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Dear Reader,

As part of the ECA’s paperless policy, we would like 
to inform you that the Journal will no longer be sent 
in printed format from the May 2016 issue. You will, 
however, be able to access the journal from our website 
(eca.europa.eu), from where you can print it at your 
convenience. At the same time we will update the format 
to make the Journal easier to read on computers and 
mobile devices.

We will be happy to inform you about the latest edition 
of the Journal as soon as it is published. Please drop us 
a line to ECA-Journal@eca.europa.eu to be added to our 
emailing list.  Alternatively, if you would like to receive 
a link to the Journal together with other news from the 
ECA, we encourage you to subscribe to our monthly 
newsletter  via our website (eca.europa.eu).

Thank you for your continuing support for the Journal.
 
 

Rosmarie Carotti
Editor-in-chief



2
                   ECA’S FINANCIAL AND ECONOMIC GOVERNANCE AUDIT WORK 
  

03  Introduction
  By Milan Martin Cvikl, ECA Member and Dean of Chamber IV 

04  The role of ECA in relation to the EU response to the financial crisis  
  By Dr Louis Galea, ECA Member 

06  The financial and economic governance team is a very good example of the ECA  
  showing the necessary flexibility to address new policy challenges 
  Interview with Baudilio Tomé Muguruza, ECA Member in Chamber IV and reporting   
  ECA Member for three special reports: SR 18/2015 on the financial assistance provided to  
  countries in difficulties; SR 19/2015 on the technical assistance provided to Greece; and 
  SR  22/2015 on the European Securities and Markets Authority (ESMA)  
  By Rosmarie Carotti
  
08  Special report N°18/2015 
  Performance audit in focus: Financial assistance provided to countries in difficulties 
  By Mark Rogerson and Damijan Fiser

10  ECA’s report on technical assistance provided to Greece – example of a flexible audit  
  approach  
  By Kamila Lepkowska, Head of Task, Financial and Economic Governance team, Chamber IV
  
14  ECA audit of EU supervision of credit ratings agencies  
  By Daniela Hristova, team leader
   

***

16  Performance audit and evaluation in the policy cycle: building blocks for better policy  
  and regulation?  
  At the invitation of Alex Brenninkmeijer, ECA Member, and with the participation of Eduardo  
  Ruiz García, ECA Secretary-General, three academic experts and a European Commission official  
  presented their views on the role of performance audit and evaluation in the political decision- 
  making process
  1 March 2016
  By Rosmarie Carotti

18  FOCUS 
  - Special reports  Nos  22, 24/ 2015 &  N° 5, 9/ 2016
  - Hello to / Goodbye to
  - Veröffentlichung
      Prof. Dr. Bernhard FRIEDMANN 
    « Undenkbares denken – Nicht alles unter den Teppich kehren »

21  The European Court of Auditors' and the Polish Supreme Audit office's audit on the  
  results of the EU budget expenditure for the years 2014 to 2020  
  By Beata Błasiak-Nowak and Marzena Rajczewska, Advisors in the Polish Supreme Audit  
  Office’s Public Administration Department 

03

 

  
04 
 
 

 
06 
 

 
 
08

 

10

 

14

 
  
16

 

18

21

TABLE OF CONTENTS



3

         

This edition of the Journal focuses on the financial 
and economic governance work of the European 
Court of Auditors that have been an important part 
of Chamber IV’s portfolio of audit tasks.

The first article covers the development of the ECA’s 
approach in response to the challenge presented 
by the financial and economic crisis. Dr Louis Galea, 
Dean of the Chamber at that time, sets out the steps 
that the ECA has taken in this area and, specifically, 
on the creation of the Financial and Economic 
Governance project team.

It is followed by an interview with Tomé Muguruza, 
the reporting member for three audit reports. He 
sets out some common themes and lessons learned 
from the reports 

The next articles focus on reports from the Financial 
and Economic Governance project team led by 
Zacharias Kolias - the report on financial assistance 
to countries in difficulties, the report on technical 
assistance to Greece and the report on the 
European Securities and Markets authority. 

As can be seen the ECA’s work on economic and 
financial governance has developed considerably 
during the last three years. The creation of the 

ECA’s financial and economic 
governance audit work 

By Milan Martin Cvikl, ECA Member and Dean of Chamber IV

financial and economic project team has enabled 
the ECA to build its capacity to address some of the 
key issues facing the European Union. 

There are two broad priorities for the ECA in this 
area. The first is European economic governance. 
This covers the broad range of initiatives which 
collectively aim at detecting, preventing and 
correcting negative economic trends such as 
excessive deficit and excessive public debt levels. 
We will be publishing a report in April 2016 on the 
implementation of the excessive deficit procedure. 
In addition we are working on two other subjects - 
the macro economic imbalance procedure and the 
European Semester. 

The second priority is the banking union. Following 
our first report on the European banking authority, 
we are now auditing the single supervisory 
mechanism and are preparing for our audit 
obligation in respect of the single resolution 
mechanism. We are monitoring the developments 
in these mechanisms and hope to publish our first 
report on the single supervisory mechanism in 
autumn 2016. 

Looking to the future the ECA will endeavour to 
develop and further refine its approach and skills 
in the area of economic and financial governance. 
In this context it was my personal and professional 
pleasure to work with the team and to be the Dean 
of the Chamber responsible for this challenging 
task. The audit work concluded has confirmed that 
auditors within ECA, as one of EU institutions, can 
adapt to demands of the environment and are 
capable of contributing to an improved financial 
and economic governance of the European Union 
project.

Milan Martin Cvikl

Introduction
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The process of reflection by the ECA 
 
The financial crisis started in 2007 in the banking 
sector and subsequently had a negative impact on 
the sustainability of sovereign-debt, Euro stability, 
growth, and public confidence. Resolving the crisis 
required urgent and extraordinary measures at 
EU and Member State level. Reforms also  were 
necessary for longer term restructuring of Europe’s 
financial, economic and political governance 
frameworks.

The process of reflection by the ECA on these 
related developments started admittedly late, 
way after the first shock waves of 2007 and the full 
blown impact suffered in 2009. The first attempt to 
address the evolving scenario was made in 2011 
with the publication of a position paper titled 
‘Consequences for public accountability and public 
audit in the EU and the role of ECA in the light of the 
current financial and economic crisis”. 

This position paper marked an inflection point in 
the ECA’s attention to the evolving financial and 
economic governance roles played at EU level, 
registering the fact that a number of new measures, 
regulatory and financial instruments, and new 
entities were being developed or assigned new 
roles which required audit scrutiny and democratic 

The role of ECA in relation to the EU response 
to the financial crisis
By Dr Louis Galea, ECA Member

accountability. The paper highlighted the important 
link between the unfolding EU level response to the 
financial crisis and the important implications for 
the use of public funds in the EU. It also highlighted 
that the changes in the economic policy set-up of 
the Union raised new challenges for accountability, 
transparency and public audit.
This paper had a very important influence on three 
parallel processes that occurred in 2011 and 2012: 

Firstly, a wider debate was taking place both at a 
European (EUROSAI) and International (INTOSAI) 
level amongst Supreme Audit Institutions.  A 
simultaneous debate was also occurring between 
auditors and national parliaments and their 
respective specialised committees for public 
scrutiny over different aspects of economic 
governance, public finance, and banking 
supervision. A resolution of the Contact Committee 
of SAIs of the EU issued in 2012 summed up the 
concerns at the time, regarding the tasks and 
roles of external public audit in the light of the 
developments that where occurring. That same 
resolution saw the launch of a task force charged to 
give an in depth review of the developments and to 
inform all SAIs within the EU of their respective roles 
with regards to the evolving economic governance 
setup within the EU and the Eurozone.

Secondly, within the ECA, a process of reviewing its 
own strategic outlook for the period 2013-2017 was 
underway, and in this context the ECA was trying 
to determine its future role in relation to the rapid 
changes and developments that were taking place. 
The ECA identified the response to the financial 
crisis as one of the most important elements of 
change both in the immediate and the medium 
term. The strategy unravelled more questions 
than answers, and led to the ECA developing a 
new approach to dealing with rapid changes in its 
environment – Landscape Reviews. The first reviews 
undertaken where meant to study the emerging 
audit environment, the related audit coverage, 
possible gaps and also overlaps with other audit 
processes. The strategy also acknowledged the 
challenging role the ECA had to play in the context 
of new EU and other treaties, the strategic choices 

Dr Louis Galea, ECA Member

ECA’s financial and economic 
governance audit work 
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and performance under the Europe 2020 as well as 
the role EU institutions have in supporting Member 
States activities outside the framework of the TFEU. 

The ECA landscape review was subsequently 
undertaken and published in 2014, demonstrating 
the level of fragmented, complex, multi-party, 
multi-layered system of financial and economic 
governing structures, identifying a broad range of 
different legal structures, an array of entities, and a 
very inconsistent and at times weak level of public 
audit and democratic accountability.
Thirdly, a process of reflection started within 
Chamber IV which was traditionally assigned the 
audit responsibility for entities which had a direct 
relation to the financial crisis and its response 
(entities such as the ECB, different Agencies which 
included the EBA, ESMA and EFSA). Most of the 
Chamber’s focus back then was the financial audit 
of the annual accounts with very little emphasis 
on the performance aspects of their work. The 
first realisation in this respect was that the risk of 
failure of different EU level entities to perform their 
new and extended roles, was a risk to EU and all 
member States’ public finances, to the extent that 
it warranted a much more intensive, focused and 
specialist audit capacity within the ECA. 
  
