Joint Biodiversity Conference
of EUROSAI WGEA and the
European Court of Auditors
Report from the Biodiversity Conference and the 17th Annual Meeting of EUROSAI WGEA
22-24 October 2019

EUROSAI Working Group on
Environmental Auditing

Table of Contents
Preface .................................................................................................................................................... 3
Conference on Biodiversity ...................................................................................................................... 4
Keynote address: Status and key threats to biodiversity in Europe ................................................. 4
Keynote address: Status and key threats to biodiversity ................................................................. 5
Results of the European Union Biodiversity Strategy to 2020 ......................................................... 5
Biodiversity protection in Slovakia .................................................................................................... 6
Improving the status of marine biodiversity in Europe ..................................................................... 6
Biodiversity in forests - threats and protection ................................................................................. 7
Group discussions: focusing an audit on biodiversity ...................................................................... 7
17th EUROSAI WGEA Annual Meeting: Auditing Biodiversity.............................................................. 10
Warm-up exercise: Biodiversity Bingo ........................................................................................... 10
Group Debate: Is following the money the key element in planning for biodiversity audits? ......... 13
SAI presentation: Pressures on biodiversity from construction developments and urbanisation .. 14
SAI presentation: Efficiency of protection against invasive alien species ...................................... 15
SAI presentation: SAI of Kuwait’s experience in biodiversity ......................................................... 16
Cooperative audit discussion ......................................................................................................... 16
SAI presentation: Problems of conservation and development of the European eel population ... 17
SAI presentation: Biodiversity on agricultural land ......................................................................... 18
SAI presentation: SAI Belgium’s transversal SDG preparedness review ...................................... 19
SAI presentation: SAO Hungary’s audits in the fields of climate change, sustainable development
and environmental pollution in 2011-2019 ..................................................................................... 19
Business Meeting .................................................................................................................................. 20
Future cooperative audits’ discussion ............................................................................................ 20
INTOSAI WGEA activities and plans ............................................................................................. 22
ARABOSAI RWGEA progress report and activities ....................................................................... 22
EUROSAI WGEA activity report ..................................................................................................... 23
Chairmanship of EUROSAI WGEA: Presentation of the candidature of Supreme Audit Office of
Poland ............................................................................................................................................ 23
Brainstorming session: EUROSAI WGEA Strategy 2020-2023 ..................................................... 24
Appendices ............................................................................................................................................ 24
Appendix 1. Programme of the Joint Biodiversity Conference .......................................................... 26
Appendix 2. List of Participants ......................................................................................................... 29

2

Preface
The complex architecture of biodiversity makes it hard to predict the
exact effect of human interventions to it – be it positive or negative. But
alarming decrease of wildlife and decline in species voiced by experts
force us to address biodiversity questions more intensively. Recent
European Parliament elections well showcased that people are starting
to realize what’s at stake here – citizens demand increased action to
safeguard the natural environment for future generations.
Europe is an advanced economic area where pressures on natural areas
and resources are strong. Supreme Audit Institutions may be called on to
comment on nature conservation policies and the impact of mad-made
infrastructures on “nature’s web of life”. This is not such an easy task for we are the guardians of
public finances and building on available financial information only may equal to walking on a shaky
ground. I believe it should therefore be our mission to go beyond balancing the books: to carefully
study and point to biodiversity risks and impacts unaccounted for by our governments as well as
consider biodiversity in the wider sustainability agenda.
The report at hand provides an overview of the Joint Biodiversity Conference organized by the
EUROSAI Working Group on Environmental Auditing and the European Court of Auditors. Having
been present personally, I can assure you that the event brought together the best of two worlds, toplevel biodiversity experts as well as auditors with experience and motivation to challenge themselves
in the biodiversity field.
I hope the report will serve as a good reference for anyone interested in biodiversity policies and
auditing thereof.

Janar Holm
Chair of EUROSAI WGEA
Auditor General of Estonia
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Conference on Biodiversity
Moderated by the European Court of Auditors

Opening of the Conference
Mr Klaus Heiner Lehne, President of the European Court of Auditors and Mr Janar Holm, Auditor
General of Estonia and the Chair of EUROSAI WGEA opened the conference by greeting the
participants.

Mr Samo Jereb, Member of the European Court of Auditors, moderated the conference.

Status and key threats to biodiversity in Europe
Prof David Kleijn, Wageningen University

Professor Kleijn’s address focused mainly on
agricultural impacts to biodiversity from the viewpoint of
nature conservation.
He pointed out that while biodiversity trends were
generally on a decline, research data on different
species varied. It seemed evident that across different
taxa/species (butterflies, bees and breeding birds)
common and generalist species were in a better status
compared to specialist ones. Professor Kleijn linked this
fact to the loss of habitats and homogenisation of plant
resources caused by land-use change and agricultural
intensification. These were in turn encouraged by
agricultural support mechanisms, notably the EU Common Agricultural Policy. As a separate notion,
Professor Kleijn perceived conservation instruments applied in protected areas to be largely
insufficient due to the smallness and isolation of the areas. He underlined the need to implement agrienvironment schemes, especially in agriculturally marginal areas, as well as to integrate biodiversity to
different policy regulations and landscape management.
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Status and key threats to biodiversity
Mr Ariel Brunner, Birdlife Europe and Central Asia

Mr Brunner started off by showcasing how little was
known about biodiversity: only species of plants,
mammals, birds and fish identified more than half in
their entirety while many taxa (insects, fungi,
roundworms, bacteria, viruses etc.) remained largely
unexplored by humans to that date.
In his address, he gave a wide-ranging overview of the
status of European biodiversity across different
domains: from the general terrestrial and marine state
of nature to more specific areas such as wetlands,
birds, fish and invasive species. He highlighted
intensive agriculture, land-use changes and
infrastructure projects as major pressures to wildlife and species’ richness. Mr Brunner also brought
examples of successful projects that had managed to halt the decline of certain birds and mammals;
emphasised that the Birds Directive had worked well on the species protected under its Annex I. Mr
Brunner concluded that the underlying factors leading to biodiversity decline were poor law
enforcement, inadequate biodiversity funding and perverse subsidies complemented by the fact that
biodiversity was not sufficiently considered upon the planning stages of different human interventions.

Results of the European Union Biodiversity Strategy to 2020
Ms Anne Teller, DG Environment of the European
Commission
Ms Ann Teller presented the progress of activities
included in the EU Biodiversity Strategy to 2020. She
imparted that the general headline target – halting the
loss of biodiversity and the degradation of ecosystem
services in the EU by 2020 – had not been achieved.
Ms Teller specifically mentioned climate change as a
major pressure affecting biodiversity and challenging
European biodiversity policy.
Progress could not be reported on the agriculture and
forestry combined target as the potential of these sectors had largely remained unused. While things
were looking up in other areas (implementation of EU nature directives, maintenance and restoration
of ecosystems, fisheries, combating invasive alien species, contributing to global biodiversity action),
challenges nevertheless persisted there as well. Ms Teller indicated that uneven policy implementation
across the Member States had slowed down the practical integration of biodiversity considerations into
planning and decision-making. She also referred to guidance documents prepared by the Commission
as a response to the results of the fitness check of the Biodiversity Strategy 1.

