
Donor Book
International Assistance to South Sudan in 2012/13



Government of the Republic of South Sudan
Ministry of  Finance, Commerce, Investment and Economic Planning
Aid Coordination Department
February 2014 (v2802)



SOUTH SUDAN DONOR BOOK 2012/13

CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   . 1

OVERVIEW OF AID FLOWS IN 2012/13  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 2

DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   . 5

WAY FORWARD .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .   .  11

NEW DEAL IN SOUTH SUDAN - OVERVIEW AND LESSONS LEARNED  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 12

ANNEX   .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 15

OECD Aid Statistics for 2012                                                                                                        16

UN Humanitarian Aid Statistics for 2012/13                                                                                         22

South Sudan Aid Strategy Indicators                                                                                                24





SOUTH SUDAN DONOR BOOK 2012/13 1

INTRODUCTION

The Donor Book looks back at international assistance to South 
Sudan in 2012/13 and the New Deal process - a policy project 
initiated by the Ministry of  Finance, development partners and 
civil society during the year  Published in a period of  national 
crisis, the goals of  this report are modest  It attempts to account 
for aid between July 2012 and June 2013, assesses data quality, 
and suggests practical steps to make aid statistics clearer, 
more accurate and useful  The aim is to prepare a fresh start  In 
reviewing New Deal implementation, the report seeks to provide 
an overview of  what has been done so far and to offer lessons 
for national dialogue, reconciliation and international cooperation 
when the current crisis subsides  

Data from the Aid Information Management System (AIMS) - an 
online database through which donors report their assistance -   
suggests that aid to South Sudan continued to rise in 2012/13  
According to AIMS, aid allocations reached at least $1 64 billion 
- significantly more than in the previous year  For several reasons, 
the actual figures are probably higher  Some donors did not 
report, some reports were incomplete, some aid was misattrib-
uted  As the data quality assessment shows, the AIMS system 
itself, inadequate guidance and limited support compounded 
these problems   So did the ongoing crisis  To provide a fuller 
picture of  international assistance, this year's report therefore 
also incorporates figures from the Organization for Economic 
Coperation and Development (OECD), a Paris-based think thank 
for developed countries  OECD statistics suggest that donors 
committed at least $1 86 billion to South Sudan in the year 2012  

At a basic level, AIMS and OECD statistics reveal similar trends  
Most aid is provided by a handful of  donors  Unlike in other 
countries, almost half  the aid comes from humanitarian budgets 
and thereby shapes the aid operation as a whole  Aid fragmenta-
tion continues, as more and more donors expand their bilateral 
programmes following independence  As most aid focusses on 

emergencies, longer term investments remain fairly sparse and 
national involvement in aid delivery is limited   The current crisis 
is likely to amplify these trends  It will also prompt partners to 
rebalance their aid portfolios further towards humanitarian aid  
While international assistance is likely to increase in 2013/14, this 
report therefore does not attempt to provide specific projections  

To focus local and international resources more effectively on 
South Sudan's long-term challenges, Government and partners 
had begun implementing the New Deal for Engagement in Fragile 
States in 2012/13  In light of  a prolonged oil shutdown, recurring 
insecurity and unaddressed governance challenges, the initiative 
stemmed from a shared recognition that shocks would continue 
to impact South Sudan’s development  A strengthened framework 
of  cooperation - a New Deal Compact - was therefore consid-
ered indispensable  Innovative funding instruments, including 
first budget support, were intended to underpin this enhanced 
engagement  

Following South Sudan's first Fragility Assessment in 2012, more 
than 1,000 stakeholders across all ten states engaged in the 
development of  a New Deal Compact in 2013  These consulta-
tions - South Sudan's largest to date - were guided by a funda-
mental question: how do Government and donors have to change 
the way they do business, so that South Sudan can overcome 
fragility?  The crisis that broke out on 15 December 2013 disrupted 
these preparations  Lessons need to be learned, some of  them 
suggested in this report  However, the answers that emerged from 
the New Deal consultations foreshadowed priorities that will be at 
the heart of  South Sudan's post-conflict agenda: reconciliation, 
security sector reform, justice and accountability, public finances 
and infrastructure investment  South Sudan is a deeply fragile 
nation  How to change international support so that it takes better 
account of  fragility remains a challenge for donors and Govern-
ment alike 

An overview of  international assistance and implementation of  the New Deal in South Sudan
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OVERVIEW OF AID FLOWS
International assistance to South Sudan according to AIMS and OECD statistics

While AIMS data has significant limitations, it is possible to 
generate basic insights  Analysed together with OECD aid statis-
tics, the data suggests that South Sudan remains one of  the 
major aid recipients in Sub-Saharan Africa  Most aid comes from 
a small number of  donors  Unlike in most countries, nearly half  
of  all aid for South Sudan is financed from humanitarian budgets  
Due to recurrent emergencies, not enough long term work takes 
place  Some sectors, such as education and agriculture, seem 
particularly disadvantaged  Donors and Government worked over 
the course of  2013 to address some of  these aid effectiveness 
challenges  However, the crisis that broke out on 15 December 
2013 will put the focus back on immediate priorities rather than 
the long term 

OVERALL AID
According to AIMS, development partners allocated $1 64 billion 
or SSP 4 9 billion to South Sudan during the fiscal year 2012/13 
(T1)  Compared to data for 2011/12, aid increased by 17 percent  
However, as the 'Data Quality Assessment' in the next section  
illustrates, AIMS data has significant limitations  The actual aid 
numbers were probably higher  OECD statistics, for example, 
suggest that up to $1 86 billion were committed for South Sudan 
in calendar year 2012 - an increase of  32 percent compared to 
the previous year  In either case, the numbers suggest that aid to 
South Sudan continued to increase 

South Sudan remains among the major recipients of  international 
assistance in Sub-Saharan Africa  While AIMS data cannot easily 
be compared, OECD statistics for calendar year 2012 suggest 
that South Sudan was the 8th-largest aid recipient in 2012 (T2) 
Per capita, commitments to South Sudan reached $173 or SSP 
519 in 2012, the 5th-highest amount among aid recipients in Sub-
Saharan Africa (T3) 

In 2012/13, donors continued to channel all aid through projects 
and programmes  Donors executed their activities directly or via 
implementing partners - such as UN agencies, non-governmental 
organisations, civil society organisations or businesses  More 
than 99 percent of  aid was provided as grants, rather than loans  
In nearly all cases, Government did not have a direct role in the 
management of  funds 

DONOR AND CHANNELS
Due to the limitations of  the current AIMS system, it is not possible 
to accurately establish the actual donors for most aid coming to 
South Sudan, i e  to identify who originally provided the funds  
Rather, AIMS data shows - to some extent - whether funds were 
channeled directly through bilateral donor agencies, through 
pooled funds or UN agencies  Drawing detailed conclusions from 
AIMS regarding donor engagement is therefore difficult  

According to AIMS, South Sudan's most important bilateral 
donors in 2012/13 were the United States, Norway amd the United 
Kingdom  The most important multilateral partners were the Euro-
pean Union as a donor, and the UN agencies as implementing 

T1: AID TO SOUTH SUDAN IN 2012/13
Allocations in US$ million per fiscal year according to AIMS1

T2: ASSISTANCE TO IN SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA
Commitments in year 2012 according to the OECD2

T3: PER CAPITA ASSISTANCE IN SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA
Commitments in year 2012 according to the OECD3

[1] Sum of  planned and actual allocations (AIMS) between 1 July 2012 and 30 June 2013   
[2]  Commitments, Overseas Development Assistance, current prices, all channels, all types, 
all sectors, Sub-Saharan Africa (OECD)  stats oecd org/Index aspx?DataSetCode=CRS1  [3] 
Commitments (OECD)  Population figures from World Development Indicators (World Bank)  
South Sudan = 10 7 million people  Exchange rate 3 SSP = 1 USD 
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1,394 
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2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011/12 2012/13

Donor US$ million SSP million Chart

[1] Ethiopia 4,859 14,578

[2] Kenya 4,602 13,805

[3] Nigeria 3,111 9,333

[4] Cote d'Ivoire 2,956 8,867

[5] Congo, Dem. Rep. 2,751 8,252

[6] Tanzania 2,541 7,623

[7] Ghana 1,963 5,888

[8] South Sudan 1,860 5,580

[9] Mozambique 1,770 5,310

[10] Malawi 1,668 5,004

Donor US$ SSP Chart

[1] Cape Verde 843 2,528

[2] Djibouti 311 932

[3] Mauritius 212 637

[4] Liberia 199 597

[5] South Sudan 173 519

[6] Gambia 151 453

[7] Cote d'Ivoire 149 447

[8] Mauritania 128 385

[9] Namibia 113 340

[10] Kenya 107 320
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partners through which many donors channeled their funds (T4)   
For reasons outlined in the next section (Data Quality Assess-
ment), the AIMS figures differ from those in other official statistics 

Until AIMS data improves (see next section), data from the OECD 
provides a fuller picture on which donors provided funding for 
activities that benefit South Sudan  While only available for 
calendar years - not fiscal years - OECD data for 2012 indicates 
that the top 5 donors accounted for 70 percent of  all assistance 
to South Sudan  Similar to AIMS, the OECD numbers suggest that 
the United States, the United Kingdom, Japan, as well as Norway, 
the Netherlands and Korea were South Sudan's most important 
bilateral donors in 2012 (T5), while the EU remained the main 
multilateral donor   

Indicatively, it is possible to measure changes in donor engage-
ment   OECD data indicates that several bilateral partners have 
increased their support in 2012 following independence in July 
2011 (T6)  For example, Japan, Korea, the Netherlands, Sweden 
and the United Kingdom made significant new commitments in 
2012 as they began to strengthen their bilateral presence and 
programmes  Other partners, such as Finland, appeared to 
downscale their engagement 

SECTORS
As the analysis by donor illustrated, reviewing AIMS data by 
sector is only possible within limits  The 'Data Quality Assessment' 
explores some of  these challenges in detail  For 2012/13, donor 
reports in AIMS suggest that Social and Humanitarian Affairs, 
Health and Natural Resources received the highest allocations  
The lowest allocations went to the Accountability, Security, and 
Economic Functions sectors (T7) 

While sector statistics from other sources differ, several trends are 
similar to those visible in AIMS data, or even more pronounced  
Most importantly, the OECD and UN statistics underline the 
continued importance of  humanitarian aid in South Sudan  
According to the OECD, humanitarian commitments reached 
$829 million in 2012, a figure which UN statistics roughly confirm  

T4: PARTNERS CHANNELING FUNDS TO SOUTH SUDAN
Allocations in fiscal year 2012/13 according to AIMS4

T6: MAIN DONORS
Commitments in year 2012 according to the OECD5

T5: CHANGES IN DONOR COMMITMENTS
Commitments in 2011 and 2012 according to the OECD6

[4] Sum of  planned and actual allocations (AIMS) between 1 July 2012 and 30 June 2013   [5] Commitments (OECD) between 1 January and 31 December 2013  Includes only donors where 
change is larger than $5 million  [6] Commitments (OECD) between 1 January and 31 December 2013 

