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PREFACE 

The 12
th

 Annual EUROSAI WGEA Meeting was dedicated on two topics: auditing biodiversity and survey data 

analysis in audits.  

The one-day session on biodiversity included two key note speeches from external organisations to provide 

wider perspective and give background information on concerns about the biodiversity loss. The key note 

presentations were followed by panel discussion on the emerging challenges of national governments to 

maintain the favourable status of natural habitats.  Presenters from Supreme Audit Institutions (SAIs) shared 

their experiences of auditing biodiversity issues Parallel sessions were dedicated on discussing practicalities of 

approaching biodiversity issues in audits. However, only few SAIs have experience in auditing biodiversity and 

the range of problems presented during the session proves that the topic needs more attention from auditors. 

The cross cutting topic for the meeting was survey data analysis, which was also addressed during a one-day 

session, following the same structure as the previous day. As government officials receive various questionnaires 

almost on a daily basis, the need for planning the surveys better was emphasised more than once as a way to 

increase the benefit from using surveys in audits. 

The third day of the meeting was mainly dedicated to networking, experience sharing, and reports from 

cooperative activities and the secretariat.  

The 12
th

 Annual Meeting also virtually marked the end of one working period and the beginning of another. 

Therefore, a new Steering Committee was formed and the Strategy and Activity Plan for the forthcoming three 

years was adopted.  

During this new working period, EUROSAI WGEA is planning to turn its attention towards the citizen perspective 

in environmental audits. One of our four strategic goals is altered every working period to respond to the topical 

issues in environmental auditing in Europe. Now we are turning our attention more towards encouraging SAIs to 

conduct audits in areas where there is a risk that policies can negatively affect the achievement of 

environmental objectives, which in turn could affect environmental health and ecosystem services provided to 

citizens. The citizen perspective will be kept in mind also when addressing all other environmental topics. 

The meeting was also the first opportunity for the new Steering Committee to meet. The Steering Committee 

now consists of 7 members: Estonia (chair), Lithuania, Netherlands, Ukraine, Slovenia, Poland, and European 

Court of Auditors.  

Together with our host, the SAI of Lithuania, we had the pleasure of welcoming 53 delegates from 25 SAIs, ECA 

and 3 external organisations. 

 

 

 

 

 

Alar Karis 

Auditor General of Estonia 

Chair of EUROSAI WGEA 
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BIODIVERSITY SESSION 
 

Key note speeches on biodiversity 

Significance of Biodiversity and its Economic Value 
Nick Bertrand, The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity (TEEB) 

Nature provides human society with a vast diversity of benefits 

such as food, fibres, clean water, healthy soil and carbon capture. 

Yet, the status of biodiversity, including in the Pan-European 

context, is worrying (MA, 2005; SCBD, 2010; EEA, 2010; WWF, 

2014). The policy architecture governments have put in place to 

respond to this biodiversity challenge, at global and regional levels, 

is reviewed. 

 Although human well-being is entirely dependent upon the 

continued flow of ecosystem services, they are predominantly 

public goods with no markets and no prices, so are rarely detected 

by the current ‘economic compass’ (TEEB, 2008; OECD, 2012). 

Various policy initiatives have sought to address the ‘economic invisibility’ of biodiversity – for instance, the Pan-

European 2020 Strategy for Biodiversity emphasises the need for “placing a value on natural capital, including 

biodiversity and ecosystem services, through a range of economic tools and policies to take proper account of 

this value”.  

The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity (TEEB) initiative, on its part, aims to promote a better 

understanding of the values of ecosystem services and to offer economic tools that take proper account of these 

values. The original TEEB Study (2010) recommends, in particular, identifying and reforming biodiversity harmful 

subsidies (“changing the incentives”); investing in the establishment and management of protected areas 

(“protected areas offer value for money”); and advancing ecosystem accounting (“measuring better to manage 

better”). Uptake of these recommendations is examined, through the prism of various related projects and 

initiatives.  