1

Guidance on integrating ecosystems and their services into decision-making (2019) and Guidance on a strategic framework for
further supporting the deployment of EU-level green and blue infrastructure (2019)
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Biodiversity protection in Slovakia
Ms Eva Viestová, Slovak Ministry of Environment (MoE)

Ms Viestová’s address provided a good insight into the
national biodiversity policy set-up. She introduced the
most important nature protection actors and
mechanisms in Slovakia as well as Slovakia’s local
response to the global and EU biodiversity strategies.
Ms Viestová stressed the need for mainstreaming
biodiversity: among citizens, but also very importantly
across government structures as cooperation and policy
integration had proved slow to improve. As a concrete
example, she talked about the subsidies of the EU
Common Agricultural Policy and cooperation between
ministries of environment and agriculture. Ms Viestová
2
noted that the IPBES global assessment had helped a lot on the awareness front in Slovakia and the
MoE was working on shaping the post-2020 framework to help bring about transformative changes.
She invited the auditing community to offer support in the preparations for post-2020 national
biodiversity strategies and action plans. She proposed to SAIs for example investigating the impacts of
different subsidies and helping to bring the practical knowledge of NGOs and practitioners at local
protection authorities into agricultural and forestry policy policies.

Improving the status of marine biodiversity in Europe
Ms Janica Borg, World Wide Fund for Nature
For framing her presentation, Ms Borg contrasted the
estimated annual economic value of ocean or “blue”
economy with the sharp decline of marine species and
habitats taking place on a global scale. She also
highlighted global differences in how maritime protection
was being prioritized and noted that Europe was not
doing well in this regard.
Ms Borg indicated that despite the wealth of general
marine regulation (ranging from international Aichi
Targets and SDGs to regional and national strategies),
practical implementation was weak. She pointed out that
while in the EU, 12,4% of marine areas were designated
as protected ones, only 1,8% of protected areas had management plans. And information about the
actual implementation of the plans was practically impossible to find. Ms Borg was happy to have
noticed that the recent EUROSAI WGEA cooperative audit on Mediterranean marine parks’
management had too pointed to these problems. She also brought examples of harmful activities (e.g.
bottom trawling) being permitted in marine protected areas and delved upon the conflicting nature of
EU fisheries’ policy and the conservation of marine biodiversity.

2

https://www.ipbes.net/news/media-release-biodiversity-nature%E2%80%99s-contributions-continue-%C2%A0dangerousdecline-scientists-warn
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Biodiversity in fo rests - threats and protection
Mr Pasi Rautio, Natural Resources Institute Finland

Mr Rautio talked about the main threats to forest
biodiversity as well as about methods for combating
these.
He pointed out that deforestation had already a long
history in Europe dating back to the cultivation of land for
agricultural purposes (e.g. slash-and-burn farming) and
urbanisation. While quite a large share of European
forests was being protected, undisturbed old forests with
deadwood crucial for microhabitats and diversity of
species were rather hard to find. Mr Rautio noted that
reforestation was slow to bring biodiversity results as it
mostly resulted in monocultural forests. On the other
hand, he also brought examples of successful active restoration and protection measures such as
controlled burning and grazing/mowing in semi-natural habitats. On alien species, Mr Rautio
elaborated on the complexity of the definition, keeping in mind native species and those introduced by
humans at different stages in history (e.g. ancient vs more recent ones).

Group discussions: focusing an audit on biodivers ity
Conference participants were divided into 6 discussion groups according to their interest towards
different biodiversity sub-topics. Groups were encouraged to map the main risks in their discussed
area, as well as to arrive at potential audit questions addressing the risks mapped. Each group was
supported by a moderator from ECA.

Forest biodiversity
Risks
Climate change and related extreme natural events (forest fires, storms and droughts) are threatening
forest biodiversity and their impact is expected to increase in the future. In addition to climate change,
competition for land via urbanisation, agriculture (including excessive nutrient loading) and extraction
of biomass for energy threaten forest biodiversity. Since more than 90% of the European forests are
managed, forest management practices including monoculture, over-harvesting and clear-cutting pose
risks to biodiversity. There are also risks related to forestry legislation: regulations in place might be
weak and not effectively enforced.
Audit questions
Is the value of forest biodiversity fully recognised?
• Does the government implement effective measures to manage forest biodiversity in a
sustainable way?
• Does the government adopt a policy monitoring system?
• Does the government evaluate results with smart indicators?
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Marine biodiversity
Risks
Poorly established marine protected areas. “Paper” marine protected areas where plans are not
followed up by concrete actions or management plans. Lack of a clear governance framework.
Conflicts with competing interests (especially fishing and energy sectors). Gaps in reliable information
on environmental status and results.
Audit questions
• Have appropriate marine protected areas been designated?
• Is there a clear governance framework in place (including consistency with competing policy
areas)?
• Is there an evidence-based monitoring system to verify results?
• Have responsible authorities invested sufficient capacity to execute plans and monitor results?

Soil biodiversity
Risks
In general, soil biodiversity does not seem sufficiently established on the “audit radar”. The main risk is
human activity; climate change is an aggravating factor. Agricultural activity leads to land
abandonment, and agricultural practices – irrigation, monoculture, overgrazing, pesticides and
chemical fertilizers, tillage, compaction, modernization investments – have negative impacts. It is
difficult to acknowledge the obvious negative impacts of some agricultural practices, and to change
them. There are issues with the EU framework: no specific soil-protection legislation exists, and direct
payments encourage intensive agriculture, which is damaging soil. Measuring soil biodiversity is
complicated to monitor, and there is a need for professionals and financial resources.
Audit questions
• How effective are public policies aimed at soil conservation?
• How harmful to soil health are certain public policies?
• How coherent are different policies that may have an impact on soil health?

Biodiversity on agricultural land
Risks
Over-use of pesticides/fertilisers, leading e.g. to a high level of nitrogen emission. Intensification of
agricultural production leading e.g. to monocultures. Loss in food production and productivity due to
the loss of pollinators. Land abandonment. Lack of political actions and measures. Lack of cooperation
between different actors at the national governmental level, i.e. the agricultural and environmental
administration. Lack of a reliable and regular control systems.
Audit question
Is the design and implementation of the agricultural policy of the government balanced taking both
agricultural and environmental considerations into account?
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Pollinators
Risks
The key policies which address the main threats to pollinators (notably those regulating agriculture,
environment and pesticides) do not integrate pollinators which can cause their main threats not to be
addressed at the proper level. There are knowledge gaps on pollinators in the EU (on specific species
of wild pollinators and on the impact of policies on pollinators in general), which can affect the quality
of the response provided by the policy makers. The less we know, the less we do.
Audit questions
Does the government apply a consistent approach to the protection of pollinators?
• Does the government analyse the effects of key policies on pollinators?
• Does the government plan for corrective action?

