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MINUTES OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING - 
Vienna, Austria, Friday, July 17, 2015

PRESENT AT THE MEETING
Geraldina Prodani (Albania – BCOP Deputy Chair)
Vugar Abdullayev (Azerbaijan – TCOP Chair)
Nino Eliashvili (Georgia – IACOP Deputy Chair)
Nino Tchelishvili (Georgia – TCOP Deputy Chair)
Edit Nemeth (Hungary – IACOP Deputy Chair)
Anna Belenchuk (Russian Federation - BCOP Deputy Chair)
Anna Valkova (Russian Federation – Donor, Steering Committee Chair)
Irene Frei (SECO – Donor)
Deanna Aubrey (World Bank – PEMPAL Strategic Advisor)
Ion Chicu (World Bank – PEMPAL Operations Advisor, TCOP Facilitator)
Adrian Fozzard (World Bank – Practice Manager)
Diana Grosu-Axenti (World Bank – IACOP Resource team)
Maya Gusarova (World Bank – BCOP Facilitator)
Marius Koen (World Bank – Resource team)
Elena Nikulina (World Bank – PEMPAL Team Leader)
Arman Vatyan (World Bank – IACOP Facilitator)
Ksenia Galantsova, Ekaterina Zaleeva, Kristina Zaituna (World Bank – PEMPAL Secretariat)

AGENDA ITEMS:
1. Opening of the meeting - Ms. Anna Valkova, SC Chair, Department for International Financial Affairs, Ministry of Finance of the Russian Federation
2. Exchange of views on the outcomes of the mid-term review meeting - all SC members.  
SC to endorse the follow up activities proposed at the Executive meeting. 
3. Presentation of IACOP Strategic Plan, by Mrs. Edit Nemeth (IACOP Chair). 
4. Discussion on the new Secretariat model. Ms. Elena Nikulina to present the options. 
5. PEMPAL finances. Overview of PEMPAL budget and COP budgets, by Ms. Elena Nikulina (PEMPAL TTL, World Bank)
6. Closing of the meeting. 
Tentative agreement on the next meeting
____________________________________________________________________________
1. Opening of the meeting

Ms Anna Valkova, Steering Committee Chair, welcomed participants to the meeting and provided an overview of the agenda.  She suggested to add an additional agenda item, regarding the next steps on a proposed addendum to the PEMPAL Strategy.


2. Exchange of views on the outcomes on the MTR meeting. 

All participants agreed that the meeting was very effective and everyone was fully satisfied with the results. Ms Valkova emphasized the need now to focus on the period after the strategy (ie post 2017), and encouraged the COPs to initiate their own discussions in preparation. She noted that the work undertaken in the meeting provided good background for the next cross-COP Executive meeting next year which should address the development of the next strategy.  Ms Valkova also supported the group’s decision in light of resourcing constraints, to drop the recommendation suggested by the Russian Federation Ministry of Finance, of trying to understand the drivers of PFM reform in each member country. 

Ms Elena Nikulina highlighted the timeline required to develop the next strategy with work needing to begin soon to formulate an agreed vision within a year. Ms Irene Frei proposed to confirm the timeline for development of the next strategy: who, when and what should be done.  

General discussion was held on what the next steps should be, and what outputs would be required to finalize the results of the MTR, and it was agreed that the decision of the COP Executive Committees, regarding an addendum be added to the PEMPAL Strategy outlining the results of the meeting, and the amended suggestions for improvement be supported.  It was also agreed an additional, brief document was required to promote the results of PEMPAL. 

Conclusions

· The MTR report should be revised to incorporate the results of the Executive meeting by end-August.  
· Addendum to the strategy to be prepared, and circulated for virtual comment and approval together with an amended Table 1 of the MTR report attached by end August. 
· An additional document should also be prepared focusing on results, as part of promotional activities for PEMPAL to assist in gaining future financing. Expected timing of readiness of the document – by the next year Executive meeting.
· A timeline for developing the next strategy should be prepared, including outputs required and responsibilities.  No timing was agreed but it is suggested it be done for the next Steering Committee meeting in late October/early November.


3.  Presentation of the IACOP Strategic Plan (Edit Nemeth, IACOP Chair).

Ms Edit Nemeth presented the new mission of IACOP (Annex 1) of establishing a modern and effective Internal Audit (IA) system that meets international standards and best practices and is a key for good governance and accountability in the public sector. She noted that this mission had not changed from the previous plan except for the addition of good governance and accountability given its importance in IA work. She presented the Strategic Plan which uses a balanced scorecard approach with objectives across internal processes, financial, customer and learning and growth categories.  Ms Nemeth outlined IACOP’s objectives which are fully aligned to the PEMPAL Strategy 2012-17. Values of unity in diversity would also be promoted.  

