

- For its part, the EFS D, through a process of training of implementation and formulation of complaints, 
a community in the interior of the country, which was affected by the quality and condition of the 
health service, could make observations in the audit report that resulted in recommendations, which 
were applied by the control institution, and ended up in an early improvement of the service.

- Finally, EFS B maintains a program in which the staff of the School Councils is validated by carrying 
out a process of verification to avoid the collection of salaries by teachers who do not attend school 
activities

Fight against Corruption Dimension

This dimension assumes that citizen engagement helps to detect irregularities in the management of public 
resources, and in turn, encourages ethical action by public officials. It is thus that the connection with citizens 
is understood as a fundamental pillar in the fight against fraud and corruption. 
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Table 27: Indicator of Fight against corruption Dimension

Indicator 1.- Number of recoveries of public resources, made possible through control actions that 
included citizen contributions (either in planning or in the exercise itself or after the audit) within one 
year, in relation to the amount recorded the previous year.

It should be noted that the approach of this indicator seeks to know the concrete results in terms of the amounts 
recovered from public resources, based on an audit process where there has been some kind of citizen 
contribution. In that sense, it is found that the surveyed SAIs have the data of the amounts collected when 
an irregularity has been confirmed; however, it is not categorized whether those recoveries arising from audit 
processes originate from complaints, claims, articulated audits, and other mechanisms of citizen linkage.

4.2. Follow-up of process

The follow-up of processes aimed to obtain information that complements the data collected by the survey. 
To this end, semi-structured interviews were carried out with officials from the participating 11 SAIs in the 
diagnosis.

In this context, the results of the first phase of this research revealed opportunities to explore three dimensions 
in more detail: a) audit planning, b) institutional identity and SAI strategy; and c) public positioning and 
institutional image.

It is important to note that the officials participating in the interviews correspond to different hierarchical 
levels, mostly in the areas responsible for citizen engagement in SAIs, except for specific cases where staff 
from the International Cooperation and Communication areas were included:

- Number one corresponds only to Specialists,

- Number two refers only to Directors,

- Number three includes both Directors and Specialists; and, 

- Number four corresponds to Authorities and Directors.

Table 28: Classification of hierarchical level of interviewed officials

SAI A SAI B SAI C SAI D SAI E SAI F SAI G SAI H SAI I SAI J SAI K
1 3 2 3 4 3 1 2 1 3 3
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4.2.1. Interview Analysis

Regarding the Audit Planning Dimension, the survey identified that the complaints mechanism has, on a 
comparative basis, a higher registration in the Supreme Audit Institutions, constituting the main instrument 
for citizen demands to be incorporated in its Institutional planning.

Therefore, SAIs were asked about characteristics of the units that handle citizen complaints, with responses 
being classified as follows:

 

1) The SAI has a citizen engagement department and the complaints area is integrated into it 

2) The SAI has a complaints department separate from the area of citizen engagement, or in its effect, 
from the areas that manage citizen engagement projects; and,

4) The SAI has a department that, among other things, handles citizen complaints.

6) The SAI does not have a citizen engagement department and/or complaints area.

Table 29: Types of institutional models for handling complaints 

Options SAI A SAI B SAI C SAI D SAI E SAI F SAI G SAI H SAI I SAI J SAI K

1 X X X X X

2 X X X X

3 X

4 X

Considering the proposed classification, it is identified that there are three models of organizational structure 
to systematize the mechanism of complaints in the control bodies. In this way, the following is found: 

- five SAIs of the 11 interviewees (B, D, H, I and J) have citizen engagement departments, with the 
attention of complaints among their functions,

- four control bodies of the 11 interviewees have a specific department for handling of complaints,

- Only one SAI has a department that, among other functions, receives the complaints.

- EFS E does not have a complaints handling mechanism.
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It is important to note that in the group of the second case, only the SAI G has a Department of Citizen 
Engagement; while SAIs A, C and F indicate that citizen engagement mechanisms are promoted as projects 
managed by different units.