Ecosystem services
The concept was quite new to all participants of the working group. The participants showed great
interest in the topic and the discussions were a good start into a promising new audit area. However, it
became also clear that this field needs further exploration before concrete audits could start.
Risks
The experts explained that ecosystems “produce” different services. In some cases, these can be
turned into monetary gains, such as timber to produce furniture. In most cases, however, these
services are public goods that elude quantifiable monetary valuation. Ecosystem services aim to
quantify the value of the benefits of nature to humans. Benefits increase with increasing biodiversity.
Ecosystem service benefits alone are insufficient as an argument for biodiversity conservation.
The participants discussed as an example an audit related to the establishment of a protected area
(nature park), which could have the following main audit question: Has the government chosen the
right location of the nature park with a view to protect nature and to provide ecosystem services?
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17th EUROSAI WGEA Annual Meeting
Auditing Biodiversity
Opening of the Annual Meeting
For the official opening of the 17th Annual Meeting, Mr Janar Holm, Chair of EUROSAI WGEA and Mr
Samo Jereb, Member of the European Court of Auditors made welcoming remarks.

Ms Tuuli Rasso, Head of the EUROSAI WGEA Secretariat, moderated the meeting.

Warm-up exercise: Biodiversity Bingo

As a first activity of the day, participants were invited to play Biodiversity Bingo, a small exercise of
matching different basic biodiversity-related concepts with their definitions. Upon making correct
matches, a photo of the critically endangered European mink (Mustela lutreola) would come together.
The definitions used in the game: decomposer, carnivore, omnivore, herbivore, primary producer, alien
invasive species, indigenous species, indicator species, migratory species, endemic species, habitat,
ecosystem, population, biosphere, taxonomy, ecosystem services, resilience, eutrophication, carrying
capacity, succession, gene pool, genetically modified organism, biotechnology, genetic diversity, gene.
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SAI presentation : Results of the Mediterranean cooperative audit
Mr Akis Kikas, SAI Cyprus and Mr William Peplow, SAI Malta

Mr Kikas and Mr Peplow, the coordinators of the
cooperative audit, presented the process and main
results of the project wherein seven EUROSAI WGEA
member-SAIs had participated (Albania, Cyprus,
France, Greece, Malta, Portugal, Slovenia).
The central question of the audit had been whether the
Mediterranean marine parks (MPAs) were appropriately
safeguarded via proper legislative framework,
strategies, designation and management plans of
MPAs, effective on-site management and monitoring.
Mr Kikas and Mr Peplow availed that the following had been jointly concluded as a result of national
audits: while legal and strategic frameworks had generally been well established, these were often not
supported by appropriate resources and action plans. Delayed establishment of site-specific
management plans was assessed as posing a risk to marine
environment and, consequentially, to the fulfilment of EU
targets. The coordinators also pointed out that monitoring
had not been found to be systematic and site-specific, but
mostly reactive and incidental instead.
Mr Kikas and Mr Peplow also listed the main lessons learned
in the cooperative audit project, of which it was evident that
several challenges were posed by the nature of the audit’s
subject matter and it had therefore been crucial for auditors to seek expert advice and to understand
the international political scene.

SAI presentation: Marine protected areas in Albania
Ms Eva Kasmi, SAI Albania

Ms Kasmi gave an overview of SAI Albania’s national
audit conducted in the frames of the cooperative audit
on Mediterranean marine parks’ management.
She informed that in Albania, one marine protected
area, Karaburun-Sazan National Park, had been
established. SAI Albania’s audit had investigated
whether the management plan of the area had been
effective in protecting and preserving this important
ecosystem. Auditors had found shortcomings in the
cooperation and information sharing between different
administrative bodies, lack of action plans and slow
updating of the legislative framework; also, management
activities were found to be largely dependent on foreign funding and data on habitats incomplete.
Ms Kasmi also touched upon the benefits of SAI Albania’s participation in the cooperative audit.
Sharing of expertise and mutual discussion had contributed to the better quality of work performance
by bringing together skills from a wider geographic coverage.
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SAI presentation: Can environmental monitoring data be useful for
analysing the status of forest ecosystems?
Ms Airi Andresson, SAI Estonia
Ms Andresson framed her presentation by recalling that
according to the Estonian Environmental Monitoring Act,
national environmental monitoring data was to be the
basis of main legislative acts and policy documents.
She talked about how SAI Estonia had investigated the
use of forestry monitoring data (compiled for over 25
years) in the process of developing the National Forestry
Plan 2030. Ms Andresson pointed out that the aim of the
forestry plan was to achieve sustainable forest
management in Estonia.
Auditors had sent a letter to the Environmental Agency
and asked some fundamental questions about what
could be concluded from state environmental monitoring data about the status of forest ecosystems
and the impact of forest management thereon. Ms Andresson noted that in order to reply to the
questions, the relevant authority had initiated a 6-month long project to analyse all available data. The
outcome of the project was a report document concluding, that adequate information supported by
monitoring data on which to build the strategic environmental assessment and to counterbalance
economic and ecological forestry interests was largely missing. Ms Andresson pointed out, that in this
case the audit office did not analyse the monitoring information itself but managed to direct the
relevant agency to analyse the collected information from an angle they themselves had not previously
thought of.

SAI presentation: Natura 2000 network in Bulgaria
Ms Katya Nedialkova, SAI Bulgaria

Ms Nedialkova presented SAI Bulgaria’s performance
audit on the effectiveness of Natura 2000 network in
protecting the environment and local populations.
Auditors had looked at the development of the network
along with its organisational set-up; also, monitoring
and reporting of the status of the network as well as
the progress of implementing the national action
framework for Natura 2000 in Bulgaria.
Ms Nedialkova elaborated that the main issues that
had been found in the course of the audit related to
some requirements of the EU nature directives having
not been fully implemented. More effective cooperation
between different authorities involved was also recommended by SAI Bulgaria based on audit
findings. Ms Nedialkova was happy to inform that as a result of the audit, Ministry of Environment and
Water had taken actions to introduce a more effective management structure for the Natura 2000
network and to fully comply with the EU’s biodiversity legislation.
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SAI presentation : Funds and state property under the management
of National Parks’ Administration
Mr Michal Rampir, SAI Czech Republic
Mr Rampir introduced SAI Czech Republic’s recent audit
about the management of the state’s assets and funds
by administrations of national parks. Adherence to
obligations of the legislation and management plans of
the parks as well as cooperation with territorial selfgovernments and cross-border partners had also been
audited.
The audit had detected partial shortcomings and
individual cases wherein legal regulations had been
breached by the managements of national parks. Also,
the Ministry of Environment had failed to prepare a
comprehensive strategy for nature and landscape
management funding and the development of national
parks more generally. Mr Rampir pointed out that forestry had appeared as one of the main
environmental aspects in the audit: logging had increased by 61% in national parks during 2016-2018,
mostly on account of salvage logging and mostly of coniferous trees because of the spread of bark
beetles.