She also outlined the strategic priorities for FY 16-17 which included the finalization of work by two working groups on the relationship with financial inspection and external audit (RIFIX) and quality assurance. Two new working groups would also be established, related to financial management control; and the audit cycle.  These topics were chosen as priorities by member countries in the plenary meeting at Bucharest where members were asked to choose the three highest priorities for IA reform. Ms Nemeth also presented the publications of IACOP’s knowledge resources which included seven products in total. These knowledge products provided high value to the 23 member countries of IACOP and the community has also produced over 100 knowledge products in total including communiques and other resources.  She advised that IACOP will continue to use event formats such as plenary meetings although working groups, study visits and peer advisory missions were proving useful formats.  The use of video-conferencing was also a useful and cost effective approach to meetings.  Ms Nemeth noted that the peer advisory missions, whereby a panel of member countries use the quality assurance methodology developed by PEMPAL, to assess a country’s performance and advise them of areas of improvement, could be a revenue generating activity in the long term.  Reverse study visits were also being used whereby a member country invites other member countries and experts to examine their reforms and provide recommendations.

Ms Nemeth raised the issue of copyright and Mr Arman Vatyan (IACOP resource team, World Bank) emphasized that a knowledge product currently under preparation was the first in the world (involving assessing IA at the country level), and there was a risk that private companies would take the credit and sell the product. Ms Valkova suggested to check if the Trust Fund agreement provides any guidance on intellectual property rights of the products produced by the network. From discussions that were held on this issue, it was suggested that the legal department of the World Bank be consulted.  However Ms Nikulina noted that PEMPAL documents are not World Bank documents so Bank procedures do not apply but a disclaimer could be placed on all knowledge products stating that permission of the authors was needed to reproduce or distribute the product. Ms Deanna Aubrey suggested that the IMF form used for such a purpose could be used as a guide to develop something similar for PEMPAL. Mr Adrian Fozzard indicated that if PEMPAL thought there may be an advantage of using Bank processes, the Bank could investigate the feasibility of this.  

Concerns were also raised that if the network is producing products, these are essentially global public goods, so it would be difficult to sell them.  It was noted that CABRI was currently investigating selling their products so their approach and that of other networks such as OECD could be explored in the future.  It was also noted that it was a positive development that PEMPAL products were in demand, and IACOP provided an example of one product being requested by Brazil to be translated into Portuguese.  Mr Marius Koen advised that such requests should be captured and reported in the Annual Report. Ms Valkova also advised that PEMPAL knowledge products should be widely distributed through IMF, OECD for example and that PEMPAL could display them in a promotional booth at annual meetings.

Ms Nino Tchelishvili asked Ms Nemeth how the themes have evolved in the working groups and how does the COP know when the work has been completed or should be revisited in the future. Ms Nemeth responded that each theme usually takes 2-3 years to complete, and involves learning by doing whereby the IACOP member countries develop their own methodology through debate and discussion (with the input of experts where needed, although it was emphasized that the products were being developed and owned by member countries). The draft methodology is then applied to member countries and is further refined through this experience. Once the methodology has been sufficiently tested, applied and modified it is captured in a knowledge product and the work is deemed to be completed.

Ms Gelardina Prodani asked Ms Nemeth about the process of developing the plan, given BCOP are about to begin such an initiative.  Ms Nemeth advised that the Executive Committee allocated a few days to discuss and debate the strategic objectives, to ensure ownership of the plan by the Committee. 

Ms Nikulina noted that COP action plans are prepared at different times and strategic information should be presented at same time when the budgets are requested.  It was noted that the format of all plans differ and that it would be beneficial if the formats were standardized for all plans. Ms Aubrey noted that BCOP’s plan was developed using the format applied by TCOP and it would also draw on the format used by IACOP in its strategic plan.


Conclusions

· PEMPAL products should not be considered for sale at this stage.  They should also be widely distributed including at annual meetings at a PEMPAL booth promoting the network. 
· A disclaimer should be placed on all relevant PEMPAL products, stating that permission is required for reproducing or distributing the document.  The IMF form used for IMF products would be provided to IACOP, as a guide. 
· Such requests for the use or distribution of PEMPAL documents should be captured and reported in the Annual Report. 
· Formats of strategic and action plans could be standardized and the timing for their preparation be adjusted so that information is available to the Steering Committee when considering budget allocations.


4. Discussion on the new Secretariat model.

Ms Nikulina presented 3 options for the Secretariat (Annex 2) assignment and their relevant estimated costs:
· Option 1 – find a new contractor, arrange a tender.
· Option 2 – split the package into several services.
· Option 3 – internal WB services, make a permanent arrangement for 2 years.

