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ENABLING ACCOUNTABLE AND BETTER SDG IMPLEMENTATION:
CONTRIBUTIONS FROM EXTERNAL PUBLIC AUDIT ORGANIZATIONS

Abstract: The challenges of the United Nations' Agenda for Sustainable Development (the 2030
Agenda) that lead to setbacks in achieving the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) underscore
the need for an objective review and evaluation of SDG implementation. External public audit
organizations (EAOs)—due to their independence from governments and mandates to audit national
development programs—are well-positioned to address this need. However, ways in which EAOs
contribute to SDG implementation are explored fragmentarily, with the primary focus on SDG-related
audits conducted by supreme audit institutions. While this gap in the literature and knowledge poses
risks of lagging progress toward the 2030 Agenda, this study aimed to explore how EAOs contribute
to SDG implementation through analyzing the case of Kazakhstani EAOs. The publicly available
data of three randomly selected EAOs, including annual audit plans for 2018-2024 and conclusions
on budget execution submitted to parliamentarians from 2019 to 2024, were analyzed through
a qualitative directed content analysis. The results of the study indicate that EAOs' audits tagged
as related to SDGs are in demand by stakeholders. In their conclusions, EAOs highlight gaps and
problems in SDG-informed national public policies and recommendations, thereby contributing to
the implementation of SDGs in an accountable and better way. Nevertheless, tagging audits and
analytical products as related to SDGs (when applicable), adding SDG-related audits to the audit
portfolio, integrating a comprehensive evaluation of SDG implementation into the conclusions on
budget execution, and assessing the impacts of auditors’ work are needed to enable more effective
contributions to sustainable development from EAOs.

Keywords: the 2030 Agenda; sustainable development goals (SDGs); SDG-informed national public
policy; external public audit organizations (EAOs); accountability; improvements.

INTRODUCTION

External public audit organizations (EAOs) are well-positioned to hold national governments
accountable for implementing the United Nations’ Agenda for Sustainable Development (the 2030
Agenda), which entails sharing commitments to address economic, social, and environmental
challenges through achieving the 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) [1]. As independent
from executors of the 2030 Agenda, EAOs can use their mandates to provide stakeholders with
both insightful findings on national progress towards sustainable development and recommen-
dations [2]. However, their practice is ahead of the research.

EAOs' involvement in the 2030 Agenda ranges from taking part in voluntary national reviews
to conducting both SDG-preparedness and SDG-implementation audits [3]. These audits reveal
issues in executing the 2030 Agenda at national levels, including lags in SDG localization, weak
institutionalization, policy inconsistencies, and a lack of monitoring and impact assessment [3-5].
In turn, EAOs’ contributions to SDG implementation through audits and other activities, which are
not tagged as those related to SDGs, remain latent. This gap poses risks to missed opportunities
in achieving progress toward the 2030 Agenda, including through unbiased audits and evalua-
tions of national public policies linked to SDGs. Thus, this study aims to address this gap in the
literature, and it is the first attempt to explore the contributions of external public audit organiza-
tions in Kazakhstan to SDG implementation by a qualitative research method.
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The Kazakhstani case is well-suited to explore EAOs’ contribution to SDG implementation.
Firstly, the 2030 Agenda is a key focus within the national public policy framework, and its imple-
mentation has been overseen by the Coordination Council, chaired by the Deputy Prime Minister,
and managed by the Ministry of National Economy [6]. Per the President’s order, a special parlia-
mentary commission, headed by the Senate Speaker, was established to monitor SDG implemen-
tation at the national level. Secondly, to comply with the 2030 Agenda commitments, Kazakhstan
has been integrating SDGs into documents of the state planning system (national development
programs, hereafter), such as national development plans, long-term strategies, and development
plans of government entities, regions, and state-owned enterprises (SOEs). As of 2020, 80% of the
national development programs were aligned with SDGs [7]. Since 2021, integrating SDG-related
indicators into national development programs has become mandatory. Then, EAOs in Kazakh-
stan (the Supreme Audit Chamber and Revision Commissions) are independent from the central
and local governments, and they are responsible for auditing national development programs
and evaluating the performance of government entities and SOEs. EAOs’ mandates coherently
expanded from controlling the use of budget funds by government entities to compliance, finan-
cial, and performance audits. Currently, their audits, analytical activities, and associated products
(i.e., audit plans, audit reports, and conclusions on budget execution) are not labeled as related
to SDGs.

Last but not least, the investigation of contributions of EAOs to the 2030 Agenda is urgent,
especially as setbacks in achieving SDGs become more apparent; in particular, the number of
SDGs denoted as areas where major and significant challenges remain has increased from 7 in
2017 to 13 in 2025 (see Figure 1).

