
Revised Methodology  

for  

Peer Reviews and  

Non-Member Reviews 

2011 



 

 
1 

METHODOLOGY FOR PEER REVIEWS AND NON-MEMBER REVIEWS 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

1. The Global Forum at its 1-2 September 2009 meeting in Mexico decided to engage in a robust 

and comprehensive monitoring and peer review process. In order to carry out an in-depth monitoring and 

peer review of the implementation of the standards of transparency and exchange of information for tax 

purposes, the Global Forum agreed on the setting up of a Peer Review Group (PRG). The Global Forum 

agreed that the PRG would develop detailed terms of reference and the methodology for a robust, 

transparent and accelerated process.  

2. As set forth in the Note „Transparency and Exchange of Information for Tax Purposes: A 

Proposed Framework for In-Depth Monitoring and Peer Review, and for Restructuring the Global Forum‟ 

(Final Draft 27 August 2009), there are a number of general objectives and principles that govern Global 

Forum monitoring and peer review:  

Effectiveness. The mechanism must be systematic and provide an objective and coherent assessment 

of whether a jurisdiction has implemented the standards.  

Fairness. The mechanism must provide equal treatment for all members. Peer review of Global 

Forum members is an exercise among peers that can be frank in their evaluations. Reviews of non-

members should be conducted only after a jurisdiction has been given the opportunity to participate in 

the Global Forum. The review process should provide the jurisdiction with an adequate opportunity to 

participate in its evaluation by the Global Forum. 

Transparency. The mechanism will need to include a process for providing regular information to the 

public on the Global Forum work and activities and on implementation of the standards. This general 

responsibility must be balanced against the need for confidentiality which facilitates frank evaluation 

of performance. 

Objectivity. The mechanism should rely on objective criteria. Jurisdictions must be assessed against 

the internationally agreed standards in accordance with an agreed methodology. 

Cost-efficiency. The mechanism should be efficient, realistic, concise and not overly burdensome. It 

is necessary, however, to ensure that monitoring and peer review are effective, since together with the 

standards, they guarantee the level playing field. A high degree of procedural cooperation is necessary 

both for effectiveness and cost efficiency. 

Co-ordination with other organisations. The mechanism should aim to avoid duplication of effort. 

Efforts should be made to use and take account of existing resources, including the Global Forum 

annual assessments and, where appropriate, relevant findings by other international bodies such as the 

FATF that engage in monitoring of performance in related areas. 
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3. This methodology sets forth procedures for the peer review of members and the equivalent 

review of non-members. It identifies the procedures and steps in the peer review process and additional 

procedures for reviews of non-members.
1
 

4. Phase 1 will review the legal and regulatory framework for transparency and the exchange of 

information for tax purposes. Phase 2 will review the implementation of the standards in practice. Phase 2 

reviews will necessarily encompass to some degree the issues in Phase 1 and may help clarify the 

significance of any shortcoming identified in Phase 1.  

5. Combined Phase 1-2 reviews will encompass both review of the legal and regulatory framework 

(Phase 1) and the implementation of the standards in practice (Phase 2). Because they will generally 

involve on-site visits like Phase 2 reviews, the procedures for combined reviews will generally be similar 

to Phase 2 reviews. Except where otherwise specified, references to Phase 2 reviews herein apply to 

combined Phase 1-2 reviews accordingly.  

6. The methodology sets out guidelines to conduct the peer reviews and the monitoring of non-

members. They should be understood as guidelines rather than as rigid rules. The need to conduct fair, 

effective and transparent reviews should remain of paramount importance in applying the guidelines. The 

guidelines cannot and do not seek to address every possible contingency. The methodology in respect of 

Phase 1 is straightforward as it is based on a desktop review. As the Global Forum gains experience, 

particularly in respect of Phase 2 reviews, it is expected that the Phase 2 process will be modified or 

improved in the light of this experience, keeping in mind the need to ensure fairness and equal treatment.  

II.  PEER REVIEWS 

A.  Creation of assessment teams and setting dates for evaluations  

7. Assessment teams will usually consist of two expert assessors, and these will be drawn primarily 

from PRG members coordinated by Secretariat staff, although GF members outside of the PRG will also be 

eligible to provide assessors. In selecting the assessors, account should be taken of the expertise and 

background of each assessor, the language of the evaluation, the nature of the legal system (civil law or 

common law), the specific characteristics of the jurisdiction (e.g. size and geographical location) and the 

need to avoid conflicts of interest. The team of assessors should include at least one person who is familiar 

with the nature of the legal system of the assessed jurisdiction, as well as one who can provide a different 

perspective. Assessors must be public officials drawn from relevant public authorities and should have 

substantial relevant experience of transparency and exchange of information for tax purposes. For Phase 2 

reviews, assessors should also have had relevant practical experience with exchange of information for tax 

purposes.   

8. The Secretariat will request each Global Forum member to designate a central point of contact to 

coordinate the identification of potential assessors to be recommended by the member. The designated 

central point of contact will be invited to supply name(s) and qualifications of potential assessor(s). Any 

designated central point of contact may be requested by the Secretariat to supply the name(s) and 

qualifications of assessor(s) that would be available for a particular review within seven days of the request 

being received. The chair and vice-chairs of the PRG will issue a roster of assessors for the jurisdictions to 

be reviewed in the first six months. This will be distributed to the PRG for information only. Shortly 

afterwards, the chair and vice-chairs of the PRG will allocate these assessors to each of the jurisdictions for 

review during this period based on the criteria set out in paragraph 7. The PRG will be given 48 hours to 

                                                      
1
  Annex 1 summarises the key responsibilities of each of the participants in the review process. Annex 2 

presents Model Assessment Schedules. Annex 3 presents a flowchart summarising the procedure for 

adoption of a report. Annex 4 is an outline of a peer review report.  
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comment on the proposal of the chair and vice-chairs of the PRG, with these comments to be taken into 

account to the extent possible. This process will be repeated for subsequent periods. The chair or a vice-

chair, as the case may be, will not participate in the allocation of the assessors for the assessment of their 

own jurisdictions and the assessors for the assessments of those jurisdictions will be selected by the Peer 

Review Group, without the chair or vice-chair, as the case may be, of the PRG being present. Assessors 

will be provided with a handbook which will include the present note, the Terms of Reference and related 

source documents.  