Ms Nikulina noted that the previous provider was still delivering IT services given it was outsourced by the CEF with no technical guidelines available and it was not possible to do the transfer within the timeframes involved.  Ms Nikulina noted that the website was based on an outdated platform and if the World Bank is to host the platform, it would require a redesign.  

A general discussion was held on the benefit and costs of each option.   Ms Frei noted that if the SC would opt for a tender, i.e. option 1 or 2, it would be preferable that PEMPAL only liaise with one agency, and that agency be the one who manages the other sub-contractors.   

Given the time it would take to issue a tender (i.e. 6-8 months), it was noted that by the time the contractor started there would only be one year for delivery of the service given funding had not been confirmed after the strategy period from June 2017. Thus, within these constraints, it would be difficult to attract a provider given it would take considerable time for them to build capacity.  Mr Koen indicated it would be irresponsible to expect a business to take on a contract for only one year, and that it would charge an extra levy for such a short term, and this would not be effective use of donor funds.

Ms Frei explained that in her view an external Secretariat provided a certain kind of independence for the network and therefore requested the views of the member countries whether there were any concerns about the World Bank taking over the function as an interim measure.  Ms Nemeth raised concerns with the quality of service noting CEF took with them considerable corporate knowledge when it decided to not renew the contract with PEMPAL.  Ms Nikulina responded noting that it took considerable time to train CEF and the resource team still had significant oversight duties for some of the more strategic outputs such as annual reports and newsletters. She noted that the delivery model could be revisited as part of the strategic framework for the next strategy.  She also noted that there has been a transition period to hand over the service, which is almost finished and she and Mr Ion Chicu also spent several days onboarding the new team recently in Moscow.  However, IT and the website will require more time to be fully transferred for reasons noted earlier.  

Mr Vugar Abdullayev noted that it was too early to judge the quality of the interim team provided by the World Bank although the logistics of this event appeared to run smoothly.  He noted that it took CEF 1.5 years to be fully on board, so Option 3 would appear the most feasible, given timing constraints of issuing a tender.  Ms Anna Belenchuk noted it would be difficult to find a vendor for the rest of the strategy given it was such a short time period, and thus it would be better to minimize administrative costs associated with such tender processes. 

Ms Valkova noted advantages of Option 3 to the Ministry of Finance of the Russian Federation, as it would be good to promote within the Russian Federation that the World Bank is providing Secretariat services and this would be a significant in-kind contribution.  Ms Nikulina noted that the costs of the interim team would come from the trust fund but additional advice and support to ensure the quality of services would be given from the rest of the Bank team. She also advised that it might be not feasible for the Bank to take on the function for more than two years, so more thinking on possible providers should be done in the context of the next strategy. Mr Fozzard noted that there was good reason to have an independent Secretariat but it would be difficult to find a vendor in the time period remaining and it may be necessary to prepare the market, and investigate if a Ministry of Finance of a member country would be willing to undertake the function. He noted that recent World Bank work on capacities of Ministries of Finance in ECA could be used to see if this could inform criteria for choosing a new Secretariat.  

Conclusions

· Ms Valkova wrapped up the discussions noting it was agreed that Option 3 was the only feasible option within the existing constraints, and asked the World Bank to take on the Secretariat role for a transition period to June 2017.  Confirmation was requested by the World Bank HR and from higher management whether this request can be formally accommodated.
· As part of the preparations for the next strategy, COPs should reflect on what sort of Secretariat model they would like, and options available in the market should be explored.


5. PEMPAL finances

Ms Nikulina, presented the actual financial results for FY 15 of the PEMPAL budget under World Bank administration, FY 2013-2017 (Annex 3) which now shows no financing gap.  She noted that the budget for Vienna event was expected to be overspent as the prices were higher then was planned initially. Also the document included commitment costs for FY 16 and indicative estimates for FY17 (not yet approved by the Steering Committee). 

In addition Ms Nikulina presented the actual FY15 spending on the COP’s budgets (Annex 4).  Ms Maya Gusarova confirmed BCOP savings for Armenia and Poland events, noting also that cost sharing with OECD was achieved for the SBO meeting in Warsaw with sharing of some flight and translation costs, and holding a back to back meeting of the budget literacy working group in the same location. Ms Nikulina reminded everyone that all COP budgets for FY16 would be 330,000 USD except for BCOP whose request to carryover 75,000 USD from FY15 was approved by the Steering Committee earlier in the year (given delay in establishing BCOP working groups) thus its budget was 405,000 USD.  Ms Valkova commended that savings were achieved and noted that there was still room for continued improvement in budget planning.


6. Closing the meeting
The meeting was closed by the Chair and all participants were thanked for their active contribution.  Participants were also introduced to the new Secretariat team members.

Conclusions

· The next meeting will be held in the week of 27 October, and confirmation sought on the preferred date a month before.


