
 
 

 

 

Answer to the CONT regarding CEPOL (European Police College) 

 

 

The 2008 Court of Auditors report describes the situation at CEPOL at a pivotal 

point in the development of the organisation. 

 

Organisational change is notoriously difficult to execute successfully; even in 

mature organisations or those with larger pools of staff and expertise to call 

upon.  In 2008, CEPOL was a small agency with 15 staff members and with a 

demanding, resource intensive operational and administrative workload (more 

than 120 activities; courses, seminars, committees and project groups).  The 

change process that began in 2006 would have been difficult to conclude 

successfully with the available resources, even if they had no operational 

obligations to meet.  As it was, problems were encountered that created a legacy 

that extended into 2008.   

 

Once problems occur and are highlighted in audits, then the demands of 

operational business, as well as the effort to execute organisational change are 

increased by the need to answer for the problems. Thus, the problems in the 

early stages of CEPOL have had a significant and prolonged effect on the 

capacity of the agency. 

 

The matters emphasised by the Court have been taken very seriously by CEPOL 

and have been improved upon during 2009. Some of these administrative 

changes took place already in the second part of 2008 as a consequence of the 

auditors’ observations in 2008. Great efforts continue to be made to improve and 

mature the work processes and to ensure regulatory compliance. 

 

Important lessons have been learnt by CEPOL and these have been transformed 

into an on-going improvement programme.  This programme is being executed 

in parallel with intensive operational activities to ensure that European Police 

cooperation and collaboration are supported by high quality training and 

education. 

 



 

 

With regard to the questions raised by the CONT, CEPOL hopes that the 

following answers provide the required additional information: 

 

1. 

Expense for Courses and seminars concern an important part of the 

operational budget (64%). There are many evidences of non respect of 

administrative and financial rules as the absence of supporting documents 

for the expenditure, absence of attendance certification or absence of 

original invoices for accommodation, travel from experts, etc 

• How do you explain the absence of these supporting documents? 

 

CEPOL fully recognises and understands the importance of supporting 

documents relating to expenditure.  It should be noted that the absence of 

such documentation occurs in a few instances and is not the general rule. 

 

The administration of the expenditure referred to here is often conducted in 

cooperation with the National police training colleges that make up the 

CEPOL Network.  These colleges function under their national administrative 

rules and regulations.  The process of adapting to the Commission Financial 

Regulations was not fully completed in 2008 and problems such as those 

highlighted were encountered.  

 

Since 2008, CEPOL worked with the national police colleges to ensure the 

compliance of the reimbursement process with the Financial Regulations.  

These measures include a revision of the training that is delivered to the 

Member State Course and Training Administrators; better explaining the 

importance of providing all of the required documentary evidence to support 

claims.  In addition, were documentation cannot be provided in support of a 

claim for reimbursements, the processes for handling such exceptions have 

been developed, for example; not all colleges provided original invoices or 

boarding passes due to their internal financial rules instructing them to keep 

the originals in their account systems. 

 

2. 

• CEPOL replies to the observation from the Court that control and 

monitoring system have been put in place to avoid similar situation in 

the future. Can you please explain which these systems are? Why was it 

not done before hand while the issues have already arisen in the past? 



 

As stated earlier, 2008 was a pivotal point in the development of the agency 

and since that time many changes have taken place within the organisation. 

When discussing the 2007 accounts within the COCOBU in January 2009, the 

2008 was already over and all problems identified were not solved at that 

time.  

 

Most important is that new staff is recruited for significant posts. A number 

of key posts have been filled; a new Accounting Officer started in the second 

semester of 2008, a new Budget and Finance officer was recruited in the 

beginning of 2009, a new Procurement Officers was recruited in first semester 

2009.  More recently, in mid 2009, a new Head of Administration and a new 

Head of Programmes were appointed. 

 

Administrative processes and workflows have been improved.  Management 

Controls are established. Important lessons have been learnt regarding the 

internal workflows.   

 

The change process continues and improvements are apparent. However, 

CEPOL is fully aware that further development is still required. 

 

 

3. 

• Why the Agency has not been able to respect the fixed date of June 2008 

and is not able to justify that its financial management complies with 

the Financial Regulation? 

 

CEPOL does not understand the date referenced in the first part of this 

question.  If this can be clarified, then a full answer will be provided. 

It should be noted that there is no intention, on the part of CEPOL, to do 

anything other than comply with the Financial Regulation. 

 

 

4. 

The College has signed a contract for advice services on the basis of another 

contract which was only intended for training services 

 

• How can you explain this irregularity? The report from the Parliament 

from 2007 asked the College to strictly comply to the EU regulation 

concerning procurement. 



  

The initial contract referred to in this question was for the provision of 

training to CEPOL staff.  This contract was renewed to provide additional 

tuition to staff and to address particular training needs. Over time the 

services provided did, in some cases, cross from training into consultancy 

relating to ABAC and the Financial Regulations.  At this time, it was not 

understood that this was inappropriate and not allowed under the 

regulations relating to procurement as the contract was a part of the 

Commission Framework contract for ABAC training. The added contract was 

related to the same services.  