A special project team

During 2013, the ECA set-up a special project team 
in order to build up its capacity in auditing the area 
of EU financial and economic governance (FEG). 
Members of Chamber IV, together with Mark Crisp 
the Director for Chamber IV and Zacharias Kolias 
responsible for heading the FEG project team, 
co-ordinated all aspects of team identification, 
selection and setup. The FEG project team was 
initially composed of eleven auditors from across 
the ECA with relevant profiles and expertise. This 
team undertook an intensive specialised training 
programme thanks to the equally focused effort 
from the professional development and training 
deparment that was able to source experts 
and develop the right training programme. An 
external recruitment of experts was organised to 
complement the internal expertise.
The FEG project team was assigned the 
responsibility for audits related to economic 
governance and coordination within the EU, 
developments related to the monetary and 
banking union (including developments in banking 
regulation, supervision and resolution instruments), 
macro-financial assistance provided to the EU 
Member States, together with the underlying 

reliability of statistics and information supporting 
key decision processes in all these areas.

I am proud to have contributed to this exciting 
development within the ECA and I have witnessed 
this team grow in their competences and their 
insight on these new and very challenging 
performance audit domains. The first audit reports 
that have emerged during 2015 have started to 
place the ECA in a position to address higher level 
risks and also identify opportunities if the risks 
can be avoided or at least controlled. I am sure the 
future work and insights the FEG project team will 
gain will continue to ensure the ECA’s important 
contributions to public accountability, good 
governance and democratic scrutiny at an EU level. 

The ECA in its own right must learn from this lesson 
and continue its reforms to ensure it is always 
ahead of the curve, preparing itself to meet the 
requirements of future developments in the EU, and 
having the necessary flexibility within to respond 
in good time. It should continue stressing the 
importance of it being not only part of an effective 
post-mortem evaluation process, but of an even 
more important early-warning system for policy 
makers and citizens alike.
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The financial and economic governance team 
is a very good example of the ECA showing 
the necessary flexibility to address new policy 
challenges

By Rosmarie Carotti

R. C.:  Sir, you are ECA Member in Chamber IV. A 
few years ago the portfolio of tasks of Chamber 
IV was extended to the area of financial and 
economic governance. You were assigned three 
important performance audits in this policy 
field. Were the audits in this new field a big 
challenge for the ECA?

Baudilio Tomé Muguruza: Yes, indeed. The crisis 
that hit Europe in 2008 changed many things in the 
governance of the European Union. The institutions 
played a very important role in addressing the crisis. 
There was a response from different levels: Member 
States, European Commission and Council. 

New supervisory bodies were put into place, 
the Banking Union was created and financial 
adjustment programmes were launched to assist 
countries in difficulties. The ECA could not ignore 
these developments. The new governance model 
for the EU was a big challenge for an institution like 
the ECA but it showed flexibility to address it.

Where earlier the ECA used to focus its performance 
audits on economy, efficiency and effectiveness 
very much linked to the implementation of the 
EU budget, in the new audits the focus changed 
towards the operational efficiency of the entities in 
delivering the expected policies. In other words, the 
focus was on the way such entities, for example the 
Commission or supervisory authorities, organised 
themselves in order to deliver the envisaged 
outcome.

R. C.:  How did the ECA develop its internal 
capacity to deal with complex topics such 
as the management of financial assistance 
programmes?

Baudilio Tomé Muguruza: Three years ago we 
decided to create a new financial and economic 
governance project team coordinated by ECA 
director Zacharias Kolias, and to develop the 
capabilities to address these audits. An internal 
call for interest was launched and twenty auditors 
from different chambers were selected for the so-
called “project team”. A specific training package 
was designed for them; seminars, lectures and 
workshops with practitioners from international 
institutions and academia were organised. For very 
technical aspects of the audits, we also contracted 
experts to carry out analyses on our behalf but 
always under our supervision and responsibility.

R. C.: Financial and economic governance is a 
very wide policy field indeed. 

Baudilio Tomé Muguruza: Already in 2014 the ECA 
had published a special report on the European 
Banking Authority (EBA), a new supervisory 
body in the banking domain. It was followed by 

Interview with Baudilio Tomé Muguruza, ECA Member in Chamber IV and reporting ECA Member for three 
special reports: SR 18/2015 on the financial assistance provided to countries in difficulties; SR 19/2015 on the 
technical assistance provided to Greece; and SR 22/2015 on the European Securities and Markets Authority 
(ESMA)

Rosmarie Carotti, Editor-in-Chief and Baudilio Tomé Muguruza

ECA’s financial and economic 
governance audit work 
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the ESMA report on how this body manages its 
task as regulator and supervisor for the Credit 
Rating Agencies. The ECA report on the financial 
assistance to countries in difficulties analyses 
how the Commission has addressed the running 
of the programmes and there is a report on the 
Commission’s task force to deliver and coordinate 
technical assistance to Greece. And soon we will 
publish a report on the excessive deficit procedure, 
which will be followed by reports concerning the 
Single Supervisory Mechanism, the European 
Semester and the Macro-economic imbalances. 
We are also auditing the financial assistance 
programmes for Greece.

R. C.:.  Who were the audited entities or bodies 
in the three audit reports for which you are 
the reporting Member? The Commission? The 
Member States? Other bodies?

Baudilio Tomé Muguruza: ESMA was a single 
audited entity. In the case of the technical 
assistance to Greece and the financial assistance 
provided to countries in difficulties the auditee was 
the Commission.

Basically we have audited the Commission but 
we have made what we call “fact finding visits” to 
Member States and other stakeholders like the 
ECB, the IMF and the OECD to collect relevant 
information. We have visited, for example, the five 
countries that received support from the financial 
programmes, the IMF and the ECB.  In the context 
of the Task Force for Greece we have visited Greek 
ministries, other stakeholders, the OECD and the 
IMF.

R. C.: What did the ECA find in these audits?

Baudilio Tomé Muguruza: In the field of 
economic governance we acknowledge that 
many things were well done, especially if we take 
into consideration the difficult environment. But 
we also identified weaknesses: the Commission 
has to improve its internal processes and we also 
recommend a thorough ex-post evaluation of the 
measures implemented in the programmes.

We found that initially the Commission was 
unprepared for the magnitude of the crisis. It 
still has to strengthen its procedures for the 
management of financial assistance. Nonetheless, 
overall, the assistance programmes have met their 
objectives.

The Task Force for Greece has proven to be a 
functional mechanism to deliver complex technical 
assistance but it lacked a clear strategy. Some 
projects were not well designed and it had only 
mixed results in terms of influence on the progress 
of the reforms.

In relation to ESMA we saw that it has laid down 
good foundations but that it is not yet fully 
effective.

R. C.: What is the general message?

Baudilio Tomé Muguruza: The EU institutions and 
bodies play a very important role in the EU project. 
I am confident that if the Commission implements 
our recommendations, it will be in a much better 
position to take responsibilities like these in 
future. We hope there never will be a crisis of that 
magnitude again but we have to be prepared. 
Now we have a comprehensive new institutional 
framework. We have new instruments at EU level 
for monitoring both fiscal magnitude and macro-
economic imbalances. We have the reform of 
the excessive deficit procedure, the new macro-
economic imbalance procedure, the European 
Semester. There are new regulators in the financial 
field.

R. C.:  What impact do you think the ECA reports 
will have?

Baudilio Tomé Muguruza: These reports have had 
huge media coverage but the real impact only can 
be obtained if the auditees, i.e. the Commission and 
ESMA, implement our recommendations.

We found however a lot of interest from 
stakeholders. As ECA Member I have myself 
presented some reports to the EU Council, to the 
European Parliament and national parliaments.

R. C.: Are you satisfied with the role of the ECA in 
the field of financial and economic governance?

Baudilio Tomé Muguruza: The ECA has spoken and 
published its Landscape Review. We are now in the 
process of a thorough reform at ECA level. 

The financial and economic governance team is a 
very good example of the ECA showing the needed 
flexibility to address new policy challenges.  I think 
we can be satisfied with the way we are acting, 
adapting and reacting in a very flexible way to the 
challenge of auditing a new policy field.
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New re sponsibilities for the ECA

Our institution has, in recent years, acquired new 
re sponsibilities in the area of EU financial and 
economic governance, and we have responded by 
building up the required internal expertise. This 
was our second special report published in this 
area, following the first on the European Banking 
Authority in 2014. 

In 2008, Europe faced a financial crisis which 
turned into a sovereign debt crisis. The sovereign 
debt crisis was a consequence of various factors, 
including weak banking supervision, poor fiscal 
policies, and the difficulties experienced by large 
financial institu tions, and the consequent bailout 
costs borne by the general public. The crisis 
swept across EU Member States in two waves, first 
affecting the non-euro area countries in 2008-2009 
and later spreading to the euro area itself. 

Our audit team examined the European 
Commission’s management of financial assistance 
during the crisis provided under the balance-
of-payments facility and the European Financial 
Stabilisation Mechanism, for which the Commission 
borrowed on the capital markets using the EU 
budget as guarantee. The audit encompassed 
the financial assistance paid to Hun gary, Latvia, 
Romania, Ireland and Portugal, with an emphasis 
on the Commission’s role in these pro grammes. 
Our auditors also examined the Commis sion’s 
cooperation with its partners — the European 
Central Bank (ECB) in Frankfurt and the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF) in Washington. They collected 
audit evidence through detailed paper reviews 
and documentary analyses, as well as interviewing 
staff of the Commission, national authorities, ECB 
and IMF. They did not audit the partners, or the 
decisions taken at the EU’s political level. 