9. Each assessment team could participate in parallel in a number of reviews rather than in only one 

review. Coverage of multiple jurisdictions would provide each participating assessor with a stronger 

comparative perspective on each jurisdiction, while reducing the number of assessors required to incur 

costs to travel to the meeting.  

10. The Secretariat will fix precise dates for the evaluation, consistent with the overall PRG schedule, 

in consultation with each jurisdiction and the assessors. The jurisdiction will advise whether it wishes to 

conduct the evaluation in English or French, and additional time for translation will be provided for as 

needed.  

B.  Obtaining input from jurisdictions’ peers  

11. Important to the process of peer review is the opportunity for other members of the Global Forum 

to provide their input into understanding the assessed jurisdiction‟s compliance with the standard. This 

applies both generally and more specifically to jurisdictions that have an exchange of information (EOI) 

relationship with the assessed jurisdiction.
2
 Accordingly, members of the Global Forum will have two 

opportunities to provide input into the process of drafting the report by the assessors. The first opportunity 

for members to contribute will be prior to the commencement of the Phase 1 review of a jurisdiction. At 

this point all Global Forum members will be invited to indicate any issues that they would like to see raised 

and discussed during the evaluation. The assessment team will take these issues into account in developing 

appropriate questions for the review.  

12. Prior to the commencement of the Phase 2 review members with an EOI relationship with the 

assessed jurisdiction will be invited to provide comments again. An important part of Phase 2 is the cross-

checking of the views of the assessed jurisdiction about its implementation of the international standards 

with the views of jurisdictions with which it has an EOI relationship. The credibility of the Global Forum‟s 

work relies on the active involvement of all its members to provide for an accurate and relevant picture of 

how the assessed jurisdiction‟s EOI system works in practice. It is thus essential to have substantial input 

from jurisdictions that have EOI experience with the assessed jurisdiction.  

13. A questionnaire (the “Peer Questionnaire”) will be sent to each Global Forum member 

jurisdiction that has an EOI relationship with the assessed jurisdiction. The Peer Questionnaire will have a 

standard format and will require various inputs on the quality of information exchange. It will elicit 

information about how active the EOI relationship is, the type of information exchanged, e.g. bank, 

ownership and accounting information and the timeliness and quality of responses. It will also seek 

information about the difficulties, if any, that the requesting jurisdiction has faced in obtaining information 

from the assessed jurisdiction as well as information about positive experiences. The assessed jurisdiction 

can request that other jurisdictions be invited to provide input as well. 

                                                      
2
  In this regard, an EOI relationship should be understood to refer to one that meets the information 

exchange standards set forth in the Model Agreement on Exchange of Information on Tax Matters and in 

Article 26 of the OECD Model Tax Convention on Income and on Capital.   
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14. Partner jurisdictions should provide their responses to the questionnaire to the Secretariat within 

3 weeks. While Peer Questionnaires will be sent to all Global Forum members with an EOI relationship 

with the assessed jurisdiction there is an increased responsibility on those jurisdictions that have a 

significant EOI relationship with the assessed jurisdiction to respond to it.
3
 While ensuring that 

confidentiality is preserved, partner jurisdictions should be specific and provide as much detail as possible 

to aid the assessment team and assessed jurisdiction in their efforts to analyse and evaluate the difficulties 

encountered. Issues or concerns previously raised by the assessed jurisdiction to the partner jurisdiction in 

relation to its requests should also be described by the partner jurisdiction.
4
 Responses will be made 

available to the assessment team and to the assessed jurisdiction.  

15. The assessment team will analyse the peer input to identify issues and to develop appropriate 

questions for the assessed jurisdiction to allow it to respond to any concerns. These questions should be 

sent to the assessed jurisdiction concurrently with the formal issuance of the standard Phase 2 

questionnaire (see below). In assessing responses to the Peer Questionnaire, the assessment team should 

take into account the nature of the EOI relationship and the degree of detail provided by the partner 

jurisdiction. 

16. Documents produced by Global Forum members concerning an assessed jurisdiction (e.g. 

responses to the questionnaire, proposed questions for the assessed jurisdiction, and responses by the 

assessed jurisdiction) will be treated as confidential and will not be made publicly available.
5
 

17. Because peer review is an intergovernmental process, business and civil society groups 

participation in the formal evaluation process and in particular, in the evaluation exercise and the 

discussions in the PRG or Global Forum is not foreseen. The publication of the schedule of upcoming 

reviews would enable business and civil society groups to provide information or opinions if they so wish. 

C.  Getting responses from the assessed jurisdiction to the questionnaire 

18. From the perspective of the assessed jurisdiction, the first step in the review is the receipt of a 

questionnaire from the Secretariat. The questionnaire for the assessed jurisdiction will have a standard 

format. It will generally be supplemented by jurisdiction-specific questions. These may include questions 

regarding specific institutions or procedures in the assessed jurisdiction, issues raised by other Global 

Forum members (see above) and (in the case of a Phase 2 review) issues arising from an earlier Phase 1 

report.  

19. The standard questionnaire for Phase 2 will include requests for quantitative data allowing 

meaningful review of the treatment of requests and the period between request and response, and 

qualitative data in order to help assess the reliability and relevance of information provided to the 

                                                      
3
  In this regard, a significant EOI relationship should be understood to mean, at a minimum, having made or 

received more than two information exchange requests to the assessed jurisdiction within the previous 

three years. 

4
  For example, if a partner jurisdiction is aware that the assessed jurisdiction is concerned about a lack of 

confidentiality or lack of reciprocity on behalf of the partner jurisdiction, it should make such issues 

known, so that the review may proceed more expeditiously. 

5
  To ensure appropriate confidentiality with respect to the Peer Questionnaire, prior to circulation of a report 

to the PRG, a partner jurisdiction that is explicitly or implicitly identified in the text of the draft report will 

be given the opportunity to review and comment upon any text in the report that explicitly or implicitly 

identifies that partner jurisdiction. The partner jurisdiction will be given the opportunity to request changes 

that allow its identity to remain anonymous from the PRG and the public (although not the assessment 

team or the assessed jurisdiction, which will have seen earlier drafts of the report). 
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requesting parties. It will also allow the assessed jurisdiction to comment on the quality of requests it 

receives.  

20. Combined reviews will similarly use a standard questionnaire that encompasses both the standard 

Phase 1 and Phase 2 questionnaires. Jurisdiction-specific questions will also generally be used.  