Figure 1. Kazakhstan’s performance by SDGs in 2017-2025
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The rest of the paper is structured as follows: the second section provides a literature review
and conceptual framework for the research; the third section describes data and methods; and
the fourth section discusses results and practical implications. The conclusion summarizes find-
ings and suggestions for future research.

LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The role and contributions of external public audit organizations in implementing the
2030 Agenda are studied fragmentarily with most focus on supreme audit institutions (SAIs).
Being responsible for auditing governmental operations, SAls promote improvements in pub-
lic fiscal administration, such as decreases in budget deficit and public debt [9]. These audit
outcomes relate to SAIs’ contribution to strengthening domestic resource mobilization to im-
prove domestic capacity for tax and other revenue collection, i.e., the 1st target of SDG-17. SAls
can support governments in building resilient health systems through their forward-looking
performance audits that relate to the goal on good health and well-being, i.e., SDG-3 [10]. Cao
et al. [11] concluded that vertical management reforms of government auditing institutions
lead to a reduction in the intensity of pollution emissions, confirming the arguments of Smith
et al. [12] and Weihrich [13] on the contributions of SAls to better environmental governance
and accountability. These outcomes of auditors’ work directly relate to the goals on responsi-
ble consumption and production, climate action, and use of the planet's resources, i.e., SDGs
12-15.

In turn, as Cordery, Arora, and Manochin [14] reasonably argued, SAls’ mandates and dia-
logues with external stakeholders enable integrated democratic accountability and promote the
‘leave no one behind’ principle (LNOB), which is a central point to all SDGs. Also, through perfor-
mance audits that relate to the effectiveness, accountability, and transparency of institutions at
all levels (i.e., the target 16.6 of SDG-16), supreme audit institutions impact all goals. The results
of associated studies, however, are controversial. Sari et al. [15] stated that performance audits
are suitable for assessing the governance arrangements for SDG implementation; this research
finding is consistent with views on SAIs’ contributions to improved anticorruption policy [16-18].
The positive impacts of these audits on governmental performance, accountability, and dem-
ocratic processes are ambiguous and achievable subject to ‘conducive’ factors, including the
active involvement of parliamentarians, the willingness of auditees to follow auditors’ recom-
mendations, and advanced accountability regimes [19-24]. Moreover, external auditors’ work is
often at risk because stakeholders might perceive performance audits of public policies as po-
litical interference. Montero and Le Blanc [3] argued that perceiving SDG-related audits as more
susceptible to politicization than other traditional audits is due to dealing with a predominantly
supranational matter. When undertaking SDG-related performance audits, auditors may also
face institutional pressure and, consequently, apply “acquiescence, compromise and manipula-
tion strategies leading to coupling, and in some cases, loose coupling of SDG audit practices in
the SAI" [25, p.420].

The literature review also suggests that various theoretical and conceptual frameworks are
used to explore impacts that EAOs have on the areas that they audit. This study is grounded in
a conceptual framework developed based on the theory of sustainable development, the princi-
pal-agent model, and the new public management theory. While the 2030 Agenda is a voluntary
framework, meaning discretionary power and responsibility of governments to make sustainable
development commitments [26] and localize SDGs [27], the term ‘SDG-informed national public
policy’ is integrated into the conceptual framework of this research. This term refers to a public
policy that aligns with the 2030 Agenda and is employed by governments to ensure SDG-aligned
outcomes considering the specific circumstances of a country. The SDG-informed national pub-
lic polices legitimize the involvement of EAOs in the review, monitoring, and evaluation of SDG
implementation.
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Then, accountability and improvements in SDG-informed national public policy are out-
comes of EAOs' activities [28-30]. Accountability ensures alignment of decisions and actions of all
stakeholders with sustainable development priorities, and it facilitates learning how to achieve the
2030 Agenda. EAOs contribute to the 2030 Agenda accountability by disclosing evidence-based
information about governmental performance relying on public auditors’ professional skills and
knowledge [3,31]. In turn, the accountability regime works within the principal-agent model [32],
where a principal defines a policy, an agent implements the policy, and the agent is accountable
to the principal (Figure 2).

Figure 2. The conceptual framework
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As demonstrated in Figure 2, presidents and parliaments are principals for governments
and EAOs, except cases where the latter are accountable to governments; EAOs are principals for
governments, governments are agents for presidents, parliaments, and EAOs [24]. All involved
stakeholders, including non-governmental organizations [out of the scope of this study], play 're-
versible roles’ of principals and agents. Thus, the accountability principle implies multiple chains
of interactions [33], which, in the context of sustainable development, are complicated due to
integrating the concept of multistakeholder engagement into the 2030 Agenda [1].