Special report N°18/2015 
Performance audit in focus: Financial 
assistance provided to countries in difficulties
By Mark Rogerson and Damijan Fiser

The results of the audit

Our auditors found that the European Commission 
was not prepared for the first requests for financial 
assistance during the 2008 financial crisis because 
warning signs had passed unnoticed, which 
largely explains the significant initial weaknesses 
in its man agement processes. They identified four 
main areas of concern about the Commission’s 
handling of the crisis: the different approaches 
used, limited quality control, weak monitoring 
and shortcomings in docu mentation. By way of 
illustrating these weaknesses, our auditors found 
several examples of countries not being treated in 
the same way in a comparable situa tion and that 
in some programmes, the conditions for assistance 
were less stringent, which made compli ance easier. 
They also found that the Commission’s teams 
insufficiently reviewed key documents, that the 
underlying calculations were not reviewed outside 
the team and that the work of the experts was not 
thoroughly scrutinised and the review process not 
well documented.

However, the auditors found that the Commission 
did succeed in taking on its new management 
duties in managing assistance programmes 
which brought about reform, despite its lack of 
experience, which, given the time constraints, was 
an achievement. Moreover, they found that, as 
the crisis unfolded, the Commission increasingly 
marshalled internal exper tise and engaged with 
a wide range of stakeholders in the countries 
concerned, while later reforms also introduced 
better macroeconomic surveillance. The auditors 
also found a number of other positive out comes, 
for example the programmes met their objec-
tives, the revised deficit targets were mostly 
met, structural deficits improved and Member 
States com plied with most conditions set in their 

ECA’s financial and economic 
governance audit work 
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programmes, albeit with some delays. Programmes 
were successful in prompting reforms and countries 
mostly continued with the reforms required by the 
programme condi tions, while in four of the five 
countries the current account adjusted faster than 
expected. 

Our auditors noted that a number of weaknesses 
identified still persist and that the Commission has 
to strengthen its procedures for the management of 
financial assistance. We have made a number of rec-
ommendations to the European Commission, which 
are aimed at ensuring more robust management of 
financial assistance in any future calls for assistance 
by Member States in difficulties. 

From left to right: Didier Lebrun, auditor; Ignacio García de Parada, attaché; Kristian Sniter, auditor; Josef Jindra, team leader; 
Giuseppe Diana, auditor; Baudilio Tomé Muguruza, ECA Member; Adrian Savin, auditor; Daniela Hristova, auditor; Zacharias Kolias, 
director; Marco Fians, auditor; Daniel Costa de Magalhães, head of private office.

The report obtained wide coverage

The report obtained wide coverage particularly 
in the European media, but also in the United 
States and Australia. This report was presented to 
different committees and working groups of our 
stakeholders in the Parliament  and the Council by 
our Member responsible for the report, Baudilio 
Tomé Muguruza. In addition, Baudilio Tomé joined 
our President Vitor Caldeira in presenting the report 
to the Portuguese Parliament’s joint committees 
on Economy, Innovation and Public Works and 
European Affairs; and the auditors presented it to 
the European Stability Mechanism in Luxembourg, 
while further presentations are planned, including 
in the Member States, the IMF and the World Bank. 
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Flexibility is usually not the first concept which 
comes to people’s minds when asked about the 
features of a good audit. In reality, delivering 
pertinent findings requires a permanent readiness 
to adjust our working methods and reporting 
patterns.  In the field of financial and economic 
governance we often face challenges that test 
these skills. The need for adjustment might have 
to do, among others, with the ad hoc (and lightly 
regulated) nature of the policy instruments, 
dynamic changes of the policy priorities due 
to political volatility and, last but not least, the 
evolution of our own understanding of the audit 
subject’s complexities.  The audit on technical 
assistance provided to Greece, carried out under the 
supervision of the Reporting Member – Mr Baudilio 
Tomé Muguruza, offers a good example of how 
flexibility can be applied in an audit process.     

A comprehensive audit on the Commission’s 
involvement in Greece

In the summer of 2014, the Financial and Economic 
Governance team, headed by Zacharias Kolias, 

ECA’s report on technical assistance provided 
to Greece – example of a flexible audit 
approach
By Kamila Lepkowska, Head of Task, Financial and Economic Governance team, Chamber IV

began audit work on the European Commission’s 
intervention in Greece. The audit was intended 
to comprehensively cover the Commission’s 
management of the Greek Economic Adjustment 
Programmes, in particular their design, 
implementation and monitoring.  The audit scope 
under the heading “implementation” encompassed 
primarily technical assistance offered to Greece, and 
co-ordinated by the European Commission, in view 
of supporting the reform process as set out in the 
programmes. For organisational reasons, the audit 
works focused on this aspect of the audit scope 
during the first phase.

The complexity of technical assistance 

The first audit visits to the Task Force for Greece 
(TFGR) – a dedicated entity within the European 
Commission charged with co-ordination of 
technical assistance (TA) in Greece – revealed the 
full complexity of the exercise.  In this context, the 
participation of the audit team (as observers) in one 
of the regular “High Level Meetings” which gathered 
together Member States, Commission’s services, 
Greek authorities and TA providers to discuss 

From left to right: Theodoros Karantanos, auditor; Daniel Costa de Magalhães, head of 
private office; Kamila Lepkowska, head of task; Zacharias Kolias, director; Baudilio Tomé 
Muguruza, ECA Member;  Giuseppe Diana, auditor; Mirko Gottmann, auditor; Ignacio García 
de Parada, attaché; Efstathios Efstathiou, auditor

ECA’s financial and economic 
governance audit work 
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the detailed arrangements of their co-operation, 
proved very insightful. 

 The TFGR was established in the summer of 
2011 and focused on two objectives - supporting 
implementation of the reforms required by 
the economic adjustment pro grammes and 
accelerating the absorption of EU funds. TA was 
delivered by TFGR staff, as well as  experts from the 
civil service in other Member States, from interna-
tional organisations and from the private sector. It 
took a variety of forms: from ongoing support to 
the Greek authorities by resident experts, through 
studies, reports and dedicated workshops. In 
terms of substance, the assistance was delivered 
in 12 policy fields with a focus on taxation, public 
administration and business environment. The 
costs were covered directly by the Commission 
and through structural funds under shared 
management with the Greek authorities. 

The complex organisational and financing 
arrangements of the technical assistance meant 
that we had to take an individual (flexible) approach 
to auditing each project in the sample. The 
complexity and preliminary findings led us to the 
conclusion that the TA process is interlinked, but 
distinct from other activities of the Commission 
undertaken in the context of the Greek crisis. 
Therefore, based on the proposal of the Reporting 
Member, the Chamber decided to present the 
TA-related findings in a separate report, while 
continuing the work on the remaining aspects of 
the Commission’s involvement in Greece in view of 
a later publication. 

Audit visits vs. information gathering meetings - 
optimising added value for the audit

The underlying idea of the audit methodology 
was to analyse the technical assistance along the 
entire chain of its delivery and implementation. As 
a result, the work could not be limited to our main 
auditee (the TFGR), and was extended to cover the 
perspectives of other bodies and institutions: 

- Commission’s services other than the TFGR, 
but limited to those dealing closely in 
their everyday work with horizontal issues 
relevant for the delivery of TA or directly 
involved in management of some TA-projects 
(Secretariat-General; DG Employment, 
Social Affairs and Inclusion; DG Taxation and 
Customs Union; DG Regional and Urban 
Policy). 

- External providers of technical assistance: two 
international organisations (IMF, OECD) and 
one national development agency. 

- Ministry of Administrative Reform and 
e-Governance of the Hellenic Republic, which 
was responsible for implementation of certain 
TA projects under shared management. 

- Greek institutions involved in the TA process 
(General Secretariat for Coordination of the 
Hellenic Republic; National Centre for Public 
Administration and Local Government)
and a Greek research institute (Institute for 
Regulatory Policy Research). 

The broad coverage of perspectives included in 
the audit ensured a comprehensive and unbiased 
analysis of the TA process and its impacts. Yet, in 
some cases the ECA did not enjoy audit rights to 
carry out fully-fledged audit missions and request 
internal documentation from institutions involved 
in the TA process. This was the case, in particular, 
for the Greek authorities receiving the assistance 
and for some TA providers, whose contracts did 
not feature a clear clause safeguarding ECA’s audit 
rights. 

Despite limited audit rights1, we decided to launch 
a dialogue with the respective institutions on a 
voluntary basis and gained knowledge about their 
perspective on the TA process through information 
gathering visits. These meetings – similar to regular 
audit visits – were carried out based on pre-defined 
questionnaires, but the subsequent work relied 
primarily on qualitative analysis of the information 
received orally, rather than documentary review. 
Interesting findings could be also generated by 
comparing information received from different 
sources – the providers, recipients and co-
ordinators of the assistance. This experience shows 
that an individual and flexible approach to auditees 
can yield substantial added value to the audit.  