Group Debate: Is following the money the key element in planning
biodiversity audits?
A group debate was organized to discuss whether it was of primary importance to consider the
financial dimension when planning an audit related to biodiversity. Participants were divided into
groups, each to prepare arguments to be presented by a representative.
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Arguments for:
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

Money is the most logical starting point for value-for-money audits as the role of auditors is to
help improve spending and see to that the results are delivered
In the EU, significant financial resources are allocated to biodiversity projects (e.g. CAP)
which need serious consideration in preliminary risk analyses
With significant amounts of money, fraud risks are big and require the attention of auditors
The lack of money in certain biodiversity-related areas can also be a good starting point for
audits
Following funding helps to identify overlaps in policies as there are other sources of funding
than direct nature protection mechanisms (sectors of agriculture and food, climate, private
funding and investments)
With focus on funding, harmful subsidies can be addressed
The mechanism of assessing the value of ecosystem services can be exploited by auditors

Arguments contra:
•
•
•
•

•
•

Biodiversity is very difficult to monetize due to its complexity
Biodiversity impacts are long-term and would only become evident in the future, so focusing
on funding (which is mainly short- or medium-term) is a too narrow of an approach
Biodiversity loss/changes have cross-sectoral impacts (e.g. health) which are hard to arrive at
if the starting point is direct spending in the area
Many important aspects to consider in audits are not directly connected to spending:
adequacy and effectiveness of the legal framework and action plans as well as their
enforcement, the designation of key performance indicators and their fulfilment, stakeholders’
interests and participation etc.
Biodiversity is also an important area in the Sustainable Development Goals’ framework
wherein clearly not only financial dimension should prevail
Very often, not a lot of or even no direct public funding is present in the field of biodiversity,
making it difficult for an auditor to approach the issue if looking at spending only

Upon being polled about their opinion post-debate, 17% of respondents said that their opinion had
changed and 34% indicated that they had arrived at a better understanding of the view opposed to
their personal one.
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SAI presentation : Pressures on biodiversity from construction
developments and urbanisation
Mr Akis Kikas, SAI Cyprus

Mr Kikas opened his address with the rhetorical
question about the impact of human developments on
biodiversity. He felt that while it was not always the
case, caution needed to be taken to avoid damage to
significant ecosystems, as also foreseen in the EU
Habitats Directive.
Mr Kikas presented an overview about SAI Cyprus’s
work on the compliance of procedures upon granting
permissions for developments near Natura 2000 sites
(habitats of turtles, seals and the Cyprus mouflon).
These audits and special reviews had been induced to a
large extent by the complaints of NGOs.
Mr Kikas informed that the audits had revealed the scale of pressures to biodiversity from various
development activities. He also spoke of the importance of auditors’ understanding of biodiversity
issues under review and mentioned the methods that had proved effective for SAI Cyprus in the audits
(technological tools, site visits, engagement with NGOs and experts, publishing of results).

SAI presentation : Efficiency of protection against invasive alien
species
Mr Igor Vošnjak, SAI Slovenia

Mr Vošnjak described the architecture and results of SAI
Slovenia’s audit on the efficiency of protection against
invasive alien species, an important threat in Slovenia
since the country ranked second in Europe in terms of
biotic diversity.
Mr Vošnjak informed that auditors had looked into the
prevention of the introduction of invasive alien species,
early detection and eradication as well as the
management of the spread thereof. On all these
accounts, SAI Slovenia had assessed efforts having
been only partially efficient. Mr Vošnjak also brought an
interesting example how the cost of managing an
invasive alien species can grow exponentially (giant hogweed in Slovenia and Germany).
Based on the demands of the SAI, Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning had started work on
completing the bases enabling the adoption of relevant legislation; had started to complete the
pathways of introduction and spread analysis of invasive alien species; had been engaged in setting
up a comprehensive invasive alien species’ surveillance system.
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SAI presentation: SAI of Kuwait’s experience in biodiversity
Ms Noura Al Zaher, SAI Kuwait

As an introduction, Ms Al Zaher provided participants
with information about Kuwait’s location, climate and
most important threats to biodiversity. She also pointed
out that compliance with environmental protection
legislation and efficiency of authorities’ actions in
addressing the threats to natural resources were priority
areas for SAI Kuwait.
Ms Al Zaher talked more in-depth about audits about the
effectiveness of combating desertification, efficiency of
efforts to protect fisheries from overfishing and the
effectiveness of protecting nature reserves.
As a result of the audits, SAI Kuwait had recommended to increase efforts to rehabilitate degraded
land and more effective coordination and control by different authorities; to better regulate amateur
fishing and promote the preservation and development of fish stocks; to take precautions against
sudden fires and violations posing a threat to the natural environment in protected areas.

Cooperative audit discussion
Participants had signed up to three groups to discuss the potential for cooperative action between
SAIs in three different areas. Pre-assigned group moderators reported back with the results in the
plenary room.

Biodiversity and agriculture
Ms Lejla Marinko from SAI Slovenia reported that participants had discussed agriculture-related audit
topics that could be linked to biodiversity – either being conducted or planned in different SAIs and
ECA. The following topics had emerged as of interest to more than one SAI: adverse effects of
agriculture/food self-sufficiency vs. biodiversity/Natura 2000 areas; soil health; food self-sufficiency,
pesticide use.
Ms Marinko informed that there had also been some new topics potentially of interest in the future, for
example 'seed pool'. Discussion had additionally focused on other possible ways of cooperating
besides the cooperative audits, for example exchanging case studies to be used in audits or working
sequentially on the same topic. Also, an alternative to cooperative audit could be a separate event
about similar audits in this area to share experiences and bring results together, and perhaps publicize
parts of such an event. ECA noted that they would be happy to refer to national audits conducted in
the area in their report, provided they receive information on these.
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Biodiversity and infrastructure development
Ms Rosica Shalevjik-Hristovska from SAI North Macedonia first pointed out that the group had done
some conceptual work and identified the following relevant types of infrastructure: buildings and
industrial facilities, communal infrastructure, traffic infrastructure, energy infrastructure. It seemed clear
that impact on biodiversity was relevant on all these types of infrastructure.
While no special interest towards a cooperative audit had been identified, several main questions were
nevertheless listed for a cooperative audit on infrastructure looking more generally at the effectiveness
of managing infrastructure’s impact to biodiversity:
•
•
•
•

Does the Ministry of Environment have information about the status of biodiversity when
issuing permits to build an infrastructure?
Are biodiversity values included in economic development policies at national and local
levels?
Is the communication and cooperation between authorities in place when they issue an
infrastructure project?
Is the monetary system for developing infrastructure efficient and information used valid?