21. The questionnaire format is designed to facilitate the preparation of a focussed and relevant 

response. Jurisdictions should provide a detailed description (and analysis where appropriate) of the 

relevant measures and actions, including appropriate citations from supporting laws or other material.  

22. All necessary laws, regulations, guidelines and other relevant documents should be available in 

the language of the evaluation and the original language (unless otherwise agreed with the assessment 

team), and both these documents and the responses to the questionnaire should be provided in an electronic 

format. The time required for translation of documents must be taken into account by the jurisdiction under 

review. Where English or French is not the native language of the assessed jurisdiction, the process of 

translation of relevant laws, regulations and other documents should start at an early stage.  

23. Documents produced by an assessed jurisdiction during a review (e.g. documents describing a 

jurisdiction‟s regime, responses to the questionnaire, or responses to assessors‟ queries) and by the 

Secretariat or assessors (e.g. reports from assessors, draft reports, etc.) will be treated as confidential and 

should not be made publicly available, unless the assessed jurisdiction and the Secretariat consent to their 

release. Strict respect of the confidentiality of the work is a must for the credibility of the process. Any 

breach of the confidentiality of the process shall be brought to the attention of the PRG Chair and vice-

Chairs, who shall decide on the most appropriate action, in consultation with the PRG as appropriate.  

24. The assessed jurisdiction should provide its responses to the questionnaire (and any additional 

questions) within a maximum of 4 weeks of receipt of the questionnaire for Phase 1 and Phase 2 reviews, 

and within a maximum of 6 weeks for combined reviews.
6
  

25. Phase 2 reviews contain additional steps relating to the on-site visit (detailed immediately below). 

For the next steps in a Phase 1 review, see below the section on Completing the draft report for the PRG.  

D.  The on-site visit  

26. On-site visits are an important aspect of the Phase 2 reviews. They provide the assessed 

jurisdiction with an opportunity to participate more fully in its evaluation and allow an open, constructive 

and efficient dialogue between the assessed jurisdiction and the assessment team. Face-to-face dialogue 

will help avoid misunderstandings and improve the quality of the resulting draft report, and ultimately may 

avoid the need for an oral discussion at the PRG. It will also focus high level government attention on any 

existing deficiencies in jurisdiction‟s practices in the area of transparency and exchange of information. In 

exceptional cases, where the assessment team considers that an on-site visit would serve no useful purpose, 

the assessment team should present its views in writing to the members of the PRG. If there is no objection 

within 1 week and the assessed jurisdiction agrees, then the on-site visit will be dispensed with.  

a) Timing 

27. Each Global Forum member jurisdiction agrees to allow an on-site visit of approximately 2-3 

days, or longer as appropriate, for the purpose of providing information from a variety of sources 

                                                      
6
  For the first reviews supplementary questions may be prepared while the assessed jurisdiction is answering 

the standard questionnaire. 
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concerning its law and practice with regard to the issues covered by the Phase 2 evaluation. The schedule 

should provide for the on-site visit taking place after the receipt of the responses to the questionnaire.  

b) The agenda for the on-site visit  

28. The primary goal of the on-site visit should be to obtain evidence required to evaluate the 

assessed jurisdiction‟s overall effectiveness in exchanging requested information. The on-site visit should 

be carried out in accordance with an agenda programme agreed between the assessed jurisdiction and the 

assessment team, taking account of the specific requests expressed by the team. The agenda should be 

finalised by the assessed jurisdiction at least one week before the on-site visit.  

29. The focus will be primarily on the assessed jurisdiction‟s competent authority and all of the 

agencies and entities with which it may interact in the process of responding to information requests. The 

nature of the discussions will depend on the legal and regulatory institutions and policies of the assessed 

jurisdiction. Discussions should encompass both potential areas of weaknesses and of best practices in all 

areas covered by the standards, as set forth in the terms of reference. Assessors must be thoroughly familiar 

with the terms of reference and the note on assessment criteria.  

E.  Compiling Information for the Phase 2 Review 

30. Typical areas of investigation that assessors would consider include the following: 

 The degree to which in practice information is maintained and by whom. 

 The practical application of the jurisdiction‟s compulsory powers to obtain information. 

 The timeliness of the jurisdiction‟s responses in relation to different types of requests for 

information, e.g. bank, ownership and accounting information, and any factors contributing to 

delays in response times. 

 The comprehensiveness of the jurisdiction‟s exchange of information program. 

 The adequacy of the organisational structure and resources having regard to the exchange of 

information demands made on the jurisdiction. 

 The practical application of the jurisdiction‟s rules regarding the confidentiality of information 

exchanged. 

31. In order to engage in the cross-checking that is at the core of the Phase 2 process, the 

circumstances involved in cases where the exchange of information process was seen as unsatisfactory by 

requesting jurisdictions should be explored. This may require consultation with requesting jurisdictions, in 

particular cases, to ensure that requests have been properly framed. Because of the confidentiality of tax 

information, however, the assessment team will not have access to the actual requests for information and 

the responses from the requested jurisdiction.
7
 It is recognised that the confidentiality of information that 

identifies a specific taxpayer is a fundamental principle of the standards and jurisdictions‟ domestic laws. 

                                                      
7
  The PRG will explore the possibility of developing provisions for jurisdictions to allow access to non-

identifying information in certain cases.   
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F.  Completing the draft report for the PRG 

32. Phase 1 reports are initially drafted after receipt of responses to the questionnaire. Taking account 

of the initial views of the assessors with regard to the responses to the questionnaire, the Secretariat will 

turn the questionnaire responses into an initial draft report within 4 weeks following the receipt of the 

responses.  

33. Phase 2 reports are initially drafted after the on-site visit. Following the on-site visit, the 

Secretariat will prepare a draft Phase 2 report in 4 to 6 weeks.  

34. The Secretariat will cross-check other Global Forum assessments to ensure consistency of 

evaluation across reports. The initial draft reports on the assessed jurisdictions will be provided to the 

assessors for review and the assessors will be expected, as much as possible, to independently cross-check 

the reports against other assessments of the Global Forum in order to ensure consistency across 

assessments. The assessment team may ask additional questions to the assessed jurisdiction during the 

course of drafting. 