Donor US$m SSPm % Chart 

Sub-total bilateral 809.4 2,428.2 49.5%

Australia 0.5 1.5 0.0%

Canada 12.8 38.4 0.8%

Denmark 48.2 144.6 2.9%

France 4.6 13.8 0.3%

Germany 36.3 108.9 2.2%

Italy 0.0 0.0 0.0%

Japan 22.2 66.6 1.4%

Netherlands 71.9 215.7 4.4%

Norway 69.2 207.6 4.2%

Spain 4.1 12.3 0.3%

Sweden 34.9 104.7 2.1%

Switzerland 6.6 19.8 0.4%

United Kingdom 53.5 160.5 3.3%

United States 444.7 1,334.1 27.2%

Sub-total multilateral 647.2 1,941.6 39.6%

European Union 130.3 390.9 8.0%

FAO 52.7 158.1 3.2%

Global Fund 70.6 211.8 4.3%

IOM 4.7 14.1 0.3%

UNDP 64.9 194.7 4.0%

UNFPA 15.0 45.0 0.9%

UNHCR 8.3 24.9 0.5%

UNICEF 117.2 351.6 7.2%

UNODC 2.8 8.4 0.2%

UNOPS 23.0 69.0 1.4%

WFP 127.6 382.8 7.8%

WHO 28.6 85.8 1.7%

World Bank 1.5 4.5 0.1%

Sub-total pooled funds 179.1 537.3 10.9%

Basic Services Fund 27.5 82.5 1.7%

CBTF 14.7 44.1 0.9%

CHF 56.2 168.6 3.4%

Health Pooled Fund 18.8 56.4 1.1%

MDTF 42.0 126.0 2.6%

SSRF 19.9 59.7 1.2%

Total 1,635 .8 4,907 .4 100 .0%

Donor US$m SSPm % Chart 

[1] United States 831.2 2,493.5 44.7%

[2] United Kingdom 161.6 484.7 8.7%

[3] Japan 126.3 379.0 6.8%

[4] Norway 94.7 283.9 5.1%

[5] Netherlands 90.9 272.6 4.9%

[6] Korea 85.8 257.4 4.6%

[7] Sweden 80.3 240.9 4.3%

[8] EU 70.5 211.5 3.8%

[9] Denmark 66.5 199.4 3.6%

[10] Canada 55.8 167.4 3.0%

Donor 2011 US$m 2012 US$m Change Change %

Korea 0.0 85.8 +85.8 +300,924%

Italy 0.2 9.6 +9.4 +4,786%

Netherlands 9.8 90.9 +81.0 +823%

Australia 2.7 23.2 +20.5 +773%

Sweden 10.1 80.3 +70.2 +696%

Japan 25.8 126.3 +100.5 +389%

Norway 50.0 94.7 +44.6 +89%

Denmark 39.8 66.5 +26.6 +67%

Germany 19.8 33.1 +13.3 +67%

United Kingdom 103.8 161.6 +57.7 +56%

United States 751.0 831.2 +80.2 +11%

Canada 65.6 55.8 -9.8 -15%

Finland 35.7 5.7 -30.0 -84%
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T7: AID BY SECTOR
Allocations in fiscal year 2012/13 according to AIMS1

Sector US$m SSPm % Chart

Social & Hum. 337.7 1,013.1 20.6%

Health 299.0 896.9 18.3%

Natural Resources 261.4 784.1 16.0%

Infrastructure 207.0 621.1 12.7%

Education 135.4 406.2 8.3%

Public Administration 127.6 382.7 7.8%

Rule of  Law 100.3 301.0 6.1%

Accountability 63.5 190.5 3.9%

Security 52.6 157.8 3.2%

Unearmarked support 30.9 92.6 1.9%

Economic Functions 20.4 61.3 1.2%

Total 1,635.8 4,907.3 100.0%

Compared to the total aid reported in OECD statistics, the share 
of  humanitarian aid was 45 percent (T8)  Two facts are interesting 
here  First, there are hardly any countries with such a high share 
of  humanitarian aid  Second, there are even fewer countries 
where such a high share has been maintained for so many years 
(or decades), even if  environments were fragile 

The crisis that broke out in December 2013 will lead to further 
increases in the share of  humanitarian aid in 2013/14 and beyond  
Quick, direct and independent assistance to those affected by 
conflict is important to save lives  It is also true that humanitarian 
aid will not address the roots causes of  South Sudan's recurrent 
crises (see section on New Deal process)  Humanitarian aid is 
short term  Typically, implementers have 12 months to spend it  As 
a result, they spend their funds on handouts, rather than long term 
investments in peace- and statebuilding  Humanitarian aid fluctu-
ates  Donors allocate such funding to the world's emergencies at 
short notice  With its heavy reliance on humanitarian budgets, 45 
percent of  aid for South Sudan is thus uncertain  Humanitarian 
support often relies on international implementers  As such, it can 
contribute little to national capacity  In the current environment, 
most donors will have to tilt their budgets even further towards 
humanitarian support  Helping to address South Sudan's long-
term challenges will thus become even more difficult 

Two examples ilustrate that investment in sectors with long-
term importance is often limited  Agriculture has so far received 
little support from donors and Government, despite its role in 
combating South Sudan's pervasive food insecurity  According to 
AIMS, allocations to the natural resource sector (which includes 
agriculture) accounted for 16 percent of  total assistance in 
2012/13, much of  misattributed food aid  The more accurate 
OECD statistics, however, put the figure for 2012 (and 2011) 
below 3 percent (T11)  In other countries, long term commitments 
to the agriculture sector are much higher  On average, donors 
invested 8 percent of  their aid to Sub-Saharan Africa in agricul-
ture in 2012 - two and a half  times as much as in South Sudan  
Increasing the share agricultural aid could help addressing one 
of  South Sudan's key sustainability challenges   

Education is another sector receiving below average support, 
despite South Sudan's enormous challenges  Fewer than one in 
three adults can read and write, for example  According to AIMS, 
about 8 3 percent of  aid allocations went towards education in 

T8: SHARE OF HUMANITARIAN FUNDING
Total aid and humanitarian aid according to OECD statistics2

$1 .86 billion 
total aid in OECD 
statistics for 2012

$826 million 
from humanitarian 

donor budgets

45%

T11: SHARE OF AID FOR AGRICULTURE
Share in 2012 according to the OECD (selected countries)5

T10: SHARE OF AID FOR EDUCATION
Share in 2012 according to the OECD (selected countries)4

T9: SHARE OF HUMANITARIAN AID
Share in year 2012 according to the OECD3

Recipient Share Chart

Syria 76.1%

Thailand 50.4%

Chad 47.9%

Somalia 45.6%

South Sudan 44.6%

Korea, Dem. Rep. 37.4%

Yemen 33.1%

Sudan 30.1%

Mali 22.3%

Myanmar 19.6%

Recipient Share Chart

Botswana 17.4%

Mali 10.4%

Ghana 9.7%

Ethiopia 7.9%

Somalia 7.1%

Sub-Saharan Africa 5.8%

Rwanda 4.5%

South Sudan 4.1%

Uganda 3.8%

Central African Rep. 3.7%

Recipient Share Chart

Ghana 17.0%

Eritrea 16.7%

Rwanda 10.5%

Uganda 8.6%

Ethiopia 7.8%

Sub-Saharan Africa 7.7%

Sudan 5.6%

Kenya 4.0%

South Sudan 2.4%

Central African Rep. 0.0%
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T12: AID STRATEGY INDICATORS
Selected indicators for the period 2012/136

T13: AID BY SECTOR
Allocations in US$ in year 2012/13 according to AIMS7

Aligned with national priorities

% of  aid budgeted to SSDP Priority Programmes 93%

Number of  sector aid financing strategy prepared by SWG N/A

Managed by Government and using country systems

% aid provided as budget support or via local service grants 1%

Number of  sectors with an active SWG during the year 5

Aligned with Budget Cycle and PFM systems

% of  donors providing medium-term projections to a sector 48%

Average year 2 & 3 allocations as a share of  year 1 allocations 42%

Aid is outcome orientated

% of  annual aid allocations reported as spent 21%

Average % of  project deviation in expenditure from plan N/A

Fragmentation is avoided

Number of  aid programmes 407

Average size of  aid programmes (US$ m) 4.0

Average donor allocation to sector (US$ m) 8.2

Average number of  donors in a sector 20

No of  donors engaged below the US$ 20m threshold 15

% of  aid provided through pooled funds or budget support 11%

2012/13  OECD statistics, which are more accurate, suggest 
that donors committed about 4 percent of  their aid to non-
humanitarian education activities (T10)  The Sub-Saharan African 
average is 6 percent - or 50 percent higher  In some countries, 
the share is as high as 17 percent  Moving forward, increased 
investment in education - above the regional average - should be 
a priority for all 

AID EFFECTIVENESS
Two aspects of  aid effectiveness are worth examining  First, there 
are the indicators defined in the South Sudan Aid Strategy  These 
indicators set out ways of  assessing whether aid is aligned with 
national priorities, uses country systems, is orientated towards 
results and avoids fragmentation  

Given the limitations of  AIMS data, it is difficult to measure the 
Aid Strategy indicators accurately (T12)  In addition, the crises of  
2012 and 2013 impacted many of  the efforts to improve aid effec-
tiveness, for example sector working groups  Two  observations 
are nevertheless relevant  The use of  country systems remains 
very limited in South Sudan, and partly as a result these systems 
remain weak  Donors and Government had intended to improve 
matters in 2013/14, including through first budget support  The 
crisis that broke out in December 2013 has put these efforts on 
hold  Fragmentation of  aid is increasing, as more donors start 
bilateral programmes and some pooled funds close down  Also 
in this area, donors and Government had planned improvements 
which had to be suspended  In the absence of  accurate AIMS 
data (see next section), it is difficult to assess how efficiently 
donors allocate fundings and implementers spend their budgets  
Once AIMS is upgraded, it will be important to pay more attention 
to such basic aid effectiveness questions 

Second, it is worth examining what beneficiaries think about aid 
effectiveness  During the New Deal consultations in 2013 (see 
following section), the Ministry of  Finance and partners asked 
several hundred stakeholders across all ten states how they would 
change the way donors deliver aid so that it becomes more effec-
tive  The results (T13) suggested that stakeholders - in particular 
those outside Juba - demand change on several issues:

• Make information on aid public, transparent and easy to access 
so that stakeholders understand who supports what and where 

• Help stakeholders understand how decisions on aid are made, 
what the risks are and how to mitigate them 

• Include stakeholders - in particular local authorities - in the 
planning, management and oversight of  projects 

• Strengthen capacity at state and county level, where stakehold-
ers hold most responsibility for delivering services to citizens 

• Begin using country systems when delivering aid, and help 
making them better by taking a stake 

• Engage for the long term 

Towards the end of  2013, donors and Government were begin-
ning to form a consensus on how to address some of  these 
challenges  Some of  these ideas remain relevant and should be 
pursued  As a first contribution to improving aid effectiveness, the 
following pages assess the quality of  AIMS data and suggest a 
way forward so that all stakeholders can make better use of  aid 
information  The goal is to get basics right 

P
re

di
ct

ab
ili

ty [1] Increase development funding 31%

[2] Increase long term aid commitments 22%

[3] Speed up aid delivery 17%

C
ap

ac
ity [1] Strengthen capacity at sub-national level 26%

[2] Develop long term capacity building plans 24%

[3] Strengthen statistics, monitoring and evaluation 11%

G
ov

 . S
ys

te
m

s

[1] Jointly plan, manage and oversee projects 40%

[2] Increase use of  Gov't systems in aid delivery 26%

[3] Move towards budget support 12%

R
is

k 
 S

ha
ri

ng [1] Conduct joint risk assessments (incl. fiduciary) 39%

[2] Improve donor coordination and cooperation 30%

[3] Make greater use of  pooled funding 8%

Tr
an

sp
ar

en
cy [1] Record aid in budget documentation 21%

[2] Increase Gov't role in reviewing aid proposals 17%

[3] Improve aid flow and results reporting 16%

[1] Planned and actual allocations from 1 July 2012 to 30 June 2013 (AIMS)  [2] Commit-
ments Jan-Dec 2012 in sector 700 (OECD), with additional info from fts unocha org  [3] 
Commitments Jan-Dec 2012 in sector 700 (OECD) where total aid larger than $100m  [4] 
Commitments Jan-Dec 2012 in sector 110 as share of  total commitments  [5] Commitments 
Jan-Dec 2012 in sector 311 as share of  total commitments  [6] Data refers to period 1 July 
2012 to 30 June 2013  See annex for detailed overview of  sources  [7] Results from New Deal 
consultations in 10 states of  South Sudan in 2013 (see section on New Deal)  Length of  bar 
indicates share of  stakeholder votes per dimension   
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT
Good decisions require good evidence