The concept of improvements, according to the new public management theory, implies
achieving better results through business-like managerial approaches within the public sector
[34, 35]. EAOs plan and conduct their audits (inputs) to evaluate SDG-informed national public
policies and provide governments with recommendations on how to address identified gaps and
learning how to promote synergies in these policies (outputs) [36,37]. Finally, auditors’ recom-
mendations contribute to lasting positive changes (outcomes) [out of the scope of this study].

DATA AND METHODS
The list of auditees of three randomly selected EAOs and their annual conclusions on budget

execution (conclusions, hereafter) were used as primary data. These data are well-suited for re-
vealing how external audit organizations contribute to the implementation of SDG-informed na-
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tional public policies. The list of auditees outlines topics, type, and scope of planned audit and
analytical activities (annual audit plans, hereafter). The conclusions highlight findings related to
governmental performance in collecting taxes and non-tax budget revenues, budget spending,
implementing national development programs, and managing assets by SOEs. EAOs table their
conclusions to parliament annually. The data include 21 annual audit plans for 2018-2024 and 18
conclusions for 2018-2023, based on findings from more than 400 audits and analytical activities
conducted by EAOs from 2017 to 2024. The data are publicly available and posted on the websites
of EAOs.

In this research environment, a quantitative method, interviewing, and focus groups as tech-
niques of a qualitative approach [38-40] are associated with limitations, including the absence of
qguantitative data and the lack of an established methodology and practice of tagging EAOS' prod-
ucts as those related to SDGs. Thus, a qualitative content analysis of the primary data was used to
explore ways (if any) of contribution of external audit organizations to SDG implementation. The
annual plans and conclusions of EAOs were analyzed by applying directed content and compara-
tive analyses to label data as related to SDGs. A comparison (matching) has been made between
SDGs, targets, and indicators and findings from audit and analytical activities across auditees
based on their missions, strategic goals, and functions (e.g., the government entities on ecology
and natural resources is responsible for SDGs 6, 12, 13, and 15) and audited national develop-
ment programs (e.g., national development programs in health and education sectors are related
to SDG-3 and SDG-4, respectively).

The press releases and audit conclusions of EAOs were analyzed through triangulation tech-
niques to ensure the credibility of research findings [41]. A conceptual framework (Figure 2) was
utilized as a guiding lens to derive descriptive codes and identify associated themes and patterns
[41-43].

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

In 2018-2024, the planned performance audits and analytical activities (audits, hereafter), or
more than 3 of EAOs’ all audits, were related to individual or all SDGs. A high level of coverage of
SDG-informed national public policies by audits - on the one side - might be explained by EAOSs'
mandates as sufficient to cover a wide range of issues associated with SDG implementation. On
the other side, while EAOs develop their annual audit plans taking presidential directives and
requests from parliamentarians into account, it suggests that audits of SDG-informed national
public policies are demanded by the principals within the public sector accountability regime
[44-45]. As Breuer and Leininger [31] stated, in addition to assessing the budget execution and
governmental performance, parliaments adopt SDG-aligned laws and regulations and represent
the interests of their constituents in SDG implementation. Thus, EAOs' audits contribute to poli-
cy-making decisions and oversight functions by the principals.

Almost 90% of the planned audits covered the implementation of national public policies
associated with SDGs 11, 8, 16, 17, 4, 7, 3, and 9; the first three goals were selected as auditing
areas most frequently (Figure 3).

MEMNEKETTIK AYOUT - FOCYOAPCTBEHHbIN AYOUT - STATE AUDIT 143



e SEPTTEYJIEP - UCCJIEOOBAHWNA « RESEARCHERS

Figure 3. The frequency of planned audits by SDGs
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Note: Annual audits of consolidated financial statements of government entities, compliance audits, follow-up
audits, and audits which are not subject to disclosure are excluded

When planning audits that relate to the implementation of SDGs 8, 9, and 11, EAOs focused
on all corresponding targets except those linked to environmental aspects of these goals. Audits
related to SDGs 7, 16, and 17 focused on the following corresponding targets: access to affordable
energy services (target 7.1), developing effective, accountable and transparent institutions (target
16.6), and domestic resource mobilization (target 17.1). Audits related to the implementation of
SDGs 3 and 4 covered roughly all targets. The national public policies associated with SDGs 2, 6,
10, 12,13, and 15 were selected as areas for planned audits infrequently; they partially cover a few
corresponding targets or indicators. SDGs 1 and 5 were out of the audits; SDG 14 does not apply
to Kazakhstan. These findings suggest that EAOs mainly focused on the economic dimension of
sustainable development and, to a lesser degree, on the environmental dimension. This gap might
be crucial, as failures in an environmental agenda coupled with lags in a social policy may pose
significant risks to the planet and its inhabitants, ultimately nullifying economic benefits [46].