35. The additional steps in finalising a draft report prior to a PRG meeting, and the approximate time 

that is required for each step, are as follows (see also Annex 2): 

i. Assessors to provide comments on the draft reports to the Secretariat (maximum 2 weeks).  

ii. Secretariat to revise the draft reports in light of the assessor comments. Draft report to be sent to 

the assessed jurisdiction (maximum 1 week). 

iii. Jurisdiction to provide comments to the Secretariat (maximum 4 weeks in Phase 1 or 2; 

maximum 6 weeks for combined reviews), which are forwarded to the assessors for their views. 

The report will reflect the comments of the assessed jurisdiction on the weaknesses that have 

been identified and its plans to address them. Within this time, the assessment team will also have 

prepared the draft executive summary, provided it to the jurisdiction for comment (for at least 

1 week) and received the jurisdiction‟s comments. The draft executive summary should contain 

key findings briefly describing the key risks, the strengths and the weaknesses of the system, and 

any overarching recommendations made to improve it. 

iv. Assessment team to review and decide on the changes that need to be made to the draft reports 

(maximum 2 weeks).  

36. It is important to note that the assessors and the jurisdiction need to respect the timetables, since 

delays may significantly impact the ability of the PRG to discuss the report in a meaningful way. By 

agreeing to participate in the review process, the jurisdiction and the assessors undertake to meet the 

necessary deadlines and to provide full and accurate responses, reports or other material as required under 

the agreed procedure.  

37. Where there is a failure to comply with the agreed procedure, the assessment team can 

recommend action and refer the matter to the PRG chair and vice-chairs. The following examples illustrate 

the types of actions that could be taken:  

i. Failure by the jurisdiction to provide a timely or sufficiently detailed response to the 

questionnaire or additional questions in the eyes of the assessment team could lead to the deferral 

of the review, and the PRG chair may write to the head of delegation or the relevant Minister in 

the jurisdiction. The PRG is to be advised as to reasons for deferral so that it may consider 

appropriate action. Where appropriate, the assessment team, consulting with the PRG chair and 

vice-chairs will indicate to the jurisdiction that it considers that a Phase 1 review involving an 
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exceptional on-site visit would be appropriate to facilitate the collection and evaluation of 

information. 

ii. Upon a failure by the jurisdiction to provide a timely response to the draft report, the chair may 

write a letter to the head of delegation or the relevant Minister in the jurisdiction. Where the 

delay results in a report not being discussed, the PRG is to be advised of the reasons for deferral 

so that it may consider appropriate action, including with regard to disclosure of the name of the 

jurisdiction. 

38. Throughout the review, the assessed jurisdiction and the assessment team should take all 

reasonable steps to resolve any differences or difficulties to avoid where possible the need for an oral 

debate in the PRG (see below) or to assist the PRG in its work. If differences or difficulties still remain, 

they will be highlighted by the Secretariat in a cover note to the draft report which will be submitted to the 

PRG along with the draft report and a note by the assessed jurisdiction documenting the outstanding issues 

it has with the draft report, in order to facilitate the examination of the report by the PRG members. 

G.  Circulation of the report to the PRG and the PRG meeting 

a) Circulation of the report to the PRG for comments 

39. The Secretariat will send the draft reports and executive summaries to all PRG members at least 

five weeks prior to the PRG meeting for comment.  

40. A number of reports may be suitable for PRG approval under a written procedure. Such 

procedure will be followed when there is agreement between the assessment team and the assessed 

jurisdiction on the content of the report. Under this procedure, if no comments or objections by any 

member are received within three weeks, the report is considered to be approved by the PRG.  

41. Only draft reports that have not been approved under the written procedure will be discussed 

orally during the PRG meeting. PRG members making comments or objections should explain clearly the 

basis for their comments or objections so that the assessment team and the assessed jurisdiction have a 

proper appreciation of them. The comments or objections on all reports will be sent to the PRG members at 

least seven days prior to the meeting. 

42. The assessment team, in consultation with the assessed jurisdiction, will try to address comments 

or objections received. The Secretariat will circulate any amended draft reports including editorial 

adjustments and substantive comments the assessment team considered appropriate as early as possible and 

at the latest seven days before the meeting. Outstanding issues will be highlighted by the Secretariat in a 

cover note to the revised draft report which will be submitted to the PRG, along with the draft report, and a 

note by the assessed jurisdiction documenting the outstanding issues it has with the draft report. Such a 

note by the assessed jurisdiction should be supported by copies of relevant legislation or other supporting 

materials that have not already been provided previously to the assessors. 

b) PRG meeting 

43. The procedure for the discussion of the draft report and the executive summary (including a set of 

key findings) at the PRG meeting will be as follows: 

44. During the first reading:  

i. Assessment team introduces itself, and the assessors present in high-level terms the key issues 

from the report, the amendments made to integrate the PRG‟s written comments, and the 
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substantive outstanding issues. The team will have the opportunity to intervene/comment on any 

issue concerning the report. 

ii. Assessed jurisdiction makes its opening statement, also addressing the substantive outstanding 

issues. Additional editorial changes should not be discussed orally but provided to the Secretariat. 

iii. The PRG then discusses the issues raised in the report, focusing on the substantive outstanding 

issues. As a matter of good practice, delegations should not raise comments that they have not 

raised in writing. However, should a delegation wish to bring up a new issue, it should, if 

possible, inform the PRG/Secretariat in advance of the discussion. The PRG should give careful 

consideration to the views of the assessors and the jurisdiction when deciding on the wording, as 

well as taking into account the need to ensure consistency between reports. 

45. Once the first reading is complete, the assessment team, first in consultation with the assessed 

jurisdiction, will incorporate any amendments agreed by the PRG into the draft. A revised version of the 

report will then be circulated as a room document.  

46. A second reading will take place at the same PRG meeting: 

i. Assessment team presents the revised version of the report and summarises any changes made to 

the draft report to reflect the discussions of the first reading. 

ii. Assessed jurisdiction has an opportunity to respond to the changes it disagrees on. 

iii. The PRG then discusses the revisions made after the first reading with a view to approving the 

revised report. 

iv. The report and the executive summary are approved when consensus of the PRG is reached.
8
  

47. The approved report is a report of the PRG for submission to the Global Forum, and not simply a 

report by the assessors.  

48. Review reports may include an annex (Annex 1) emphasising recent changes made to the 

assessed jurisdiction‟s EOI framework or EOI mechanisms or presenting future plans which impact on 

transparency and exchange of information for tax purposes. This annex also presents the jurisdiction‟s 

response to the review report and shall not be deemed to represent the Global Forum‟s views. The assessed 

jurisdiction should draft the annex within one week of the approval of the report by the PRG.  