To improve aid reporting, it is necessary to understand the quality 
of  AIMS data  Without good data, making good decisions on 
aid is difficult  Despite progress since the system was deployed 
in 2010, data quality has remained poor  This is true not just for 
2012/13 but all previous years  As a result, drawing meaningful 
conclusions from AIMS information is difficult - in particular for 
individual donor contributions, aid effectiveness or budget plan-
ning  The poor data quality is mainly explained by weak reporting 
compliance, constraints in user guidance and support and short-
comings of  the system itself  

REPORTING COMPLIANCE
Notwithstanding the shortcomings of  AIMS itself, reporting 
compliance – understood as data timeliness and completeness 
– remained poor for 2012/13  Partly, the low reporting compliance 
is due to the absence of  donor staff  during the data collection 
period, which began in the crisis month of  December 2013  
More generally, however, weak compliance has been a result of  
limited capacity in all years  Few donor agencies have enough 
staff  to focus on aid reporting  The Ministry of  Finance lacks the 
resources to support those who need help  Consequently, AIMS  
data does not adequately account for aid and Government, 
Parliament, civil society and development partners cannot make 
use of  its full potential 

POOR TIMELINESS
Timeliness – the extent to which donors update project informa-
tion on time – was weak for 2012/13  According to AIMS, 407 proj-
ects from 34 donors were active during the fiscal year   Of  these, 
donors had updated 199 (48 percent) by the reporting dead-
line of  14 February 2014 (T14)  Timeliness varied significantly 
between agencies  Of  34 donors, 8 updated all their projects, 13 
had updated between two thirds and 90 percent of  their projects, 
and 13 provided little new information on their activities (T15)  

INADEQUATE COMPLETENESS

Limited completeness at aggregate level
Completeness – the extent to which reported assistance 
accounts for all assistance actually provided – can only be esti-
mated  Aggregate comparisons with other public aid databases 
suggest that overall completeness was adequate for 2012/13  
For example, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD), a Paris-based think tank for developed 
countries, maintains comprehensive aid statistics  which suggest 
that $1 86 billion were committed to South Sudan in calendar year 
2012  This compares to $1 6 billion reported for 2012/13 in AIMS  
Using the OECD figures as guide completeness of  reporting on 
total aid may have been around 88 percent (T16)  However, this 
encouraging figure masks significant data quality problems 

Significant variation at sector level
To better gauge data quality, it is worth analysing variation for 
certain sectors  In some cases, the evidence points to significant 
discrepancies  For example, AIMS data for 2012/13 suggests that 
$338 million were allocated to projects in the Social and Humani-
tarian Affairs Sector  The OECD statistics show, however, that at 

Update status Projects

[1] Updated by deadline 199

[2] Not updated by deadline 212

Total 411

T14: TIMELINESS
Status of  AIMS updates for projects active in 2012/131

T15: TIMELINESS BY DONOR AGENCY
Status of  AIMS updates for projects active in 2012/132

[1]

48%

[2]

52%

 48% 
updated by 

deadline

Donor Projects Status Chart

[1] AfDB 3 100%

[2] CHF 2 100%

[3] Denmark 36 100%

[4] Germany 7 100%

[5] HPF 1 100%

[6] Japan 15 100%

[7] SSRF 1 100%

[8] UNDP 13 100%

[9] CBTF 10 90%

[10] MDTF 10 90%

[11] World Bank 9 90%

[12] United Kingdom 20 80%

[13] France 13 76%

[14] Global Fund 4 75%

[15] Norway 21 75%

[16] WHO 10 70%

[17] FAOx 7 67%

[18] Spainx 22 67%

[19] Swedenx 9 67%

[20] Switzerlandx 10 67%

[21] United Statesx 28 67%

[22] Canada 11 45%

[23] European Union 52 31%

[24] IOM 10 30%

[25] Netherlands 16 13%

[26] Australia 7 0%

[27] BSF 10 0%

[28] Ireland 7 0%

[29] Italy 1 0%

[30] UNFPA 1 0%

[31] UNHCR 1 0%

[32] UNICEF 39 0%

[33] UNOPS 3 0%

[34] WFP 2 0%

[1] Projects are considered 'active' if  they either have a completion date in AIMS that falls within the fiscal year 2012/13 (1 July 2012 to 30 June 2013), or do not have a completion date and their 
status is not 'Pipeline' or 'Planned'  [2] Projects are considered updated if  their data has been modified after 30 June 2013, or after their closing date in case they ended before 30 June 2013  
[x] In cases where partners provided aggregate updates rather than project by project info in AIMS, the update status has been set to 67% 
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least $829 million were committed to the sector in calendar year 
2012  UN statistics suggest that during fiscal year 2012/13 the 
amount was similar  Some of  these differences are explained 
by the (mis)attribution of  humanitarian aid to non-humanitarian 
sectors in AIMS * There are similar variations between AIMS and 
OECD data (T17) in other comparable sectors, which under-
scores the data accuracy challenges in AIMS 

Inaccuracies at donor level
Probing data completeness by donor agency also illustrates the 
differences between aid reported in AIMS and actual flows  For 
example, according to AIMS data, Finland did not provide aid to 
South Sudan  However, OECD and UN OCHA statistics suggest 
that Finland disbursed around $5 million in 2012/13  In line with 
past guidance, it is possible that UN agencies reported parts of  
his amount in their own name  However, at least 40 percent of  the 
$5 million went to non-UN agencies, and as such should have 
appeared in AIMS  Other examples abound  Often, these gaps 
arise because non-resident donors do not use AIMS or resident 
donor offices do not have information on humanitarian aid (which 
is often decided by headquarters)6  In other cases, the differ-
ences are due to misattribution, or a simple lack of  compliance 

Inconsistent data by type of flow
At a more disaggregate level, similar systematic discrepancies 
occur in aid reporting  Most donors, for example, only report 
aid “allocations” and do not provide info on “disbursements” or 
“expenditures”  For 407 project identified as active in 2012/13, 
allocations data was available for 351, disbursement data for 
65, and expenditure data for 134 (T18)  Based on the definitions 
used so far, however, data should have been reported for nearly 
all these types of  flows  Compliance was the main problem here  

It is worth noting that - while donors should have up to date infor-
mation on commitments and disbursements -  expenditure data 
is more difficult to update  For the latest expense data, donors 
depend on feedback from their implementing partners  Often, 
implementers only report on expenditure once a year or when 
cash advances run out  Consequently, donors do not always have 
the latest data on expenditures  

Limited detail for other useful information
Much other potentially useful data in AIMS remains incomplete  
For example, while the system can track what percentage of  
aid goes towards States and Counties, little such information is 
provided  For 2012/13, a breakdown of  funding by states was 
available for less than 50 percent of  aid reported via AIMS (T19)  
Whereas poor geographic data is a compliance issue, the lack of  
other useful information is also due to shortcomings of  AIMS as 
outlined below 

CONSTRAINTS IN USER GUIDANCE 
While weak compliance is the main reason for the poor data quality, 
inadequate user guidance and support have compounded the 
problem and rendered available data less useful  The key issues 
are incorrect attribution of  funding, non-standard definitions, lack 
of  clarity about the scope of  AIMS and limited support capacity  
It is important to note that many of  these challenges are inherent 
to aid reporting and not unique to South Sudan  They are largely 
the result of  good-faith efforts to simplify complex financial flows  

Geographic breakdown AIMS

[1] Breakdown available $448m

[2] Breakdown not available $1,188m

Total $1,636m

T19: COMPLETENESS OF GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
Breakdown of  funding by state / county for projects in AIMS5

T16: COMPLETENESS AT AGGREGATE LEVEL
Total aid according to OECD statistics and AIMS3

T17: COMPLETENESS BY SECTOR

Aid in comparable sectors according to OECD and AIMS3

T18: COMPLETENESS BY TYPE OF FLOW

Availability of  aid flow data for projects active in 12/13 in AIMS

[1]

27%

[2]

73%

 27% 
geogr  info 
available

Selected Sectors AIMS OECD Variation - / +

Education $135m $76m

Health (incl. reproductive health) $299m $298m

Agriculture / Natural Resources $261m $45m

Humanitarian and Social Affairs $337m $829m

88%

$1 .86 billion 
in OECD reference 

statistics for 2012

$1 .64 billion 
in AIMS database  

for 2012/13

Projects active  
in 2012/13 

Allocation data
available

Disbursement 
data available

Expenditure data 
available

407

351

65
134

DATA DISCLAIMER
The purpose of  the data quality assessment is to foster a better 
and joint understanding of  the challenges in aid reporting, 
and to identify ways of  improving it  The aim is not to appor-
tion responsibility or blame  Many of  the shortcomings of  the 
current AIMS data are inherent in aid reporting, others are not  
While progress has been made globally in aid reporting, even 
organizations with long experience in aid statistics have diffi-
culties in obtaining, compiling and comparing data  The AIMS 
data used in this document is subject to many constraints on 
donor, Government and implementer side - particularly in light 
of  the current crisis in South Sudan - and does not pretend to 
be 100 percent accurate  Rather, it gives rough indications 

* (OECD reporting guidelines state that for the classification of  humanitarian aid, the main criterion is the funding from humanitarian budgets regardless of  their specific use)  [3] Note that 
OECD statistics refer to calendar years, while AIMS data refers to South Sudan's July-June fiscal year  As such, any comparisons only provide rough indications  [5] The poor complete-
ness of  geographic data occurs because too many projects either lack such info completely or have been classified as 'national' even though a breakdown by state would be possible 
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As a result, however, using AIMS data for analysis and planning 
is only possible in narrow limits  Moving forward, it is important 
to find refine guidance, improve support and comply better with 
international standards 

INCORRECT ATTRIBUTION OF FUNDS
Current user guidance has led to the incorrect attribution of  bilat-
eral funding to multilateral partners and pooled funds  Donors 
have been asked to report only their bilateral contributions in 
AIMS  Donor allocations to UN agencies and pooled funds were 
reported by these organizations, rather than the donors who origi-
nally provided the funds  Therefore, AIMS counted implementing 
agencies – in particular UN agencies – as the original donors 
rather than recipients of  funds  In short, past guidance for AIMS 
has obscured the sources of  funding and limited the transpar-
ency of  financial flows  

In this context, it is useful to note that more than 90 percent of  UN 
agency activities are financed by bilateral donors   UN agencies 
have very little funds of  their own 

A comparison of  AIMS data with the OECD statistics illustrates 
the extent of  misattribution  According to OECD data for calendar 
year 2012, 94 percent of  aid for South Sudan came from bilat-
eral sources and only 6 percent from multilateral partners  AIMS 
data for fiscal year 2012/13, however, incorrectly suggests that 50 
percent came from bilateral donors and 50 percent from multilat-
eral partners, such as UN agencies (T20, T21)  By confusing the 
source of  funds, AIMS reports led stakeholders to misunderstand 
who provides aid and how to improve effectiveness   

Misattribution also occurs because aid is classified according to 
national sectors and programmes in AIMS that have no equivalent 
in international classification  The limitations of  an approach that 
only uses national sectors are outlined further below  

NON-STANDARD DEFINITIONS
Key definitions in AIMS are not fully compliant with international 
reporting standards  Given that AIMS is meant to track the flow 
of  aid, it is important to define them clearly  In the case of  South 
Sudan, non-standard definitions have contributed to poor data 
quality and misunderstandings that complicated dialogue 