Following the same line, given the relevance of the complaint mechanism and its degree of institutionalization 
in the control organizations, the SAI was asked about the number of officials who were part of that area; 
classifying the answers in the following ranges: 

1) More than 10 people

2) 10-20 people

3) 25-50 people

4) More than 50 people

Table 30: Number of staff working in the area of complaints

Options SAI A SAI B SAI C SAI D SAI E SAI F SAI G SAI H SAI I SAI J SAI K 

1 X X X

2 X X X

3 X N/A

4 X X

From the results found, there is no evidence of a single model in terms of the number of staff employed in the 
area of complaints, which is more related to the institutional designs of each SAI and their budgetary capacity. 
In this context, it should be noted that two SAIs indicated that the operational capacity was insufficient (A 
and I) for the handling of complaints.

With regard to the processing of complaints, nine SAIs are found to have an admissibility/preliminary 
verification and/or validation instance. This first filter serves to discard the complaints that do not comply with 
the requirements established by the different internal regulations or guidelines, or to refer such complaints to 
the relevant institutions, in case the SAIs do not have the competence to deal with them.

The majority of SAIs receive citizen complaints identifying the data of the complainant, with the exception 
of SAI A that does receive anonymous complaints. For officials interviewed by the SAI, there is a perception 
that the lack of data of the complainant affects the monitoring process, particularly when more information 
is required for the admissibility of the complaint and for notification to the complainant when the process 
is completed.

In the case of SAI C, this entity changed its policy of receiving anonymous complaints based on the opinion 
of the Legal Advisory Department that considered that the identification of data allows fair treatment to both 
the complainant and the affected party. 
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SAI C representative’s remarks on identification of complainant information:

“[...] In addition to comply to Law 38, we recognize that this procedure is a protection mechanism both 
for the complainant and the complained party… precisely because the anonymous complaints are 
accepted, many complainants are encouraged to file complaints that are just to unjustifiably disrupt 
to other public servants”.

As for the process of attention, follow-up and completion of the complaint, the following stages were found:

1) Reception of complaints 

2) Guidance and/or advice 

3) Start notification  

4) Preliminary verification 

5) Background analysis 

6) Call to discussion to determine if the complaint enters the current fiscal year or in future periods 

7) Communication to the complainant of the decision on the complaint 

8) Investigation by the denounced entity 

9) Research by the SAI

10) Notification to the complainant of the results and completion of the procedure 

Table 31: Process of responding to complaints in the SAI’s

Options SAI A SAI B SAI C SAI D SAI E SAI F SAI G SAI H SAI I SAIJ SAI K

1 X X X X N/A X X X X X X
2 N/A X X
3 X X N/A X
4 X X X X N/A X X X X X X
5 N/A X X
6 X N/A

7 X X
8 X N/A

9 X X X N/A X X X X X X
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10 X X X X N/A X X X X X X

Within this framework, there are four similar moments in the SAIs: the reception of complaints, personally, by 
telephone, through a web portal through applications and by e-mail.

For SAI H, the response to complaints process can be strengthened through an in-depth legal analysis prior to 
the development of the audit.

SAI H representative’s remarks on added value of the institution regarding responses and admissions 
of complaints: 

“(...) As complement to the first stage, the most valuable contribution that we make, and that seems 
to be absent in other SAI’s, is to carry out a legal analysis (a) depth of the complaint, where we give 
inputs that would be helpful in the audits that will really perform the special examination over the 
complaints (....)”.

On the other hand, as it was discussed in the results of the survey, the SAI G is legally obliged to take care of 
all the rights of citizen petition, which can have the category of complaint.

SAI G representative’s remarks on attention of petition rights

“[...] To me, every piece of paper left by a citizen is a right to petition, regardless that I made considered 
a complain, given that it fulfils all requirements, it will still be a right to petition, and the right of petition, 
as a fundamental right enshrined in the Constitution, has to be granted by a civil servant, under penalty 
of sanctions or disciplinary actions […].”