49. When consensus could not be reached at the PRG meeting, the text of the report is not approved. 

The PRG will task the assessment team in consultation with the assessed jurisdiction to revise the report, 

which will then be dealt with under the procedures set out in paragraphs 39-48 above. If the revised report 

is not approved through written procedure, the next PRG meeting will discuss only those issues on which 

consensus was not reached in the first meeting. The assessed jurisdiction will be invited to participate in 

this meeting. 

50. If the approval of a report is not obtained after two consecutive meetings of the PRG, the report 

shall be presented to the Steering Group for consideration and inclusion in the agenda of the next Global 

Forum meeting for oral debate. The Steering Group must take a decision in the week following the PRG 

meeting at which the report failed to obtain approval. 

                                                      
8
  Consensus in the context of the approval or adoption of a report means that no one jurisdiction can block 

the approval of the report. 
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H.  Procedures following the PRG meeting: review and adoption of the report by the Global 

Forum 

51. When the report has been approved by the PRG, it will be circulated to the Global Forum 

together with Annex 1 within one week. In case the annex has not been finalised, the text will be circulated 

to the Global Forum without the annex, which will be circulated when ready, at the latest prior to the 

adoption of the report. Members of the Global Forum will be invited to adopt the report under written 

procedure. In the absence of any objections within three weeks, the report is considered to be adopted. If 

there are objections, the Steering Group of the Global Forum shall decide whether to refer the report back 

to the PRG for consideration at its next meeting or to include discussion of the report in the agenda for the 

next Global Forum meeting. In these cases, the assessed jurisdiction will have an opportunity to update 

Annex 1 to reflect substantial changes in the jurisdiction‟s EOI framework that occurred in the meantime, 

but not later than two weeks before the next meeting where the report will be discussed.  

52. The Global Forum shall use an approach to consensus that ensures that no one jurisdiction can 

block the adoption or publication of a review. Nevertheless, every effort should be made to arrive at a 

consensus and the views of the jurisdiction would be fully noted. The discussions and consultations in the 

Global Forum are open to Global Forum members and observers. Only Global Forum members, however, 

will take part in the adoption of the report and evaluation. 

I.  Publication of reports  

53. Transparency is an important principle of Global Forum peer reviews. Regular information 

should be provided to the public on the Global Forum work and on implementation of the standards. After 

each report has been adopted by the Global Forum, it shall be made public by the Secretariat on the Global 

Forum website. 

54. In the exceptional circumstance that the Global Forum fails to adopt a report, the public will be 

provided with an explanation for the absence of a report in order to maintain the credibility of the Global 

Forum process. The text of the explanation will be in a standard format agreed by the Global Forum and 

will identify the issue(s) at stake and the jurisdictions that object to the draft report. This text would be 

circulated to the Steering Group and the jurisdictions concerned two days in advance of putting it on the 

Global Forum website. 

J.  Follow-up 

55. It is important to follow-up assessments and recommendations included in a report and to 

publicly acknowledge progress that has been made since the assessment was made. As a matter of course, 

Phase 2 reports will evaluate and report on any post-Phase 1 changes in relevant legislation or policy in the 

assessed jurisdiction. In some cases, however, where significant changes have been made by a jurisdiction 

prior to the publication of its Phase 2 report, it is important to note the changes more quickly, in a 

supplementary report prepared by the assessment team, which will revise the assessment made of a 

jurisdiction, as set below. There also needs to be a mechanism for the Global Forum to publicise significant 

post-Phase 2 changes.  

a)  Peer review follow-up procedure 

56. In all cases, a formal follow-up procedure is necessary to ensuring that reports are properly 

followed up by assessed jurisdictions. In addition, peer review reports may be quickly outdated as 

jurisdictions might implement quickly the recommendations made. Where changes introduced by a 

jurisdiction would result in a need to revise the determinations included in a report because the element 

could be considered in place, it is critical that a supplementary report is drafted and submitted to the Global 
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Forum for adoption. The issue of a jurisdiction lowering its level of commitment or back stepping its legal 

and regulatory framework or practice of EOI should also be addressed.  

57. First, within one year of the Global Forum‟s adoption of a review report, the assessed jurisdiction 

shall provide a detailed written report to the PRG of the steps it has taken or is planning to take to 

implement any recommendations, for the PRG‟s review and evaluation. In addition, the assessed 

jurisdiction will provide an intermediary report within six months of the Global Forum‟s adoption of its 

report if that report determines that at least one essential element is “not in place”. It will also provide any 

additional report that has been requested by the review report.  

58. Second, at any time after the Global Forum‟s adoption of a report, when the assessed jurisdiction 

implements changes that are likely to result in an upgrade in a determination of an essential element to “the 

element in place”, the assessed jurisdiction can inform the chair of the PRG and submit a detailed written 

report for the PRG to consider, clearly indicating why the change justifies a revision of the determination, 

and ask for a supplementary report to be prepared. The presumption is that six months should elapse from 

the adoption of a report by the Global Forum before a supplementary report is submitted to the PRG but an 

earlier submission would be possible if the PRG Chair and vice-chairs agree that there are special 

circumstances justifying this.  

59. Third, if substantial changes occur in a jurisdiction but none of the possibilities on formal follow-

up above are activated, for instance where a jurisdiction back steps its legal and regulatory framework or 

stops exchanging information, the Chair of the PRG can ask the jurisdiction to present the changes to the 

PRG, and the PRG may decide to launch a follow-up procedure. 

60. In all cases, inputs will be sought from Global Forum members, and the PRG will take note of the 

changes reported and may decide to propose to the Global Forum to revise the recommendations and 

determinations based on a supplementary report prepared by the assessment team (see below).  

61. A supplementary report will be prepared as follows: 

 The assessed jurisdiction provides a detailed written report to the assessment team of the steps 

it has taken to implement the recommendations or other substantial changes that have 

occurred.  

 The assessment team (assessors and Secretariat) undertakes an analysis in consultation with 

the assessed jurisdiction and, from 4 to 6 weeks following the receiving of the jurisdiction‟s 

written report, prepares a detailed supplementary report to assess the changes made (or not) in 

the jurisdiction. In the event that the assessment team proposes to revise any of the 

determinations, the supplementary report will include a revised summary of determinations 

and recommendations. If a jurisdiction has not corrected its deficiencies, the assessment team 

may propose that a further follow-up procedure be decided.  