International standards and definitions
International definitions for aid reporting have been established 
by the OECD several decades ago and refined ever since in the 
so-called Creditors Reporting System (CRS) Directives 7 The key 
terms the OECD and all its member states use to describe aid 
flows are (1) pledges,  (2) commitments, (3) disbursements and 
(4) expenditure  From a donor perspective, a typical aid process 
involves the following steps and definitions (see T22):

1  At their own initiative, or in response to calls for proposals, 
implementing partners  propose projects to donors that set 
out activities with a specified budget aimed achieving a spec-
ified purpose within a specified timeframe  

2  A donor agency may then make a commitment, i e  decide 
to fund the implementing partner’s budget  A commitment is 
defined as the firm written obligation by a donor government 
or official agency to provide a specified amount of  resources 
under specified terms and for specified purposes - often 
called grant or financing agreement  It is important to note 

T20: ATTRIBUTION OF FUNDS
Sources of  funding according to OECD statistics and AIMS5

T21: ATTRIBUTION OF FUNDS BY DONOR
Funding data from OECD vs AIMS (over / underreporting shown)

94%

50%

6%

50%

OECD 
2012 reference 
statistics

AIMS 
2012/13 
reported aid

Bilateral donors

Bilateral donors

Multilateral / pooled funds

Multilateral / pooled funds

Donor AIMS 2012/13 OECD 2012 Variation - / +

Sub-total bilateral 809.4 1,693.7

Australia 0.5 23.2

Austria 0.0 1.1

Belgium 0.0 1.2

Canada 12.8 55.8

Denmark 48.2 66.5

Finland 0.0 5.7

France 4.6 3.3

Germany 36.3 33.1

Ireland 0.0 8.2

Italy 0.0 9.6

Japan 22.2 126.3

Korea 0.0 85.8

Luxembourg 0.0 0.7

Netherlands 71.9 90.9

Norway 69.2 94.7

Spain 4.1 2.0

Sweden 34.9 80.3

Switzerland 6.6 12.6

United Kingdom 53.5 161.6

United States 444.7 831.2

Sub-total multilateral 647.2 166.7

EU Institutions 130.3 70.49

GAVI 0.0 2.6

Global Fund 70.6 48.0

UNAIDS 0.0 0.5

UNDP 64.9 4.0

UNFPA 15.0 2.9

UNHCR 8.3 17.3

UNICEF 117.2 7.9

UNPBF 0.0 2.5

WFP 127.6 0.0

WHO 28.6 0.5

World Bank 1.5 10.0

[7] For more information on OECD aid statistics and the CRS directives visit www oecd org/development  
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that commitments often cover project costs for several years, 
especially for development projects 

3  Based on the commitment, the donor then makes disburse-
ments over time to the implementing partner so it can pay for 
agreed activities  Disbursements are defined as the place-
ment of  resources at the disposal of  an implementing agency 

4  Implementing partners use these resources to finance their 
expenditures  Expenditures are usually financial outlays 
for goods, services or salaries – as evidenced by invoices, 
receipts or other such documents 

While the guidance for AIMS uses definitions for disbursements 
and expenditures that are very similar to international standards, 
it does not employ the terms budget or commitment  Rather, AIMS 
uses the idea of  “allocation” which has no equivalent in interna-
tional standard definitions and contributes to misreporting 

Difficulties with the concept of allocation in AIMS
AIMS guidance asks donors to provide regular data on aid allo-
cations, defined as the “volume of  indicative or firmly budgeted 
funding earmarked to a specific programme or activity” per year  
There are three key problems with the concept of  “allocations”:

1 . Mixing concepts: When asking for “firm or indicative” funding 
information for a specific programme or project activity, the 
concept of  allocation combines the idea of  a pledge (indica-
tive) and a commitment (firm)  While a commitment can be 
associated with a specific programme or activity, a pledge 
or indicative funding info – which is non-binding and non-
specific – largely cannot  Given their uncertain nature, indica-
tive funding data can only be associated with a sector, if  at all  
Further complicating matters, some donors have interpreted 
allocations to mean the budget of  implementing partners  
Due to the unclear concept of  allocation, many donors have 
difficulties in identifying the data they should provide in AIMS   

2 . Asking for more than can be known: Given its unclear defi-
nition, problems arise when requesting information on alloca-
tions for future years  For example, donors do know how much 
funding they originally committed to existing projects, how 
much of  it they disbursed already, and how much is still to be 

disbursed for the remainder of  ongoing projects  Donors often 
do not know, however, how much funding their government will 
make available for new projects in future years (T23)  Typi-
cally, donors agencies are only able to provide such informa-
tion once their parliaments have approved their aid budgets  
Future aid is also difficult to estimate because much of  it has 
tended to come from humanitarian budgets, which are allo-
cated to the world’s major emergencies at short notice  As 
such, past guidance asked for data that is not fully available 

3 . Raising inaccurate expectations: Further, the request for 
annual allocations has fostered the impression that all aid is 
available for reallocation to priority programmes and activities 
at the start of  a fiscal year  This is not the case  Funds that 
have already been committed – often for multi-year projects 
approved by the IMAC – cannot be reallocated  Only new 
funds that have not yet been committed can be subject to a 
discussion about their allocation (to the extent that they are 
not purely dedicated to humanitarian emergencies)  

Limitations of national budget sectors and programmes
Current user guidance asks donors to break down aid according 
to sectors and programmes defined in the national budget  Clas-
sifying funds by national sector and programme is useful so that 
donor and Government budgets can be compared  For example, 
in order to allocate Government resources efficiently, it is impor-
tant to know how much donors have committed to the health 
sector and if  Government should spend more or less  

However, it is important to acknowledge that relying on national 
sector classifications alone renders South Sudan’s aid data diffi-
cult to compare with other countries  Most donors use OECD 
sectors to classify their aid  The OECD classification has been 
developed over many years, and is accompanied with clear 
guidance and examples on how to break down aid   The South 
Sudanese sector classification does not provide such guidance 
and still remains incomplete  As a result, donors have difficulties 
classifying their aid in AIMS and it becomes less useful for the 
Government’s budget process  

T22: TYPICAL FUNDING PROCESS 

Steps and aid flows for a multi-year projects in US$ thousands

Steps and flows Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year3 Sum Description

[1] Budget 500 500 750 250 2,000 Implementer proposes project, incl. multi-year budget

[2] Commitment * 2,000 2,000 Donor signs grant agreement, covering multi-year budget

[3] Disbursement 1,000 1,000 2,000 Donor disburses funds to implementing partner in instalments

[4] Expenditure 500 750 500 250 2,000 Implementer uses disbursed funds to pay project expenditure

* According to OECD standards, commitments are considered to be made at the date a grant agreement is signed  For aid tracking purposes, commitments are to be reported in full on the 
signing date, regardless of  when disbursements are expected  In particular, a commitment is not the same as the amounts expected to be disbursed before the end of  a year 

T23: FUTURE FUNDING - WHAT CAN BE KNOWN

Type of info Extent Explanation

Future funding for  
existing projects Fully   

For existing projects, donors know how much aid was committed (see box above), how much of  it was disbursed, 
and how much remains to be disbursed in future years during the lifetime of  a project.

Future funding for  
new projects Partly 

How much aid will be committed in future years cannot be known with certainty because (1) donors need to await 
approval of  overall aid budgets by parliament, (2) commitments only count once grant agreements are signed, (3) 
funding from humanitarian budgets fluctuates as it is allocated to the world's emergencies at short notice.
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LACK OF CLARITY ABOUT THE SCOPE OF AIMS
Insufficient clarity about the scope of  AIMS – the range of  issues 
it should tackle – has contributed to reporting problems  In order 
to make a complex system like AIMS work in a low-capacity 
context, it may be better to restrict its scope  The key issues are 
whether AIMS should track donors or also implementing partners, 
and whether AIMS should help track aid or also plan aid 

Tracking donors or implementing partners  
Currently, AIMS attempts to track both donor and implementing 
partner activities with limited success  Donors are asked to report 
on their bilateral aid, while implementing partners – in particular 
UN agencies – report on projects financed with multilateral donor 
contributions  As discussed under the misattribution of  funds 
above, AIMS thus treats UN agencies (and local pooled funds) as 
if  they were the original donors  

The attempt to track both donors and implementers creates 
challenges  First, because more organizations have to report via 
AIMS, user numbers increase and user support becomes more 
challenging  Second, because UN agencies do not have to report 
where their resources came from – it is difficult to verify the flow 
of  funds and avoid double-counting  Limiting AIMS to tracking 
financial transactions of  donors would reduce the number of  data 
providers, facilitate support and improve data quality 

Tracking aid or planning aid
At the moment, AIMS is used to track both existing projects and 
to gather information on possible future assistance, both with poor 
results  As explained above, it should be possible to accurately 
track existing projects and finances – existing commitments, 
remaining disbursements, and remaining expenditures until the 
end of  the project  To some extent, this information already helps 
to plan aid, because it clarifies which existing projects will receive 
disbursements until when  

However, for a number of  reasons – including the high share of  
short-term humanitarian aid – it is difficult to know how much new 
funding South Sudan will receive in the future  While many donors 
make an effort to provide indicative information on new funding, 
AIMS is not well suited to track such data because the system 
requires a lot of  detail that is not available until indicative funding 
is translated into commitments for specific projects  As such, it 
may be more efficient to limit AIMS to tracking existing projects 
and find simpler ways of  gathering information about future aid     

CONSTRAINTS IN USER SUPPORT
At the moment, donor agencies and the Ministry of  Finance do 
not have sufficient capacity to adequately support aid reporting, 
despite the importance of  AIMS data for accountability, planning 
and coordination  Many donor agencies do not have enough staff  
to prioritize aid reporting  Others often delegate the task to junior 
staff  and management provides little oversight  The key chal-
lenge, however, is the frequent rotation among donor staff  using 
and overseeing AIMS data, which renders it difficult to maintain 
engagement and standards  As a result, data quality remains 
poor and Government-donor dialogue suffers  

The Ministry of  Finance, as the custodian of  AIMS, has currently 
only very limited capacities to support data entry, validation and 
analysis   (In this context, it is worth noting that donors are dedi-
cating considerable resources to support humanitarian coordina-

tion on the ground, including financial tracking and analysis, while 
hardly any resources are dedicated to aid management overall ) 
Greater support capacity in the Ministry would contribute to better 
data quality and aid coordination  For example:

• More capacity is needed to work with each donor agency 
on identifying and documenting the type of  information they 
should report via AIMS 

• More capacity is necessary to verify information in AIMS against 
data in other publicly available statistics and databases 

• Additional capacity is required to support data entry for non-
resident donor agencies or donor agencies with a very limited 
presence in Juba 

• Extra capacity is needed to analyse, visualize and dissemi-
nate information from AIMS, both at the national and state level 
(where information on aid is particularly scarce) 

SHORTCOMINGS OF THE SYSTEM
In its current version, AIMS has a number of  shortcomings that 
have contributed to weak data quality and poor user-friendliness  
Many of  these should be addressed through an upgrade of  the 
system scheduled for the first quarter of  2014 

No public access to AIMS data
In the past, AIMS data was not public  Users had to register before 
being able to access the system and their registration had to be 
approved by the Ministry of  Finance  Even when registered, the 
complexity of  the database meant that most users were unable 
to extract even the most basic information  Consequently, the 
system contributed little to improving transparency and oversight 

Further, for all donors using the system, data access was 
restricted to their own aid portfolios  It was impossible to easily 
analyse all aid flows or verify whether donor contributions had 
already been reported by implementing partners  As a result, the 
usefulness of  the systems was limited and the risk of  double-
counting increased 

Complexity and user-friendliness
Overall, the complexity of  the previous AIMS version was high, 
while user-friendliness was low  For example, many forms were 
not clearly structured, different labels were used for the same 
type of  data in different forms, and data export was a challenge 
for most users  Consequently, many users did not sufficiently 
engage with the system, and paid limited attention to data quality 