Regarding the recording of information on the different stages in the processing of complaints, SAIs interviewed 
indicated that they are mainly concentrated on: 1) number of complaints received, 2) number of validated 
complaints; and 3) data derived from tax proceedings. However, the findings of such investigations are not 
recorded by the citizen engagement areas and/or complaints, as they fall within the control units.

SAI H representative’s remarks on added value of the institution regarding responses and admissions of 
complaints:

“(...) Referring have in report called Supervision of Complaints and another report that is the Observatory 
of Complaints. The first is quarterly and the other is monthly. In these observatories we meet with the 
executors of the fiscal control, that is the Sector Delegates and we look at the pending complaints and 
the processes they have been given to (...)”.

Regarding Audit Planning programs in a participatory manner, none of the SAIs presented this mechanism. 
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For SAIs A and C, socio-cultural context and regulatory constraints do not allow for the promotion of these 
programs, while SAI K believes that these programs could pose a risk of politicization of audits.

SAI A representative’s remarks on participative audit schemes  

“[...]there is still a long way to go […] in order to achieve a participative audit scheme or any other direct 
participative scheme in the audit work […]”.

“[...] There are several conditions in SAI’s that still keep this from happening. Starting with our legal structure 
and the many restrictive processes that clearly outline the role of the Office of the Comptroller General. We 
have to comply with the principle of legality. As a public institution, we have to observe the law”. 

Another issue is the management of elements of confidentiality, such as complaint handling system and 
affidavit, based on a legal principle of confidentiality [...]”.

However, it should be noted that for certain SAIs, the complaints mechanism has an effective impact on 
Audit Planning; either because it defines a percentage of “unscheduled audits” - where one of the sources 
is constituted by citizen complaints - or because the analysis for the preparation of the plan considers such 
complaints. 

SAI K representative’s remarks on the impact of citizen complaints in the audit redesign

“[…] At present, but especially in the immediate past, complaints are regarded as the main input for 
the scheduling of Audits […]”.

For SAI A, another source of information to feed the Audit Plan is through a citizen survey related to issues of 
transparency, accountability and critical public services. 

Unlike other control bodies, the EFS G maintains a program called “Articulated Audits” where citizen 
organizations are invited to be part of the government control process.

Within the Institutional Identity and Strategy dimension of the SAI, the amount allocated to strategies to promote 
citizen engagement is considered important, so that the control bodies can fully carry out the programs and 
projects foreseen in institutional planning. In this sense, since five of 11 SAIs indicated in the survey that they 
had budgetary restrictions, they were asked about the strategies used to deal with this situation and to seek 
the execution of citizen engagement programs.

In this situation the following scenarios have been presented:

1) Prioritization of programs



49

2) Alliance with nation entities 

3) Use of international cooperation

Table 32: Strategies applied by SAI’s for economic sustainability of the citizen engagement programs

Options SAI A SAI B SAI C SAI D SAI E SAI I

1 X X

2 X X

3 X X N/A X

In this framework, options such as the prioritization of programs through management indicators and the use 
of both national and local partnerships become alternatives to the reduction of budget presented by SAIs, 
although not necessarily standardized practices in the control bodies.

SAI D representative’s remark on the budgetary reality of SAI’s regarding the development of mechanisms 
of citizen engagement.

“[…] The logic that citizen engagement depends on an area of relationship and cooperation is related 
to a budgetary issue. It would not make much sense if it were in another budgeted section of the Office 
of the Comptroller General’s organizational chart. It would have been much more difficult to flow into 
alliances or cooperation. 

SAI C representative’s remark on the creation of measuring indicators for the programs to allocate 
resources. 

“[...] We have developed measuring indicators for each program. We evaluate effectiveness of each 
program and resources allocations on a yearly basis, […] and in that sense, the management and the 
budget go hand in hand. I mention the measuring indicators because it is important to emphasize that 
the degree of effectiveness of the programs would allow us to request and sustain budget increase or 
possible increase for the next year [...]”.