 The PRG considers and approves the assessment team‟s supplementary report by written 

procedure. The assessment team‟s report is sent to the PRG at least five weeks prior to the 

next meeting of the PRG which will consider the report, in line with existing approval 

procedure for peer review reports in paragraphs 39-50. 

 Amendments approved by the PRG will be immediately submitted to the Global Forum for 

adoption through written procedure, in accordance with the procedure in paragraphs 51-52. 

 The adopted supplementary report will be made public on the Global Forum website, in 

accordance with the procedure in paragraphs 53-54, alongside the original report. The original 

report itself will not be revised since it reflects the situation at a particular time. 
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62. Given the time that may elapse between the adoption of the report and the preparation of a 

supplementary report, the original assessors may no longer be available to prepare the supplementary 

report. In the event that an original assessor is not available, or no longer qualifies as an assessor under 

paragraph 7, the Secretariat will liaise with the central point of contact, in the member jurisdiction that 

provided the assessor, to identify a successor.  

b)  Ongoing monitoring 

63. As decided by the Global Forum at its September 2009 meeting in Mexico, the Global Forum 

will be continuously monitoring legal instruments for exchange of information in each jurisdiction, 

including those not yet reviewed. In connection with this continuous monitoring, the Secretariat will also 

be able to note significant factual post-report developments while indicating that they have not been 

reviewed or evaluated by the Global Forum, on its public website. A website link to such a factual update 

report will be provided in connection with the Global Forum‟s annual assessment.  

III.  PROCEDURES FOR REPORTS ON NON-MEMBERS 

64. Reviews of non-members of the Global Forum will occur in a manner similar to reviews of 

members to the greatest extent possible except as otherwise provided hereunder.  

A.  Selection of non-members for review 

65. The purpose of review of non-members is to prevent jurisdictions from gaining a competitive 

advantage by refusing to implement the standards or participate in the Global Forum.  

66. The PRG should discuss any issues with regard to non-members on a regular basis. It can make a 

proposal to the Steering Group for approval of the review of a non-member and seek approval of the 

Global Forum under the written procedure. The PRG should ensure that all Global Forum members are 

invited to identify appropriate non-members for review.  

67. Prior to a review commencing, the non-member jurisdiction should be informed about the 

possibility of becoming a member of the Global Forum if the jurisdiction commits to implement the 

standards, accepts to be reviewed and pays the membership fee.  

B.  Participation of non-members in their review by the Global Forum  

68. Non-members who do not seek to become members will generally be given the same opportunity 

to participate in their review as Global Forum members, including the opportunity to organise an on-site 

visit. However, while participation should be encouraged, it is important that the report be prepared using 

the best available information even if the assessed jurisdiction is not cooperative. Non-members do not 

participate in the formation of consensus.  

69. In the event the invitation to agree to an on-site visit is not accepted or the jurisdiction otherwise 

fails to cooperate with the review process, the PRG may also consider other appropriate action.  

IV. FUNDING 

70. The budget of the Global Forum will bear the expenses for the travel and per diem expenses for 

the members of the Secretariat who are part of assessment teams.  

71. The members taking part in the evaluations as assessor jurisdictions will bear the costs of travel 

and per diem expenses for their experts assigned to assessment teams. Each PRG member should expect to 

provide 2-3 assessors over the course of the first mandate.  
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72. The assessed jurisdiction will bear the cost of replying to the questionnaire, translating all 

relevant materials as well as interpretation costs and defraying the travel and per diem expenses of experts 

who attend the PRG and Global Forum meetings to present the jurisdiction‟s views on the report. The 

assessed jurisdiction will also bear the costs to organise the on-site visit (other than the travel and per diem 

expenses for the assessors and members of the Secretariat as addressed above). The jurisdiction would also 

be invited to bear the costs for any delay in the process for which it is responsible. 
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ANNEX 1: SUMMARY OF THE KEY RESPONSIBILITIES  

OF PARTICIPANTS IN A REVIEW  

This annex summarises the key responsibilities of participants in Phase 1, Phase 2 and combined Phase 1-2 

reviews. Because the procedures for combined reviews will generally be similar to Phase 2 reviews, 

references to Phase 2 reviews herein also apply to combined reviews except where otherwise specified. 

I. RESPONSIBILITIES OF SECRETARIAT  

A.  Assessment Schedule: In accordance with the overall schedule adopted by the Global Forum, 

the Secretariat establishes, in consultation with the assessors and the assessed jurisdiction, a 

schedule of the steps of each individual review. 

 
B.  Assessment Team: Secretariat staff coordinates the assessment team.  

 
C.  Questionnaire and Supplementary Questions: The Secretariat reviews the assessed 

jurisdiction‟s annual assessment, inputs from GF members and additional materials, and 

prepares a list of additional questions to supplement the standard questionnaire(s). In Phase 2 

reviews, specific questions may also relate to issues arising from an earlier Phase 1 review. 

The supplemental questions are sent to the assessed jurisdiction after consultation with the 

assessors.  

 

D.  On-site visit (for Phase 2 and combined reviews): in consultation with the assessors and the 

assessed jurisdiction, the Secretariat prepares the agenda.  

 
E.  Preparation of Report and Supplementary Report:  

 
1. Pre-PRG Discussion: The Secretariat coordinates the drafting of a report which 

incorporates the assessors‟ views. It is then provided to the assessed jurisdiction. The 

Secretariat, in consultation with the assessors, makes any appropriate changes in response 

to comments and corrections submitted by the assessed jurisdiction. The report reflects 

the comments of the assessed jurisdiction and its plans to address the weaknesses 

identified. 

 
2. PRG and Global Forum meetings: As part of the assessment team, the Secretariat will 

have the opportunity to intervene or comment on issues concerning the report. 

 

3. Post-meetings: After the PRG approval of a report, the Secretariat will be responsible for 

editing and transmitting the report to the Global Forum. After a Global Forum adoption 

of a report, the Secretariat will be responsible for publishing the report. 
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II. RESPONSIBILITIES OF ASSESSORS 

A.  General. Each jurisdiction that agrees to provide an assessor, and each individual assessor that 

accepts such a role, fully accepts all of the obligations relating to such service, including the 

provision of timely comments, participation in on-site visits, and full attendance at all possible 

meetings (preparatory, PRG and if necessary Global Forum). Jurisdictions that are not able to 

carry out their obligations should notify the Secretariat without delay to allow another assessor 

jurisdiction to be chosen. The PRG shall be notified if the Secretariat is unable to find a 

substitute assessor and will decide on how to proceed. Assessors are bound by a confidentiality 

duty and cannot share documents related to the review they are performing outside the 

assessment team. 