Audit criteria – looking beyond the legal base

As the TFGR was established as an ad-hoc entity 
in a situation of high urgency, it was lacking a 
detailed legal basis from which the audit criteria 
could be directly derived. Therefore, we required 
an alternative approach to identify benchmarks 

1 While recognising the limited audit rights in the contacts with 
external parties, we brought the attention of the Commission to 
the fact that all TA-contracts, financed or co-financed from EU 
funds, should have appropriate clauses to ensure full audit rights 
by the ECA.
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for assessing its activities. In this respect, the 
starting point was the TFGR’s mandate defined 
by the Commission (see the box below). In the 
auditing process we considered the mandate as an 
overall framework to verify, whether the actions 
undertaken by the TFGR were in line with the 
expectations set at the beginning of its functioning. 
However, we could not use the mandate as a source 
of criteria to assess operational efficiency of the 
TFGR. In this context we referred to international 
standards such as the OECD’s Paris Declaration on 
Aid Effectiveness and the strategy of the European 
Commission for its implementation (EuropeAid 
2008). Further criteria were derived from earlier 
reports of the ECA on technical assistance. Although 
these standards were not set specifically in the 
context of the TFGR, after a careful review, they 
proved very useful in structuring the audit work and 
in justifying our findings.

TFGR mandate  

The Task Force was charged with:

(1) Identifying and coordinating, in close cooperation with Greece and benefitting from input from 
other Member States, the technical assistance that Greece needs to deliver the EU/IMF adjustment 
programme;

(2) Assisting the relevant Greek authorities in defining the details of the kind of technical assistance to be 
provided;

(3) Recommending legislative, regulatory, administrative and if necessary (re)programming measures for 
an accelerated take-up of EU-funds (…);

(4) Preparing clear Terms of Reference for all technical assistance assignments which specify the nature 
and scope of the technical assistance (…) the budgetary and human resources, and the expected 
results, with milestones and delivery deadlines;

(5) Providing quarterly progress reports to the Commission and the Greek authorities as well as, on a 
need basis, more frequent alert reports. 

Reporting the results – a convincing structure

The decision to separately publish the findings 
related to technical assistance led to the need 
to reconsider the structure of the narrower 
report. While a classical design-implementation-
monitoring structure would be also possible, 
we ultimately decided to take a chronological 

approach. By this token, the first part of the 
report dealt with the set-up, institutional design 
of the TFGR and planning, in other words with 
arrangements that had been made mainly prior to 
the establishment of the entity. The second – and 
most extensive – part analysed the actual delivery 
of technical assistance in the light of the TFGR’s 
mandate. This section presented findings which 
dealt, among others, with co-ordination of the 
TA, design of contracts and reporting. The final 
section of the report looked at the results and 
impacts of technical assistance. Particular attention 
was therefore paid to what happened after the 
assistance had been delivered, that is, whether 
the recommendations were implemented and 
contributed to the progress of reforms. A summary 
of the audit’s findings is presented on page 13. The 
structure of the report ensured that it kept a close 
link to the TFGR`s mandate, while at the same time 
guided the reader through the entire process of 

ECA’s report on technical assistance provided to Greece – example 
of a flexible audit approach continued

TA delivery – from the establishment of the entity, 
through the operational functioning to the results 
and impacts of its work. 

Flexibility comes at a cost 

The approach applied in the audit on technical 
assistance to Greece was flexible in many ways. In 
this respect the decision to split the audit and 
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Key findings of the report on technical assistance to Greece

Section of the report Key findings

Part I – Set-up and 
institutional design

- The TFGR was set up very rapidly, but late compared to the launch of the programme. 
There was no comprehensive analysis of other options and no budget dedicated for TA 
purposes.

- The TFGR had no single comprehensive stra tegic document for the delivery and 
prioritisation of TA. In the absence of such a document, the TFGR worked with the Greek 
authorities ‘on demand’ and based on the programmes’ conditionality.

Part II – fulfilment of 
the TFGR mandate

- With some shortcomings the TFGR was overall successful in meeting this mandate.

- The TFGR established a varied system for TA delivery, mainly using external contractors. 
The system generated an increased need for coordination. Overall, the TFGR managed 
this well, despite deficiencies at project level.

- The TFGR applied a mix of TA deliv ery modes, which in some cases were not the most 
appropriate, given the nature of the services to be provided. Service providers were not 
selected on the basis of a comparative analysis of available options 

- The TFGR offered a balanced basket of measures to support the implementation of EU 
funds in Greece. 

- The scope of TA was on the whole in line with the conditions at tached to the Greek 
economic adjustment programme, but there were weaknesses in the design of the 
terms of references of some contracts. 

- The TFGR used the quarterly reports as one of its means of reporting on the progress of 
its work; how ever, these were published less frequently than required 

Part III – TA results and 
impacts

- The TFGR did not systematically moni tor the implementation or impact of TA 
recommendations.  Although implementation was a responsibility of the Greek 
authorities, close monitoring by the TFGR could serve the purpose of measuring the 
effectiveness of TA and, if necessary, adjusting its scope or means of implementation

- Good progress was made in all the audited policy fields. By November 2014, the TFGR 
had coordinated 118 TA projects in 12 policy fields.

- In terms of its impact on the overall progress of reforms in Greece, the TFGR achieved 
mixed results. There was good progress with regard to the implementation of Structural 
Funds. On the other hand, in the areas of pub lic administration and taxation TA was 
often only partially effective, i.e. it was not implemented by the Greek author ities as 
widely or rapidly as intended.

present the findings in two separate reports 
certainly stands out as the most significant. Yet, 
also in the way of approaching auditees, defining 
audit criteria and searching for an optimal report 
structure we tried to adjust as much as possible in 
view of generating the most pertinent findings. One 
needs to keep in mind, however,  that this approach 
comes indispensably at the cost of some additional 

resources. They need to be invested, among other 
uses, in specific researches, designing individualised 
check-lists for auditees and re-drafting the final 
report. It is therefore very important to have a clear 
agreement between the audit team, the hierarchy 
and the reporting member on how much flexibility 
is needed for the audit to deliver results, while 
remaining efficient in terms of resources.  
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The credit ratings agencies

In the aftermath of the 2008 financial crisis the 
credit rating agencies were criticised for having 
contributed significantly to the problems in the 
financial markets, for the lack of transparency 
in their assessments and for possible conflict 
of interest. At the same time, the impact of the 
assigned ratings became significant not only for 
companies and banks, but also for states. The 
European Commission responded to the gaps in the 
functioning of the credit ratings agencies (CRA) by 
revising the regulatory framework and by imposing 
stricter rules which would make the CRAs more 
accountable for their actions.

The European Securities and Markets Authority 
(ESMA), established on 1 January 2011 as part of the 
European System of Financial Supervision (ESFS), 
was given exclusive supervisory powers to register, 
supervise and sanction the CRAs' registered in the 
EU. 

ECA audit of EU supervision of credit ratings 
agencies  
By Daniela Hristova, team leader

The ECA's work

We reviewed how well the EU supervision of credit 
rating agencies was performed in the first three 
years of ESMA’s existence. The audit team started 
its work with the adoption of the audit planning 
memorandum in November 2014. The field work 
was concentrated in the first three months of 2015 
and involved a lot of visits to ESMA’s headquarter in 
Paris, but also information gathering visits to three 
credit rating agencies.  Our work was supplemented 
by the conclusions of two sets of experts who 
analysed CRA’s public disclosure of methodologies 
as well as disclosures made in ESMA’s online 
central repository on CRAs’ ratings performance 
and historical ratings. Our audit fact finding letters 
were sent out in May 2015 and the preliminary 
observations adopted by the Chamber in July 2015. 
The audit team undertook adversarial procedures 
with ESMA but also with the European Commission 
and the ECB for selected number of paragraphs. 

From left to right: Daniel Costa de Magalhães, head of private office; Christian Detry, auditor; Irene 
Madsen, team leader; Matthias Blaas, auditor; Baudilio Tomé Muguruza, ECA Member; Zacharias 
Kolias, director; Daniela Hristova, team leader; Adrian Savin, auditor 

ECA’s financial and economic 
governance audit work 
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Special report 22/2016 was adopted by CH IV in 
November 2015 and published in January 2016. 

Our overall conclusion from the audit is that 
ESMA laid down good foundations for effective 
supervision of the CRAs in the EU in a short 
period of time. Nevertheless, there is still room for 
improvement.

ESMA has developed good registration procedures. 
However, it remains cumbersome, due to the split 
of the registration process into completeness and 
compliance phases as required by the regulation. 
Moreover, in order to have their ratings accepted by 
the Eurosystem, CRAs must fulfil extra operational 
criteria in addition to being registered by ESMA.

The audit findings

The audit found that the supervision resources 
did not keep up with the increasing regulatory 
requirements. The lack of resources led in some 
cases to an insufficient documentation trail or even 
to non-investigation of some high-risk areas in a 
sufficient and consistent way.

ESMA established the central repository (CEREP), 
an online platform with no equivalent in other 
regulatory jurisdictions, aiming to provide 
harmonised and readily accessible information 
on all registered and certified CRAs’ ratings 
performance. However, there are concerns about 
the sufficiency of disclosure and the absence of 
adequate checks performed by ESMA on the data 
reported to CEREP.

The CRAs’ general disclosure is not always at the 
highest standard and does not always enable 
potential users of credit ratings to perform their 
own due diligence especially when it concerns 
methodologies and description of models and key 
rating assumptions.

Our audit of the EU supervision of Credit Rating 
Agencies put forward a set of recommendations 
aimed at:  improving the quality of supervisory 
documentation and the traceability of the risk 
identification process;  ensuring the examination 
of all important aspects of the design and 
implementation of CRA methodologies;  and testing 

the accuracy of the information received from the 
CRAs on conflicts of interest. 

Special report 22/2016 is the second special report 
of the ECA in the area of EU supervision1 and one 
of the success stories of the ECA's financial and 
economic governance team. The ESMA audit team 
is happy to pass the torch to the SSM team who are 
currently working on the next interesting audit in 
the area of EU supervision. 