While performance audits related to SDG implementation will be in demand until 2030 due
to stakeholders' requests for more efficient and effective use of the limited resources and the ex-
pected increase in environmental disasters [47], changes in planning the audits of SDG-informed
national public policies are advisable. Moreover, a lack of a systematized approach to audit plan-
ning may lead to multiple audits of the 2030 Agenda implementation by some SDGs while other
SDGs will be overlooked by EAOs, causing, therefore, missing crucial systematic issues [48]. In
turn, frequent visits of auditors and the intensity of their audits may trigger an accountability par-
adox with negative consequences, such as diminishing organizational performance or discourag-
ing innovations [21,49-50]. Thus, tagging future audits as those related to SDGs (when applicable)
will facilitate better annual audit plans, ensuring comprehensive and sound audit coverage of the
implementation of SDG-informed national public policies.

DISCLOSURES ON SDG-INFORMED NATIONAL PUBLIC POLICIES

In the conclusions for 2018-2023, EAOs disclosed information on budget execution, imple-
mentation of national development programs, operational performance of government entities,
and the use of state assets by SOEs. EAOs’ findings included gaps in policy setting (pattern 1; %
of all findings) and problems in policy implementation (pattern 2; 3% of all findings). The gaps and
problems vary by SDGs (Figure 4).
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Figure 4. The frequency of gaps and problems in implementing SDG-informed
national public policies by SDGs

Pattern 1: Policy setting Pattern 2: Policy implementation
SDG 1 SDG 1
SDG17  SDG2 SDG17. SDG2
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SDG 10 SDG 9 SDG 10° 5DG 9

Note: The macroeconomic aspects of budget execution, gaps and problems in SOEs’ performance
and implementing PPP projects are excluded as they related to all SDGs

Comparing the content of conclusions with the voluntary national reviews (VNRs) suggests
that most of the significant gaps and problems of SDG-informed national public policies, disclosed
by EAOs, were not outlined in VNRs of Kazakhstan for 2019 and 2022 [6,7]. Thus, the conclusions of
EAOs are - to a certain degree - effective means to ensure accountability in SDG implementation,
while governments’ VNRs are mainly means of translating success stories [14,31]. Moreover, the
conclusions provide stakeholders with insightful data that might explain the national performance
by SDGs (Figure 1). For instance, the regression in implementing SDG-6 might be due to the fre-
qguency of gaps in strategic and budget planning, ineffective performance of government entities,
and unused budget funds allocated for water resource management. These results of this study
corroborate earlier considerations on the importance of integrating EAOs into the accountability
regimes for SDGs along with parliamentarians, civil society, and other stakeholders [3-5,31,51].

Then, EAOs disclosed gaps and problems within an entire cycle of SDG-informed national
public policies (Figure 5). While the conclusions of EAOs are based on findings from performance
audits, these results confirm that performance audits are suitable for evaluating the SDG imple-
mentation [15].

Figure 5. Gaps and problems of SDG-informed public policies
disclosed by EAOs in the conclusions
Pattern 1: Policy setting
Budget planning [EEG_G—_—E—— 24.83%
Strategic planning RGNS 22.77%
Policy coherence I 14.76%
Reporting NG 13.27%
Financing mechanisms [ 12.47%
Evaluation and methodology NG 11.90%
Pattern 2: Policy implementation
Ineffective performance | EEG——GEE T 46.76%
Sectoral (systemic) issues NGRS 20.24%
Unused budget funds [INEGE 9.34%
Monitoring [IRNEGTE 3.38%
Control [EEG—_—— 7.66%
Delayed execution NG 7.62%

Note: The share of gaps by the generated themes (in % of the corresponding patterns)
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As demonstrated in Figure 5, setting the SDG-informed national public policies is most fre-
quently associated with gaps in strategic planning (24.83%). These gaps include shortcomings
in documents of the state planning system, e.g., gaps in goal setting, mistakes in the decom-
position and cascading of long-term national development strategies into lower-level planning
documents, such as regional development programs or development plans of government enti-
ties and SOEs. Most gaps in budget planning relate to unreliable output and outcome indicators
outlined in budget programs. Gaps in policy coherence include overlaps and poor coordination
of stakeholders’ efforts, e.g., duplication of functions of government agencies or lack of coordina-
tion between government agencies and SOEs. The gaps in policy setting vary by SDGs; e.g., lags
in strategic planning and policy coherence most frequently associated with policies that relate to
SDG-9, while lags in budget planning are most often associated with SDG-11 related policies (see
Annex). In turn, the implementation of SDG-informed national public policies is often associated
with ineffective performance by auditees, meaning unachieved goals, target indicators, and out-
comes outlined in national development programs. This problem is most frequently highlighted
by policies linked to SDGs 9, 4, 11, and 3, accounting for more than 50% of all cases of ineffective
performance identified by EAOs (see Annex). Sectoral lags and systemic issues are problems spe-
cific to a particular sector of the economy that remain unresolved over a long period; e.g., these
issues include three-shift learning (SDG-4) or lack of qualified practitioners in primary healthcare
(SDG-3). These results of the study suggest that applying a methodology of tagging gaps and
problems as related to SDG-informed national public policies makes a comprehensive evaluation
of SDG implementation integrable into the current practices of EAOs.

