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Abstract

Finding ways of saving and efficient using of budgetary funds is becoming more and more challenging issue, especially during the period of world economic crisis. Well-organized and effective public financial control determines the level of socio-economic development of the country, standards of living and social welfare. 

The purpose of this paper is to work out a scoring system for performance appraisal of public financial control, which allows to measure quality of public control and manage its performance. To achieve this purpose, such goals are being set:

- to analyze the methods of approach to performance measurement of public management;

- to determine a role of financial control in the system of public management and to establish a connection of public financial control with other elements of system;

- to diagnose the practical problems of public financial control making an example of Russian system of government financial control;

- to consider existing methods of financial control performance measurement, to analyze factors and indicator of public financial control effectiveness, to reveal shortcomings;

- to work out a scoring system for performance appraisal of public financial control, including indicators of estimated results and indicators of qualitative processes, using methods of cost responsibility accounting;

- to devise methods to manage performance of public financial control, using the causal relationships between results and factors.

Object of research: public financial control authorities. Subject of research: performance measurement of financial control in public management.

In the research are used theoretical basics and practical applications of efficiency estimation methods, budgeting methods, methods of cost management and responsibility accounting, methods of economic and factor analysis, methods of statistical and system analysis.

Performance appraisal of public financial control is considered from the position of social utility measurement, meaning the result of public financial control is that consumers of public goods are satisfied with the performance of public financial control authorities.

The efficiency of financial control in public sector is measured as a result in meaning of social utility measurement regarding costs for its achievement: manpower resources, material resources and institutional or organization resources.

To assess performance of public financial control in government bodies, authors propose to use the budgeting system based on cost responsibility accounting, measuring the indicators of estimated results and indicators of qualitative processes of responsibility centers, considering costs for their achievement.

The finally developed scoring system for performance appraisal of public financial control may be applied practically in the public financial control authorities.
Introduction
A new stage in the process of budget reform in Russia began in 2006 with the transition from managing budget expenditure to managing results.  The planned reforms were aimed at rationalizing government expenditure, with a transition from the current system of "estimated" budgeting, when ministries and government departments are given lump sums, to "targeted" budgeting, which means funding is allocated only for specific projects. 
The budget reform determines the direction of improving the system of state financial control, focusing financial control authorities not only to verify proper use of budgetary funds by executive agencies or individuals, but also to analyze their operations from the standpoint of efficiency and effectiveness.

The state financial control in Russian Federation includes control over the execution of the federal budget and the extra-budgetary federal funds; monetary circulation; the state internal and external debt; state reserves; financial and tax privileges and advantages.
The main state financial control bodies in Russian Federation are: The Accounts Chamber of Russian Federation, The Federal Service of financial and budgetary oversight (supervision) of Russian Federation, The Federal treasury, the Federal Financial Monitoring Service, The Federal Tax Service, The Federal Service for Insurance Supervision, The Federal Financial Markets Service, the Federal Antimonopoly Service, the Federal Tariff Service, The Federal Customs Service, The Central Bank of Russian Federation, other bodies of institutional control at ministries and departments.
Public financial control is an element of fiscal and budgetary policy of the country, the stage of the budget process. Thus, moving the budget process in the Russian Federation on the principles of efficient budgetary expenditures require the state financial control bodies to create an adequate mechanisms of control in the fiscal and budget area, allowing to determine the degree of achievement of planned social and economic results and assess the effectiveness of budgetary funds.
During the study issues of organization and implementation of public financial control in Russia, a regulatory framework in the financial and budgetary area was analyzed. The basic principles of public financial control are contained in The Budget Code of Russian Federation [1].
In addition, the Lima Declaration of Guidelines on Auditing Precepts, adopted at the IX Congress of the International Organization of Supreme Audit Institutions (INTOSAI) in the year 1977 [2], as a fundamental document of financial control principles worldwide, was examined.

Considering previous research on the topic of performance measurement, it should be noted that very few papers of Russian authors are devoted to the questions of financial control performance measurement, particularly the government financial control.

The basis of approaches and ideas contained in this paper was the book of Paul Niven "Balanced Scorecard. Step-by-step. For government and non-profit agencies" (2006) [3].