As evidenced by the results of the survey, although the SAIs record the mentions of their management in the 
media, there is no categorization of such mentions, so the value of those corresponding to the programs is not 
related to citizen engagement. Even so, the interviewees consider the synergy between the Communication 
and Citizen Engagement units important;W Including SAI D that believes that communication experts could 
be incorporated in those areas.
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SAI Drepresentative’s remark on the inclusion of communication experts in the area of citizen 
engagement 

“[...] In fact, I believe that the areas of citizen engagement should have their own areas of 
communication. In other words, they should count on communication experts because we cannot 
depend on the Communication Department that is already overloaded with information that arises 
from regular audit processes […]. In the long term, we will definitely need expertise in communication”. 

Another aspect that was discussed was the use of social networking platforms for the promotion of citizen 
engagement programs. Most interviewees felt that the mechanism is beneficial, in fact, nine out of 11 SAIs 
use this mechanism. However, SAI interviewees C, D, F indicated that quality content should be available 
and that traditional communication should not be neglected. On the other hand, EFS J for 2017, launched 
the hashtag #LaDenunciaEsParticipaciónCiadadana on Twitter, which facilitates communication with users.

Table 33: Number of SAI’s that use social network to promote citizenship projects

Options SAI A SAI B SAI C SAI D SAI E SAI F SAI G SAI H SAI I SAI J SAI K

Sí X X X X  X X X   X  X
No     X    X   

SAI F representative’s remark on strategy to achieve success in social networks 

“[...] The interesting thing is that in order to achieve success in communication on social networks, we 
have tried to generate products related to these networks. For example, each time we issue press 
releases in the traditional communication, we generate a video, a summary in images related to the 
topic […] and upload it on YouTube. We also publish it on Twitter and other social networks”. 

SAI  D representative’s remark on social networks 

“[...] What might be keeping us from using social network […] is the fact that we need to have the 
capacity to interact. This is no excuse to do without it. On the contrary, we should be able to respond 
because we cannot avoid social networks if we want to talk about engagement [...]”.
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As regards the relationship of the supervisory bodies and civil society organizations, it is found that the 
education sector is the one that the SAIs have specialized to a greater extent. In this way, SAIs A, B, C, F and 
J maintain initiatives such as: 1) youth audits/School SAI, 2) incorporation of pedagogical modules in the 
curriculum, 3) development of value workshops; and 4) work with School Board.

SAI F representative’s remark on the Youth Audit Programs

“[…] The Young Auditors Program is one of the main ones that we have. It was created in 2010 and it 
has been growing ever since. It has a pyramidal training base and it is aimed at teachers, [and] an 
agreement with the Ministry of Education has been sought (to) integrate the topic into the national 
curriculum [and] place it as topic of interest in the national curriculum so teachers and students can 
take part in the social control activities. They should be taught how to practice it and given the chance 
to choose the areas of their educational centers where they can each have a specific follow-up and 
detect breaches”.

SAI B representative’s remark on the work carried out with School Councils 

“[…] So far, only this year, an exercise has been carried out in the Education sector, School Councils 
more specifically […] called the strategy of “attendance list”. What we are doing is to give them their 
school payroll so they can validate that the personnel is really doing their job. With this trial activity, it is 
planned to involve other sectors such as healthcare, school meals, etc”.

On the other hand, systems of corporate complaints are to be developed or planned to be developed; 
such is the case for SAI B, C and F. In the same way for SAI D, unions constitute an unexplored sector, where 
strategic alliances could be generated to contribute social control.
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5. Discussion of Results

The results of this diagnosis reveal the efforts of the Supreme Audit Institutions of the Commission towards the 
institutionalization of the mechanisms of citizen engagement. In this area, it is clear that for these control 
bodies, the contribution of citizens in the establishment of a “sensor system” and/or “early warning” of 
potential irregularities regarding the use of public resources is very relevant (Peruzzotti, 2010) .