A conclusion may be drawn on the important role of SAIs in ensuring that society better “recognizes, measures, 

manages and economically rewards responsible stewardship of its natural capital” (TEEB, 2010).     

 

Nature protection management in Europe  
Žymantas Morkvenas, Baltic Environmental Forum (BEF) 

Approaches of nature conservation in Europe 

 Protected areas – to protect a habitat and prevent overexploitation; 

 Restoration (rehabilitation) of degraded ecosystems; 

 Restoration and maintenance of disturbance patters (drivers stimulating ecosystem succession); 

 Restricting trade of endangered species (CITES convention); 

 Control and prevention of alien species invasion; 

 Captive breeding and translocation programs to maintain species. 
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Public administration for managing nature conservation across Europe 

differs in many aspects: 

 Clear vertical hierarchy structures with central office down to regional 

protected areas administrations (Lithuania); 

 More centralized system (Estonia); 

 Self-sustaining regional administrations (Hungary); 

 Management by forest management administrations (Finland); 

 Protected areas managed by NGOs (UK). 

Major nature conservation approach in Europe is setting protected areas, 

NATURA 2000 network is most prominent approach.  

Some features of Natura 2000 network 

The aim of NATURA 2000 network is assuring the long-term survival of Europe's 

most valuable and threatened species and habitats by achieving “favourable 

conservation status”.  It is legally based on EU Birds (2009/147/EC) and Habitats 

(92/43/EEC) directives.  

Favourable conservation status for SPECIES:  

 population dynamics data on the species concerned indicate that it is maintaining itself on a long term 

basis as a viable component of its natural habitat, and 

 the natural range of the species is neither being reduced nor is likely to be reduced for the foreseeable 

future, and; 

 there is, and will probably continue to be, a sufficiently large habitat to maintain its populations on a 

long-term basis. 

Favourable conservation status for HABITATS: 

 its natural range and the areas it covers within that range are stable or increasing; and 

 the specific structure and function which are necessary for its long-term maintenance are present and 

  are likely to continue to exist for the foreseeable future. 

See further: Article 1(e) of the Habitats directive. 

Designation and implementation of Natura 2000 are followed by EC moderation at biogeographic seminars. 

Natura 2000 sets clear requirements to set necessary conservation measures depending on the requirements of 

the species/habitats. Any plan of program likely to have significant effect to Natura 2000 shall be assessed and 

accepted only if it does not adversely affect the integrity of the site. In case of overriding public interest – 

compensative measures shall be setup. There is need for adequate management within Natura 2000 sites – 6 

years after designation of the network is agreed. 

A number of EU funds are available for financing Natura 2000 during period 2014 -2020:  

 European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD); 

 European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF); 

 European Regional Development Fund (ERDF); 

 European Social Fund (ESF); 

 Cohesion Fund; 

 European financial instrument for the environment (LIFE); 

 Framework Programme for research and innovation (Horizon 2020). 
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There remain a number of challenges of nature conservation in public administration  

 Why public shall support “traditional” nature conservation if it focused on protection from people and 

challenges our craving for development and comfort?  

 Entrepreneurship in nature conservation: supported by EU as “best practice”, while challenging to 

implement in public administration structures;  

 Restoration of ecosystem disturbance patterns (e.g. forest fires) remains a high challenge in Europe; 

 Conservation needs time, recourses and often followed by failures – a way out for “successful 

administration” is setting abstract non-measurable objectives; 

 Successful nature conservation often does not fit into the “economies of scale” culture. 

 

Experiences in auditing biodiversity 

Coastal Management in Cyprus – the environmental perspective 
Akis Kikas, SAI of Cyprus 

Audit title  Coastal Management in Cyprus 

Completion date of audit  September 2014 

Audit objectives Assessment of the management of beaches in Cyprus.  Focused in the areas 

of general supervision, financial management, environmental management, 

interventions in the coastline protection zone, waste disposal from 

recreational marine vessels. 