The framework of the research consists also of the early concept of Kaplan and Norton, called “The Balanced Scorecard” [4, 5].
Nowadays, when assessing the effectiveness of public financial control, using techniques and methods developed by the main managers of budgetary funds - the ministries and departments, it appears a number of problems, which consist primarily of the following:
- the connection of public financial control performance with other elements of public management system is not taken into account;

- existing methods of financial control performance measurement consider only result indicators, without evaluating the quality of processes;

- indicators of estimated results in existing systems of performance measurement don’t allow to manage the results of the appraisal and make managerial decisions.
Analyzing the main weaknesses and problems of existing techniques, authors propose to develop the budgeting system for performance appraisal of public financial control in government bodies, based on cost responsibility accounting, measuring the indicators of estimated results and indicators of qualitative processes of responsibility centers, considering costs for their achievement.
Analysis of performance measurement in public financial control and development of the scoring system for performance appraisal of public financial control authorities was done on example of The Federal Service of financial and budgetary oversight of Russian Federation and its regional offices (territorial offices).
The findings
The state financial control in Russian Federation includes control over the execution of the federal budget and the extra-budgetary federal funds; monetary circulation; the state internal and external debt; state reserves; financial and tax privileges and advantages.
The main state financial control bodies in Russian Federation are: The Accounts Chamber of Russian Federation, The Federal Service of financial and budgetary oversight (supervision) of Russian Federation, The Federal treasury, the Federal Financial Monitoring Service, The Federal Tax Service, The Federal Service for Insurance Supervision, The Federal Financial Markets Service, the Federal Antimonopoly Service, the Federal Tariff Service, The Federal Customs Service, The Central Bank of Russian Federation, other bodies of institutional control at ministries and departments.
Considering the main approaches to assessing the effectiveness of public financial control, it should be noted that the goals and objectives of public financial control from the perspective of different users of information and, consequently, the vision of efficiency and performance, can be different.

To wide extent, the objectives of public financial control are: the growth of economic development rates, ensuring financial system stability, increasing the revenue of the federal budget and savings in its expenditure. Methodological problem of establishing criteria for these goals is the definition of "contribution" of financial control in the level of achievement of such goals. In a narrow sense, the purpose of financial control is to reduce the number and volume of crime in the financial and fiscal area.
Performance measurement of public financial control authorities allows examining the effectiveness of individual government bodies in the general system of state financial control. But increasing efficiency in each individual government body is limited, that’s why ways to improve the performance of public financial control must be sought in the external environment, which is a complex system of different bodies at all levels of government (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Elements in the system of public financial control.

In the next part the practical problems of public financial control making an example of The Federal Service of financial and budgetary oversight of Russian Federation are reviewed. 
The Federal Service of financial and budgetary oversight of Russian Federation is a federal executive authority performing functions of control and supervision in the budget sector, as well as the functions of the authority of currency control, and is administered by the Ministry of Finance of the Russian Federation. Прослушать
На латинице
 

The strategic objectives of the Federal Service are: 
1. Control and supervision over the observance of budgetary legislation of the Russian Federation, control over the spending of the federal budget. 
2. Monitoring and supervision of compliance with acts of the currency legislation of the Russian Federation and acts of foreign exchange regulation. 
To achieve the strategic goal of control and supervision of the observance of budgetary legislation in the Russian Federation, the following tactical objectives are set: 
Objective 1. Prevention, detection and suppression of violations of budget legislation of the Russian Federation.
Objective 2. Control and supervision over efficiency of spending of the federal budget and state extra-budgetary funds.
Objective 3. Improving the efficiency and quality of control and supervision over the observance of budgetary legislation of the Russian Federation.
Key problems while realization the above mentioned tactical objectives of The Federal Service of financial and budgetary oversight of Russian Federation are (Figure 2):

[image: image3]Figure 2. Practical problems of public financial control.

The next part is considering the existing methods of financial control performance measurement in The Federal Service of financial and budgetary oversight of Russian Federation.
The Federal Service operates directly and through regional bodies (territorial offices). To evaluate the performance of the Federal Service and its regional offices, a technique developed by the Ministry of Finance of the Russian Federation is used. 
The existing method of performance measurement of the territorial offices of The Federal Service  is based on integrated indicator of the effectiveness, formed on the basis of private indicators, focusing on the achievement of the objectives and reflecting the quantitative results achieved during the period. 
Integrated indicator (I) of the performance of territorial offices of the Federal Service is calculated as follows: 
I = ΣWi * Ki                                                          (1)
Wi - the weighting factor of i-th index of private indicator,
Ki - the actual value of the i-th private indicator. 
Examples of indicators used in this method are presented in Table 1.
Table 1. Examples of private indicators.
	№
	Private indicator