Although these efforts are increasing, in practice, the institutionalization of citizen engagement mechanisms 
is more complex. It depends, according to the interviews, on the regulations in the countries of origin of the 
SAIs, on the respective institutional designs and on the budget for programs related to citizenship.

Consequently, the diagnosis, beyond disclosing the status of the implementation of the impact indicators, 
allowed visualizing the diverse characteristics of the SAIs in relation to the advance and development in the 
matter of citizen engagement. In this way, it was possible to identify the level of institutionalization of these 
practices (addressed as dimensions), as well as the degree of standardization of these practices.

In this way, a table is presented below to summarize the main findings in each of the dimensions provided in 
the Diagnosis:

Dimensions Summary of the main findings 

Audit Planning

The involvement of civil society in the process of planning audits is 
mainly given through the citizen’s complaint; which has an impact on 
the Control Plan.

This outlines two ways for the incorporation of complaints: 1) they are 
considered in risk analysis to identify the entities to be audited and 2) 
they are incorporated as “contingencies” or “unscheduled audits”.

Audit Results

The findings of the audits through contribution of citizens are interpreted 
in different ways by SAIs, either as: 1) reports that generated indications 
of criminal responsibility, 2) monetary recoveries, and; 3) identified 
irregularities.

Not all the SAI’s submitted information on this matter.
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Institutional Identity and 
strategy  of SAI

The SAIs have included several services based on citizen’s 
recommendations.

In addition to the resources that the SAIs allocate to the promotion of 
citizen engagement, the control bodies make strategic national and 
international alliances to ensure the sustainability of the projects.

Demand for SAI Engagement 
The control institutions receive and record the various requests made 
by the citizens, as well as the evolution of the complaints filed by civil 
society 

Government Accounts 
Reporting

The citizen’s contribution to the improvement of government 
accountability is evidenced only in certain SAIs through success cases. 

Public positioning and 
institutional image of the SAI

The SAIs have several communication channels to promote strategies 
for citizen engagement, including social networks and information 
applications; however, communication units do not tend to make 
specific reports on the media impact of such programs.

Public services supply
The contribution of citizens to improving the delivery of services is evident 
only in certain SAIs through success stories. 

Fight against corruption 
and creation of a culture of 
control 

SAIs do not yet identify the contribution of citizens in the recovery of 
amounts where there have been irregularities recognized in the audit 
reports.
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6. Conclusions

From this research, the importance of giving continuity to the projects of the Technical Committee on Citizen 
Engagement (CTPC) of OLACEFS is evident; especially where these are technical documents requiring the 
recognition of standardized practices and methodologies among the SAIs.

While the development of impact indicators is an essential tool for control bodies to consolidate practices of 
“horizontal and social accountability”; it is necessary first of all to define joint strategies for the implementation 
of indicators developed in 2015 by the CTPC.

In that context, a starting point was the execution of this diagnosis, in order to know if the SAIs had already 
implemented actions and improvements in their processes, which make it possible to measure the impact 
indicators. Broadly, the study reflected the predisposition of the member organizations of the CTPC, to be 
evaluated and to know the status of these indicators, as well as to apply the recommendations that arise 
from this research.

In conclusion, regarding the state of the dimensions that encompass the impact indicators, the following can 
be indicated:  

- Las dimensiones que corresponden a un nivel interno, es decir, a las prácticas de participación que 
The dimensions that correspond to an internal level, that is, to engagement practices that have a 
direct impact on the management of control bodies such as audit planning, institutional identity 
and SAI strategy, and demand for citizen engagement; presented more complete information 
records, although in all cases the impact was not known. This demonstrates significant advances 
in the institutionalization of practices such as citizen denunciation, other than the opening of SAIs 
in responding to requests for information, providing training to external actors and incorporating 
products suggested by civil society in their strategic planning

- In the same way, the dimension of audit results, which is also part of the internal level, requires a 
greater effort in the systematization of information, as it is fundamental to determine the impact of 
the linkage of civil society to the activities of Control. This implies a greater synergy between the areas 
of citizen engagement and control units, considering that both units should work together so that the 
practices that affect the targeting of the audits are effective.