Nature protected areas and parks
Mr Vladimir Maťuš from SAI Slovakia reported that cooperation had seemed natural for participants as
in Europe several cross-border national parks were present, same endangered species were found in
different countries, the same legal obligations and international agreements applied to countries. The
group had listed potential questions for a cooperative audit:
Do national authorities adopt proper measures to protect biodiversity in national parks and nature
protected areas, in an effective and efficient manner?
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Are the institutions in place to manage national parks and nature protected areas?
Is there coordination between all stakeholders?
Do the authorities possess reliable data?
Are the management plans based on profound risk analysis of protected areas and their
surroundings?
Have measurable indicators been identified (SMART) ?
Is there proper monitoring and evaluation system in place?
Are there adequate financial resources assured?

Mr Maťuš informed that participants had shown some interest as several SAIs had been contemplating
an audit on protected areas/parks in the following years. He also thought that SAI Slovakia could
consider leading such an audit in 2021, should there be sufficient interest among EUROSAI WGEA
members. The first kick-off meeting could take place in the second half of 2021.

Ms Tuuli Rasso from the EWGEA Secretariat concluded that the results of group discussions would be
taken into account when preparing the Strategic Plan 2020-2023.
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SAI presentation: Problems of conservation and development of the
European eel population
Ms Tatsiana Khaitsyna, SAI Belarus

Ms Khaitsyna’s presentation focused on the problems of
conserving and developing the European eel
population.
She described the historical transfer paths of the eel
from the Baltic Sea to Belarus via Daugava and
Nemunas rivers as well as its phenomenal migration
back to the Sargasso Sea to spawn, and the different
states of the eel’s lifecycle.
Ms Khaitsyna also talked about problems caused by the
turbines of hydroelectric power stations and dams that
blocked the migration of the eel in Europe’s mainland;
also, about the fact that since 2008, deliveries of the eel
stock to Belarus had been discontinued following EU regulations. Ms Khaitsyna emphasized that due
to this fact, Belarus could not effectively fulfil its potentially significant role in helping to preserve the
European eel population, despite the abundancy of lakes well fit for nursery grounds to the European
eel and the capacity to increase the survival of stocking material and rearing of glass eel in 5
specialized fishing farms found in Belarus. She called the participants of the meeting to consider
cooperative efforts to help solve this relevant biodiversity issue.

SAI presentation: Biodiversity on agricultural land
Mr Rashid Akhmetov and Mr Aibek Akpeissov

SAI Kazakhstan’s address focused on Kazakhstan’s
biodiversity and agricultural activities. It emerged
clearly from the presentation that the country had
highly diverse natural landscapes and therefore also a
high diversity of ecosystems and species, both of flora
and fauna. Altogether nine national parks had been
created in Kazakhstan to protect these natural assets.

SAI Kazakhstan’s representatives talked about their
country’s agricultural biodiversity which also had a
global significance. They pointed out that Kazakhstan
had adopted the “green economy” concept for its
national priority to be achieved by 2050. This included efficient and effective use of biological
resources. Example of a successful activity in this regard had been the restoration of Aral Sea
species. SAI Kazakhstan had audited Holding, an entity providing financial services in all regions. The
audit had revealed that stimulation of agro-industry through subsidies had been significant and also
the agricultural output had increased. The need for upgrading the system of controlling the agricultural
sector, however, had also been pointed out in the audit.
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SAI presentation: SAI Belgium’s transversal SDG preparedness
review
Ms Daphne Vanrysselberghe, SAI Belgium

Ms Vanrysselberghe gave an enjoyable insight into the
uniquely complex governance set-up of her country
involving multiple actors from the federal to regional and
community levels. She also pointed out that SAI
Belgium’s structure reflected this, but given that it was
consolidated into one institution, Belgian Court of Audit,
it was well positioned to address policy coordination
issues in the governmental sphere.
Ms Vanrysselberghe talked about the ongoing review of
Belgian authorities’ preparedness to implement the
United Nations Sustainable Development Goals – an
area which called for cooperation between all levels of
government. She informed that the auditors would investigate related procedures within all levels of
government and also coordination and division of responsibilities between the different actors across
the whole government. This task demanded good internal coordination within the SAI.
Ms Vanrysselberghe indicated that the preparedness review had inspired SAI Belgium to consider a
next joint project between different chambers of the SAI: a parallel audit of Natura 2000 protected
areas in the Flemish and Walloon regions.

SAI presentation: SAO Hungary’s audits in the fields of climate
change, sustainable development and environmental pollution in
2011-2019
Mr Imre Nagy, SAI Hungary

In his address, Mr Nagy covered various audits
conducted by SAI Hungary in 2011-2019 in the fields of
climate change, sustainable development and
environmental protection.
He elaborated on the main content of audits on water
protection and management, carbon-dioxide quota
management, air quality protection and climate change,
public buildings’ energy efficiency.
Mr Nagy talked more in-depth about the audit of
protection against ragweed in Hungary. He explained
that the spread of ragweed was problematic since it
caused the reduction of agricultural yield and health
problems such as allergies estimated to generate significant health care expenses. Both strengths and
weaknesses of the protection system had been detected by auditors.
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Business Meeting
Future cooperative audits’ discussio n
The Business Meeting started off with discussions about potential future EUROSAI WGEA cooperative
audits beyond biodiversity, based on earlier interest of SAIs as well as concrete proposals from ECA.
As a starter, participants were invited to name the key ingredients of a successful cooperative audit:

Three discussion groups convened separately and reported back to the plenary afterwards.

Climate change adaptation
Mr Ronnie Takens from SAI Netherlands reported that the group had started off by revisiting the
messages of the 2012 EUROSAI WGEA cooperative audit on the same topic. Group participants had
felt that the main shortcoming voiced in 2012 – poor implementation of adaptation strategies via
concrete actions – was still relevant. Mr Takens also noted that by sharing climate change issues in
different countries, regional differences had become evident, with southern countries more exposed to
impacts. However, impacts to biodiversity, agriculture, food production and public health were still
relevant to all countries. Also, climate change mitigation came up as an equally important issue.
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Mr Takens described how the group had exchanged opinions on why the adaptation strategies were
hard to implement. The main take-off had been that dependency on the small decisions and local
actions in municipalities and regions as well as by landowners to make needed changes to e.g.
infrastructures meant that good coordination was vital. But it was not clear whether centralized solution
was necessarily the best. Also, climate change needed to be cross-sectorally addressed.
Mr Takens concluded that interest towards cooperation had been present and 5 SAIs had been rather
clear on that. However, no initiative to lead such an effort had been taken. Ms Rasso from the EWGEA
Secretariat promised that the Secretariat would help encourage follow-up communication among the
core-group of interested SAIs after the Annual Meeting.