Audit criteria/questions  Relevant national legislation and acquis communautaire, certain provisions of 

the Barcelona Convention 

Audit methods  SWOT Analysis/Audit matrix, questionnaire, use of digitized cadastral maps in 

conjunction with satellite imagery, data analysis, on the site visits, interviews. 

Main results/conclusions  (see attached document with the summary of the audit) 

Lessons learned Take advantage of the opportunities offered by technology.  Engage 

NGO’s/specialists.  Site visits are very important, but bear in mind practical 

considerations.  Must have good understanding of the subject of the audit - 

importance of preparation.  Be flexible.  Set a realistic timeframe. 

 

Challenges of auditing the conservation and management of semi-

natural habitats  
Matis Mägi, SAI of Estonia 

The presentation is focusing on some challenging issues in auditing the conservation and management of 

valuable habitats, using the examples from auditing the semi-natural grasslands. 
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The questions and issues for auditing the conservation of valuable habitats could be following:  

Do we know where our valuable habitats are? 

We can only protect and evaluate the conservation status of these valuable areas which are known and 

inventoried. Otherwise, we can only register the decline of the species populations which depend on these 

habitats. 

Do we protect known valuable habitats sufficiently?  

Many of the valuable semi-natural or natural habitats can’t survive outside the protected areas’ network. 

Question could be is the sufficient amount of valuable habitat type taken under protection to guarantee its good 

ecological status, both at the state level and biogeographic region level. Is it analysed? 

Do the valuable habitats have a proper conservation and management mechanism?  

The protection regulation/rule does not guarantee the proper conservation measures for the habitats. At least in 

bigger protected areas, the values, threats and conservation measures should be analysed in a management 

planning process in cooperation of stakeholders. 

How do we know the conservation status of the valuable habitats?  

Evaluation of the ecological status (favorable /unfavorable) bases on the state monitoring programs, where 

proper methodology should be used for carrying out the measurements in nature and for analysing the results. 
The changes / trends in the conservation status are particularly important. As there could be natural cycles in 

environmental conditions, which have an impact on the species, we need long-term monitoring data. This also 

means that the data should be comparable / the same monitoring methodology should be used. 

 

Panel Discussion: Emerging challenges of national 

governments to maintain the favourable status of nat ural 

habitats 
Nick Bertrand (TEEB), Žymantas Morkvėnas (BEF), Lina Balėnaitė (SAI of Lihtuania), Matis Mägi (SAI of Estonia) 

What are the important governance problems regarding biodiversity in Europe? What are the problems 

that SAIs should look at? 

The panellists were asked to reflect upon their ideas on the governance problems regarding biodiversity in 

Europe, and also to elaborate on some of the aspects that SAIs should look at.  

Several issues regarding the governance problems were 

raised during the discussion.  

One of the pressing governance issues is mainstreaming 

biodiversity values into other sectors and engaging 

business communities and government into dialogue 

upon the topic. The role of governance should be 

stretched in terms of habitat degradation. The role and 

function of protected areas’ administration should be 
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clarified, because the habitats are not degrading due to lack of management plans but the ineffective realisation 

of the plans. It is possible that the protected areas should be places for connecting interests of different 

stakeholders, so that those areas turn into self-sustaining systems. 

As the National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans need to be in line with the global targets, SAIs should 

point out the need to revise the plans. Often there might also be a mismatch between the described improving 

situation in the government reports and the actual declining situation, because the changes in halting biodiversity 

loss are too slow. 

In many countries the threats to biodiversity are not identified up-to date and the indicators in the strategies are 

not measurable. The role of SAIs regarding this issue could be to indicate that the strategies need to have 

measurable indicators. 