1 In July 2014 the ECA published SR 5 /2014 “European banking 
supervision taking shape — European BankingAuthority and its 
changing context “.



16Performance audit and evaluation in the 
policy cycle: building blocks for better policy 
and regulation? 
By Rosmarie Carotti

Introduction

Alex Brenninkmeijer introduced the panel and 
reminded that step by step the ECA is investing in 
the development of effective performance audit 
and is supported in doing so by peer reviews. 
The ECA is also in discussions with the European 
Commission, with the European Parliament on the 
effectiveness of its work. The current development 
focus is on performance audit, and financial and 
compliance audit is complementary to performance 
audit. The INTOSAI standards on performance 
audit and the ECA’s manual on performance audit 

At the invitation of Alex Brenninkmeijer, ECA Member, and with the participation of Eduardo 
Ruiz García, ECA Secretary-General, three academic experts and a European Commission official 
presented their views on the role of performance audit and evaluation in the political decision-
making process
1 March 2016 

The experts: 
Dr. Gijs Jan Brandsma (Utrecht University): “Policy evaluation beyond measuring compliance: 
towards effective strategies; 
Prof. Dr. Hartmut Aden (Berlin School of Economics and Law): "Do policymakers take policy 
evaluation by auditors seriously? Short-term and long-term effects"; 
Prof. Dr. Jens Blom-Hansen (Aarhus University): “Effective policy evaluation by audit institutions? 
The role of independence, expertise and selective focus”;  
Bernard Naudts for the European Commission: “Evaluation in the Commission’s Better Regulation 
Policy Cycle: how to make it a success!”

From left to right: Prof. Dr. Jens Blom-Hansen (Aarhus); Dr. Gijs Jan Brandsma (Utrecht); Alex Brenninkmeijer, ECA 
Member; Eduardo Ruiz García, ECA Secretary-General; Prof. Dr. Hartmut Aden (Berlin); Bernard Naudts for the 
European Commission

play important roles in identifying suitable audit 
subjects and methodologies to apply.

The question addressed in the seminar was the 
relationship between performance audit as  
undertaken by auditors, and evaluation which 
is undertaken within or for the executive of an 
organisation. The participation of three experts, 
who are all members of a network interested in 
evaluation, is intended to contribute to exploring 
the different facets of evaluation and the similarities 
and differences between performance audit and 
evaluation.
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Policy evaluation

Professor Brandsma distinguished between the 
rational and argumentative approaches to policy 
evaluation. In rational approaches the effects of a 
policy are measurable and fed into the decision-
making process. Performance audit is a rational 
policy evaluation with an objective assessment of 
effectiveness and efficiency. It is “value free” as there 
is no subjective assessment of specific policy as 
such.

The second aspect he addressed was the 
argumentative approach to policy evaluation. 
Depending on the political priorities, actors choose 
the bit of information that backs up their claims for 
future decisions. In short, such considerations could 
bias the evaluation towards specific interests.

Performance audit and evaluation

There are many challenges for performance audits 
in the EU, one of them is that it is very difficult to 
find objective standards to evaluate issues against,  
such as ethics, social behavior etc.. 

The ECA is a technical institution but has to be 
conscious that it is living in a political environment 
serving political aims. It should therefore contribute 
to the accountability and political decision-making 
process at least indirectly. Whilst independence, 
expertise and selective focus are important, they 
are not sufficient, says Professor Hansen. Auditors 
need independence but also an audience which 
listens. Auditors as a watchdog may bark…but can 
they bite? Who is the authority with teeth? And do 
audit findings lead to consequences?

Professor Aden describes the stages of the policy 
cycles and compares performance audit and 
evaluation. His conclusion is that overlapping 
interests make it more likely that policy-makers take 
audit results seriously. And, in order to influence 
policy-making with audit results, these should 
have long-term relevance.  Audit results and audit 
recommendations should also be drafted in a clear 
language and made easily available. 

Bernard Naudts from the European Commission 
explains what the Commission does in terms of 
evaluation in the framework of its new regulation 
policy cycle. Evaluation is seen as the performance 
assessment of an existing policy/spending 
programme. New aspects include improved 

consultation and feedback, better quality of 
impact assessment, and a Regulatory Scrutiny 
Board responsible for Impact Assessments and 
Evaluations. 

For Eduardo Ruiz Garcia, ECA Secretary General, 
evaluation is a discipline which is instrumental to 
the policy cycle and is very valuable for the control, 
accountability and legitimacy of public expenditure. 
Evaluation can be seen as a complementary 
instrument to external audits, one which the ECA 
considers as an important tool for the executive 
management of any EU entity. Evaluation has also 
been the object of ECA audits, for example the ECA’s 
performance audit report on impact assessment. 

The academic discussion about the difference 
between performance audit and evaluation is in his 
view not that relevant; what is more important is to 
see how both evaluation and performance audits 
add value to policy decision makers. 

Conclusion

Alex Brenninkmeijer concluded that accountability 
is as much a virtue as it is a process. It encompasses 
more than accountability for money, for example 
aspects of good governance, effectiveness of 
management and delivery of results. If auditors 
want to connect with the citizens’ expectations, 
they have to contribute to a debate on values, for 
instance the value of good governance, and how to 
realize them.
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EU supervision of credit rating agencies – well established but 
not yet fully effective

Special Report 
N° 22/2015

The 2008 financial crisis focused attention on the credit rating agencies and 
their impact on financial markets. At the time, there was very little regulation of 
the agencies in Europe. In 2011, the European Securities and Markets Authority 
(ESMA) was created to register, monitor and supervise them. This report 
examines whether ESMA has successfully established itself as the credit rating 
agencies watchdog for the EU. We conclude that while ESMA has laid down 
good foundations, its rules and guidelines are not yet complete and significant 
risks remain to be addressed in the future.

This report was published on 3 March 2015 and is available on our website 
www.eca.europa.eu.

FocusE
FOCUS

A

Tackling intra-Community VAT fraud: More action neededSpecial Report 
N°24/2015

Every year, the European Union loses billions of its VAT revenues through the 
activities of organised crime. Because exports of goods and services from one 
EU Member State to another are exempt from VAT, criminals can fraudulently 
evade VAT in the Member State of destination. The result is lost revenue for the 
countries concerned as well as for the EU. This report examines how well the EU 
is tackling intra-Community VAT fraud. We found weaknesses which indicate 
that the current system is not effective enough. These weaknesses need to be 
addressed. It is time to be tough and take more decisive action.

This report was published on 1 February 2015 and is available on our website 
www.eca.europa.eu.
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The ECA says: 

Hello to: 
Lina BALENAITE

Goodbye to: 
Edward FENNESSY 
Michael WEISS

E
FOCUS

A

Has the Commission ensured effective implementation of the 
services directives

The services market is widely recognised not to have achieved its full potential 
in terms of intra-EU trade. The Services Directive aims to reduce legal and 
administrative barriers to providers and recipients of services but some years 
after the 2009 deadline for its implementation, unjustified barriers still persist. 
The audit found that though the Commission has successfully identified 
problems in the Member States, it has not sufficiently challenged certain types 
of obstacles and the measures taken have not achieved results quickly enough. 
Service providers and consumers continue to be frustrated by not having the 
level of access to the Internal Market intended by the Directive.

This report was published on 14 March 2016 and is available on our website 
www.eca.europa.eu

Special Report 
N° 05/2016

FocusE
FOCUS

A

EU external migration spending in Southern Mediterranean and 
Eastern Neighbourhood countries until 2014

This report deals with the two main financing instruments (TPMA and ENPI) 
of the external dimension of the EU’s common migration policy which aims to 
provide effective management of migration flows in partnership with countries 
of origin and transit. This report examines whether the spending of both 
instruments had clear objectives and whether it had been effective and well-
coordinated. We found that overall, the instruments provided no clear strategy 
by which to identify their contribution to objectives and thus it is unclear what 
they intend to achieve at EU level. It was often difficult to measure the results 
achieved by EU spending and the contribution of migration to development 
was difficult to assess. The policy is characterised by complex governance, 
insufficient coordination and the absence of a funding overview that specified 
who finances what between the Commission and the Member States.

This report was published on 17 March 2016 and is available on our website 
www.eca.europa.eu

Special Report 
N° 09/2016
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Introduction 
 
Pursuant to Article 317 of the Treaty on the 
Functioning of the European Union (TFEU)1, the 
European Commission (EC) is responsible for the 
implementation of the budget, but is not actually 
involved in the day-to-day implementation of a 
significant part of it. On the basis of Article 59 of 
the Financial Regulation (FR)2, the majority of the 
EU budget is implemented jointly by the EC and 
the administrations of the Member States under 
the ‘shared management’ procedure3. In the case 
of funds under shared management, the EC relies 
on the Member States to implement operational 
programmes (OPs) at national level. In turn, the 
institutions responsible for the management and 
implementation of these programmes allocate 
grants to final recipients (e.g. local authorities, 
entrepreneurs, farmers, etc.). The Member State 
is responsible for the following: setting up a 
management and control system that complies 
with the requirements laid down in EU law4; 
ensuring that this system operates effectively; and 

1 Consolidated version of the TFEU (OJ C 326, 26.10.2012, p. 
47-390).

2  Pursuant to Article 59 of Regulation (EU, Euratom) No 966/2012 
of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 October 
2012 on the financial rules applicable to the general budget of 
the Union and repealing Council Regulation (EC, Euratom) 
No  1605/2002 (OJ L 298, 26.10.2012, pp.  1-96) (Financial 
Regulation). The Regulation contains all the principles and rules 
governing the implementation of the EU budget. It is horizontal 
in nature in that it is applicable to all areas of expenditure and 
all revenue. Further rules applicable to the implementation of 
the budget are to be found in sector-based regulations covering 
individual EU policies. 