Annexes 

Annex 1: IACOP Strategic Plan FY 2016-2017




Annex 2: Options for secretariat model for PEMPAL
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Annexes 3: PEMPAL budget under World Bank administration, FY 2013-2017
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IACOP Strategic AP FY16-17_ENG.pdf


Internal audit
Community of practice







Our Mission


IA COP offers support to its member countries


in establishing modern and effective Internal Audit system that 


meets international standards and best practices and 


is a key for good governance and accountability in the public sector


Our Core Values


Professionalism, dedication to reforms, commitment to sharing knowledge 


and experience with the community (as professional family of peers), 


trust, unity and respect to diversity of 23 member countries.  


IACOP Motto


FAMILY SPIRIT IN OUR TEAM


Hymn: about our team 


http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Rf50ZuzHICE&feature=youtu.be







IACOP Balanced Scorecard
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Customer


To serve our 


governments


Internal Processes 


To maintain and develop a 


volunteer network of internal 


audit professionals through 


‘peer’ learning, 


knowledge management 


with range of activities


Financial


Accomplish donors’ needs


and make best value for 


money of PEMPAL with 


the help of Secretariat


Learning and Growth 


Develop the volunteering,


Executive Committee 


leadership, self sustainability 


of IA COP Working Groups, 


coordination with Steering 


Committee and other COPs 
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IACOP Objectives


1) Addressing priorities of member countries and helping them to solve
challenges in IACOP functional area.


2) Providing quality resources and sustainable network services to
members, which are in line with relevant IA best practices and
international standards. Promoting dedicated, sustainable and
professional membership having a voice and influence and supported by
appropriate leadership and communication technologies.


3) Ensuring financially sustainable network of IA professionals, supported by
development partners and member countries’ in-kind and financial
contributions, and via other sources of income (e.g. selling knowledge
products, participation in IACOP events, etc.)


4) Raising awareness of high government and political levels regarding the
benefits and value of IACOP impact on reforms.
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Strategic Priorities for 2015-2017


Priority themes for the FY 2016-2017:


 FMC implementation with emphasize on accountability and transparency (new working
group)


 Relationship of Internal Audit with Financial Inspection and External Audit (RIFIX continuing
working group)


 Practical implementation of audit cycle, different type and models of audits, including IT
solutions (new working group)


 Central harmonization units’ challenges at the different reform’s stages


 Promotion of IACOP, including the existing knowledge products and experience gained in
ongoing and previous working groups: T&C, CPD, RA, QA, Body of knowledge


The format of events proposed:
 Plenary, working group, thematic meetings, ex com members and leaders’ meeting, study visit
 Promotion activities, including distribution and of existing knowledge products (participation at
national and international conference)
 IACOP peers’ advisory missions and reverse study visit (types of thematic meeting)
 Videoconferences, webinars (specifically for thematic meetings)







IACOP Good Practice Products


1. Good Practice IA Manual Template (completed and published)


2. Good Practice CPD Manual Template (completed and published)


3. Internal Audit Body of Knowledge (completed and published)


4. Risk Assessment in Audit Planning (completed and published)


5. Concept Note on RIFIX (Relationship of Internal Audit with 


Financial Inspection and External Audit) (to be completed in October 2015)


6. Quality Assurance Guide (to be completed in October 2015)


7. Communiqués and 100+ other knowledge products
Concept 


note on 
RIFIX
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Thank you
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Secretariat options_ENG.pdf


Options for secretariat model for PEMPAL 


Note for discussion by PEMPAL Steering Committee at the meeting on July 17th, 2015. 


 


This note presents options for the new secretariat model for PEMPAL for the remaining years of the 


current Strategy period (FY16-17). The options discussed include: 


- external secretariat contracted by the World Bank; 


- several service providers contracted by the World Bank; 


- internal secretariat hosted by the World Bank. 


 


Option 1. External secretariat contracted by the World Bank. 


This option is in essence continuation of the secretariat model used during 2013-2015. To continue with 


this model a new tender needs to be announced. Estimated time required for completing the tender 


and signing a new contract – 6-8 months (assuming no complications).  


Costs of the new secretariat contract are difficult to project as they will be determined by the results of 


the tender. Actual costs of the contract with CEF for provision of secretariat services can be used as a 


cost estimate under the circumstances. Table 1 provides data on the actual annual average costs of 


secretariat services under the contract with CEF.  


 
Table 1. Annual average secretariat costs: External secretariat hosted by CEF 


actual     


     


 EURO USD   


Remuneration              262,823           326,003    


o/w IT support                23,983             29,748    


         FM support                12,679             15,727    


Translation                  6,441                7,989    


Publication                11,873             14,727    


Other                10,916             13,540    


TOTAL              286,558           355,443    


Based on the experience of the 2012 tender, however, there is a significant risk of weak competition 


because of the very specialized nature of the services involved, which under the worst case scenario 


might result in the tender failure. 