Inability record funding by implementer within a project
In the previous version of  AIMS, it was not possible to record 
funding for different implementers, if  a project had more than one 
implementing agency  Funding flows could only be differentiated 
by donor agency within a project, but not by recipient  Therefore, 
accurately tracking some of  the financial flows was difficult 

Relevant information not collected inside AIMS
In the past, it was not possible to collect much needed informa-
tion inside AIMS  For example, information on aid effectiveness 
or the breakdown of  budgets by chapter had to be collected via 
extra spreadsheets and forms, leading to extra work and errors 
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WAY FORWARD
Making aid reporting clearer, more accurate and more useful in 2014

Better data on aid flows is important for decision makers and 
other stakeholders  It helps donors make decision on how to 
allocate new funds  It helps Government make decisions on how 
to allocate national resources  It assists all stakeholders in under-
stand ing who provides funding for what and where  Better data 
allows everyone to understand which projects work efficiently and 
which ones do not   Based on the data quality assessment and 
consultations with stakeholders during the New Deal process, 
several steps will be taken in 2014 to make aid reporting clearer, 
more accurate and useful 

IMPROVING THE SYSTEM
The version of  AIMS used in South Sudan since 2010 has since 
been superseded by ten updates  Over the course of  2013, the 
Ministry of  Finance worked with the supplier, the Development 
Gateway Foundation, to finally prepare an upgrade so that users 
can take advantage of  any improvements  The new version should 
enhance performance and ease of  use  It will enable donors to 
break down funding by implementer more accurately  It will allow 
donors to report on aid effectiveness indicators and other matters 
inside the system, rather than in separate spreadsheets  With the 
upgrade, the Ministry will make all AIMS data publicly accessible 
so that aid information is more transparent      

IMPROVING GUIDANCE
The Ministry will also use the AIMS upgrade to improve definitions 
and reporting instructions so that users have a clearer and shared 
understanding of  what should be reported  Over the course of  
2014, the Ministry will work jointly with partners to refine the basic 
ideas outlined below 

Clearer attribution of funds to donors
In the new AIMS, improved guidance will ensure that aid is accu-
rately attributed to the donors who provide the funds, rather than 
the implementers who receive them  For example, UN agencies 
and local pooled funds will no longer report on funds from donors 
as if  they were their own  Instead, donors will have full control over 
reporting on their commitments and disbursements  As a result, 
the sources of  funding would be more transparent, coordinating 
reporting becomes easier, and double-counting would decrease 

Standard definitions
In the new AIMS, the Ministry of  Finance will adopt international 
standard definitions and classifications for aid tracking, based 
on the OECD CRS Reporting Directives  Donors will be asked to 
report on their commitments, disbursements and implementers' 
expenditures  It will no longer be necessary to report allocations  

One important implication is that commitments - including multi-
year commitments - will be recorded in full on the day grant 
agreements are signed regardless of  when funds are disbursed  
In order to measure actual financial performance against original 
plans, AIMS will also track originally agreed budgets, as well as 
disbursement and actual expenditures  As a result, figures in 
AIMS can be more closely compared to those in donors' and 
implementers own financial management systems and interna-
tional statistics 

The new AIMS will also allow donors to use OECD DAC standard 
classifications when breaking down aid flows by sector  The 
detailed OECD guidance and examples are likely to improve the 
accuracy of  reports  In this context, it will also be important to 
correctly mark humanitarian funding in line with international guid-
ance, rather than (mis)attributing it to development sectors  The 
system will then enable analysis by OECD and national sectors in 
order to maintain compliance with national standards and while 
improving international comparability  

IMPROVING SUPPORT
Better data on aid flows cannot be generated without more donor 
engagement and greater capacity in the Ministry of  Finance  
Given the frequent rotation among resident donors and the signifi-
cant number of  non-resident donors, improving support capacity 
in the Ministry of  Finance is particularly important  Ministry staff  
will have to improve support for several issues:

• Work with donor staff  to identify, agree on and document rele-
vant data in their financial management systems for AIMS  

• Train incoming donor staff  regularly on the use of  AIMS 

• Verify AIMS data against other public statistics and databases 

• Support data entry for non-resident and capacity-constrained 
donors 

• Support aid coordination with more regular and analyical AIMS 
reports, online and offline 

Providing support to a broader range of  partners - so that aid 
management becomes a meaningful service - will require addi-
tional resources, however modest  

IMPROVING COMPLIANCE
Better aid data also requires a genuine commitment to improve 
reporting compliance  During the New Deal consultation process 
in 2013, all donors and partners recognized the need to step up 
their efforts once the new AIMS version is deployed  The intention 
was to ensure that 80 percent of  development partners provide 
disaggregated data on commitments, disbursements and expen-
ditures within the deadlines of  the budget process  Further, 70 
percent of  development partners should provide indicative 3-year 
forward spending estimates for aid disbursements to South 
Sudan, within the deadlines of  the budget process  As much as 
possible, the Ministry of  Finance will support donors in achieving 
these goals, including through donor-by-donor guidance, train-
ings and data entry  Everyone needs to step up 

IMPROVING USE
Better aid information should be of  more use for all stakeholders  
In order to encourage increased engagement with the Ministry of  
Finance will make AIMS reports public, more regular and easier to 
understand  Currently, the annual donor book constitutes the only 
report on international assistance to South Sudan  In the future, 
such reports will be issued at least twice a year, complemented 
with short analytical pieces and easy access to AIMS data for all 
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Over the past 18 months, the Government of  South Sudan, devel-
opment partners and civil society have been implementing the 
New Deal for Engagement in Fragile States, a multi-year process 
aimed at better assisting countries in overcoming fragility  The 
crisis that broke out on 15 December 2013 disrupted the New 
Deal process before its foundations have been completed in full  
To help inform post-conflict planning – and provide insights for 
the process in other countries – this note briefly describes the 
process to date and suggests first lessons learned  

THE g7+ AND THE NEW DEAL
In 2011, South Sudan volunteered to be a pilot country for the 
implementation of  the New Deal  Concluded in Busan, Korea, the 
New Deal is a global agreement between development partners 
and fragile states on how to provide more appropriate support  
Based on Peace- and Statebuilding Goals (PSGs),1 as well as 
Focus and Trust principles that matter most in crisis and post-
conflict transitions, the New Deal puts these countries in charge 
of  finding their own pathways out of  fragility – beginning with a 
national assessment and followed by a compact with partners 
on the way forward  It also suggests actions to build more trust 
between governments, civil society and partners through more 
effective management of  aid and local resources  The New Deal 
was the result of  advocacy from the g7+ group of  fragile states, 
a voluntary association of  countries in conflict or transition  South 
Sudan has been a member of  the g7+ since 2010   

FRAGILITY ASSESSMENT
Considered the first step in implementing the New Deal, South 
Sudan’s Fragility Assessment was a country-led exercise to iden-
tify the causes of  fragility and begin formulating a response  At 
the initiative of  the Ministry of  Finance, a multi-day assessment 
workshop brought together about 100 participants in Juba in 
August 2012, including the Vice President, Ministers and other 
decision-makers from the national and state governments, civil 
society, academia and development partners  In focus groups, 
stakeholders debated the drivers of  fragility, progress since the 
2005 Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA), and key chal-
lenges moving forward  Validated in November, a report published 
by the Ministry of  Finance articulated the emerging common 
view on these aspects, complemented by quantitative data on 
key PSG indicators  In a concise form, the report offered a first 
South Sudanese – rather than outsiders' – perspective on fragility,  
received broad attention, and inspired other g7+ countries  

Main Findings
Many, if  not all the main findings of  the Fragility Assessment 
remain valid even today  Acknowledging initial progress, it indi-
cated that South Sudan had struggled to emerge from crisis on 
most peace- and statebuilding dimensions  The Assessment 
suggested that, during the rebuilding and reform phase, key 
priorities should include sustainable internal political settlements, 
the transformation of  the security sector, reform of  justice and 
accountability institutions, the creation of  a less oil-dependent 
economy and strengthened capacity for public financial manage-
ment and service delivery 2 Amplified by the recent crisis, all 
these challenges not only persist but continue to remain among 
the most important ones 

COMPACT DEVELOPMENT
In April 2013, at the South Sudan Economic Partners Conference 
in Washington, members of  the Government and development 
partners proposed to develop a New Deal Compact  Following 
a prolonged oil shutdown, recurring insecurity and unaddressed 
governance challenges, the proposal stemmed from a shared 
recognition that shocks and risks would continue to impact South 
Sudan’s development journey  A strengthened framework of  
cooperation between the Government, civil society and partners 
to address such challenges strategically through the political and 
development agenda was therefore considered indispensable 

Overall Goals
With regard to its overall goals, the Compact intended to unite 
Government, development partners and civil society in addressing 
key peace- and statebuilding challenges and improving aid effec-
tiveness  To accelerate progress towards South Sudan’s broad 
plans and strategies, the Compact would help organise resources 
around a more concise set of  strategic priorities for an initial 
period of  three years  Building on the Fragility Assessment, these 
priorities would emerge from broad stakeholder consultations  
Primarily envisioned as a framework for mutual accountability, the 
Compact would provide a shared agenda and basis of  enhanced 
dialogue on issues that matter most for overcoming fragility  

THE NEW DEAL PROCESS
Overview of  the process and lessons learned

[1] The peace- and statebuilding goals are legitimate politics, security, justice, economic foundations, and revenue and services  [2]  While some initially suggested the Assessment should have 
had a stronger emphasis on the macro-economic framework, the current crisis leads most observers to conclude that an even greater focus on national identity, peace and security is required 

Impressions from consultations in on the New Deal Compact in 10 States 
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Funding Mechanisms
To increase its effectiveness, the Compact was associated with a 
set of  funding mechanisms  Signalling a new quality of  engage-
ment – and in response to a key Government priority – these not 
only held the promise of  alleviating a sizable financing gap but 
also specifically aimed at increasing the use of  country systems 
in aid delivery, including through direct budget support  While 
funding instruments from the World Bank, IMF, AfDB and EU had 
individual sets of  conditions,  they responded to South Sudan’s 
burning fiscal challenges, recognized progress to date in fiscal 
reform and signalled willingness to jointly pilot new types of  aid 

Consultation Process
In order to establish Compact priorities and benchmarks, the 
Ministry and highly committed development partners pursued a 
bottom-up consultation process in two phases  Between July and 
November 2013, more than 1,000 stakeholders provided input on 
the Compact in more than 80 meetings and workshops  During 
this first stage of  consultations, a facilitation team travelled to all 
ten states and engaged nearly 600 local decision-makers on how 
Government and development partners should “change the way 
they do business” so that South Sudan overcomes fragility  For 
the first time since the CPA, the Compact gave the states – rather 
than only stakeholders in Juba – a direct stake in the design of  
a national development policy in what turned out to be the most 
wide-ranging consultation process in South Sudan since 2005  

Emerging Priorities
The priorities that emerged from the first phase of  consulta-
tions foreshadowed many of  the challenges underscored by the 
current crisis  Detailed in a State Consultation Report, the peace- 
and statebuilding issues on which stakeholders most demanded 
change included national reconciliation, security sector reform, 
justice and accountability, public financial management and infra-
structure investment  With regard to aid, stakeholders asked for 
more transparency, consultation, responsibility, capacity-building 
and long-term engagement at sub-national level  Compounded 
by a conflict that has fractured the nation, these challenges are 
likely to remain at the heart of  South Sudan’s development journey 

Compact Document
In practice, the Compact was to be a concise document  In 
two parts, it would first articulate general principles, long-term 
goals in the identified priority areas and partnership modalities 
– followed by a matrix with 15 specific benchmarks for peace- 
and statebuilding priorities and aid effectiveness objectives, to 
be reviewed annually  Technical development has been led by 
the Ministry of  Finance, lead development partners and civil 
society representatives  Disrupted by a Government reshuffle 
in July, political oversight was provided by a steering committee 
chaired by the Minister of  Finance, and – to a lesser, but gradually 
increasing extent – the Council of  Ministers  