3 More broadly, see S. Fazakas, “The implementation of the 
budget of the European Union  - responsibilities and reality”, 
and Kontrola Państwowa (State Audit), Special Issue No 1/2007, 
p. 8.

4  Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 of the European Parliament 
and of the Council of 17 December 2013 laying down common 
provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, 
the European Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund, the European 
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development and the European 
Maritime and Fisheries Fund and laying down general 
provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, the 
European Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund and the European 
Maritime and Fisheries Fund and repealing Council Regulation 
(EC) No 1083/2006 (OJ L 347, 20.12.2013, p. 320, as amended), 
together with the implementing rules.

The European Court of Auditors' and the Polish 
Supreme Audit office's audit on the results of 
the EU budget expenditure for the years 
2014 to 2020
By Beata Błasiak-Nowak and Marzena Rajczewska, Advisors in the Polish Supreme Audit Office’s Public 
Administration Department

preventing, detecting and rectifying irregularities. 
The EC exercises a supervisory role, thereby 
ensuring that the system’s structure and procedures 
meet the requirements. To this end, it verifies the 
effectiveness of the system’s operation and, if 
necessary, imposes financial corrections. 

Member States’ responsibility in relation to shared 
management of the EU budget has been tightened, 
in particular under Article 59 of the Financial 
Regulation. Where an audit carried out by the EC 
or the European Court of Auditors (ECA) finds that 
the budget has been implemented incorrectly, the 
Member State is held accountable and corrections 
are made by recalling funds paid unduly from the 
EU budget. Decisions concerning such corrections 
are taken by the EC.

In Poland, in accordance with the provisions of 
the partnership agreement concluded with the 
European Commission in May 20145, payments from 
the Structural Funds and the Cohesion Fund for the 
2014-2020 period will be made under six national 
and 16 regional OPs6. Responsibility for exercising 
control over appropriations from the Structural 
Funds and the Cohesion Fund lies mainly with the 
Member State, and in particular with the institutions 
in charge of implementing OPs co-financed by EU 
funds. The control procedures developed by the 
Member State should have two key features:

• they should be able to detect irregularities 
effectively before any public contribution is 
paid;

• they should not impede projects carried out by 
beneficiaries. 

Features of ex-ante audit 

The following types of audit are distinguished 
in literature on the criterion of implementation 
time: ex-ante, ongoing and ex-post. According to 
S. Kałużny, an ex-ante audit concerns intended 
activities or decisions, and operations that are yet 

5 https://www.funduszeeuropejskie.gov.pl/media/881/Umowa_
Partnerstwa_pl.pdf

6 More broadly, see information on the outcome of the NIK audit 
of the preparation of the system for implementing structural 
policy for the years 2014 to 2020 at https://www.nik.gov.pl/
kontrole/wyniki-kontroli-nik/kontrole,13142.html
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to be carried out7. In A. Sylwestrzak’s opinion, an 
ex-ante audit consists of examining a case before 
taking action, e.g. it may comprise checking all 
documentation relating to the intended investment 
prior to its implementation8. It may also take 
the form of a check on the planned results to be 
achieved on which disbursement of a grant from EU 
funds depends. 

In S. Jędrzejewski and H. Nowicki’s view, an ex-ante 
audit makes it possible to have an impact on the 
content of the objective of a specific action that 
the body being examined is to undertake. At this 
stage the impact of the body carrying out the check 
is particularly intense - it may result not only in a 
change in the content and form of the proposed 
action, but even in its abandonment. Efficient EU 
budget expenditure should be the priority of the 
institution granting the funds. It is worth noting, 
as emphasised by the authors cited above, that 
the auditing body exerts a direct influence on 
the proposed action, as well as over its direction, 
it commits itself to some extent to the activities 
checked, and bears responsibility for its accuracy9. Z. 
Dobrowolski believes that ex-ante audit is a means 
of verifying and assessing a planned activity. It is 
therefore a check on objectives, not on operations 
that have already been carried out, and as such 
could be described as anticipatory. An ex-ante audit 
prevents errors and fraud in future operations10. The 
results of ex-ante audits on OPs and projects co-
financed under these programmes can be used by a 
Member State to manage funds from the EU budget 
flexibly with the aim of achieving optimum results.

7  S. Kałużny, Kontrola wewnętrzna. Teoria i praktyka. (Internal 
audit. Theory and practice). PWE (Polish Economics 
Publisher), 2008, p. 28.

8  A. Sylwestrzak, Kontrola administracji publicznej w III 
Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej (Auditing of the public administration 
in the Third Republic of Poland). Published by the University 
of Gdansk, p. 9.

9  S. Jędrzejewski, H. Nowicki, Kontrola administracji publicznej 
(Audit of the public administration). Published by Comer, 
1995, p. 18.

10  Z. Dobrowolski, Teoretyczne podstawy kontroli (Theoretical 
fundamentals of auditing). Published by Organon, 2003, p. 
47; Z. Dobrowolski, Czynniki sprawności kontroli państwowej 
(Efficiency factors in State audit). Published by PWSZ (Public 
Vocational College), Sulechów, 2004, p.  40; Z. Dobrowolski, 
Ciągłość i  zmiana. Naczelne organy kontroli państwowej w 
krajach członkowskich Unii Europejskiej. (Continuity and 
change. The State audit authorities in the Member States of the 
European Union). University of Zielona Góra, 2008, p. 30.

J. Jagielski draws attention to a negative aspect 
of ex-ante audit, which is that the verification and 
assessment of intentions mean that the entry 
into operation of the entities being checked is 
delayed, and such checking complicates the 
course of implementation of the tasks assigned 
to them. Moreover, ex-ante audits do not provide 
scope for assessing the whole activity, which could 
otherwise eliminate and rectify incorrect underlying 
assumptions. Lastly, as a result of the initial 
assessments and approval of the direction of an 
intended activity, this type of check results in part of 
the responsibility for the activity carried out being 
transferred to the body carrying out the checks.11

The importance of ex-ante audit has been 
highlighted by representatives of supreme audit 
institutions (SAIs) belonging to INTOSAI. The second 
part of the Lima Declaration provides that, inter alia, 
pre-audit represents a before-the-fact type of review 
of administrative or financial activities. Effective pre-
audit is indispensable for the sound management of 
public funds entrusted to the state. It may be carried 
out by a Supreme Audit Institution or by other audit 
institutions. Pre-audit by a Supreme Audit Institution 
has the advantage of being able to prevent damage 
before it occurs, but has the disadvantage of creating 
an excessive amount of work and of blurring 
responsibilities under public law.12 

Representatives of SAIs cooperating under INTOSAI 
have also emphasised that while ‘a posteriori’ 
audit may only find irregularities when they have 
already happened and when it is more difficult 
to correct them, ‘a priori’ audit brings by contrast 
an immediate sanction: the refusal to authorise 
settlement in case of juridical or accounting 
irregularity established by the SAI.13

11  J. Jagielski, Kontrola administracji publicznej (Audit of the 
public administration). LexisNexis 2006, p. 41.

12  ISSAI 1  - The Lima Declaration at http://www.issai.org/
media/12901/issai_1_e.pdf 

13  ISSAI 1000 General Introduction to the INTOSAI Financial 
Audit Guidelines at http://www.issai.org/media/96001/issai-
1000e-incl-footnote-issais-100-400-1992.pdf
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In Poland, the Team for standardisation of audit 
terminology in public administration14 defined ex-
ante audit as audit carried out after the completion 
of the preparatory stage of the implementation of a 
particular activity, programme or task, but before the 
decision on the implementation of this activity has 
been taken.15 

The ECA and the NIK - auditors of EU budget 
expenditure 

The European Court of Auditors was established 
by Article 285 of the Treaty to carry out the audit of 
EU finances. The ECA examines the accounts of the 
revenue and expenditure of the EU and of all bodies 
set up by the EU. The ECA examines the legality 
and regularity of EU revenue and expenditure 
and sound financial management. It sets out its 
observations in special reports, notifies cases of 
irregularity or suspected fraud, and delivers formal 
opinions on EU legislation with regard to financial 
matters. 

After the close of each financial year, on the basis 
of the results of all checks carried out in the given 
year, the ECA draws up an Annual report on the 
implementation of the budget of the European Union 
containing, in particular, a statement of assurance as 
to the reliability of the financial accounts of the EU in 
a given year16. The ECA transmits this report to other 
EU institutions and publishes it in the Official Journal 
of the EU. The ECA’s annual report is presented 
to both the Sejm and the Senat (two chambers of 
the Polish Parliament). It is also presented to the 
NIK and to interested Ministries (most often the 
Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Development, and 
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development). 
The results of the ECA’s work are used by the EC, the 

14  This Team in 2004 carried out work on terms and definitions 
of key notions related to auditing. The Team was composed 
of representatives of the Supreme Audit Office of Poland, 
Chancellery of the Prime Minister, Ministry of Finance and 
Ministry of Interior and Administration. Moreover, on the part 
of the European Court of Auditors, the Head of Cabinet of the 
Member of the Court from the UK participated in the work on 
the glossary as a consultant. 