Electronic waste
The topic had been proposed for discussion by the European Court of Auditors. Mr Ernesto Roessing
from ECA informed that the topic had already been included to the ECA’s annual work plan and was to
be commenced in March-April 2020. ECA was interested in cooperating also with other SAIs on the
matter. Mr Roessing informed that altogether 7 SAIs, both from EU Member States and third countries,
had shown interest towards cooperation and ECA would keep the communication line open with these
SAIs to contemplate the exact format of cooperation. While joint summary or a report could be thought
about, as a light version, a joint event to share experiences and methodologies would also prove
useful. Mr Roessing also mentioned that the door would be left open for other SAIs to join as not all
had a chance to participate in the discussion. Ms Robert Markus from ECA proposed a motto for the
cooperative project – “From trash to treasure” – and also invited all participants to consider joining the
cooperative project.

Polluter-pays principle
Mr Colm Friel from ECA reported the results of the group discussion on possible cooperation on an
audit of the polluter-pays principle. He too pointed out that ECA was planning an audit, at the EU level,
of how the polluter-pays principle was being applied. The group had discussed whether there was
interest in a cooperative audit, and on possible forms of cooperation.
Mr Friel imparted that the consensus arrived at had been that there was no scope to launch a
traditional cooperative audit. But he mentioned that similarly to all other ECA’s performance audits,
ECA would check whether other SAIs had published relevant audit reports dealing with the polluterpays principle to potentially use these to provide additional evidence for its own audit work. He also did
not rule out a common event, should enough relevant audit practice be detected to share and discuss.
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INTOSAI WGEA activities and plans
Dr Vivi Niemenmaa, INTOSAI WGEA Secretariat, SAI Finland

Dr Niemenmaa started by recalling INTOSAI WGEA’s
key achievements over the years, with around 50
environment audit related documents published and
many meetings, trainings, experience-sharing and
networking events organized.
She was glad to note that at the XXIII INCOSAI held in
Moscow, SAI of Finland had taken over the
responsibility of chairing INTOSAI WGEA, a task
previously carried by SAI of Indonesia.
Dr Niemenmaa introduced selected recent publications
of INTOSAI WGEA, completed in 2019: biodiversity
guidance (update of the 2007-version), research paper
on improving the visibility of environmental audits, training tool on greening the SAIs.
Dr Niemenmaa also presented the work plan of INTOSAI WGEA for the period of 2020-2022. She
highlighted that environment-related Sustainable Development Goals from the public finance
perspective would be the crosscutting theme for INTOSAI WGEA. Seven Work Packages had been
included in the work plan, of which three were closely linked to SDGs: climate finance, plastic waste
and sustainable transport. Assessment of WGEA products as well as experience sharing, capacity
building and effective communication with stakeholders would also continually be prioritized within
INTOSAI WGEA.

ARABOSAI RWGEA progress report and activities
Ms Munira Al-Huwaidi, SAI Kuwait

Ms Al-Huwaidi introduced the recent activities of
ARABOSAI regional environmental audit working group
for which 2019 had been a transitional one ahead of the
period of 2020-2022.
She informed that the group had held its 4th meeting in
Jordan in September 2019. In 2019, group members
had been working on developing the basics of a
cooperative audit on reducing air pollution, organising a
competition of articles and a workshop on climate
change. These activities would continue into the
upcoming new working period.
Ms Al-Huwaidi informed that for 2020-2022 Action Plan of ARABOSAI RWGEA, cooperative audit
mission on combating desertification had been proposed. Also, thematic workshops and competitions
for specialized articles in various environment audit fields were in the pipeline. She also highlighted
that a proposal had been developed to extend the scope of ARABOSAI RWGEA to include the audit of
SDGs, to be discussed and approved at the 13th General Assembly of ARABOSAI. Ms Al-Huwaidi also
briefly mentioned the topics of latest audit reports completed by ARABOSAI RWGEA members and
noted that the website of the working group was being updated to provide translated materials and
update previous data.
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EUROSAI WGEA activity report
Ms Tuuli Rasso, EUROSAI WGEA Secretariat, SAI Estonia

Ms Rasso presented the progress report of EUROSAI
WGEA since the last Annual Meeting in 2018.
In 2019, two meetings had been held: the 23rd Steering
Committee meeting (videoconference) in February and
the Spring Session on waste management and circular
economy in Cyprus in May. Ms Rasso was happy to
report that all three cooperative audits included in the
Strategic Plan 2017-2020 had been completed and the
reports of all these published: energy efficiency of
public sector buildings in October 2018, air quality in
January 2019 and management of Mediterranean
marine parks in July 2019. She also noted that SAI
Poland had proposed a cooperative audit on plastic waste for the new strategic period starting in 2020
and the kick-off meeting of the project was planned already for December 2019.
EUROSAI WGEA’s Massive Open Online Course on auditing water issues had been successfully
launched in 2018: 185 participants from 47 countries and 35 SAIs from Europe and beyond had been
certified as a result. The Estonian Information Technology Foundation for Education had awarded the
course with a quality certificate. Ms Rasso informed that the second run of the course was planned for
November 2019.
Ms Rasso also briefly covered other activities performed by the EWGEA Secretariat: maintenance of
the website www.eurosaiwgea.org, newsletter (next edition planned for December 2019), social media
presence via a LinkedIn group, cooperation within INTOSAI and with external stakeholders. She
reminded the participants that the reports of published environmental audits would be good to add to
the EUROSAI database of audits.
Ms Rasso concluded her presentation with information about upcoming EUROSAI WGEA meetings.
Spring Seminar 2020 was to be hosted by SAI Malta on 7-8 April 2020 and the 18th Annual Meeting by
SAI Poland in autumn 2020. Mr Peplow from SAI Malta recommended to participants to try and
register to the Spring Session as early as possible due to the high season of events predicted in Malta
in April 2020. Ms Rasso indicated that invitations would be sent out as early as possible, preferably
still in 2019. She also explained that topics of both upcoming meetings would be decided by the
Steering Committee of EUROSAI WGEA at its 24th meeting which was to follow the Annual Meeting.
Results of EUROSAI WGEA’s Annual Survey 2019 would be taken into account wherein members
had expressed biggest interest towards sustainable development, sustainable energy, air quality and
monetary valuation in the environmental field.

Chairmanship of EUROSAI WGEA: Presentation of the candidature
of Supreme Audit Office of Poland
Mr Wojciech Dudek, SAI Poland
Mr Dudek presented the candidature of the Supreme Audit Institution of Poland (NIK) to the
chairmanship of EUROSAI WGEA starting from June 2020 (to be approved at the XI EUROSAI
Congress).