Impact of  the Crisis
As the strains in South Sudan’s political and economic system 
increased in November, Government and development partners 
decided to extend the Compact development process into 2014 
to consolidate the consensus on priorities at the national level  
Taking citizens and outside observers by surprise, the conflict 
that broke out on 15 December 2013 then violently demonstrated 
the country’s fragility and disrupted the Compact  The crisis now 
forces all stakeholders to rethink the New Deal process  
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The points below suggest first lessons from the New Deal imple-
mentation in South Sudan, until it was derailed by the national 
crisis that erupted in December 2013  While not comprehensive, 
they indicate that some of  the strengths of  the process remain 
relevant   At this juncture, the response should not be to conclude 
that the Compact is “irretrievably gone”  Rather, it should recog-
nize that an inclusive process has produced remarkably salient 
outcomes that contain a large dose of  truths that should be 
embraced, as well as clear indications of  the direction in which 
things should move now 

SENSIBLE FRAMEWORK 
With its focus on politics, justice and security, the New Deal offers 
a sensible framework for understanding the key issues burdening 
fragile states and South Sudan in particular  

SUCCINCT ANALYSIS  
The Fragility Assessment identified five challenges as South 
Sudan moved from crisis to reform stage, all of  which persist: 
sustainable political settlements, transformation of  the security 
sector, reform of  justice and accountability institutions, creation 
of  a less oil-dependent economy and strengthened capacity for 
public finance and service delivery 

COUNTRY-LED ASSESSMENT 
In South Sudan, the Fragility Assessment was most valuable in 
fostering a first local – rather than outsiders' – perspective on 
fragility, without demanding analytical complexity  Strengthening 
the local perspective – through broader consultations during the 
Fragility Assessment with communities, political assemblies, civil 
society, armed forces and political leaders – could have anchored 
the New Deal process even deeper among decision-makers    

LOCAL ENGAGEMENT 
For the first time in South Sudan’s short history as an independent 
nation, the priorities for a national development policy emerged 
from local consultations  In more than 80 events, over 1,000 stake-
holders were consulted on the Compact in all ten states  As such, 
engagement in the states was stronger than at the national level  

RIGOROUS PRIORITIZATION 
With ten peace- and statebuilding benchmarks for five goals, 
South Sudan’s Compact process has limited the number of  priori-
ties with a rigour which past exercises lacked 

EMPOWERING EXISTING POLICIES 
In South Sudan, a large number of  reasonable policy frameworks 
exists – including a development plan and aid strategy  But imple-
mentation is lacking  Rather than adding a new framework, the 
Compact was designed to empower existing policies by holding 
Government and development partners mutually accountable for 
the execution of  the most salient ones    

PRIORITIES FORESHADOWED 
During the state consultations, citizens most frequently demanded 
change in priorities which the current crisis has only amplified: 
(1) national reconciliation, (2) security sector reform, (3) justice 
and accountability, (4) public financial management and (5) infra-
structure investment   

OWNERSHIP AND LEADERSHIP
Although the New Deal is concerned with better international 
engagement, it also requires broad agreement on the nation’s 
challenges and the way forward  Essentially a political project, 
the process must therefore be led by institutions who can broker 
such a consensus  In South Sudan – as in other countries – the 
Ministry of  Finance helped to introduce the New Deal  But it was 
not able to effectively steer the process without commitment from 
all main political leaders  While buy-in among decision-makers 
in the states was significant – following the state consultation 
process – support for the New Deal at the national level remained 
insufficient and difficult to generate as the political system began 
to fracture over the course of  2013   

CIVIL SOCIETY ROLE
While civil society and non-governmental organization were a 
strong stakeholder in the Compact consultations, their represen-
tation in potential Compact oversight mechanisms - though even-
tually accepted by Government and development partners - had 
not yet been clarified     

CONDITIONAL FINANCING
The Compact was associated with funding mechanisms that 
aimed to increase the use of  country systems – a key Government 
priority  Many of  these mechanisms – especially budget support 
from the World Bank, IMF, AfDB and EU – came with conditions 3 
For a number of  reasons – including a lack of  local leadership 
and communication – these requirements became conflated with 
the Compact itself  and thus undermined broad support 

SIMULTANEOUS DESIGN CHALLENGE  
Rather than taking a bite-size approach, the Compact required 
the Government to simultaneously negotiate an IMF programme, 
a World Bank loan, an AfDB loan, a large EU grant and a complex 
new pooled fund  This would have been a challenge even for 
more developed countries that have long experience with these 
instruments and proved overwhelming 

EARLY-STAGE DISRUPTION 
The New Deal is a multi-year process  In South Sudan, a prom-
ising start has been interrupted by a crisis – inherent in the coun-
try’s fragility – before foundational elements were completed  
As political and reconciliation processes take hold, the robust 
elements of  the New Deal should be identified and taken forward 

LESSONS LEARNED
First insights and lessons learned from the New Deal process in South Sudan

[3] Approval of  an IMF Staff-Monitored Programme was seen as a trigger for budget support operations  The introduction of  a unified exchange rate – one of  its policy measures – held the 
promise of  eliminating a massive distortion - which allowed some to access foreign currency at the cheaper official rate - and setting macroeconomic incentives right  Not communicating this 
policy with a unified, clear and broadly understandable and compelling message right from the moment of  exchange rate unification was a blunder  The subsequent reversal of  exchange 
rate unification was the undoing of  the budget support operations, and hence of  the Compact, too, while redistribution to those with privileged access to foreign currency continues 
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ANNEX
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OECD STATISTICS
Total aid (development and humanitarian) in calendar year 2012 by donor according to OECD CRS statistics

Donor US$ million SSP million %

Sub-Total Bilateral 1,693.69 5,081.07 91.0%

Australia 23.15 69.45 1.2%

Austria 1.06 3.18 0.1%

Belgium 1.19 3.57 0.1%

Canada 55.80 167.40 3.0%

Denmark 66.47 199.41 3.6%

Finland 5.71 17.13 0.3%

France 3.34 10.02 0.2%

Germany 33.10 99.30 1.8%

Ireland 8.20 24.60 0.4%

Italy 9.56 28.68 0.5%

Japan 126.34 379.02 6.8%

Korea 85.79 257.37 4.6%

Luxembourg 0.73 2.19 0.0%

Netherlands 90.86 272.58 4.9%

New Zealand 0.00 0.00 0.0%

Norway 94.65 283.95 5.1%

Spain 2.04 6.12 0.1%

Sweden 80.31 240.93 4.3%

Switzerland 12.65 37.95 0.7%

United Kingdom 161.55 484.65 8.7%

United States 831.18 2,493.54 44.7%

Sub-Total Multilateral 166.67 500.01 9.0%

AfDB 0.00 0.00 0.0%

EU Institutions* 70.49 211.47 3.8%

GAVI 2.59 7.77 0.1%

Global Fund 47.98 143.94 2.6%

World Bank* 10.00 30.00 0.5%

IMF 0.00 0.00 0.0%

UNAIDS 0.48 1.44 0.0%

UNDP 3.99 11.97 0.2%

UNFPA 2.89 8.67 0.2%

UNHCR 17.34 52.02 0.9%

UNICEF 7.86 23.58 0.4%

UNPBF 2.54 7.62 0.1%

WFP 0.00 0.00 0.0%

WHO 0.48 1.44 0.0%

Total 1,860 .35 5,581 .05 100 .0%

Source: To access the OECD CRS aid statistics, visit stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=CRS1. In the case of  EU Institutions and the World Bank, 
information in this table has been complemented with data from www.worldbank.org and the UN OCHA Financial Tracking Service.
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OECD STATISTICS BY SECTOR
Total aid (development and humanitarian) in calendar year 2012 by sector according to the OECD CRS statistics

Sector Sub-Sector Programme US$ m SSP m %

Education, Total 76.35 229.05 4.10%

111: Education, Unspecified, Total 11110: Education policy & admin. mgm'nt 17.66 52.98 0.95%

11120: Education facilities and training 3.38 10.14 0.18%

11130: Teacher training 0.36 1.08 0.02%

11182: Educational research 0.00 0.00 0.00%

112: Basic Education, Total 11220: Primary education 44.31 132.93 2.38%

11230: Basic life skills for youth & adults 4.45 13.35 0.24%

11240: Early childhood education 0.00 0.00 0.00%

113: Secondary Education, Total 11320: Secondary education 0.00 0.00 0.00%

11330: Vocational training 3.59 10.77 0.19%

114: Post-Secondary Education, Total 11420: Higher education 2.36 7.08 0.13%

11430: Advanced tech. & managerial training 0.24 0.72 0.01%

Health, Total 214.12 642.36 11.51%

121: Health, General, Total 12110: Health policy & admin. management 6.34 19.02 0.34%

12181: Medical education/training 1.88 5.64 0.10%

12182: Medical research 0.00 0.00 0.00%

12191: Medical services 0.14 0.42 0.01%

122: Basic Health, Total 12220: Basic health care 85.82 257.46 4.61%

12230: Basic health infrastructure 85.14 255.42 4.58%

12240: Basic nutrition 9.22 27.66 0.50%

12250: Infectious disease control 0.03 0.09 0.00%

12261: Health education 0.30 0.90 0.02%

12262: Malaria control 23.06 69.18 1.24%

12263: Tuberculosis control 1.10 3.30 0.06%

12281: Health personnel development 1.09 3.27 0.06%

Population and 
Reproductive 
Health, Total

83.73 251.19 4.50%

13010: Population policy and admin. mgmt 1.27 3.81 0.07%

13020: Reproductive health care 28.33 84.99 1.52%

13030: Family planning 1.35 4.05 0.07%

13040: STD control including HIV/AID 34.65 103.95 1.86%

13081: Personnel dvpt: pop. & repro health 18.14 54.42 0.97%

Water and 
Sanitation, Total

60.59 181.77 3.26%

14010: Water resources policy/admin. mgmt 0.20 0.60 0.01%

14015: Water resources protection 0.00 0.00 0.00%

14020: Water supply & sanit. - large systems 1.90 5.70 0.10%

14021: Water supply - large systems 49.62 148.86 2.67%

14022: Sanitation - large systems 0.02 0.06 0.00%

14030: Basic drinking water and sanitation 6.29 18.87 0.34%

14031: Basic drinking water supply 1.47 4.41 0.08%

14032: Basic sanitation 0.00 0.00 0.00%

14050: Waste management/disposal 1.09 3.27 0.06%

Note: Sector specific education activities are included in the respective sectors, either in a specific education code such as Agricultural education or in a 
general code such as Communications policy/administrative management.
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Sector Sub-Sector Programme US$ m SSP m %

Government & 
Civil Society, 
Total

333.42 1,000.26 17.92%

151: Gov' & Civil Society-general, Total 15110: Public sector policy and adm. mgm'nt 52.59 157.77 2.83%

15111: Public finance management 21.89 65.67 1.18%

15112: Decentralisation/sub-national support 13.63 40.89 0.73%

15113: Anti-corruption organisations 1.13 3.39 0.06%

15130: Legal and judicial development 32.28 96.84 1.73%

15150: Democratic participation / civil society 32.28 96.84 1.73%

15151: Elections 0.00 0.00 0.00%

15152: Legislatures and political parties 2.75 8.25 0.15%

15153: Media and free flow of  information 11.26 33.78 0.61%

15160: Human rights 4.90 14.70 0.26%

15170: Women's equality organisations 2.28 6.84 0.12%

152: Conflict, Peace & Security, Total 15210: Security system mgm'nt and reform 12.94 38.82 0.70%