15  Glossary of terms related to audit in public administration. 
NIK 2005, p. 36.

16  Pursuant to Article 287(1) of the Treaty, ‘the Court of Auditors 
shall provide the European Parliament and the Council with 
a statement of assurance as to the reliability of the accounts 
and the legality and regularity of the underlying transactions 
which shall be published in the Official Journal of the European 
Union.’

EP and the Council, as well as by Member States, 
for the management of the EU budget. The annual 
discharge procedure under which the EP, basing its 
decision on recommendations from the Council, 
decides whether the EC’s implementation of the 
budget in the previous year was satisfactory, is 
founded to a significant extent on the ECA’s annual 
report. The EC implements the budget17 on its own 
responsibility and in cooperation with the Member 
States, while the EP exercises political control over 
budget implementation. 

The Polish Supreme Audit Office (NIK) audits 
public expenditure, which includes funds from 
the EU budget. The NIK is the supreme State audit 
institution in Poland. The NIK examines the use of 
EU budget funds by Polish public administration 
bodies, legal entities and organisational units. The 
results of checks on national bodies implementing 
the EU funds are forwarded to the Sejm and the 
Senat, the Council of Ministers and other interested 
bodies, and published on the NIK’s website.

The NIK audits management of public funds for 
projects co-financed by the Structural Funds, but 
is not directly involved in implementing the Funds. 
The general principles governing the management 
of resources from the Structural Funds under Polish 
law are laid down in the Public Finance Act18. The 
rules on the implementation of OPs in the area 
of Cohesion Policy that are being funded during 
the 2014-2020 financial perspective, the entities 
involved in implementing the OPs and policies 
and the modes of cooperation between them 
are set out in the Act on the principles governing 
the implementation of programmes in the area 

17 On the basis of Articles  290 and 291, 317 to 319 and 321 to 
323 of the TFEU, Article  179 of the Euratom Treaty and the 
provisions of Regulation (EU, Euratom) No  966/2012  of the 
European Parliament and of the Council of 25 October 2012 on 
the financial rules applicable to the general budget of the Union 
and repealing Council Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 1605/2002 
(OJ  L 298, 26.10.2012, pp. 1-96), Commission Decision (EU) 
No  1268/2012 of 29  October  2012 on the rules of application 
of Regulation (EU, Euratom) No  966/2012 of the European 
Parliament and of the Council on the financial rules applicable 
to the general budget of the Union (OJ L 362, 31.12.2012, pp. 
1-111) and the provisions of the Interinstitutional Agreement of 
2 December 2013 between the European Parliament, the Council 
and the Commission on budgetary discipline, on cooperation 
in budgetary matters and on sound financial management 
(OJ L 373, 20.12.2013, pp. 1–11).

18 The Public Finance Act of 27 August 2009 (2013 Journal of 
Laws, item 885, as amended).
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of cohesion policy funded during the 2014-2020 
financial perspective19. The correct use of funds 
received from the EU budget is present in all of 
the NIK’s audit plans for the subsequent years20. 
Audits of the spending of EU funds consist first 
and foremost in verifying whether beneficiaries 
are implementing projects in accordance with the 
corresponding project financing agreements, the 
applicable legislation and the guidelines issued 
by the managing authority, intermediate body or 
implementing body. Beneficiaries therefore comprise 
a group that is directly subject to such verification. 

The NIK audits the disbursement of public funds for 
projects co-financed with EU funds, and examines 
the systems for the management and control of 
OPs at various levels. In addition to the annual audit 
of the implementation of the State budget, during 
which certain aspects of the implementation and 
use of EU funds are examined, the NIK carries out 
separate checks in which it examines items such as:

• proper setting-up and operation of the 
management and control systems adopted for 
individual OPs;

• results of the implementation of projects 
carried out under the OPs; 

• Polish administration’s institutional capacity to 
ensure the country participates effectively in 
the EU.

The expenditure of EU funding is audited 
independently by both the ECA and the NIK. This 
calls for cooperation between these institutions. To 
date, cooperation between the ECA and the NIK21 
has concerned mostly ex-post audits and involved, 
inter alia, the following:

• participation of NIK auditors as observers in ECA 
audits conducted in Poland;

19 Act of 11 July 2014 on the principles governing the 
implementation of programmes in the area of cohesion policy 
funded during the 2014-2020 financial perspective (Journal of 
Laws, item 1146, as amended).

20  The NIK’s annual work plans dating from 2008 may be found 
at https://www.nik.gov.pl/kontrole/plan-pracy-nik/

21 H.  Weber, Kontrola zewnętrzna w Unii Europejskiej oraz 
współpraca najwyższych organów kontroli i  Europejskiego 
Trybunału Obrachunkowego w kontroli środków Unii (External 
audit in the European Union and cooperation between EU SAIs 
and the European Court of Auditors in auditing EU funds); 
Kontrola Państwowa (State Audit), Special Issue No 1/2007.

• facilitation of the ECA’s contacts with national 
bodies that are to be audited so that it can 
obtain the data and documents it needs to carry 
out the audits;

• examination of the preliminary findings 
forwarded by the ECA following each audit and, 
where justified, submission of comments on 
those findings; and 

• exchange of periodic work plans22. 

In 2014 the ECA made 21 audit visits to Poland. 
These examinations focused mainly on the legality 
and regularity of underlying transactions in 
connection with the statement of assurance. The 
ECA also carried out performance audits in Poland 
concerning, for example:

• EU emissions trading;

• knowledge-transfer activities and advisory 
services under the rural development 
programme (RDP);

• the effectiveness of EU policy on combating 
eutrophication of the Baltic Sea;

• improving the security of energy supply.23

The NIK analyses the areas in which irregularities 
have been detected by the ECA on an ongoing 
basis. The NIK often makes use of such information 
when drawing up its work plan and carrying out risk 
analysis.

22 J. Mazur, Aktywność Najwyższej Izby Kontroli w Unii 
Europejskiej (The  Polish State Audit Office’s activity in the 
European Union); Kontrola Państwowa nr 3/2014 (State Audit 
No 3/2015).

23  Sprawozdanie z działalności NIK w 2014 r. (Report on the 
activities of the Supreme Audit Office of Poland in 2014) at 
https://www.nik.gov.pl/plik/id,8902.pdf
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Poland is one of the biggest beneficiaries of 
European funding. The NIK’s audits attest that the 
Polish authorities spend money from the EU funds 
both efficiently and correctly24. Analyses of the 
implementation of the budget include separate 
chapters devoted to EU expenditure25. 

There is an overlap between the NIK’s and the 
ECA’s powers to audit the management and 
use of grants from the EU budget by both the 
Polish administration and beneficiaries. The ECA 
examines the implementation of the EU budget 
and the management of EU finances by the EC; 

25 nik.gov.pl/kontrole/analiza-budzetu-panstwa

Source: ECA’s 2014 activity report: http://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/AAR_14/AAR_14_EN.pdf, p. 9

Number of days spent by ECA auditors on audit visits in 2014

however, since over 80% of EU expenditure is 
implemented by the Member States, the ECA’s 
audits are carried out mainly on the territory of the 
Member States. The graph below shows the number 
of days spent by ECA auditors in on-the-spot visits 
to Member States in 2014, and that Poland received 
the second highest number of visits by ECA audit 
staff, after Italy. The large number of ECA audit visits 
in Poland stems from the fact that a considerable 
amount of the EU budget is spent here. Therefore, 
the Supreme Audit Office of Poland is an important 
partner to the ECA for cooperation.

Graph 1

24  See below for examples of information on the NIK’s audit results: Realizacja przez beneficjentów spoza sektora finansów publicznych projektów 
współfinansowanych ze środków funduszy europejskich - na przykładzie Programu Operacyjnego Innowacyjna Gospodarka (P/11/003) 
(Implementation by beneficiaries not belonging to the public-finance sector of projects co-financed by European funds - in the case of the 
Innovative Economy OP) at https://www.nik.gov.pl/kontrole/P/11/003/; Upraszczanie zasad wdrażania funduszy strukturalnych (P/12/019) 
(Simplification of the rules on the implementation of the Structural Funds) at https://www.nik.gov.pl/kontrole/P/12/019/; Trwałość 
projektów współfinansowanych z funduszy strukturalnych na przykładzie wybranych Regionalnych Programów Operacyjnych (P/13/196) 
(The durability of projects co-financed by the Structural Funds in the case of selected ROPs): https://www.nik.gov.pl/kontrole/P/13/196/; 
Zamówienia publiczne współfinansowane z Europejskiego Funduszu Rozwoju Regionalnego (P/14/009) (Public procurement co-financed by the 
ERDF) at https://www.nik.gov.pl/kontrole/P/14/009/; Przygotowanie systemu wdrażania polityki strukturalnej na lata 2014-2020 (P/14/003) 
(Preparing the system for implementing structural policy for the years 2014 to 2020) at https://www.nik.gov.pl/kontrole/P/14/003/
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In the Annual report on the implementation of the 
budget of the European Union in 201426 the ECA drew 
attention to the issue of achieving results planned by 
the Member States in the partnership agreements 
concluded with the European Commission, as well 
as on compliance of the planned results with the 
Europa 2020 strategy. The ECA invited the Supreme 
Audit Institutions of the Member States to this 
examination, including the Supreme Audit Office 
of Poland. This examination had features of ex-ante 
audit, because while it is true that it was conducted 
just after concluding the partnership agreements 
and operational programmes by the European 
Commission, at the same time it was still before 
commencing implementation of the operational 
programmes, and far before the first payments in 
these programmes. Conclusions of this examination 
carried out in cooperation with the Supreme Audit 
Institutions of Poland and Portugal was the subject 
of Chapter 3 of the ECA's Annual Report entitled 
“Getting results from the EU budget”. The Supreme 
Audit Office of Poland cooperated with the European 
Court of Auditors in establishing the actual state of 
facts, based on which the audit opinion was then 
formulated.