 

B.  Appointment of Assessors. The steps below should be followed: 

 

1. Once a Global Forum member has indicated that it is prepared to provide assessors, it 

should designate a central point of contact and, if possible, provide a list of the names 

and qualifications of potential individual assessors. Assessors should be public officials 

drawn from relevant public authorities. Assessors for Phase 2 and combined reviews 

should also have relevant practical experience with actual exchange of information for 

tax purposes. Potential assessors receive a handbook compiling the relevant documents. 

 

2. Global Forum members providing assessors are informed by the Secretariat, with as much 

notice as possible, of the decision of the chair and vice-chairs of the PRG about the 

jurisdictions their assessors will be asked to review, and the dates for the reviews. 

 

3. The Global Forum members will inform the Secretariat of any reasons why they consider 

it would not be appropriate for them to be involved in reviewing one or more of the 

jurisdictions selected. 

4. The assessed jurisdiction will inform the Secretariat of any reasons why it considers that 

it would not be appropriate for a particular jurisdiction to be part of the assessment team. 

 

5. The Global Forum members providing assessors propose, through their central point of 

contact, which of their individual potential assessors could undertake the review and 

should supply the name and qualifications of the prospective assessors to the Secretariat 

within seven days from the receiving of a Secretariat request. 

 

C.  Composition of Assessment Team. The assessment team which usually consists of two expert 

assessors as a whole should include experts in areas relevant to the issues presented by a 

specific jurisdiction‟s examination, e.g. interpretation of tax treaties, statutes, regulations and 

practices including in the areas of international exchange of information; accounting and 

transparency issues; and access to information. The assessors may consult with each other to 

ensure that there is adequate coverage of relevant issues. A jurisdiction may nominate two 

assessors for combined Phase 1-2 reviews. Individuals serving as assessors have a duty to 

assess objectively, in their personal capacity.  

 

D.  Written Review. The assessors: 

 
1. Work with the Secretariat to develop a list of supplementary questions. 
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2. Identify issues raised by the assessed jurisdiction‟s response to the questionnaire and 

communicate these issues to the Secretariat for inclusion in follow-up questions or 

incorporation into the draft report.  

 

3. Work with the Secretariat in the preparation of the report. 

 
E.  On-site Visit (for Phase 2 and combined reviews): assessors participate in all aspects of the on-

site visit, and substantively contribute to the discussions during the on-site meeting with the 

assessed jurisdiction as well as during the preparatory and debriefing discussions with the 

Secretariat.  

 

F.  Supplementary reports: the assessors analyse the contents of the written report submitted by 

the assessed jurisdiction and work with the Secretariat to prepare a short note or supplementary 

report.   

 

G.  PRG and Global Forum Meetings. The assessors attend, as necessary, the PRG meeting to 

present the draft report and any Global Forum meetings that discuss the report in depth.  

III. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE ASSESSED JURISDICTION 

A.  Central Point of Contact. The assessed jurisdiction designates a central point of contact who is 

responsible for ensuring that communications with the Secretariat are forwarded promptly to 

the relevant persons in the assessed jurisdiction and for ensuring the confidentiality of the 

documents related to the review process within the assessed jurisdiction. 

 
B.  Questionnaire and Supporting Materials. In accordance with the schedule established by the 

Secretariat, the assessed jurisdiction submits a written response to the questionnaire and 

supplemental questions, as well as supporting materials, including summaries of relevant cases.  

 

1. Although it is preferable that these answers be integrated into a single written response, 

the assessed jurisdiction should not delay providing a response for that purpose. Further, 

if the answers to specific questions are not complete by the deadlines set in the 

assessment schedule, the assessed jurisdiction should submit such answers as are 

complete and supplement its response as needed. 

 

2. The assessed jurisdiction provides supporting materials, such as laws, regulations, and 

judicial decisions. It is essential that all materials be provided on a timely basis to allow 

the assessors and the Secretariat to review them. Supporting materials should be provided 

in English or French, as well as in the original language unless otherwise agreed with the 

Secretariat. Where the materials are voluminous, the assessed jurisdiction should discuss 

with the Secretariat which items should be translated on a priority basis. 

 

3. The assessed jurisdiction also answers any additional follow-up questions, triggered by its 

answers to the questionnaire.  

 
C.  On-site Visit 

 

1. The assessed jurisdiction provides access to relevant officials as required in the agenda, in 

consultation with the Secretariat and the assessors. The names, titles, and responsibilities 

of each participant are provided to the Secretariat in advance of the on-site visit. The 

assessed jurisdiction should do its utmost to ensure that the list of participants reflects the 
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proposals of the assessment team. 

 

2. The assessed jurisdiction is responsible for providing a venue for the on-site visit. 

 

3. Although the assessed jurisdiction is not required to make travel arrangements for the 

assessment team, it may consider negotiating for hotel rooms at a government rate at a 

location convenient to the venue of the meetings. 

 

4. The language (English or French) in which the assessment will be conducted is agreed 

upon in advance. The assessed jurisdiction may be required to provide interpretation and 

translation as deemed necessary by the assessment team. 

 

D.  The Draft Report 

 
1. The assessed jurisdiction should carefully review the draft report and submit any 

corrections or clarifications it deems appropriate, indexed to specific paragraphs of the 

draft report. This should not be viewed as an opportunity to rewrite the report. 

 
2. Comments must be submitted within the time limits set in the assessment schedule. To 

ensure that the PRG receives the draft report in time to review it prior to the PRG 

meeting, comments that are submitted late will not be included in the draft report 

circulated to the PRG but will be circulated separately.  

 
3. When a draft report is discussed orally during a PRG meeting, the assessed jurisdiction 

may present its views.  

 

E.  Post-Review. Within six months and/or one year of the Global Forum‟s adoption of the Report, 

or at any other time when so requested pursuant to paragraphs 55-62, the assessed jurisdiction 

shall provide an intermediate/detailed written report of what steps it has taken or is planning to 

take to implement the recommendations. In addition if, at any time after the Global Forum‟s 

adoption of a report, the assessed jurisdiction implements changes that are likely to result in an 

upgrade in a determination of an essential element to “the element is in place” it can submit a 

detailed written report and request a review of the relevant determination.  