The content analysis of the conclusions and randomly selected audit reports indicates room
for improvements in EAOs’ approaches to auditing SDG-informed national public policies. Unlike
audits aligned with the INTOSAI Development Initiative’s SDGs Audit Model [52], EAOs’ audits did
not sufficiently focus on realizing the LNOB principle, multistakeholder engagement, and progress
made toward SDGs. There is also a lack of focus on applying a whole-of-government approach
(WGA), which is crucial for a holistic and objective assessment of efforts made in implementing
SDG-informed national public policies. As Montenero and Le Blanc [3,4] argued, audits undertak-
en by applying the WGA approach are the strongest accountability instruments for promoting
better SDG implementation. All these aspects are crucial since SDGs are intertwined and require
cohesive public policies [53,54], proactive multistakeholder engagement, well-coordinated gov-
ernance structures [31,55], and effective accountability regimes [31,46,51]. In other words, relying
solely on performance audits in their classical interpretations [56-58] is not enough to compre-
hensively evaluate achievements in sustainable development. Therefore, including SDG-related
audits in EAOs’ audit portfolio will expand their prospects for facilitating SDG implementation,
provided that institutional, technical, political, communication, and collaboration challenges are
addressed and new skills for auditing sustainability are obtained [3, 4, 59]. It will be a good strat-
egy for EAOs since SDG-related knowledge and skills will be in demand in the post-2030 period.

RECOMMENDATIONS ON SDG-INFORMED NATIONAL PUBLIC POLICIES

Recommendations are inherent parts of the conclusions. EAOs addressed them to govern-
ment entities, auditees, and other participants of the budget process. Over 120 recommenda-
tions, outlined in the conclusions for 2018-2023, might be tagged as those related to individual
SDGs. Most frequently, EAOs’ recommendations were linked with national public policies associ-
ated with SDGs 17, 11, 4, 8, and 3 (Figure 6). The frequency of recommendations related to SDG-
17 might be due to EAOS' responsibility to annually provide stakeholders with audit findings on
tax (custom) administration. The remaining often-used recommendations might be explained by
the intensity of planned (conducted) audits and identified gaps and problems in corresponding
SDG-informed national public policies (Figures 3, 4, and 6). Then, most recommendations (65%)
were related to budget and strategic planning (e.g., recommendations on SDG-17 included better
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planning of taxes and other revenues of the budgets or recommendations on SDG-11 included
improving the quality of budget programs); the rest of recommendations focused on operational
performance, policy coherence, and the reporting systems (Figure 6).

Figure 6. The recommendations on SDG-informed national public policies by SDGs
and the core aspects of policy setting and implementation

1: Recommendations by SDGs 2: Recommendations by policy setting and
implementation aspects

SDG 1
SDG 17 SDG 2 budget planning 40%
SDG 16 SDG 3

SDG 15 SDG 4 strategic planning
SDG 14 SDG 5 operational
performance

SDG 13 SDG 6 )

policy coherence 10%
SDG 12 SDG7
SDG 11 SDG 8 reporting I >%
SDG 10 SDG 9

Note: The recommendations as those related to all SDGs are excluded

Therefore, external audit organizations use recommendations to ensure the quality, effi-
ciency, and effectiveness of SDG-informed national public policies. The results of this study also
suggest that EAOs apply a widened model of public auditing, which implies the contribution of
external audits to improvements by an entire cycle of public policies [45]. EAOs can further con-
tribute to SDG implementation by providing principals and other stakeholders with recommen-
dations on ensuring the alignment of national budgets with SDGs. When governments are the
largest investors in the 2030 Agenda, SDG-aligned budgeting is critical [60,61]. Moreover, focusing
on SDG-aligned budgeting may contribute to better policy coherence, accountability, and review
of SDG performance [62, 63].

Last but not least, the contribution to SDG-informed national public policies through rec-
ommendations poses challenges. On the one hand, the implementation of recommendations is
not reliable enough or a sufficient indicator of EAOs’ contribution to improvements [64,65]. The
audits may lead to learning, transparency, and accountability [24], i.e., quantitatively unmeas-
urable outcomes. On the other hand, when EAOs’ recommendations remain unimplemented,
there are risks of questioning EAOs’ contributions or, moreover, their efforts might be perceived
as ineffective [66]. Nevertheless, while reactions to EAOs’ recommendations are a performance
criterion for public sector accountability [14], it is advisable to report on how recommendations
proceed, outlining those related to SDGs and assessing their impact on the implementation of
SDG-informed national public policies.