- As regards the dimensions that correspond to the external level, the positioning dimension and 
institutional image of the SAI presents opportunities to let the public know about strategies of citizen 
engagement exponentially. In this context, although the control bodies do not measure the media 
impact of programs related to civil society; there is interest on the part of the citizen engagement 
areas to work together with the communication units to strengthen the channels of information to 
external actors and the general public. This aspect is fundamental to generate confidence in citizens 
and credibility regarding the role of SAIs in securing the integrity of the public sector.

- The other dimensions that correspond to the external level, such as improved service supply, improved 
government accountability and the fight against corruption, require the enhancement of the internal 
level dimensions, i.e. the degree of institutionalization and systematization of the results of the audit 
that counts on the citizen contribution.
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Likewise, in terms of the management and sustainability of citizen engagement programs in SAIs, it can be 
concluded that:

- International cooperation plays an important role, not only in the technical exchange and capacity 
building for the improvement of citizen linkage mechanisms, but also in the economic sustainability of 
the programs.

- The targeting of citizen engagement programs in specific sectors contributes to the improvement of 
the systematization of information and can influence the establishment of external spokespersons that 
reinforce the image of SAIs

Finally, it is expected that the results of this diagnosis will enable a gradual approach to be taken in order to 
prioritize practices and indicators that will be measured in the future; and that, from spaces of dialogue and 
consensus, SAIs commit themselves to the generation of a baseline that allows to know the effectiveness of 
the mechanisms of citizen engagement and their impact in the improvement of government control.
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7. General Recommendations

Considering that there are opportunities to improve the internal processes of SAIs, which make it possible to 
measure the impact of indicators of citizen engagement practices in the future, it is suggested to consider 
the following recommendations:

As a starting point, it is necessary to recapitulate the suggestion foreseen in the conclusions of the “Indicators 
Report for measuring the impact of citizen engagement in the SAIS of OLACEFS”; where the control bodies 
are urged to align the goals of the citizen engagement programs, contemplated in their respective planning 
instruments, with what is contemplated in the methodological proposal of indicators.

In this context, it is recognized that only from this delimitation of the goals, it will be possible to carry out the 
impact measurement of the citizen engagement management; taking into account that similar performance 
indicators will be applied between the Commission’s SAIs.

To achieve this, it is recommended that a gradual approach be adopted when aligning the goals, with the 
members of the Commission in the agreement on the prioritization of the dimensions and indicators to be 
implemented. 

This analysis should combine both the results of this diagnosis and the agreements in future discussions by the 
control bodies; which should be formalized in a Declaration of Commitments, which provides deadlines for 
compliance.

In that sense, it is assumed that the adoption of a gradual approach will allow the execution of measurement 
reports in the short and medium term; as well as the updating of the practices promoted by the SAIs, identifying 
those that are successful and those that present difficulties in their application.

In addition, consideration should be given to the generation of a glossary of practices where, as far as possible, 
the various terms used by the SAIs are unified to refer to the practices of citizen engagement and other 
concepts envisaged in the document Measurement of Impact Indicators; since this can be problematic at 
the time of the evaluation of compliance with the indicators.

On the other hand, the synergy between the areas of citizen engagement, the control and communication 
units of the SAIs is relevant; making it possible from this articulation the improvement in the systematization of 
the information, indispensable to know the impact of the programs of connection with the citizens. 