 

It should be noted that the Account Managers of the company providing 

these services did not raise this as an issue either, even though they should 

known that the contract with CEPOL might be outside the scope of their 

contract to provide training relating to the Financial Regulations as they are 

located within the Commissions building and also do the training for the 

Commission. 

 

5. 

• Being this the third consecutive rapport where the Court of Auditors 

makes similar or identical reservations, Has the college envisaged to put 

measures in place in order to solve this problem? The College has not 

provide written replies to the Court report 

 

The most significant measure implemented has been the appointed of a 

Procurement Officer. Since taking up duties in 2009, the procurement 

procedures have been strengthened and the Financial Regulations relating to 

procurement are rigorously enforced.  A review of the procurement status of 

the established contractual relations was conducted and a plan to address 

those issues identified was developed and is being actively implemented. 

 

With regard to the statement made at the end of this question, CEPOL has 

replied to the Court of Auditors findings in writing. Indeed, the replies to the 

Court have been supplemented by the provision of documentary evidence to 

support the written replies.  

 

CEPOL would like to stress that a proactive approach to the Court of 

Auditors has been adopted. 

 



 

6. 

OLAF has open in 2008 an internal investigation for the period 2007, about 

fraud for the use of public money for private interest. 

 

• What is your reaction face to the initiation of investigation? 

CEPOL was informed by OLAF about the background for the investigation. 

CEPOL is fully aware and supportive of the need to investigate any question 

or suspicion of the use of public money for private interest.  

 

• Has the college cooperated in the investigation? 

Yes. The investigators from OLAF have expressed their gratitude for the 

support of the CEPOL Secretariat during the investigation and for handing 

over all relevant and requested documents. 

 

 

7. 

• Concerning the funds used for private purposes during the financial 

year 2007, the College has replied that a control will be carried out by an 

external firm. Is the control already started? 

 

Firstly, it should be noted that the funds have been recovered. 

 

Secondly, the ex-post control referred to in this question has not implemented 

as the actions in relation to the recouping of funds expended has been subject 

to further discussion and analysis. CEPOL has liaised with the Commission, 

especially DG JLS, to gain a clear opinion of the process followed to 

reimburse the sums in question.  This was done at the request of the CEPOL 

Governing Board.  As a result of this it is apparent that legal advice is 

required before the ex post control can be implemented.    

 

8. 

Recruitment; the college has endured some difficulties in recruiting. It is 

probably a structural problem due to the location in Bramshill, about 70 km 

from central London, without public transport available  

 

• How does the College intend to solve this problem? if it is possible 

 

The Host State bid that led to the CEPOL being located at Bramshill foresaw 

“an excellent shuttle service” to compensate for the lack of public transport 



and to provide a link to the railway network. This service was later 

terminated and the attempts of CEPOL to support staff for this withdrawn 

service have been the root cause of many problems referred to in these 

questions. 

 

The original place agreed about for the seat of CEPOL was London. This was 

later changed to Bramshill.   

 

It should be noted that the location of the CEPOL Secretariat brings both 

advantages and disadvantages to recruitment.  The most significant 

disadvantage is the transportation problem as described. 

 

 

9. 

Asset Management 

• Two systems of assets management coexist, resulting sometimes in 

double registration of assets. Neither sticks, nor stock unique number 

are attributed. Why do these two systems coexist? 

 

At the time of the audit in 2008 double listings were carried out as the ABAC 

asset register was not yet in place and it facilitated the process to register both 

assets and inventories.  The lists were in the process of being compiled ready 

to entry into ABAC Assets and was foreseen to be doubled checked at the 

time of the visit of the Auditors.   

 

The duplication of equipment (a Panasonic DVD and a Sony amplifier) would 

have been identified when the lists were checked and compared.  

 

CEPOL has now implemented ABAC Assets to support and enable Asset 

Management in compliance with the Financial Regulation. This is the only 

system used.  CEPOL is now nearing the end of an asset labelling process. 

 

It is also important to mention that despite that the labelling of the assets was 

delayed into 2009 all assets were listed in the asset lists. No assets were 

missing in the lists. 



 

Supplementary question concerning the audit: 
 

", as stated in article75, paragraph 5 of the Framework Financial regulation, 

The Director of CEPOL is obliged to inform the discharge authority a rapport 

summarizing the number and type of recommendations from the internal 

auditor. The report transmitted by your Agency does not fulfill this 

requirement. The reply from The College mentioning the need of an internal 

coordinator for this purpose is not satisfactory.  
 

• Why have you not transmitted a summary of the number, type and degree of 

importance of the recommendations of the internal auditor? 

 

CEPOL received this supplementary question at 13:10 on 28 January 2010.  

The preparation of this answer is in progress but rather than delay the 

sending of the answers provided here, this answer will be sent shortly under 

separate cover.  CEPOL hopes that this approach is acceptable. 

 

 

 

 

 