23

He first recalled the long tradition and activities of NIK
which had made it an important and strong actor also
internationally, both within EUROSAI as well as
INTOSAI. Mr Dudek highlighted that NIK had extensive
experience in leading and participating in cooperative
audits on many different subjects including environment
ones.
Mr Dudek also presented the more concrete vision for
EUROSAI WGEA for the period of 2020-2023. 6 areas
of action were proposed by Mr Dudek to be considered
by members when brainstorming on the Strategic Plan
2020-2023:
•
•

Keeping the strategic goals of 2017-2020 – encouraging and supporting professional
cooperation, facilitating knowledge and experience sharing – in focus also in the new period
WGEA cooperative audits – intensification of cooperation and use of audit results in joint
reports or studies

•

New risk areas of environmental audit – discussing and learning about these at meetings,
participating in projects organised by other networks dealing with environmental protection,
potential cooperative audits

•

Cooperation with external stakeholders – strengthening communication to popularise the use
of audit results; establishing a communication plan

•

Sustainable Development Goals – activation of SAIs in the field, strengthening cooperation
with INTOSAI Development Initiative, overview of SDG-related audits

•

Information and education activity – taking educational action based on audit results, e.g.
cooperation with schools and education institutions, modernising forms of communication and
updating EUROSAI WGEA web to better address young people.

Brainstorming session: EUROSAI WGEA Strategy 2020 -2023
Following the presentation of the candidature of NIK, Ms Tuuli Rasso from the EWGEA Secretariat
together with Mr Wojciech Dudek and Mr Mariusz Gorczyca from NIK launched the brainstorming
session on EUROSAI WGEA’s new strategy. Participants were tasked with discussing ideas for future
activities of the working group along the lines of action proposed by NIK earlier.
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Ideas that came out from discussions:
•

•

•

•

Cooperative audits – potential topics SDG 11, pesticide use, climate change, waste
shipment (cooperation with other regions), air and water quality; revisiting earlier audits to see
how the results have been applied; on one hand, more focused regional cooperative audits,
on the other, cooperation with other INTOSAI groups on global issues of concern; cooperation
with the Contact Committee; cooperation formats beyond audit; sharing methodologies and
working papers (questionnaires, audit matrices); using BIEP platform provided by SAI Czech
Republic for benchmarking.
New risk areas – climate change mitigation and adaptation, emissions trading, circular
economy, e-waste, waste prevention, pesticides, lack of integrated data, environmental impact
of IT and data use, rapid development of best available technologies in polluting sectors.
Cooperation with stakeholders – more engagement with the scientific community at
meetings as well as in cooperative audits and other projects; keeping an eye on what is
happening in the United Nations; visits to audited sites during EWGEA meetings.
Information and educational activities – promotion of the work of EUROSAI WGEA and its
members (national and cooperative audits) among the youth in schools/educational
institutions; continuing with Massive Online Courses; training about writing and
communication; translating summaries of audits; learning about ongoing and planned
environmental audits more systematically; exchanging the methodologies and lessons learned
in environmental audits conducted by members.

Ms Rasso indicated that all the ideas would be considered when the Secretariat would start to prepare
the draft strategic plan for the group in cooperation with NIK. The work plan would be discussed with
the Steering Committee and sent to all members before the XI EUROSAI Congress in June 2020.

Adjournment
On behalf of the European Court of Auditors and the Chair of EUROSAI WGEA, Mr Peter Welch and
Ms Tuuli Rasso presented general words of conclusion, thanking participants for their active
contribution to the inspiring events.
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Appendices
Appendix 1. Programme of the Joint Biodiversity
Conference
Conference on Biodiversity
Moderated by the European Court of Auditors
Venue: European Court of Auditors, K2 Conference Hall

Tuesday, 22 October
9:00

Registration and welcome coffee

10:00

Opening
Mr Klaus-Heiner Lehne, President of the European Court of Auditors
Mr Janar Holm, Chair of EUROSAI WGEA, Auditor General of Estonia

10:20

Setting the scene: Status of and key threats to biodiversity
Prof David Kleijn, Wageningen University
Mr Ariel Brunner, Birdlife Europe

11:20

Main biodiversity policies, results of the European Union biodiversity
strategy to 2020
Ms Anne Teller, DG Environment of the European Commission
Ms Eva Viestová, Slovak Ministry of Environment

12:30

Group photo followed by lunch

13:45

Improving the status of biodiversity in Europe
Ms Janica Borg, World Wide Fund for Nature
Mr Pasi Rautio, Natural Resources Institute Finland

15:00

Break

15:30

Focusing an audit on biodiversity
Group discussions

17:00

Feedback from the working groups and panel discussion

18:00

Conclusions and adjournment
Poster session

19:00

Buffet Dinner hosted by the European Court of Auditors
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17th EUROSAI WGEA Annual Meeting
Moderated by the Secretariat of EUROSAI WGEA
Venue: European Court of Auditors, K2 Conference Hall

Day 1: Auditing Biodiversity
Wednesday, 23 October
9:00

Welcome remarks
Mr Janar Holm, Chair or EUROSAI WGEA, Auditor General of Estonia
Mr Samo Jereb, Member of the European Court of Auditors

9:20

Warm-up exercise

9:45

Presentation of SAI experiences
Results of the Mediterranean cooperative audit, Mr Akis Kikas, SAI Cyprus and
Mr William Peplow, SAI Malta
Albania - Marine protected areas, Ms Eva Kasmi, SAI Albania
Does environmental monitoring data provide information about the status of forest
ecosystems? Ms Airi Andresson, SAI Estonia

10:30

Break

11:00

SAI Presentations ctd
Natura 2000 network in Bulgaria, Ms Katya Nedialkova, SAI Bulgaria
Funds and state property under the management of National Parks' Administration,
Mr Michal Rampír, SAI Czech Republic

11:30

Group debate on a selected biodiversity topic

12:45

Lunch

13:45

SAI presentations
Pressures from developments adjoining habitats of protected species, Mr Akis Kikas,
SAI Cyprus
Invasive alien species, Mr Igor Vošnjak, SAI Slovenia
State Audit Bureau of Kuwait on biodiversity, Ms Noura Al Zaher, SAI Kuwait

14:30

Cooperative audit on biodiversity?
Discussions in parallel groups

15:30

Break

16:00

SAI presentations
The role of the Republic of Belarus in preserving the world population of European eel,
Ms Tatsiana Khaitsyna, SAI Belarus
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Biodiversity on agricultural land, Mr Rashit Akhmetov, SAI Kazakhstan
Presentation on SAI Belgium’s transversal SDG preparedness review, Ms Daphne
Vanrysselberghe, SAI Belgium
Audits on sustainable development and environment 2011-2019, Mr Imre Nagy, SAI
Hungary

17:00

Adjournment

Day 2: Business Meeting
Venue: European Court of Auditors, K2 Conference Hall

Thursday, 24 October
9:00

Searching for future EWGEA cooperative audits
Discussion in groups (e-waste, polluter-pays-principle, climate change adaptation)