The ECA’s 2014 annual report, which incorporated 
results from the NIK’s analysis and evaluation, was 
published on 10 November 2015. In point 3.38 of 
the report, in Chapter 3 entitled ‘Getting results 
from the EU budget’ (page C373/99), the ECA stated 
the following: ‘We based our examination on an 
analysis of the legislative framework and a sample 
of five partnership agreements along with, for each 
partnership agreement analysed, one programme. 
This year we carried out the examination of these 
documents for Poland and Portugal in cooperation 
with the supreme audit institutions in these 
Member States. The cooperation included parallel 
audit work, the exchange of planning documents 
and findings, and activities aimed at sharing 
knowledge and experiences gained in this area.’27 

26 http://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/
annualreports-2014/annualreports-2014-EN.pdf

27 http://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/
annualreports-2014/annualreports-2014-EN.pdf

The Member States are supposed to achieve results 
planned in the partnership agreements by co-
financing projects in the operational programmes 
accepted by the European Commission28. These 
results are assessed on the basis of sound 
financial management (economy, efficiency and 
effectiveness) in accordance with Article 30 of the 
financial regulation which covers:

(a) inputs – financial, human, material, 
organisational or regulatory means needed for 
the implementation of the programme;

(b) outputs – the deliverables of the programme;

(c) results – the immediate effects of the 
programme on direct addressees or recipients;

(d) impacts – long-term changes in society that are, 
at least partly, attributable to the EU’s action.29 

The ECA has placed increasing emphasis on ex-ante 
audits, because the results of such checks may have 
greater impact on improving the operation under 
examination, particularly in the case of performance 
audits. In the ECA’s annual report on the EU budget 
published on 10 November 2015, its President 
called for the adoption of ‘a wholly new approach’ to 
the management of EU investment and spending. 
Major changes in the operations of all those 
responsible for the way EU funds are managed are 
essential. As is clear from the ECA’s presentation 
of the annual report to the EP, EU decision-makers 
must, inter alia, better align the budget with the 
EU’s long-term strategic priorities. EU legislators 
need to ensure spending programmes are clear 
about the results to be achieved, while financial 
managers have to ensure that the money spent 
complies with the rules and achieves the intended 
results.30

28 In Poland’s case, this covers the six national and 16 regional OPs. 
More broadly, see B. Błasiak-Nowak, M. Rajczewska, Polityka 
spójności Unii Europejskiej na lata 2014-2020. Przygotowanie 
dokumentów programowych (EU cohesion policy for the 2014-
2020 period. Preparation of programme documents) and 
Kontrola Państwowa nr 3/2015 (State Audit No 3/2015).

29 Annual report on the implementation of the budget of the 
European Union in 2014, p. 84.

30  See the ECA’s press release on its 2014 annual report at http://
www.eca.europa.eu/en/Pages/AR2014.aspx
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In the context of this new form of cooperation 
with the ECA, NIK staff drew up an opinion on the 
following, in cooperation with an external expert31:  

1)   analysis and evaluation of the cohesion between 
the Europe 2020 strategy, partnership agreements 
and the OPs for the 2014-2020 period;

2)   analysis and evaluation of whether appropriate 
emphasis was placed on results in the partnership 
agreements and OPs for 2014 to 2020.

In March 2015 the NIK sent the ECA a report setting 
out the opinion reached on the basis of the results 
of its analysis. In this report, the NIK stated that in 
Poland’s case there was a consistent and strong link 
between the Europe 2020 strategy, the partnership 
agreement and the OPs. The NIK also stated that 
a great deal of emphasis had been placed on 
results in both the partnership agreement and the 
Podkarpackie Voivodeship  Regional Operational 
Programme. This emphasis on results is much 
greater in the new 2014-2020 financial perspective 
than was the case in the previous 2000-2006 and 
2007-2013 financial perspectives. 

The NIK has planned to carry out in 2016 an audit 
of the results of the implementation of the Europe 

31 The NIK’s opinion was drawn up on the basis of the results of 
examination of, inter alia, the following documents:
• Programowanie perspektywy finansowej - uwarunkowania 

strategiczne (Programming of the financial perspective - 
strategic conditions), which was adopted by the Minister for 
Regional Development in May 2012;

• Sposób organizacji prac nad dokumentami programowymi 
związanymi z perspektywą finansową UE 2014-2020 (Methods 
for organising work on programme documents relating to 
the EU’s 2014-2020 financial perspective), adopted by the 
Council of Ministers in May 2012;

• Position of the Commission Services on the development of 
Partnership Agreement and programmes in Poland for the 
period 2014-2020, adopted by the EC in September 2012;

• Założenia Umowy Partnerstwa 2014-2020 (Assumptions of the 
2014-2020 Partnership Agreement), adopted by the Council 
of Ministers in January 2013;

• Projekt Umowy Partnerstwa 2014-2020 (Draft Partnership 
Agreement for 2014-2020), which was drawn up by the 
Minister for Regional Development in July 2013;

• Umowa Partnerstwa na lata 2014-2020 (Partnership Agreement 
for 2014-2020), adopted by the EC on 17 December 2014;

• Projekt Regionalnego Programu Operacyjnego Województwa 
Podkarpackiego (Draft ROP for the Podkarpackie 
Voivodeship), adopted by the EC in January 2015;

• Regionalny Program Operacyjny Województwa Podkarpackiego 
(ROP for the Podkarpackie Voivodeship), approved by the 
EC in February 2015.

2020 strategy, entitled Utilisation of the Structural 
Funds to increase participation in the labour market 
of people aged 20 to 6432. This will be an audit carried 
out simultaneously by 10 EU Member States, 
with the ECA acting as observer. It will be carried 
out in line with the programme adopted by the 
Contact Committee’s Working Group on Structural 
Funds33 at the beginning of 2016. In 2015, as part 
of this audit, the Contact Committee mandated34 
the Working Group to examine the way in which 
Member States use the Structural Funds to achieve 
the objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy in the 
areas of education and/or employment. 

‘Europe 2020’ is the EU’s ten-year growth and 
jobs strategy. Its objective is not only to solve 
problems arising from the crisis but also to enhance 
sustainable and inclusive growth. Structural 
Funds expenditure in the Member States should 
contribute to achieving the objectives of the 
strategy. For example, in Poland 71% of the 
population aged 20 to 64 should be in employment 
in 2020. The low level of employment of both young 
and older people (in relation to the EU average) is 
of particular concern in Poland. Its administration 
should create conditions for modernising labour 
markets with a view to raising employment levels, 
enable citizens to acquire new skills that will in 
turn enable them to adapt to new conditions and 
potential career shifts, reduce unemployment and 
raise labour productivity.

32 Materiały analityczne do Planu pracy Najwyższej Izby Kontroli na 
2016 rok (Analytical materials for the Polish State Audit Office’s 
work plan for 2016), p. 16.

33 The Working Group on Structural Funds, which was set up by 
the Contact Committee of the Heads of the EU SAIs and the 
ECA, proposed that in 2016 and 2017 Member States should 
carry out an audit of the use of structural funding to achieve 
the objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy. The subject of the 
Working Group’s subsequent simultaneous audit was adopted 
by the Contact Committee at the Riga meeting in June 2015. 
The NIK takes part in the work of the Working Group on 
Structural Funds and has carried out parallel audits since 2004.

34 Resolution of the Contact Committee of the Supreme Audit 
Institutions of the European Union on the Audit of the 
Working Group on Structural Funds CC-R-2015-03 at http://
www.eca.europa.eu/sites/cc/Lists/ CCDocuments/CC-R-2015-
03/CC-R-2015-03_EN.pdf
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Conclusion

The NIK’s audit activities strengthen the mechanism 
for improving the Polish public administration’s 
management and control of EU funds. Its checks 
increase the public administration’s accountability 
to Polish citizens, and that of the EC to the European 
Parliament.

The ECA has highlighted the need for increased 
cooperation between the parliaments, managing 
authorities and audit institutions of the individual 
EU Member States. It is of the opinion that closer 
cooperation creates room for greater accountability. 
Poland has an important role to play in this regard.

Cooperation between NIK and ECA auditors is 
giving rise to a new approach in the conduct 
of regularity, financial and performance audits, 
exchange of experiences and reporting of 
audit results to both the national and European 
Parliaments.

The cooperation of the NIK and the ECA auditors 
concerning the audit of results of the expenditure 
from the EU budget in the financial perspective 
2014-2020 for the purpose of the ECA annual 
report for 2014 exceeded the previous forms of 
cooperation between these two institutions. The 
audit task carried out together had features of ex-
ante audit, which examined in this case, whether the 
way in which the results planned in the partnership 
agreement and in the selected operational 
programme are likely to contribute to the 
achievement of the Europe 2020 strategy objectives. 

Importance of such an ex-ante audit approach is 
increased in the context of delegation of power 
and responsibility for implementation of the EU 
budget resources to the Member States under 
the framework of the ‘shared management’, and 
the increased responsibility of the Member States 
for implementation of the EU budget. Drawing 
more attention to planned results before the start 
of implementation of operational programmes, 
as well as carrying out more ex ante audits, may 
contribute to better meeting these obligations by 
the administrations of the Member States. 

The European Court of Auditors' and the Polish Supreme Audit 
office's audit on the results of the EU budget expenditure for the 
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