15220: Peace, conflict prevention & resolut'n 110.40 331.20 5.93%

15230: Non-UN peacekeeping costs 12.71 38.13 0.68%

15240: Reintegration and SALW control 12.52 37.56 0.67%

15250: Removal of  land mines and UXO 9.76 29.28 0.52%

15261: Child soldiers prevention and DDR 0.13 0.39 0.01%

Other Social 
Infrastructure & 
Services, Total

29.04 87.12 1.56%

16010: Social/welfare services 10.10 30.30 0.54%

16020: Employment policy & admin. mgm'nt 0.00 0.00 0.00%

16030: Housing policy and admin. mgm'nt 0.00 0.00 0.00%

16040: Low-cost housing 0.00 0.00 0.00%

16050: Multisector aid for basic soc. serv. 18.46 55.38 0.99%

16061: Culture and recreation 0.46 1.38 0.02%

16062: Statistical capacity building 0.02 0.06 0.00%

16063: Narcotics control 0.00 0.00 0.00%

16064: Social mitigation of  HIV/AIDS 0.00 0.00 0.00%

Transport & 
Storage, Total

55.18 165.54 2.97%

21010: Transport policy & admin. mgm'nt 45.04 135.12 2.42%

21020: Road transport 6.10 18.30 0.33%

21030: Rail transport 0.00 0.00 0.00%

21040: Water transport 3.65 10.95 0.20%

21050: Air transport 0.40 1.20 0.02%

21061: Storage 0.00 0.00 0.00%

21081: Educ./trng in transport & storage 0.00 0.00 0.00%

Communica-
tions, Total

0.27 0.81 0.01%

22010: Communications policy & mgm'nt 0.17 0.51 0.01%

22020: Telecommunications 0.00 0.00 0.00%

22030: Radio/television/print media 0.10 0.30 0.01%

22040: Information technology (ICT) 0.00 0.00 0.00%
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Sector Sub-Sector Programme US$ m SSP m %

Energy, Total 9.31 27.93 0.50%

23010: Energy policy and admin. mgm'nt 3.11 9.33 0.17%

23020: Power generat./non-renewable 0.00 0.00 0.00%

23030: Power generation/renewable sources 0.00 0.00 0.00%

23040: Electrical transmission/distribution 0.09 0.27 0.00%

23050: Gas distribution 0.00 0.00 0.00%

23061-5: Power plants 2.32 6.96 0.12%

23067: Solar energy 0.00 0.00 0.00%

23081: Energy education/training 3.78 11.34 0.20%

23082: Energy research 0.00 0.00 0.00%

Banking & 
Financial 
Services, Total

5.01 15.03 0.27%

24010: Financial policy & admin. mgm'nt 4.53 13.59 0.24%

24020: Monetary institutions 0.40 1.20 0.02%

24030: Formal sector financ. intermediaries 0.00 0.00 0.00%

24040: Informal/semi-formal fin. intermed. 0.08 0.24 0.00%

24081: Education/trng in banking & finance 0.00 0.00 0.00%

25010: Business support services 15.56 46.68 0.84%

Agriculture, 
Forestry, 
Fishing, Total

45.28 135.84 2.43%

311: Agriculture, Total 31110: Agricultural policy & admin. mgmt 4.64 13.92 0.25%

31120: Agricultural development 37.08 111.24 1.99%

31130: Agricultural land resources 0.75 2.25 0.04%

31140: Agricultural water resources 0.00 0.00 0.00%

31150: Agricultural inputs 0.00 0.00 0.00%

31161: Food crop production 0.23 0.69 0.01%

31163: Livestock 0.00 0.00 0.00%

31164: Agrarian reform 0.00 0.00 0.00%

31165: Agricultural alternative development 0.00 0.00 0.00%

31166: Agricultural extension 0.39 1.17 0.02%

31181: Agricultural education/training 0.00 0.00 0.00%

31182: Agricultural research 0.00 0.00 0.00%

31191: Agricultural services 2.19 6.57 0.12%

31194: Agricultural co-operatives 0.00 0.00 0.00%

31195: Livestock/veterinary services 0.00 0.00 0.00%

312: Forestry, Total 31210: Forestry policy & admin. management 0.00 0.00 0.00%

31220: Forestry development 0.00 0.00 0.00%

31261: Fuelwood/charcoal 0.00 0.00 0.00%

31281: Forestry education/training 0.00 0.00 0.00%

31282: Forestry research 0.00 0.00 0.00%

313: Fishing, Total 31310: Fishing policy and admin. mgm'nt 0.00 0.00 0.00%

31320: Fishery development 0.00 0.00 0.00%

31381: Fishery education/training 0.00 0.00 0.00%

31382: Fishery research 0.00 0.00 0.00%

31391: Fishery services 0.00 0.00 0.00%
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Sector Sub-Sector Programme US$ m SSP m %

Industry, Mining, 
Construction, 
Total

10.26 30.78 0.55%

321: Industry, Total 32110: Industrial policy & admin. mgmt 0.00 0.00 0.00%

32120: Industrial development 0.03 0.09 0.00%

32130: Small and medium enterprise dev. 0.53 1.59 0.03%

32140: Cottage industries & handicraft 0.00 0.00 0.00%

32161: Agro-industries 0.04 0.12 0.00%

32162: Forest industries 0.00 0.00 0.00%

32163: Textiles - leather & substitutes 0.00 0.00 0.00%

32164: Chemicals 0.00 0.00 0.00%

32165: Fertilizer plants 0.00 0.00 0.00%

32166: Cement/lime/plaster 0.00 0.00 0.00%

32167: Energy manufacturing 0.00 0.00 0.00%

32168: Pharmaceutical production 0.00 0.00 0.00%

32169: Basic metal industries 0.00 0.00 0.00%

32170: Non-ferrous metal industries 0.00 0.00 0.00%

32171: Engineering 0.00 0.00 0.00%

32172: Transport equipment industry 0.00 0.00 0.00%

32182: Tech. research & development 0.00 0.00 0.00%

322: Mineral Resources & Mining, Total 32210: Mineral/mining policy & admin. mgmt 0.08 0.24 0.00%

32220: Mineral prospection and exploration 0.00 0.00 0.00%

32262: Oil and gas 9.59 28.77 0.52%

32263: Ferrous metals 0.00 0.00 0.00%

32264: Non-ferrous metals 0.00 0.00 0.00%

32265: Precious metals/materials 0.00 0.00 0.00%

32266: Industrial minerals 0.00 0.00 0.00%

32267: Fertilizer minerals 0.00 0.00 0.00%

323: Construction, Total 32310: Construction policy and admin. mgmt 0.00 0.00 0.00%

Trade Policies 
& Regulations, 
Total

1.67 5.01 0.09%

33110: Trade policy and management 0.01 0.03 0.00%

33120: Trade facilitation 1.66 4.98 0.09%

33130: Regional trade agreements  (RTAs) 0.00 0.00 0.00%

33140: Multilateral trade negotiations 0.00 0.00 0.00%

33181: Trade education/training 0.00 0.00 0.00%

Tourism, Total 0.00 0.00 0.00%

Environmental 
Protection, Total

4.49 13.47 0.24%

41010: Environment policy and admin. mgmt 3.78 11.34 0.20%

41020: Biosphere protection 0.60 1.80 0.03%

41030: Bio-diversity 0.00 0.00 0.00%

41040: Site preservation 0.00 0.00 0.00%

41050: Flood prevention/control 0.00 0.00 0.00%

41081: Environmental education/training 0.10 0.30 0.01%

41082: Environmental research 0.00 0.00 0.00%

Note: In the case of  humanitarian aid, information in this table has been complemented with data from the UN OCHA Financial Tracking Service to 
account for contributions from EU institutions ($47m) and to ensure internal consistency within this document.
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Sector Sub-Sector Programme US$ m SSP m %

Other Multi-
sector, Total

35.16 105.48 1.89%

43010: Multisector aid 23.88 71.64 1.28%

43030: Urban development and mgm'nt. 0.00 0.00 0.00%

43040: Rural development 11.09 33.27 0.60%

43050: Non-agricultural alternative dvpt 0.00 0.00 0.00%

43081: Multisector education/training 0.16 0.48 0.01%

43082: Research/scientific institutions 0.04 0.12 0.00%

Budget Support 51010: General budget support 0.00 0.00 0.00%

Dev. Food Aid 52010: Developmental food aid 26.12 78.36 1.40%

Humanitarian 
Aid, Total *

829.16 2,487.48 44.56%

72010: Material assistance and services 368.30 1,104.90 19.79%

72040: Emergency food aid 411.40 1,234.20 22.11%

72050: Co-ordination; protection and support 22.60 67.80 1.21%

73010: Reconstruction relief  & rehabilitation 12.43 37.29 0.67%

74010: Disaster prevention & preparedness 14.42 43.26 0.77%

Admin. costs 91010: Admin. costs (non-sector allocable) 2.10 6.30 0.11%

Not specified 99810: Sectors not specified 22.75 68.25 1.22%

Total 1,860 .35 5,581 .05 100 .00%

Note: Distinguishing humanitarian from sector-allocable aid
Humanitarian aid are usually funded from appropriations dedicated to emergencies and their immediate aftermath and/or the prevention thereof  or 
preparedness therefore, and funding from such appropriations is the main criterion for reporting expenditure as humanitarian aid. 

* While OECD statistics group all humanitarian assistance in a limited number of  sub-sectors, UN statistics (see next page) provide a different and more detailed breakdown of  humanitarian 
aid by sector based on the global UN cluster system  The UN-adopted humanitarian sectors provide a better indiciation of  the use of  humanitarian aid than the more general OECD sectors 
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UN STATISTICS
Humanitarian aid in fiscal year 2012/13 by donor according to the UN OCHA Financial Tracking Service

Donor US$ million SSP million %

United States of  America 198.54 595.63 24.33%

European Commission Humanitarian Aid Office 118.14 354.42 14.48%

United Kingdom 78.77 236.32 9.65%

Japan 61.16 183.47 7.49%

Sweden 48.84 146.52 5.98%

Canada 39.25 117.75 4.81%

Germany 30.98 92.94 3.80%

Private (individuals & organisations) 27.36 82.09 3.35%

Various Donors (details not provided) 26.42 79.26 3.24%

Central Emergency Response Fund 25.56 76.68 3.13%

Norway 23.39 70.16 2.87%

Netherlands 23.33 69.99 2.86%

Denmark 19.48 58.44 2.39%

Australia 15.91 47.74 1.95%

Allocation of  unearmarked funds by WFP 14.38 43.13 1.76%

European Commission 9.68 29.03 1.19%

Switzerland 8.17 24.50 1.00%

Ireland 8.03 24.09 0.98%

Spain 6.59 19.77 0.81%

Belgium 5.26 15.77 0.64%

Finland 4.66 13.99 0.57%

Italy 3.80 11.40 0.47%

Allocation of  unearmarked funds by OCHA 3.75 11.24 0.46%

Luxembourg 3.66 10.97 0.45%

World Bank 3.27 9.81 0.40%

France 2.89 8.66 0.35%

Austria 0.97 2.91 0.12%

Allocation of  unearmarked funds by UNMAS 0.88 2.65 0.11%

Czech Republic 0.81 2.42 0.10%

Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation 0.63 1.89 0.08%

UN Administered Trust Fund 0.55 1.65 0.07%

Republic of  South Sudan 0.50 1.50 0.06%

Stromme Foundation 0.25 0.75 0.03%

Poland 0.15 0.46 0.02%

African Union 0.15 0.45 0.02%

Cuba 0.12 0.35 0.01%

Allocation of  unearmarked funds by FAO 0.10 0.30 0.01%

Estonia 0.07 0.20 0.01%

Allocation of  unearmarked funds by UNOPS 0.06 0.18 0.01%

Israel 0.05 0.15 0.01%

Allocation of  unearmarked funds by UNAIDS 0.05 0.15 0.01%

Bangladesh 0.03 0.15 0.01%

Total 816 .08 2,448 .24 100 .00%

Source: To access the UN OCHA Financial Tracking Service, visit fts.unocha.org. 
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Humanitarian Aid by Sector US$ million SSP million %