	1
	Percentage of audits and inspections revealed violations

	2
	The amount of inspected resources of the federal budget per one civil servant

	3
	The amount of identified violations in the use of federal budget funds per one civil servant

	4
	The amount of identified violations in the use of federal budget funds per one inspection

	5
	Percentage of identified violations in the use of federal budget funds by the amount of inspected resources of the federal budget

	6
	The amount of corrected violations in the use of federal budget funds per one civil servant

	7
	The amount of payments received in the federal budget as a result of inspections

	Integrated indicator

	taken place in the district (1-10)

	taken place in the country (1-89)


The main drawback of this method is that calculated integrated indicator does not allow taking any significant managerial decisions, does not allow assessing  the strengths and weaknesses in the areas of individual territorial office, or the Federal Service as a whole. 
Integrated indicator does not characterize the effectiveness of financial control for the society; it is not possible to compare the activity of this public financial control body with other elements of the system.
Speaking in general about the methods used to measure performance of public financial control, we could say that nowadays, when assessing the effectiveness of public financial control, using such techniques and methods developed by the main managers of budgetary funds, it appears a number of general problems which consist primarily of the following:
1) Performance measurement systems taking into account only the results of operations can not properly evaluate the effectiveness of financial control, since it does not take into account the quality of financial control.
2) Performance standards established for the result indicators are the same for all objects of public financial control in various regions, without considering the peculiarities of the territory and jurisdiction.ПрослушатьНа латиниц
3) The result of performance evaluating is a numerical expression of the integrated indicator, showing no causal relationship between the outcome and the factors that influenced the result, which does not allow to take any management decisions on the basis of the result, to assess the strengths and weaknesses in the areas of activity, to compare the results of the estimated body with other bodies of public financial control. 
These issues are considered as an example of The Federal Service of financial and budgetary oversight of Russian Federation and its territorial offices:Прослушать 
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1. The problem of measuring performance of public financial control taking into account only the results without considering the quality of financial control.
To assess the effectiveness and efficiency of the territorial offices of The Federal Service of financial and budgetary oversight of Russian Federation, the result-oriented performance measurement system is used.

The indicators, showing the results achieved, are such indicators as “the amount of identified violations in the use of federal budget funds per one civil servant”, “the amount of identified violations in the use of federal budget funds per one inspection”.

In this case, on the one hand, the result of financial control activities is to identify violations in its entirety: a qualitative verifying the amount of violations should be at maximum. On the other hand, the purpose of financial control is to reduce violations in the budget and fiscal area, to improve economic situation and the level of financial discipline in the region, therefore this result indicator in the long term should decrease.
In other words, the performance of each inspector or controller is difficult to assess solely on the basis of the result or product produced. In addition, there is not a single-valued relationship between the activities of each of the territorial office (or each inspector) and results expressed in the amount of violations, because such result of the activity is largely dependent on the actions of third parties: the financial control exercised by other government bodies, the interaction with law enforcement, the general economic situation in the region and so on.
Moreover, the result-oriented performance measurement system ignores the quality of the basic processes in financial control activities.

Performance measurement may also be based on the evaluation of process to achieve the final result. The evaluation of process means the assessment of the quality of financial control.
One such method is to evaluate the quality of processes of responsibility centers. For implementation of control and supervision processes in each of the territorial office are responsible individual structural units, or responsibility centers, which are autonomous entities of the process and are responsible for implementation of a list of targets defined by the central office administration. Accounting and evaluation processes using the allocation of responsibility centers will be further discussed in detail.
However, this does not mean that the effectiveness evaluation must exclude the assessment of results achieved. Indicators of results, as well as indicators of processes, can perform an important function in assessing the performance of each inspector and the territorial office in general.
It is necessary to evaluate the results achieved together with processes of activities (the quality of control). Using result evaluation is necessary in order to gain a clearer understanding of the processes; evaluation process also allows interpreting the result indicators.
In order to solve the mentioned problem, authors propose to develop a combined system of performance measurement as an example of The Federal Service of financial and budgetary oversight of Russian Federation and its territorial offices.
The process of measuring the performance will consist of two components: the evaluation of the effectiveness of processes and evaluation the effectiveness of results. As noted earlier, both approaches should be applied simultaneously. 
Such combined approach has a lot of advantages: first of all, in the result evaluation, quality of financial control will be taken into account, that will correctly interpret the results, and in some cases even "cancel" such high performance with poor quality control.
The process of complex (combined) performance measurement is shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. The process of complex (combined) performance measurement.
The procedure of evaluating the effectiveness of processes based on responsibility accounting and performance evaluation of results is being discussed in detail below.
2. The problem of establishing unified standards for performance indicators in terms of regional differentiation.
One of the purposes of using the existing method for assessing performance of the territorial offices of the Federal Service is a comparison of territorial offices among themselves, identification of "laggards" offices, reaching the lowest quantitative results.
A comparison of integrated indicators of various territorial offices without the economic situation in the region (subject of the Russian Federation) is incorrect. Thus, the percentage of budget covered by the inspections depends on the total amount of budget in the subject, but there is still one standard for all (for example, 30%).
In addition, a number of regional offices are located in the Far North and similar areas, which implies a special working condition, and therefore should be considered when evaluating the results. It is also necessary to consider extra assigned management functions - such as the role of coordinator among offices in the federal district.
In order to improve the objectivity of the assessment and comparison of disparate regions together, for the performance indicators calculation territorial offices should be divided to 3-4 groups depending on the following indicators, to compare results within individual groups (Table 2).ПрослушатНа латинице
 