   


Option 2. Several service providers contracted by the World Bank. 


One of the possible measures to mitigate the mentioned risk associated with option 1 above is to split 


the assignment into several packages by grouping the services that are easier available in the market 







(e.g., event management, web site maintenance, translation, publication, etc). This approach requires a 


strong coordination function to manage multiple service suppliers that would need to be established 


within the World Bank.  


Costs of this option are even more difficult to estimate as total cost will be a sum of results of several 


tenders plus the cost of coordination function. However, the costs are unlikely to be lower than those of 


option 1.  


  


Option 3. Internal secretariat hosted by the World Bank. 


This option involves extension of the interim secretariat arrangement established within the World Bank 


with certain modification to assure continuity of the service.  


The interim arrangement established for the period July – December 2015 involves a new secretariat 


team created at the World Bank Moscow office. The team includes 3 team assistance that have prior 


experience with event management and logistics and are familiar with the World Bank administrative 


procedures. The team has been recruited on temporary contracts (involving time input of 75 days per 


person for a probation period of 6 months). The team will be initially supervised directly by PEMPAL 


Operations Advisor and the program TTL. Search is under way for the secretariat team coordinator to be 


based also at the Moscow office. The interim arrangement also includes continuation of contractual 


arrangement with the CEF for one type of services only – maintenance of the web site and virtual 


library. For technical reasons transfer of these assets to the World Bank could not be completed within 


the timeframe of the transition period agreed under the closing secretariat contract. This is however an 


expensive and inflexible arrangement and the intention is to discontinue it as soon as possible. The costs 


associated with transition arrangements are summarized in table 2. 


  
Table 2. Costs associated with transition arrangements for secretariat services 


July - December 2015     


     


 USD    


Transition services of outgoing secretariat 30,400    


Web site and virtual library maintenance (outsourcing to CEF) 27,000    


Remuneration of new WB secretariat team (temporary 
contracts) 35,000    


Supervision of new secretariat team 15,000    


TOTAL 107,400    


 


In case it is decided to convert the interim arrangement established by the World Bank into a permanent 


one, the following changes would need to take place:  







1) current temporary contracts of the core team would need to be replaced with the fixed term 


ones to assure full time availability of the staff and continuity of the service; 


2) the team coordinator would need to be recruited also on a fixed term basis, 


3) permanent arrangement for the web site and virtual library maintenance would need to be 


put in place which could involve redesign / upgrade of the web site/virtual library and /or 


outsourcing of the maintenance services as there are certain constrains for hosting of external 


web sites by the World Bank.  


Table 3 provides an estimate of the costs of an internal secretariat hosted by the World Bank.  


Table 3: Estimate of annual secretariat costs: WB based secretariat 


    


 USD   


Remuneration of core secretariat team              130,000    


Web site maintenance and other IT support                 45,000    


Translation                20,000    


Publication                20,000    


Other                20,000    


TOTAL              235,000    
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		PEMPAL budget under World Bank administration, FY13-FY17 , USD thous.								as of		Jul-15

		Бюджет PEMPAL под управлением Всемирного банка, ФГ13-ФГ17, тысяч долларов США

		1. Resources available / Имеющиеся ресурсы

				FY(ФГ)13-17		CONTRIBUTIONS / ПОСТУПЛЕНИЯ

		Donor contributions to PEMPAL MDTF  / Взносы доноров в мультидонорский трастовый фонд (MDTF) PEMPAL				FY(ФГ)13		FY(ФГ)14		FY(ФГ)15		FY(ФГ)16		FY(ФГ)17

		SECO		5000.6		2987.3		1049.9		963.4

		Russian MOF * / Российское министерство финансов		5130.0		1900.0		2280.0		950.0

		TOTAL donor contributions / Всего взносы доноров		10130.6		4887.3		3329.9		1913.4		0.0		0.0

		Available  balance on MDTF account as of the beginning of the period (net of commitments, fy13-16 -actual, fy17 - estimate) / Имеющееся сальдо на счете MDTF на начало периода (за вычетом обязательств, фг13-16 - по факту, фг-17 - оценка)				520.0		2800.0		3430.0		3985.0		1982.0

		Total resources available for the period***				5407.3		6129.9		5943.4		3985.0		1982.0

		2. Resources required/ Требуемые ресурсы

		Costs estimated in PEMPAL strategy / Затраты, заложенные в смету в стратегии PEMPAL		10540.0		2150.0		2340.0		2080.0		2010.0		1960.0

		Actual /latest projected costs / Фактические затраты / последний прогноз затрат		10648.9		1951.1		2713.4		1872.0		2132.4		1980.0