CONCLUSIONS

This study aimed to explore how external audit organizations contribute to SDG implemen-
tation. While the impacts that EAOs have on sustainable development have been fragmentarily
studied through focusing on SDG-related audits, this study centered on EAOs’ products not tagged
as related to SDGs. The results of this research verified that EAOs - in virtue of their role in the
public sector accountability framework and accumulated experience in evaluating governmental
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performance by performance audits - contribute to accountable and better SDG implementation
[3-5,14,15,31].

Exploring the case of external audit organizations in Kazakhstan provided new insights into
their annual audit plans and conclusions on budget execution as a means to impact sustainable
development prospects. The audits of SDG-informed national public policies are in demand by
stakeholders, including parliamentarians. The conclusions on budget execution tabled to parlia-
mentarians outline significant gaps and problems in SDG implementation, most of which are not
reflected in the voluntary national reviews; therefore, EAOs contribute to greater accountability
in executing the 2030 Agenda-related commitments. The performance audits and analytical activ-
ities are well-suited to evaluate SDG performance and identify (disclose) issues across an entire
cycle of SDG-informed national public policies. Then, EAOs actively use recommendations to ena-
ble improvements in audited SDG-informed national public policies.

Nevertheless, EAOs can further and more effectively contribute to SDG implementation
through:

+ establishing (applying) a methodology of tagging audits and analytical activities as those
related to SDGs (when applicable) to minimize the risks of multiple audits of or overlooked SDG-in-
formed national public policies;

+ adding to EAOs' audit portfolio SDG-related audits that are aligned with the IDI SDGs’ Audit
Model to provide an objective view on realizing the LNOB principle and effectiveness of multi-
stakeholder engagement within SDG-informed national public policies;

* integrating a comprehensive evaluation of the 2030 Agenda implementation and progress
made toward SDGs in EAOs' conclusions on budget execution;

+ adopting a systematic monitoring and assessment of EAOs’ impacts on sustainable devel-
opment prospects.

This study has some limitations and offers perspectives for future research. While (i) multi-
stakeholder engagement shapes accountability arrangements and (ii) lasting changes in SDG-in-
formed national public policies as outcomes of EAOs’ work remain latent, further research is
needed to explore impacts that stakeholders may have on SDG implementation and spillover ef-
fects of EAOs’ audits, analytical activities, and mandates on financial control on SDG performance.
Considering that EAOs (i) in Kazakhstan vary by capacities and (ii) in other countries vary by man-
dates and involvement in the 2030 Agenda implementation, future studies of other cases might
provide new insights into the understanding of their contributions to sustainable development.
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ANNEX: SUPPLEMENTARY DATA

THE FREQUENCY OF GAPS IN SETTING AND PROBLEMS IN IMPLEMENTING SDG-INFORMED
NATIONAL PUBLIC POLICES BY SDGS AS OUTLINED IN THE CONCLUSIONS

Pattern 1: Gaps in Policy Setting

Stratggic Policy Budggt Financ?ng Reporting Evaluation and
planning coherence planning mechanisms methodology
SDG 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SDG 2 6.0 6.2 4.1 211 5.2 15.4
SDG 3 4.5 2.3 6.0 5.5 5.2 4.8
SDG 4 13.1 8.5 10.6 16.5 7.8 11.5
SDG5 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
SDG 6 2.5 3.1 1.8 1.8 0.9 4.8
SDG 7 3.5 23 4.6 5.5 2.6 4.8
SDG 8 16.6 19.4 12.0 14.7 22.4 15.4
SDG 9 17.6 22.5 9.7 10.1 14.7 13.5
SDG 10 5.5 2.3 3.7 3.7 3.4 4.8
SDG 11 11.6 21.7 17.5 18.3 19.0 9.6
SDG 12 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9
SDG 13 1.5 0.8 2.8 0.0 5.2 4.8
SDG 14 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SDG 15 0.5 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.9
SDG 16 13.6 7.0 15.7 2.8 5.2 3.8
SDG 17 3.0 3.9 10.6 0.0 8.6 2.9
Pattern 2: Problems in Policy Implementation
et gy Dol (e refctive  ponioring | control