Словарь
Table 2. Indicators used to determine a group of the territorial office.
	№ 
	Indicator
	Scale of values
	Point

	1
	Number of budgetary funds receivers in the subject
	Less than 300 
	0

	
	
	300-600 
	1

	
	
	More than 600
	2

	2
	The amount of federal budget funds allocated to receivers
	Less than 50 billion rubles
	0

	
	
	50-100 billion rubles
	1

	
	
	More than 100 billion rubles
	2

	3
	The number of staff in territorial office
	Less than 50
	2

	
	
	50-100
	1

	
	
	More than100
	0

	4
	Acting the role of coordinator among offices in the federal district
	yes
	1

	
	
	no
	0

	5
	Location in the Far North and similar areas
	yes
	1

	
	
	no
	0

	6
	Number of participants of foreign trade in the region
	Less than 500
	0

	
	
	500-3000
	1

	
	
	More than 3000
	2

	7
	Foreign trade turnover in the region for the year 
	Less than 10000 million dollars
	0

	
	
	10000 – 30000 million dollars
	1

	
	
	More than 30000 million dollars
	2


Group A: Territorial offices scored 8-12 points.
Group B: Territorial offices scored 7-3 points.
Group C: Territorial offices scored 0-2 points.


Comparing the performance of regional offices within each group will ensure objectivity and comparability of estimated parameters.
3. The problem of determining causal relationships between outcome and factors that have defined it.
The method of performance measurement based on calculation of the integrated indicator, which was described in the beginning, allow making managerial decisions solely connected with awarding the territorial offices, comparing the effectiveness of various territorial offices across the country and the federal districts. ПрослушатНа латиницеIn addition, these solutions are often not objective and reasonable, because there are problems described earlier.
Quantifying the value of the integrated indicator, it also fails to identify the factors that influence the outcome, to identify gaps and weaknesses in the activities of a single territorial office, to devise measures to improve financial control performance.

Using result-orientated quantitative assessment, it is not possible to establish how effective the activities of financial control are, since it is not impossible to correlate the result of activity in the form of a numerical integrated indicator with costs for its achievement.
It is also worth noting that the calculated integrated indicators are often not sufficiently objective and do not reflect the real situation, since the source of information are territorial offices themselves, which are interested in obtaining high values ​​of these indicators.
This problem can be solved through development a scoring system for performance appraisal of public financial control, including indicators of estimated results together with indicators of qualitative processes. First of all, that will allow determining causal relationships between results and factors that have defined it.
Combined (complex) assessment will develop a set of diverse measures to improve performance. As such measures may be, for example:
-  trainings and professional development activities for employees; 
- introduction of automated procedures for maintenance activities; 
- liaising with law enforcement entity; 
- promotion of proved and well-done territorial offices; 
- penalties for improper fulfillment of tasks assigned to the territorial control functions; 
- preventive, organizational and staff activities, etc. 
In this case, the emphasis should be placed on training and development, thereby improving the quality of public financial control, and hence its performance. 
Thus, to tackle the problems of performance measurement of public financial control, previously described, the following measures are proposed:
1) To develop a scoring system for performance appraisal of public financial control allowing to estimate results and quality of processes simultaneously;
2) To determine the normative values ​​of performance indicators taking into account the peculiarities of the subject being evaluated, and regional specificity, by dividing them into groups;