10:30

Reporting on the progress of Working Groups
INTOSAI WGEA, Dr Vivi Niemenmaa, SAI Finland
ARABOSAI WTEA, Ms Munira Al-Huwaidi, SAI Kuwait

11:00

Break

11:30

Reporting on the progress of Working Groups ctd
Progress report of EUROSAI WGEA, Ms Tuuli Rasso, Secretariat of EUROSAI WGEA
Chairmanship of EUROSAI WGEA, Mr Wojciech Dudek and Mr
Mariusz Gorczyca, SAI Poland

12:00

EUROSAI WGEA Strategy 2020-2023
Brainstorming in groups

13:10

Summing up and adjournment

13:30

Lunch

15:00-16:30

24th EUROSAI WGEA Steering Committee meeting
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Appendix 2. List of Participants
EUROSAI WGEA members
Albania
State Supreme Audit Institution

Mr. Alfred Cako, Senior Auditor
Ms. Eva Kasmi, Auditor
Ms. Enejda Seraj, Auditor

Austria
Austrian Court of Audit

Ms. Birgit Caesar-Stifter, Head of Department

Belarus
State Control Committee of the
Republic of Belarus
Belgium
Belgian Court of Audit
Bulgaria

Mr. Vasili Rudzenik, Deputy Head of the Main Department

Bulgarian National Audit Office

Ms. Katya Nedialkova, Chief Auditor

Czech Republic

Ms. Helena Vorbova, Director

Supreme Audit Office of the Czech
Republic

Mr. Michal Rampir, Head of Unit

Cyprus

Mr. Akis Kikas, Senior Principal Auditor

Audit Office of the Republic of
Cyprus
Denmark

Mr. Michael Kuur Sᴓrensen, Head of Section

Ms. Helga Herzfeld, Head of Department
Ms. Tatsiana Khaitsyna, Chief Specialist
Ms. Daphne Vanrysselberghe, Senior Auditor
Ms. Eva Galabinova, Chief Auditor

Danish National Audit Office
Estonia

Mr. Janar Holm, Auditor General/Chair of EWGEA

National Audit Office of Estonia

Ms. Tuuli Rasso, Head of International Relations/EWGEA
Secretariat
Ms. Airi Andresson, Audit Manager
Ms. Kaire Kesküla, Advisor, EWGEA Secretariat
Ms. Sigrid Rajangu, Auditor

European Union

Mr. Klaus-Heiner Lehne, President

European Court of Auditors

Mr. Samo Jereb, Member (Slovenia)
Mr. Peter Welch, Director
Mr. Michael Bain, Principal Manager
Mr. Colm Friel, Principal Manager
Mr. Robert Markus, Principal Manager
Ms. Jerneja Vrabic, Private Office Attaché

Finland
National Audit Office of Finland
France

Dr. Vivi Niemenmaa, Deputy Director
Ms. Karoliina Pilli-Sihvola, Senior Performance Auditor
Mr. Julien Marchal, Senior Auditor

Court of Audit of France
Germany

Ms. Simone Neumaier, Senior Audit Manager

Federal Court of Auditors

Ms. Evelyn Batzer, Senior Auditor
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Greece

Mr. Ioannis Vasilopoulos, Judge

Hellenic Court of Audit
Hungary

Mr. Imre Nagy, Supervisory Manager

State Audit Office of Hungary
Kazakhstan

Mr. Rashit Akhmetov, Member

Accounts Committee for Control
over Execution of the Republican
Budget

Mr. Aibek Akpeissov, Expert-Assistant of State Auditor

Latvia

Mr. Jānis Salenieks, Senior State Auditor

State Audit Office of Latvia
Lithuania

Ms. Vaida Barizienė, Chief Advisor

National Audit Office of Lithuania
Malta

Mr. William Peplow, Senior Audit Manger

National Audit Office of Malta
Netherlands

Mr. Jan Willem van de Wardt, Audit Manager

Netherlands Court of Audit

Mr. Ronnie Takens, Auditor

North Macedonia

Ms. Rosica Shalevikj-Hristovska, Principal Auditor

State Audit Office of the Republic
of North Macedonia
Norway

Ms. Solveig Dahl, Deputy Director General

Office of the Auditor General of
Norway

Ms. Trine Lausvnes, Senior Audit Adviser

Poland

Mr. Wojciech Dudek, Chief Specialist of State Audit

Supreme Audit Office of Poland

Mr. Mariusz Gorczyca, Economic Advisor

Portugal

Ms. Maria de Fatima Mendes Fernandes, Inspector

Portuguese Court of Auditors

Mr. Jose Augusto Rosario Silva, Auditor

Romania

Ms. Anda Mihaela Laceanu, Unit Department Director

Romanian Court of Accounts

Ms. Marilena Berheci, Public External Auditor

Serbia

Mr. Nikola Stefanovic, State Auditor

State Audit Institution of Serbia

Ms. Djurdja Stefanovic, Senior Audit Advisor

Slovak Republic

Mr. Peter Ružič, Director of Audit Department I

Supreme Audit Office of the Slovak
Republic

Mr. Michal Bohunčák, Director of Audit Department III

Slovenia

Ms. Lejla Marinko, Principal Auditor

Court of Audit of the Republic of
Slovenia

Mr. Igor Vošnjak, Auditor

Spain

Mr. Beatriz Sánchez, Deputy Assistant Director

Mr. Vladimír Maťuš, Auditor

Court of Auditors
Switzerland

Mr. Martin Koci, Senior Evaluation Expert

Swiss Federal Audit Office
Turkey

Ms. Aysegul Boran, Principal Auditor
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Turkish Court of Accounts

Ms. Basak Sah Bicer, Principal Auditor

Ukraine

Mr. Dmytro Karnaukhov, Lead Specialist of International
Cooperation Department

Accounting Chamber of Ukraine
Invited Guests and Experts
Birdlife Europe and Central Asia

Mr. Ariel Brunner, Senior Head of Policy

European Commission, DG
Environment
Institute for Agroecology and
Biodiversity
Kuwait
State Audit Bureau

Ms. Anne Teller, Senior Expert of the Biodiversity Unit
Dr. Rainer Oppermann, Director
Mr. Adel Abdulaziz Al-Sarawi, Acting President
Mr. Adel Al-Koot, Audit Manager
Ms. Munira Al-Huwaidi, Auditor
Ms. Noura Al Zaher, Assistant Auditor

Natural Resources Institute of
Finland
Slovak Ministry of Environment

Mr. Pasi Rautio, Senior Scientist

Trier University

Prof. Axel Hochkirch, Associate Professor

Wageningen University

Prof. David Kleijn, Chair of Plant Ecology and Nature
Conservation Group
Ms. Janica Borg, EU Policy Coordinator for Marine
Protection and Spatial Planning
Mr. Ernst U. Schulte, Independent Forest Expert

World Wide Fund for Nature

Ms. Eva Viestová, National Focal Point for CBD and IPBES
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