		DIFFERENCE (actual - strategy estimate) / РАЗНИЦА (фактические суммы - сметные показатели, содержащиеся в стратегии)		108.9		-198.9		373.4		-208.0		122.4		20.0

		3. Financing gap (-) / Дефицит финансирования (-)												2.0

		*** including: donor contributions, balance available on the MDTF account as of the beginning of the respective year (net of commitments) and

		balance of unused commitments cancelled during the year

		4. Budget  Spending / Бюджет PEMPAL ФГ14-17		Jul-15

				FY(ФГ)14				FY(ФГ)15				FY(ФГ)16		FY(ФГ)16 ИСПОЛНЕНИЕ				FY(ФГ)17

				REVISED PLAN (JANUARY ) / ПЕРЕСМОТРЕННЫЙ ПЛАН (ЯНВ)		ACTUAL / ФАКТ		APPROVED PLAN / УТВЕРЖДЕННЫЙ ПЛАН		ACTUAL / ФАКТ		APPROVED PLAN / УТВЕРЖДЕННЫЙ ПЛАН		EXISTING COMMITMENTS / СУЩЕСТВУЮЩИЕ ОБЯЗАТЕЛЬСТВА		EXPECTED COMMITMENTS / ОЖИДАЕМЫЕ ОБЯЗАТЕЛЬСТВА		PROJECTED / ПРОГНОЗ

		COP activities (direct costs only, administered by the Secretariat) /Деятельность практикующих сообществ (только прямые затраты, администрируемые Секретариатом) ***		1076.0		886.3		1271.0		886.7		1065.0				1065.0		990.0

		Cross-COP activities (direct costs only, administered by the Secretariat) / Совместная деятельность всех практикующих сообществ (только прямые затраты, администрируемые Секретариатом)

		leadership meetings / встречи лидеров		36.5		36.5		60.0		0.0		60.0		85.0		0.0		50.0

		type B study visits / ознакомительные визиты типа B		70.0		0.0		70.0		27.3		60.0				60.0		50.0

		whole network plenary meeting / пленарное заседание всей сети		970.0		721.9

		main plenary**** / основное пленарное заседание		800.0		602.9

		COP events attached to the plenary / Мероприятия практикующих сообществ, привязанные к пленарному заседанию		170.0		119.0

		Resource teams (expenses administered by the WB) / Ресурсные команды (расходы, администрируемые ВБ )		615.0		625.0		550.0		585.0		470.0		210.0		260.0		430.0

		Steering Committee activities / Деятельность Координационного комитета		50.0		50.0		50.0		0.0		30.0		20.0				30.0

		Secretariat / Секретариат		400.0		358.5		380.0		360.0		380.0		107.4		130.0		235.0

		Communication costs (WB) / Коммуникационные затраты (ВБ)		15.2		15.2		10.0		2.0		5.0				5.0		5.0

		Translation and interpretation costs (WB) / Затраты на письменный и устный перевод (ВБ)				20.0				11.0		10.0

		TOTAL / ИТОГО		3232.7		2713.4		2391.0		1872.0		2080.0		422.4		1520.0		1790.0

		Contingency / Резерв		250.0				250.0				190.0				190.0		190.0

		GRAND TOTAL / СОВОКУПНЫЙ ИТОГ		3482.7		2713.4		2641.0		1872.0		2270.0		422.4		1710.0		1980.0

		*** excluding costs of COP events attached to 2014 plenary meeting of the whole PEMPAL network\ за исключением затрат по мероприятиям практикующих сообществ, связанных с пленарным заседанием всей сети PEMPAL в 2014 году

		****including the costs of participation of observers from the MENA region \ включая затраты, связанные с участием наблюдателей из региона MENA (Ближний Восток и Северная Африка)
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FINAL UPDATE ON COPS’ BUDGETS 


 
Prepared by the PEMPAL Secretariat – July 02, 2015 


 
This document provides a final overview of COPs' budget (overall and by event) prepared by the Center of 
Excellence in Finance (acting as the PEMPAL Secretariat). The overview shows the budget execution in the 
fiscal year 2015. 
 


1. Fiscal year 2015 (ending June 30, 2015) 


At its session on January 16, 2014, and subsequent virtual decisions on 5 and 10 February1, the SC approved 


the COPs’ budgets for fiscal year 2015 (July 1, 2014 to June 30, 2015) totaling USD 1,271,000, of which USD 
415,000 for BCOP, USD 436,000 for TCOP, and USD 420,000 for IACOP. 
 
This report shall brief the SC on the status of the COPs' FY15 budgets. It indicates that all COPs’ actual expenses 
of the fiscal year 2015 are within the approved limits set by the SC and the Budget Management Guidelines (see 
endnote).  
 