SDG 1 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.0 0.0
SDG 2 1.8 1.1 8.3 4.7 6.0 3.8
SDG 3 6.8 8.8 9.8 11.6 7.5 8.2
SDG 4 9.5 6.6 13.5 151 8.0 7.1
SDG 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.5
SDG 6 13.1 8.8 4.6 3.2 2.0 2.2
SDG 7 12.6 9.9 7.7 4.4 8.0 7.7
SDG 8 6.3 2.8 8.3 7.1 14.1 121
SDG 9 11.7 21.5 20.2 16.5 12.6 12.1
SDG 10 0.9 1.1 3.7 2.2 2.5 3.3
SDG 11 22.5 34.8 9.6 14.2 20.6 23.1
SDG 12 0.5 0.0 0.4 0.5 0.0 0.0
SDG 13 1.8 0.6 0.4 2.5 3.0 3.8
SDG 14 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SDG 15 1.4 0.0 0.2 1.3 0.5 0.5
SDG 16 54 1.7 6.9 9.9 10.6 11.5
SDG 17 5.9 2.2 6.2 6.6 4.0 3.8

Note: The share of gaps by themes of the first and second patterns (in %).
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AHHoOTauums: Boizobl [MNosecTkn OOH no ycTonuneoMy passuTuto (Mosectka-2030), BaekyLme cpbl-
Bbl B JOCTUXKEHUN Liener yctonumnsoro passutus (LYP), akTyannsmpyroT 3agady 06eKTUBHOro 06-
30pa 1 oueHKn peanmnsauyum LIYP. OpraHbl BHeLlHero rocygapcrseHHoro ayaurta (OBIr'A) - B cuny nx
HEe3aBMCMMOCTW OT MPaBUTENbCTB N MOJTHOMOYNIA MO MPOBEAEHVIO ayANTOB HALMOHAAbHbIX MPo-
rpaMm pasBUTUA - HAXOAATCA B JlyYLleM NOAOXKEHUM ANIA peLleHns 3Tor 3aga4vm. OfHaKko, cnocobbl
cogerictus peanvsayunm LIYP co ctopoHbl OBIA n3yyeHbl ¢parmMeHTapHO 1, B OCHOBHOM, Ha NpuMe-
pe ayAnTOB, CBA3aHHbIX C peannsauyein LIYP 1 npoBOANMbIX BbICLLMMW ayAUTOPCKUMU MHCTUTYTaMMU.
MockonbKy AaHHbIY Npoben B AnTepaType 1 3HaHUAX COMPSXKEH C pUckamn HeAOCTVXXEeH WS nporpec-
ca no MNosecTke-2030, fJaHHOe NCCIeA0BaHME HaLEeNeHOo Ha M3yYeHure Toro, kakum obpaszom OBrA
BHOCAT BKJ1aj B peanunsaunto LIYP Ha npumepe OBIA KaszaxctaHa. ObLefoCTynHblE JaHHbIE TPex
OBrl'A, oTObpaHHbIX CyYaliHbIM METOAO0M, BK/KOUAs rofoBble MiaHbl ayanTa Ha 2018-2024 roabl n
3aK/IFOYEHVIS MO UCMOJIHEHUIO BoXKeTa, MpeAcTaBneHHble napnaMmeHTapusam ¢ 2019 no 2024 rogbl,
6b111 MPOaHaNM3MpPOBaHbl C MPYMEHeHVeM MeTOAa KavyeCTBEeHHOro HanpaBNeHHOro KOHTeHT-aHa-
Nnsa. PesynbTathl NCCIeL0BaHMSA NOKa3biBatOT, UTO ayanTel OBIA, TernpoBaHHbIe B pamMKax 4aHHOro
nccnefoBaHUs Kak cBsizaHHble ¢ LIYP, aBnatoTcs BocTpeboBaHHbIMKY, OBIA B 3ak1H04YeHUAX MO UC-
NOSIHEHMIO BroZKeTa yKasblBaloT Ha npobensl 1 npobnemel LIYP-nHPopMmMpoBaHHbLIX HaLMoHab-
HbIX rOCYAapCTBEHHbIX MNONUTUK 1 MPeACTaBAAOT peKoMeHAaLMN, COAENCTBYA TakiM 06pa3om no-
LOTUETHOW 1 nydlien peanusauun LIYP. Tem He MeHee, TermpoBaHVe ayAnTOB 1 aHaANTUYECKNX
NpoAyKTOB B KauecTBe CBA3aHHbIX ¢ LIYP (rae npuMeHnmo), gobaBneHne B ayAnTopcknii noptdens
ayanToB peanusaumm LIYP, nHTerprpoBaHme KOMNAeKCHOM oLeHKN peanndauum LIYP B 3aknroueH s
Mo MCMONHEHWIO BIOAXKETA, a Takxke oLeHKa 3¢ deKToB AaHHOM paboThl ayANTOpOB HEOHXOANMbI ANS
JanbHeLero coAelicTBmsA 6onee 3¢pdekTMBHOMY BKAAJY B yCTONUMBOE pas3BuTre CO CTOPOHbI OBIA.
KntoueBble cnoBa: MosecTka 2030; uenu ycronumseoro passutua (LYP);, LYP-nHpopmmpoBaHHas
HaLOHaNbHas rocyAapcTBeHHasa NnoanTLKa; OpraHbl BHELLHEero rocyapcTBeHHoro ayamra; nojoT-
YEeTHOCTb; YNy4YLLEeHWS.