Agriculture 34.69 104.08 4.25%

Coordination and Support Services 110.20 330.59 13.50%

Economic Recovery and Infrastructure 13.48 40.43 1.65%

Education 24.71 74.12 3.03%

Food 148.00 444.01 18.14%

Health 130.20 390.59 15.95%

Mine Action 22.37 67.11 2.74%

Multi-Sector (Refugee Response) 162.86 488.57 19.96%

Protection/Human Rights/Rule Of  Law 30.82 79.26 3.78%

Safety And Security Of  Staff and Operations 0.37 1.10 0.04%

Sector Not Yet Specified 38.75 116.26 4.75%

Shelter and Non-Food Items 11.17 33.51 1.37%

Water and Sanitation 88.47 265.41 10.84%

Total 816 .08 2,448 .24 100 .00%

UN STATISTICS BY HUMANITARIAN SECTOR
Humanitarian aid in fiscal year 2012/13 by sector according to the UN OCHA Financial Tracking Service
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Indic What is measured Definition Source Overall Sector Donor

1: Aid is aligned with overall Government and sector policies and plans

1 1 % of  aid provided 
to SSDP priority 
programmes from total 
aid funding

Defined as those programmes 
identified as priorities for aid 
funding in the SSDP

AIMS % of  aid budgeted/
disbursed to SSDP 
Priority Programmes

% of  aid budgeted/
disbursed to SSDP 
Priority Programmes

% of  aid budgeted/
disbursed to SSDP 
Priority Programmes

1 2 % of  donors with a 
currently valid CAS 
submitted to RSS along 
with IMAC Form 1

Defined as the number CAS 
submissions to MoFEP

IMAC 
reporting

% of  donors which 
have submitted a 
CAS to MoFEP

N/A Donor has submitted 
a CAS to MoFEP 
(Yes/No)

1 3 % of  sectors with Sector 
Aid Financing Plans 
prepared by SWGs

Lead donor submitted a Sector 
Aid Financing Plans for the sector 
to MOFEP

IMAC 
reporting

% of  sectors which 
prepared a SAF 
and submitted it to 
MoFEP

Sector has 
prepared a SAFP 
and submitted it to 
MoFEP (Yes/No)

N/A

1 4 % of  aid operations over 
$20 million reviewed by 
the IMAC

Defined as the percentage of  aid 
operations with annual allocations 
over $20m reported in the AIMS 
that are reviewed by IMAC

AIMS* % of  aid operations 
over $20 million 
reviewed by the 
IMAC

% of  aid operations 
over $20 million 
reviewed by the 
IMAC

% of  aid operations 
over $20 million 
reviewed by the 
IMAC

2: Aid is managed by Government institutions and uses Government systems

2 1 % of  aid for which 
the government has a 
management role

Defined as where RSS is either a 
Chair or Co-Chair of  the Steering/
Management Committee for the 
aid operation

AIMS* % of  aid for which 
the government has 
a management role

% of  aid for which 
the government has 
a management role

% of  aid for which 
the government has 
a management role

2 2 % of  aid directly 
managed by 
Government institutions

Defined as where funds are 
directly managed by the ministry, 
whether by mainstream staff, 
contract staff  or PMU reporting 
directly to Government

AIMS % of  aid directly 
managed by 
Government 
institutions

% of  aid directly 
managed by 
Government 
institutions

% of  aid directly 
managed by 
Government 
institutions

2 3 % of  sectors with a full 
Sector Based Approach

Defined as where a sector has 
a clear policy and strategy; an 
elaborate Budget Sector Plan; 
a functioning M&E system and 
established donor coordination 
mechanisms

SAFPs % of  sectors with 
a full Sector Based 
Approach

Sector has a full 
Sector Based 
Approach (Yes/No)

N/A

2 4 % of  aid provided as 
LSS, RIDF or budget 
support

Defined as where funds are 
disbursed according to LSS/
RIDF framework or are disbursed 
directly into the government 
single treasury account

AIMS* % of  aid provided as 
LSS, RIDF or budget 
support

% of  aid provided as 
LSS, RIDF or budget 
support

% of  aid provided as 
LSS, RIDF or budget 
support

3: Aid is aligned with the Government budget cycle and is channelled through Government PFM systems

3 1 % of  donor agencies 
providing indicative 
MT sector level 
commitments

Defined as where a donor 
agency enters at least 2 year 
information into the AIMS by the 
deadline requested in the Aid 
Call Circular

AIMS % of  donor agencies 
providing indicative 
two-year sector level 
commitments

% of  donor agencies 
supporting sector 
providing indicative 
two-year sector level 
commitments

donor has provided 
indicative two-
year sector level 
commitments (Yes/
No)

3 2 Average of  year 2 and 
3 projections as a share 
of  Year 1 commitments

Average of  year 2 and 3 
projections as a share of  Year 1 
commitments

AIMS Average of  year 2 
and 3 projections 
as a share of  Year 1 
commitments

Average of  year 2 
and 3 projections 
as a share of  Year 1 
commitments

Average of  year 2 
and 3 projections 
as a share of  Year 1 
commitments

3 3 % of  donor agencies 
providing indicative 
allocations by the 
deadline in the budget 
process

Defined as where a donor 
agency enters 3 year information 
into the AIMS by the deadline 
requested by MOFEP (2011: 
planning meeting of  28-02-12)

MOFEP 
records

% of  donor 
agencies providing 
indicative and firm 
annual programme 
allocations by the 
deadline in the 
budget process

N/A Donor agency has 
provided indicative 
and firm programme 
allocations by the 
deadline in the 
budget process (Yes/
No)

3 4 % of  aid incorporated 
in detailed budget 
estimates and 
Appropriation Act

Defined as where aid allocations 
feature in the appropriation act

Approved 
Budget

% of  aid 
incorporated in 
detailed budget 
estimates and 
Appropriation Act

% of  aid 
incorporated in 
detailed budget 
estimates and 
Appropriation Act

% of  aid 
incorporated in 
detailed budget 
estimates and 
Appropriation Act

3 5 % of  aid disbursed to 
RSS Single Treasury 
Account

Defined as where funds are 
disbursed directly into the 
government single treasury 
account

Treasury 
Accounts

% of  aid disbursed 
to RSS Single 
Treasury Account

% of  aid disbursed 
to RSS Single 
Treasury Account

% of  aid disbursed 
to RSS Single 
Treasury Account

AID STRATEGY INDICATORS
How the South Sudan Aid Strategy measures aid effectiveness
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Indic What is measured Definition Source Overall Sector Donor

3 6 % of  aid managed 
through the Financial 
Management 
Information System

Defined as where aid is managed 
using the Freebalance FMIS, 
where reports are generated 
using the full RSS chart of  
accounts

AIMS* % of  aid managed 
through the Financial 
Management 
Information System

% of  aid managed 
through the Financial 
Management 
Information System

% of  aid managed 
through the Financial 
Management 
Information System

3 7 % of  aid using 
government 
procurement systems

To be determined AIMS* % of  aid using 
government 
procurement systems

% of  aid using 
government 
procurement systems

% of  aid using 
government 
procurement systems

3 8 % of  donors reporting 
expenditure on time to 
the AIMS on a biannual

Defined as the percentage of  
donors reporting expenditure 
on time as set out in the Aid 
Reporting Calendar

MOFEP 
records

% of  donors 
reporting 
expenditure on time 
to the AIMS on a 
biannual basis

N/A % of  donors 
reporting expenditure 
on time to the AIMS 
on a biannual basis 
(yes/no)

3 9 % of  aid audited by the 
Audit Chamber

To be determined AIMS* % of  aid audited by 
the Audit Chamber

% of  aid audited by 
the Audit Chamber

% of  aid audited by 
the Audit Chamber

4: Aid supports institutional capacity and systems

4 1 % of  aid provided for as 
Technical Assistance

To be determined AIMS* % of  aid provided 
for as Technical 
Assistance

% of  aid provided 
for as Technical 
Assistance

% of  aid provided 
for as Technical 
Assistance

4 2 Average wage on donor 
projects

Total wage bill divided by total 
staff  number for donor projects

AIMS* Average wage on 
donor projects

Average wage on 
donor projects

Average wage on 
donor projects

5: Aid is oriented to the achievement of outcomes

5 1 % of  major projects 
reporting on planned 
and actual activities & 
outputs in the SAFPs

Defined as the number of  project 
entries in the SAFPs above $2m 
which report on actual outputs

SAFPs % of  major projects 
reporting on planned 
and actual activities 
& outputs in the 
SAFPs

% of  major projects 
reporting on planned 
and actual activities 
& outputs in the 
SAFPs

% of  major projects 
reporting on planned 
and actual activities 
& outputs in the 
SAFPs

5 2 % of  annual aid 
allocations reported as 
spent in the AIMS

Defined as the percentage of  
donor allocations reported as 
spent

AIMS % of  annual aid 
allocations reported 
as spent in the AIMS

% of  annual aid 
allocations reported 
as spent in the AIMS

% of  annual aid 
allocations reported 
as spent in the AIMS

5 3 Average % project 
deviation in expenditure 
from plan

Defined as the average deviation 
between committed and actual 
spend by project

AIMS Average % project 
deviation in 
expenditure from 
plan

 Average % 
project deviation in 
expenditure from 
plan

Average % project 
deviation in 
expenditure from 
plan

5 4 % of  sector working 
groups or similar 
grouping that reviews 
sector performance 
annually

Defined as the percentage of  
sectors that conduct an annual 
review of  sector performance

SAFPs % of  sector working 
groups or similar 
grouping that reviews 
sector performance 
annually

% of  sector working 
groups or similar 
grouping reviews 
sector performance 
annually (Yes/No)

N/A

6: Aid is provided coherently and fragmentation is avoided

6 1 % of  aid provided 
through pooled funds or 
budget support

Defined as aid channelled 
through pooled mechanisms or 
budget support

AIMS % of  aid provided 
through pooled funds 
or budget support

% of  aid provided 
through pooled funds 
or budget support

% of  aid provided 
through pooled funds 
or budget support

6 2 % of  programmes 
disbursing more than 
$20m per annum

Defined as the percentage of  all 
programmes disbursing more \
than $20m per annum

AIMS % of  programmes 
disbursing more than 
$20m per annum

% of  programmes 
disbursing more than 
$20m per annum

% of  programmes 
disbursing more than 
$20m per annum

6 3 Average annual aid 
disbursement by a 
donor to a sector

Defined as the average 
disbursement by donors at the 
aggregate and sector level

AIMS Average annual 
donor disbursement 
to a sector

Average donor 
disbursement/
allocation to sector

Average donor 
disbursement/
allocation to a sector

6 4 Average number of  
donors in a sector

Defined as the number of  sectors 
in which a donor is disbursing 
funds

AIMS Average number of  
donors in a sector

Number of  donors in 
sector

N/A

6 5 Donor engagement in 
sectors in below $20m 
threshold

Defined as the number of  sectors 
in which a donor is disbursing 
under $20m per annum

AIMS Average number of  
donors engaged 
below the 20m 
threshold per sector 

No of  donors 
engaged below the 
20m threshold in the 
sector 

No of  Sectors donor 
engaged in below 
the 20m threshold

6 6 Number of  aid 
programmes

Defined as the total number of  
aid operations reported on in the 
AIMS

AIMS Number of  aid 
programmes

Number of  aid 
programmes

Number of  aid 
programmes

6 7 Average size of  aid 
programmes

Defined as the total aid 
disbursed in the year divided by 
total number of  aid operations 
reported on in the AIMS

AIMS Average size of  aid 
programmes

Average size of  aid 
programmes

Average size of  aid 
programmes
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