In addition to the synergy between the areas previously mentioned, it is necessary for SAIs to train their officials 
in terms of the mechanisms of social control, as foreseen in indicator 2 of the Institutional Identity Dimension 
and Strategy of the SAI. This can be complemented by the development of internal campaigns to strengthen 
the commitment of the entity’s officials to the promotion of citizen engagement.
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In this way, the following actions can be considered for the implementation of the recommendations: 

 

Internal Strategy by each SAI External Strategy by CTPC 

Training of officials on the strategy of citizen 
engagement

Development of internal campaigns 

Include the development of at least one 
campaign to promote the strategy of citizen 
engagement in the SAI’s annual operational 
planning 

Meetings between the units of citizen engagement, 
control and communication to agree on how to 
document the mechanisms of citizen engagement

Execution of a working meeting to agree on 
the prioritization of dimensions and indicators 
to be reviewed in the short and medium term, 
formalized in a Declaration of Commitments

Alignment of the dimensions of the prioritized 
indicators in the annual strategic and operational 
planning

Implementation of an impact measurement 
study of prioritized indicators
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9.- Annexes 

      9.1. Survey Format  

Audit Planning Dimension 

1.- Does your SAI have mechanisms to receive complaints? If so, provide details below:

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
___________

2.-  Provide the number of complaints received between 2011 and 2015, in relation to the special investigations 
(contingencies) performed by the SAI:

Criteria 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

# of received complaints

# special investigations

3.- Other than complaints, are there any other mechanisms to establish audits suggested by citizens? If so, 
specify:

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
___________

4.- Are the audits suggested by citizens included in the Annual Audit Plan? If so, indicate the number of audits 
included into the Annual Audit Plan between 2011 and 2015, in relation to the programmed audits:

Yes                   No

Criteria 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

# of audits suggested by 
citizens included in the Annual 
Audit Plan

# of programmed Audits
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5.- Is there a percentage established by law, regulations and/or guidelines that outline the inclusion of 
contingencies or non-programmed audits into the Annual Plan? Give details of the norm.

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

6.- Indicate the number of audits that included specific aspects of public interest requested or suggested by 
citizens between 2011 and 2015:

Criteria 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

# of audits that included 
specific aspects of public 
interest upon request or 
suggestion from citizens

Audit Results Dimension 

7.- Does your SAI develop any participative planning program? briefly describe the program:

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
___________

8.-  Indicate the number of findings identified in audits suggested by or intervened with citizens in relation to 
the total number of findings identified in regular audits in a period of one year:

Criteria 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

# of findings identified in 
audits suggested by citizens 

#  of findings identified in 
audits intervened with citizens 

# total of findings identified in 
regular audits 

Observations:  __________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________
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9.- Indicate the number of audits suggested by or intervened with citizens that led to sanctions and/or specific 
recommendations in a period of one year, in relation to the total number of audits performed in the same 
period:

Criteria 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

# of audits suggested by 
citizens that led to sanctions 
and/or recommendations 

#  of audits with intervention 
of citizens that led to sanctions 
and/or recommendations

Observations:

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
___________

Institutional Identity Dimension and Strategy of the SAI 

10.- From 2011 to 2015, were any services or products included to the Institutional Strategic Plan or the Annual 
Plan of the SAI’s in order to promote citizen engagement in social control? 

Yes                    No

If so, indicate which ones and give a brief description of them:

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
___________ 

11.- Indicate the amount of SAI budget resources allocated to the promotion of strategies and mechanisms 
for citizen engagement:

Criteria 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Amount (USD) of SAI budget 
resources allocated to citizen 
engagement

SAI Budget (USD) 
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12.- From 2011 to 2015, were there any restrictions in the SAI budget? If so, indicate the year. 

 Yes                   No

Year: _______________________________

• ¿Do these restrictions affect in the development of the programs of citizen engagement ?

Yes                   No

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
___________

13.- ¿Does the SAI promote training programs so staff can learn about citizen training strategy? 

            Yes                     No

Criteria 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

# trained staff in the strategy 
of citizen engagement 

# total of staff

• What other mechanisms to train staff on citizen engagement exist? – Are surveys performed 
after the communication of strategies? 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
___________



75

Demand for Engagement Dimension  

14. - From 2011 to 2015, indicate the number of information requests received in the SAI:

Criteria 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

# of information requests 
received by SAI

15.- From 2011 to 2015, indicate the number of support requests and training for citizen and/or civil society 
organizations:

Criteria 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

# support requests and training 
of citizens and/or civil society 
organizations

16.- Are there any training programs for civil society in the SAI? Describe the goal and the scope of the 
program.