TAM-HbIH XXAYANTbI XXOHE Y3[AIK ICKE ACbIPYbIH
KAMTAMACDI3 ETY: CbIPTKbl MEMJIEKETTIK AYOUT
OPrAHOAPDIHDbIH YJIECI
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AnpaTna. TypakTbl gamy MakcattapbiHa (TAM) Kon xeTkisyzeri caTcCi3gikTepre akenetiH BY¥¥-HbiH
TypakTbl gamy 60MbIHLA KyH TapTibiHiH (2030-KyH TapTibi) cbiH-kaTepnepi TAM-HbI icke acbipyAbl
06BbEKTUBTI LLOY XaHe HbaFanay MaceneciH MaHbI3Abl eTedi. by MaceneHi WweLly yLUiH CbIpTKbl MeM-
nekeTTik ayanT opraHaapbl (CMAO) - onapaplH YKiMeTTepAeH Tayencisai 60nyblHa XXaHe YATThIK AaMy
b6arAapnamanapbl 60MbIHLLA ayAUT XYPri3y ekineTTiriHe kapai - epekLuUe peTiHAe Konalnbl Aen caHa-
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nagel. Anainga, CMAO-HbIH TAM xy3ere acblpyabl XXeHingeTy aaictepi Tek GparMeHTTi TYPAE XaHe He-
ri3iHeH XOofapbl ayAUTOPJIbIK MHCTUTYTTap XYypriseTiH TAM-MeH 6ainnaHbICTbl ayAUTTep MblCanbliHAa
3epTTenreH. 94ebueT neH binimaeri 6yn onkbiabik 2030-KyH TapTibiHAEr nporpecke KON xeTkizbey
ToyekengepiMeH ylUTackaHablkTaH, 6yn 3eptrey CMAO-HbIH TAM Kanali ynec KocaTbliHbIH 3epTTe-
yre 6arbiTTanFaH. 3eppTey kasakcTaHablk CMAO-HbIH, MbicanbiHAa Xyprisingi. Kesgencok agicneH
ipiktenreH yw CMAO-HbIH Xa/rblfa KO/KeTiMAi AepekTepi, OHbIH iwiHge 2018-2024 xbingapra ap-
HanFaH ayauT xocrnapnapbl xaHe 2019-2024 Xxbingap apanblFbiHAA NapaamMeHTLiiepre yCbIHbIIFaH
BrOKETTI aTKapy XeHiHAEr KOPbITbIHAbIIAPbI, Cananbl 6aFbiTTanFaH KOHTEHT-TanAay TaCifiH Konja-
Ha OTbIpbIN TangaHabl. byn 3eptrey HaTuxenepi 6olbiHWa CMAO-HbIH TAM-MeH 6ainaHbICTbl Aen
6enrineHreH ayanTTepi cypaHbicka ne gen aHbikTangbl. CMAO 6r04XeTTi aTkapy >XeHiHAeri Kopbl-
ToiHAbIapAa TAM aknapaTTaHAbIpblNFaH YATTbIK MEMAEKEeTTIK CafacaTTblH, OIKbIIbIKTapbl MeH npo-
611emanapblH KepceTegi XaHe ycbiHbiMAap 6epegi. Ocbinaiiwa, onap TAM-HbIH XayanTbl XaHe XakK-
CbIpak >ky3ere acblpbliyblHa biknan etedi. [lereHMeH, ayantrep MeH Tangamasblk eHimaepai (Kon-
JaHblnaTbiH Xepae) TAM-meH 6aiinaHbicTel gen 6enriney, ayanTtopabik noptdonmora TAM-HbI icke
acblpy ayanTTepiH kocy, TAM-HbI icke acbipyAbl KelleHAi 6aFanaybl 6r04KeTTi aTkapy XeHiHAeri Ko-
PbITbIHAbIFA ASHEKep/ey, COHAaN-aK ayANTOPAaPAbIH XYMbICbIHbIH 3CepiH 6aFanay HeFyp/bIM TUIMAI
OpHbIKTLI gamyra CMAO-HbIH TaparbiHaH 0faH api XapAeMAecy YLLiH KaxeT.

TyiiH ce3aep: KyH TapTibi 2030; TypakTel famy MakcaTTapbl (TAM); TAM aknapatTaHAbIpbIaFaH yaT-
ThlK MEMIEKETTIK CaacaT; CbIPTKbl MEMIEKETTIK ayAnT OpraHjapsbl; XayanTbUlblK,; XakcapTyiap.
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