The following table provides an overview of the COPs’ overall budgets execution as per July 02, 2015. It shows 
budgets as approved by the SC (col. c), actual expenses (col. d) reflecting amounts as per the final invoices, and 
committed amounts (column e) showing planned budget for events just concluded where data on actual 
expenses is not yet available. The last column (g) shows the difference between the approved budget and 
budget execution (savings). 
 
Table 1: COPs’ budget execution in the fiscal year 2015; amounts in USD 
 


# COP 
Approved 


budget 


Budget execution Difference btw. 
approved budget and 


budget execution  
Actual 


expenses 
Committed TOTAL 


a b c d e f g (=c-f) 


1 BCOP 415,000 213,269 0 213,269 201,731 


2 IACOP 420,000 261,033 146,839 407,872 12,128 


3 TCOP 436,000 265,519 0 265,519 170,481 


4 Total 1 1,271,000 739,822 146,839 886,660 384,340 


5 
Type-B study 


visit 
70,000 27,335 0 27,335 42,665 


6 Total 2 1.341,000 767,156 146,839 913,995 427,005 


 
 
 


                                                        
1 Budget revisions for FY 2015: 
 
BCOP: The main changes from the initial USD 350,000 to the final amount of  USD 415,000 were: 


o Allocation for the BCOP plenary has been increased  by USD 20,000 from 160,000 to 180,000. 


o Allocation for working groups/knowledge products has been increased by an additional USD 45,000, given a total for this category of 


USD 90,000. 


IACOP: The main changes from the initial USD 350,000 to the final amount of  420,000 were:  


o Allocation for the working groups meetings planned in Astana, Kazakhstan, has been increased by USD 15,000 from 80,000 to 95,000.  


o A new activity has been added, i.e. awareness raising conference/working group meeting in the Netherlands. Costs of the activity were 


estimated at USD 70,000.  


o Allocation for the working group meetings in Kirgizstan has been increased by USD 20,000 from 90,000 to 110,000. 


o USD 35,000 for study visit to Hungary has been transferred from FY 2015 to FY 2014.  


o USD 35,000  has been reallocated from awareness raising conference/working group meeting in the Netherlands has been reallocated 


to support ExCom meeting and workshops in Kirgizstan taking place in June 2015.  


 
 
 
 







Table 2: Overview of PEMPAL activities in the fiscal year 2015; amounts in USD 
 


# COP Type Topic Venue Start Date End Date Budget 
estimate 


(PO 
amount) 


Actual 
expenses 


a b c d e f g h i 


 


1 IACOP 2 WG; ExCom 


Risk Assessment / 
Relationship of internal 
audit with financial 
inspection and external 
audit 


Astana 22-Sep-14 25-Sep-14 


                                
 


134,025  
 


113,570 


2 TCOP WG 
IT / thematic group 
meeting 


Minsk 15-Oct-14 17-Oct-14 
                                  


77,820  
 


57,876 


3 TCOP WG 
Public Sector 
Accounting / thematic 
groups meeting 


Podgorica 10-Nov-14 12-Nov-14 
                               


109,880  
 


72,381 


4 BCOP SV (Type-A) 
Topics concerning 
management of EU 
funds 


Ljubljana 19-Nov-14 20-Nov-14 
                                  


26,265  
 


19,014 


5 IACOP 
Plenary; WG 
QA; ExCom 


Plenary meeting Romania 29-Nov-14 3-Dec-14 
                               


141,400  
 


110,634 


6 TCOP EC 


ExCom Face-to-Face 
Meeting combined with 
the SV to the MoF of 
Austria (Austria budget 
and accounting reform, 
FMIS system) 


Vienna 28-Jan-15 30-Jan-15 


                                   
 


43,362  
 


24,694 


7 BCOP Plenary Fiscal consolidation Yerevan 11-Feb-15 13-Feb-15 
                               


179,616  
 


113,224 


8 BCOP 
SV (Type 


A);EC 


Budget 
transparency/CABRI 
network 


Pretoria 10-March-15 
13-March-


15 


                                  
65,229  


 
52,256 


9 IACOP SV (Type A) Study Visit Chisinau 16-Mar-15 19-Mar-15 
                                  


31,647  
 


17,111 


10 IACOP SV (Type A) 
Study Visit on IA system 
in the Netherlands  


The Hague 11-May-15 13-May-15 
                                  


28,883  
 


19,718 


11 TCOP SV (Type A) 
Study Visit on FMIS 
system of S. Korea 
(dBrain) 


Seoul 25-March-15 
27-March-


15 


                                  
65,498  


 
43,705 


12 TCOP Plenary 
Treasury controls and 
cash management 


Tirana  20-May-15 22-May-15 
                               


110,770  
 


66,864* 


13 IACOP 2 WG, ExCom 


Three events: working 
group meeting and 
thematic group 
meetings on FMC/ Joint 
audits/Evolving CHU 
role, ExCom meeting on 
IACOP strategy update  