             Yes                    No

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
___________

Service Supply Dimension  

17.- Are there any experiences from citizen engagement that assure the service supply?

 

          Yes                 No

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________
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Public positioning dimension and institutional image  

18.- Does the SAI have a communication policy? If so, give details.

 

 Sí          No    

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
___________

19.- What channels does the SAI use to communicate activities?

a) Traditional publications and digital media

b) Web page 

c) Social Networks (_______________________________________________________) 

d) International Bulletins (_______________________________________________)

e) Institutional bulletins for involved parties (national level)  

f) Others __________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________

20.- Are there any regulations on a national/institutional level that guide publications of information on the 
web? If so, specify the norm and requirements of publications? 

 Yes           No    

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
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21.- Indicate the number of advertisements in media in relation to the activities of the SAI to promote initiatives 
of citizen engagement:

Criteria 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Number of advertisements in media in relation 
to the activities of the SAI to promote initiatives 
of citizen engagement

22.- Indicate the number of invitations to lead presentations in events related to discussion and promotion of 
citizen engagement in the public sector, in relation to the number of attendances of staff and/or authorities 
to such events:

Criteria 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Number of invitations to lead 
presentations in events related 
to discussion and promotion of 
citizen engagement in the public 
sector

Number of events attended to 
lead presentations 

Accounts Reporting Dimension

23.- Are there any experiences in the SAI that arose from the strategies for civil society involvement and that 
resulted in information publication or implementation of recommendations regarding the audited public 
organizations?

 Yes               No    

 

• ¿Which ones?

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
___________
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Indicate the value of the amounts and/or resources recovered in the control processes that included citizen 
contributions from 2011 to 2015 (originated by complaints, requests, coordinated audits, control):

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Amounts and/
or resources 
recovered in 
the control 
processes that 
included citizen 
contributions

9.2. Format of the semi-structured interview

In order to know the SAIs› operational capacity regarding complaints mechanisms and processes of complaints 
handling: 

- Is there a complaints handling unit?  Yes/No.

- What are the functions of this unit?

- Do you consider that the personnel working in this unit, and particularly in the handling of complaints, 
are sufficient and necessary within your SAI? 

- How does the staff of this unit support the performance of their duties?

To know the process of attention, monitoring and registration of information of citizen complaints: 

- What are the validation processes for the received complaints in your SAI?  

- What are the follow-up processes in relation to the attention of complaints inside your SAI?

- Are there any information registration processes of the complaints?  Yes/No. If so, give details of how 
it is performed in the information registration of the complaints in your SAI.

To know the relation of the citizen complaints/contingencies with the audit planning

- How important is the citizen complaint in the process of audit planning? 
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A percentage agreed by the Board of Directors and relevant units is included into my SAI›s audit 
planning process…

Even though there is interest, the inclusion of complaints in the process of my SAI’s audit planning is 
complex….

Others...

- Has your SAI evaluated the development of participative planning program?  Yes/No. 

- Do you consider that the development of participative planning programs would reduce the number 
of complaints included in the plan as contingencies? Give reasons why, please. 

To determine the impact of the budget reduction on SAI citizen engagement programs:

- What are the reasons for the reductions of citizen engagement programs in your SAI? – Does this 
reduction have relation with the budget allocated? Please, explain. 

To investigate the mechanisms of communication with citizens and the measurement of the media impact of 
the control agencies:

- In your opinion, what is the weight of communicational management in your SAI and the incorporation 
of non-traditional media (social networks) for your SAI?

- Are there reports that measure the media impact (# publications, positive/negative publications) of 
SAIs? If so, attach it.

To know the relationship with external actors:

- What kind of relationship does your SAI have with the organizations of the civil society? 

- Could you please describe the training programs that have been included in the participative 
planning of your SAI in the last few years? 
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