3) To develop a system of indicators to interpret the results of evaluation, to determine the causal relationship between the results and the factors that influenced it, to develop and implement measures for improving efficiency.
Next there is a description of combined (complex) system for performance appraisal of public financial control in the territorial offices of The Federal Service of financial and budgetary oversight of Russian Federation. As noted earlier, the process of performance evaluating consists of two components: evaluation of the quality of processes and evaluation of the results.
The basic elements of the developed complex scoring system for performance appraisal of public financial control are:Прослушать
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1. Evaluation of processes effectiveness:
During the implementation of control and supervision activities each territorial office of The Federal Service of financial and budgetary oversight performs the following processes:
- Planning of control and supervision activities;
- Working with citizens, governments and law enforcement agencies;
- Carrying out control and supervisory activities;
- Preparation reports and materials as the results of control and supervision activities;
- Implementation of inspections materials;
- Elimination of detected violations, recovery of penalties;
- Administrative procedure;
- Judicial protection;
- Administration of the federal budget revenues;
- Staffing activities;
- Technical support activities;
- Methodological support activities.
For the execution of these processes are responsible individual structural units, led by the head of the department. These structural units are also called responsibility centers. Responsibility center - an organizational unit in the administration system (structurally and technologically separated division or process), whose leader:
- is empowered to take decisions on the use of resources (material, labor, financial);
- has a power to ensure the achievement of goals; 
- is responsible for implementing the established plans and targets, including its subordinate units (if any responsibility centers of the lower level). 
Responsibility budgeting  -  a system that evaluates the quality of work performed by each unit (responsibility center), responsible for the execution of specific process or several processes, regarding expended costs for its achievement. 
The result of each responsibility center’s performing is evaluated by making positive or negative assessment of the subject in the list of targets of the valued process. 
A positive assessment is if a center, responsible for the estimated parameters of the process, fully meets the requirements. Inconsistency with the established requirements will lead to a negative assessment.
Target indicators of processes for one of the responsibility centers – Planning and Analysis Department – can be as an example:
- high quality performance and implementation of functions under the Regulations of the Department;
- preparation of work plans on time, compliance with the requirements of the work plans of the guidance documents;
- accounting and analysis of audit results conducted by other structural subdivisions;
- development of methodical instructions and explanations on key directions of activities;
- etc.
The final table reflects the results of processes performing of the territorial office during the evaluation period, showing a positive or negative evaluation of each process (Table 3).
Table 3. Evaluation of processes.
	Process


	Score


	Planning of control and supervision activities
	+/-

	Working with citizens, government bodies and law enforcement agencies
	+/-

	Carrying out control and supervisory activities
	+/-

	Preparation reports and materials as the results of control and supervision activities
	+/-

	Implementation of inspections materials
	+/-

	Elimination of detected violations, recovery of penalties
	+/-

	Administrative procedure
	+/-

	Judicial protection
	+/-

	Administration of the federal budget revenues
	+/-

	Staffing activities
	+/-

	Technical support activities
	+/-

	Methodological support activities
	+/-

	Total:
	+(%)

- (%)


It is also worth noting that such assessment of processes in the territorial offices can be realized in a cameral form, without spending additional financial resources to conduct visiting activities and to verify the quality of process performing.
2. Evaluation of results effectiveness:
Indicators of results of public financial control can be divided into the following groups:
Indicators of scale of financial control reflect the volume of the federal budget funds and the amount of recipients of the federal budget covered with inspections. This group includes indicators such as percentage coverage of spending units in the subject, percentage coverage of the federal budget funds. Normative values of indicators for each group of territorial offices are determined depending on the scale of territory under the jurisdiction.
Direct result indicators of financial control reflect direct results achieved through the implementation of control and supervision activities. This group includes indicators such as the number of inspections, the number of prescriptions issued, etc.
Indicators of effect of financial control show the real effect of control and audit activities, such as elimination of violations, compensation of the budget funds used inappropriately, prevention of further violations, etc. The degree of effectiveness of financial control is characterized by such factors as the number of executed prescriptions, the amount of compensated violations, and so on.
Indicators of economy of financial control reflect the degree of efficiency of financial control, including cost-effectiveness of financial, material and human resources. Indicators of cost of human resources can also be viewed as the degree of a "workload". Indicators of economy of financial resources - the amount of money spent on the implementation of control activities (e.g., the amount of travel expenses based on the amount of held inspections).
Indicators of results constituting the above mentioned groups are presented in Table 4.
Table 4. Indicators of results.
	Indicator of result