Kyrgyzstan 8-June-15 
12-June-


15 


                                   
 
 


146,839 146,839** 


14 BCOP WG;SBO;EC 
OECD SBO Meeting 
/BCOP Executive 
Committee Meeting 


Warsaw 20-May-15 22-May-15 
                                  


53,429  
 


28,776* 


TOTAL 1  886,660 


 


1  SV (Type B) 


Improvement of budget 
process and increasing 
the effectiveness of 
budget funds and 
resources 


Estonia 2-Oct-14 3-Oct-14 


                                   
 


35,961  
 


27,335 







 
TOTAL 2   


 


TOTAL 3  913,995 


* amounts not yet final (small adjustments possible) 


**data on actual expenses not available yet 


 


2. Budget reallocations in FY 2015 
 
The following reallocations between COP activities have taken place: 
 


- TCOP has decided to convert a study visit of one of thematic groups on accounting and reporting into a 
small group meeting that was combined with the meetings of two other thematic groups in 
Montenegro. The costs of the study visit alone were initially estimated at USD 50,000. The approved 
budget for Podgorica meetings of three thematic groups was USD 109,880, while the total actual costs 
of the event amount to USD 72.381.  


- Savings from the Podgorica meeting were reallocated to the face-to-face meeting of TCOP leadership 
group in Vienna combined with the study visit to the MoF of Austria (initial budget estimate for the 
event – USD 20,000, actual costs – USD 24,693).    


- IACOP has requested the SC to increase the total budget allocated to Astana event by USD 20.000 
beyond the upper 20% limit allowed by the PEMPAL Operational Guidelines due to escalated travel 
costs as a result of the need to change itineraries for some participants for security reasons. The initial 
estimate of the event budget was USD 95,000, the budget approved by the SC on September 12, 2014 
was USD 134,000, and the actual costs were USD 113,570. 


- IACOP has requested the SC to increase the budget for the plenary meeting in Bucharest from USD 
110,000 to USD 141,000. The actual costs of the event amounted to USD 110,634. 


- IACOP has moved the WG meeting planned in the Netherlands to combine it with events in Kyrgyz 
Republic in June 2015 (to more efficiently use the funds). As a result respective amount of USD 35,000 
were reallocated to the events in Kyrgyz Republic. The reallocation increased the initially reserved 
amount for the activity in Kirgizstan from initially planned USD 110,000 to USD 145,000 which exceeds 
the 20% flexibility allowed by the Operational Guidelines; therefore a SC approval was sought on 
January 22, 2015.   


- BCOP planned a meeting of the budget literacy working group back-to-back with OECD SBO meeting in 
Warsaw and decided to use part of the amount reserved for working group / knowledge products for 
that purpose (USD 8,429 thous.). Total estimated budget for the Warsaw event thus increased from 


USD 45,000 to USD 53,429.  Actual costs of the event were USD 28,776. 
- BCOP requested reallocation of the balance of the amount reserved for the working group on budget 


literacy to FY16 (USD 75,000 out of the amount shown as item 15 in table 2 above). The request has 
been approved by the SC at its meeting of April 16, 2015. 


 
 
 


3. Fiscal year 2016 (ending June 30, 2016) 


 


At its session on October 02, 2014, the SC set a budget limit for fiscal year 2016 at USD 330,000 per COP.  BCOP 
request for reallocation of FY15 savings was approved by the SC at its April meeting thus increasing the BCOP 
budget allocation for FY16 to USD 405,000. Table 3 shows budgets for fiscal year 2016 as approved by the SC.  
  
Table 3: COPs’ approved budgets for the fiscal year 2016; amounts in USD 


# COP Approved budget Actual expenses 


a B C D 


1 BCOP 405,000 0 







2 IACOP 330,000 0 


3 TCOP 330,000 0 


4 Total  1065,000 0 


 
 
 
 
 
 


 
ENDNOTE 
 
The Budget management guidelines (http://www.pempal.org/rules/) define principles that guide the COPs' spending, and  
limits to be applied with respect to the amounts endorsed by the SC: for COPs’ annual budgets (+15%); individual COPs’ 
plenary events (USD 180,000 +20%); small group meetings in the range of USD 90,000 – 180,000 (+20%); for smaller 
events bellow USD 90,000 overruns are allowed up to a total budget of USD 90,000 and; for study visits a total budget limit is 
set to USD 60,000 per visit (+20%). All spending outside these limits requires prior SC approval. Information on COPs' 
updated budgets is shared by the Secretariat on a quarterly basis with the COP executives and resource team, so they can 
share it via their COP’s Wiki Spaces with members. 



http://www.pempal.org/rules/
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