IV. RESPONSIBILITIES OF PRG MEMBERS AND GLOBAL FORUM MEMBERS 

A.  Providing Input for Phase 1 Reviews: Global Forum members are invited to indicate any issues 

they would like to see raised and discussed during the evaluation.  

 

B.  Questionnaire for Phase 2 Reviews: Global Forum members with an exchange of information 

relationship with the assessed jurisdiction are invited to fill-in a questionnaire on the quality of 

information exchange, and to indicate any issues they would like to see raised and discussed 

during the evaluation. Those jurisdictions that have a significant exchange of information 

relationship with the assessed jurisdiction have a particular responsibility to respond to the 

questionnaire within the assigned deadline. Global Forum members who have filled-in the 

questionnaire should be ready to answer possible follow-up questions from the assessment 

team.  

 

C.  Comments on Draft Reports: PRG and Global Forum members ensure that a qualified expert(s) 

reviews the draft reports, and provides, as need be, comments on requests for written approval 
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or adoption. PRG and Global Forum members respect the confidentiality of all documents 

related to the review process. 

 

D.  Follow-up to Reviews: PRG members ensure that a qualified expert(s) reviews the follow-up 

reports prepared by the assessed jurisdiction and assessment team, and provides comments, 

objects or raises questions, as need be. 

 

E.  Attendance at PRG Meetings: PRG members ensure the attendance of a qualified expert(s) at 

each PRG meeting. Absences should be notified one week in advance of the meeting. PRG 

members who fail to attend three successive meetings will be automatically removed from the 

PRG, and the Global Forum will elect a new member.  

 



 

 

ANNEX 2: MODEL ASSESSMENT SCHEDULES 

 

Phase 1 Review 

Questionnaire 

sent after GF 

provide input 

Jurisdiction 

answers 

Secretariat 

sends report to 

assessors 

Assessors 

comment 

Report sent to 

jurisdiction 

Jurisdiction 

comments 

Report  

to PRG 

PRG members 

comments 

Revised report 

to PRG (if 

necessary) 

PRG  

meeting  

(if necessary) 

         

4 weeks 4 weeks 2 weeks 1 week 4 weeks 2 weeks 3 weeks 1 week min. 1 week 

 

 

Phase 2 Review 

Peer input 

questionnaire 

sent to GF 

GF sends 

input 

Questionnaire 

sent to 

jurisdiction 

Jurisdiction 

answers 

On-site 

visit 

Secretariat 

sends report 

to assessors 

Assessors 

comment 

Report sent 

to 

jurisdiction 

Jurisdiction 

comments 

Report  

sent to PRG 

PRG 

members 

comments 

Revised 

report to 

PRG (if 

necessary) 

PRG  

meeting (if 

necessary) 

            

3 weeks as soon as 4 weeks as soon as 4-6 weeks 2 weeks 1 week 4 weeks 2 weeks 3 weeks 1 week minimum 

 possible  

(max. 1 week) 

 possible        1 week 

 

 

Combined Phase 1-2 Review 

Peer input 

questionnaire 

sent to GF 

GF sends 

input 

Questionnaire 

sent to 

jurisdiction 

Jurisdiction 

answers 

On-site 

visit 

Secretariat 

sends report 

to assessors 

Assessors 

comment 

Report sent 

to 

jurisdiction 

Jurisdiction 

comments 

Report  

sent to PRG 

PRG 

members 

comments 

Revised 

report to 

PRG (if 

necessary) 

PRG  

meeting (if 

necessary) 

            

3 weeks as soon as 6 weeks as soon as 4-6 weeks 2 weeks 1 week 6 weeks 2 weeks 3 weeks 1 week minimum 

 possible  

(max. 1 week) 

 possible       

 

1 week 
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ANNEX 3: CHART ON THE PROCEDURE TO ADOPT REPORTS 
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ANNEX 4: OUTLINE OF PEER REVIEW REPORT 

The present annex provides initial guidance with regard to the outline for peer review draft reports (for 

Phase 1, Phase 2 and combined reports) to be prepared by the assessment team for approval by the PRG 

(and subsequent adoption by the Global Forum). As assessment teams and the PRG gain experience, the 

outline may be modified in future. Draft reports should as much as possible follow a similar presentation 

and have a similar length and level of details, even though each report will be tailored to the individual 

jurisdiction being assessed.  

Executive Summary (1-2 pages) 

1. Introduction (approximately 3-6 pages) 

A. Presentation of the monitoring exercise and information specific to the review (for example 

identification of the assessors, logistical information, organisation or not of an on-site visit).  

B. Overview of the assessed jurisdiction – this sub-section identifies relevant elements of the 

jurisdiction‟s political, economic and legal system. It also summarises the history of the 

jurisdiction‟s involvement with exchange of information and the Phase 1 report, where relevant.  

C. Recent developments – this sub-section briefly presents any recent actions taken by the assessed 

jurisdiction to implement the standards (before they are individually analysed in Section 2). 

2. Compliance with the standards (Approximately 15-30 pages) 

This section will be divided into three sub-sections. Each sub-section will then generally be divided into its 

essential elements as described in the Terms of Reference and provide a detailed analysis of the 

jurisdiction‟s compliance with each essential element: 

A. Availability of information 

A.1. Ownership and identity information 

A.2. Accounting records; etc. 

B. Access to information 

C. Exchange of information 

In Phase 2 and combined reports, the analysis should focus in particular on those issues identified in the 

Phase 1 report or by other Global Forum members – either generally or through the special questionnaire 

filled in by members that have an exchange of information relationship with the assessed jurisdiction.  

In all reports, the assessed jurisdiction‟s compliance with the essential elements will be evaluated and 

recommendations for remedial action will be made where relevant. The opinion of the assessed jurisdiction 

will also be reflected in the report, as well as its planned actions to implement any recommendations made.   
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3. Summary of assessments and recommendations (1-2 pages) 

This section includes a table that compiles the jurisdiction‟s assessment for each essential element and their 

possible associated recommendation(s). The report concludes with the presentation of the next steps for the 

jurisdiction in the peer review process, including a timetable for providing follow-up reports to the PRG.  
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