	Normative value
	Score

	Percentage of recipients (spending units) of the federal budget covered with inspections
	Group A: 50%
	10

	
	Group B: 60%
	

	
	Croup C: 70%
	

	Percentage of the federal budget funds covered with inspections
	Group A: 20%
	5

	
	Group B: 30%
	

	
	Croup C: 40%
	

	The number of inspections per one civil servant
	Group A: 12
	10

	
	Group B: 18
	

	
	Croup C: 24
	

	The number of prescriptions issued to the number of inspections revealed violations (%)
	100%


	10

	The number of prescriptions fulfilled to the number of prescriptions issued (%)
	100%
	10

	Number of inspections materials, referred to law enforcement authorities to the number inspections revealed violations
	100%
	10

	Elimination of violations (the amount of eliminated violations to the amount of detected violations)
	100%
	10

	The amount of penalties collected to the amount of penalties imposed
	100%
	10

	The amount of travel expenses per one inspection
	5 000 rubles

	5

	Timeliness and completeness of reporting, analytical information and materials of inspections
	presented in due time, fully, without errors

	10

	The quality of presented proposals and suggestions on core activities
	presented in due time, qualitative proposals
	10

	Integrated indicator of results (maximum):
	100


Normative values for a number of indicators are set for the territorial offices depending on their groups; the procedure for determining has been described previously.
Presented in Table 4 Performance indicators are calculated on the basis of information from the reporting forms provided by the territorial offices to the central office on a permanent basis. The obtained values are compared with the normative (planned), deviations from the norm are identified, and the reasons for such deviations are analyzed.
In the final analysis, evaluated results of the territorial offices are compared with results of evaluation of processes forming a “summary effectiveness".
In some cases results ​​obtained by financial control body will confirm the picture obtained due to evaluation of processes, but sometimes this appraisal can demonstrate the opposite situation: badly organized process nevertheless provides a big quantitative result, although it may be vice versa.
Based on evaluation produced, the strengths and weaknesses of each of territorial offices or the Federal Service as a whole are determined. In order to correct deficiencies and mistakes in work, to make better results, a complex of measures to improve performance is produced. As such measures may be, for example:

-  trainings and professional development activities for employees; 

- introduction of automated procedures for maintenance activities; 

- promotion of proved and well-done territorial offices; 

- penalties for improper fulfillment of tasks assigned to the territorial control functions; 

- preventive, organizational and staff activities, etc. 

In this case, the emphasis should be placed on training and development, improving the quality of public financial control and its performance. 

Conclusion
Finding ways of saving and efficient using of budgetary funds is becoming more and more challenging issue, especially during the period of world economic crisis. Well-organized and effective public financial control determines the level of socio-economic development of the country, standards of living and social welfare. 

This article was devoted to questions of assessing the effectiveness of public financial control in Russian Federation. In this paper the following in problems were solved:
- the methods of approach to performance measurement of public management were analyzed;

- the role of financial control in the system of public management was determined and the connection of public financial control with other elements of the system was analyzed;

- the practical problems of public financial control making an example of Russian system of government financial control were considered;

- the existing methods of financial control performance measurement were considered, the factors and indicators of public financial control effectiveness and its shortcomings were analyzed;

- the basis of the scoring system for performance appraisal of public financial control was developed, including indicators of estimated results and indicators of qualitative processes, using methods of cost responsibility accounting;

- the new approach to performance appraisal of public financial control  allows to manage performance, using the causal relationships between results and factors.

The analysis of performance measurement issues in public financial control system and also the development of the scoring system for performance appraisal of public financial control authorities were done on example of The Federal Service of financial and budgetary oversight of Russian Federation and its territorial offices.
To assess performance of public financial control in government bodies, authors propose to use the budgeting system based on cost responsibility accounting, measuring the indicators of estimated results and indicators of qualitative processes of responsibility centers, considering costs for their achievement.

The finally developed scoring system for performance appraisal of public financial control may be applied practically in the public financial control authorities.
New challenges and directions in the field of public financial control require restructuring the whole work of subjects of control activity, changes in methods of control procedures and institutional reforms. However, it is these changes that can improve the efficiency of the Russian system of state financial control in the light of modern international requirements.
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