In this context, the involvement of local communities and authorities is also important, as those are the 

stakeholders that need to have an interest or benefit from protecting biodiversity. For example, allowing local 

farmers to graze the grasslands would be beneficial for both, the farmer and the area. Therefore, the 

communities, as well as the governments should be educated on the issue. SAIs should also look into the issue of 

how local communities are being involved. 

SAIs should also look into the issue of incentives, especially subsidies. When talking about incentives’ issues, 

ethical and moral incentives should also be considered, in addition to financial incentives. 

However, financial sustainability of nature conservation is also an important issue. As most investments in this 

area are based on European Union (EU) subsidies, the question arise whether there will be sufficient 

continuation of financing nature conservation activities in case the EU subsidies significantly decline. 

SAIs could also pay attention to the quality of environmental information and look whether the information 

system reflects the reality objectively. Furthermore, as the collection of data is often very costly, it should be 

used cross-sectional and the use of these data should be used for improving the management of systems, not 

just for the sake of compiling reports. 

The panellists came concluded that SAIs need to play bigger role in approaching biodiversity loss. Biodiversity 

can be tackled in audits from various angles, such as meeting the national targets or, analysing the quality of 

data on biodiversity or effectiveness subsidies.  

 

Cooperation on auditing biodiversity 

Cooperative audit of National Parks: State of Play 
Lina Balenaite, SAI of Lithuania 

Audit title Cooperative Audit of National Parks 

Completion date of audit December 2014 

Audit objectives   

 To assess if national parks are managed appropriately;  

 To address the challenges of the conservation and protection of biodiversity 

in national parks; 

 To evaluate whether public funds are being spent in such a way that allows 

the goals of national parks to be achieved. 
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Audit criteria/questions The participating SAIs have developed an audit matrix of issues to be 

addressed in their national audits. The three subtopics agreed to be covered 

were the management of national parks, the conservation and protection of 

biodiversity, and the financing of national parks and 24 corresponding audit 

questions and 107 audit criteria have been identified. 

Audit methods The framework for the project plan was based on previous cooperative audit 

projects undertaken by INTOSAI, EUROSAI, and their respective WGEA. 

The findings, conclusions, and recommendations in the report are based on 

the SAI’s answers to a set of common audit questions.  

Each participating SAI conducted a national audit which has a national scope 

that can go beyond common audit questions, e.g. national strategies or 

reforms. 

The national audit approaches, including the audit criteria, methodology, 

quality control, and publication of national results, have been carried out in 

accordance with each country’s standard procedures. 

Main results/conclusions  

 Countries have employed different models of national park governance, but 

they all need an appropriate management plan as a precondition for the 

administration of national parks. 

 There is a potential conflict of interests between the use of national parks 

and the protection of nature and against threats to the national parks.  

 Raising additional income by the national parks may be in conflict with the 

protection and conservation of nature. 

 

Management of National Parks 
Detelina Hadjieva, SAI of Bulgaria 

Audit title    Management of the National Parks for the period 01.01.2010 - 31.12.2012  

Completion date of audit   16.09.2014 

Audit objectives   1. Presenting the legal and executive authority, the management of the 

audited authority and other users of the information independent and 

objective assessment of:  

₋ the effectiveness from the management of the national parks in 

Bulgaria and the extent of achieving the set objectives and priorities 

in the planning and programming documents in the field for the 

period 2010 – 2012; 

₋ the reliability of the systems for the monitoring and control on the 

implementation of the planned measures and activities on the 

territory of the national parks.  

2. Supporting the legal and executive authority and the management of the 

audited organization to achieve improvement in the effectiveness when 

managing the national parks.   
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Audit criteria/questions  1. In the scope of the audit are included analysis and assessment of:  

₋ the long-term planning of the activity for management of the 

national parks as a precondition for the clear vision, effective 

management and ensuring continuity; 

₋ the short-term planning of the activity for management of national 

parks as an instrument for the implementation of the long-term 

objectives and priorities; 

₋ effectiveness in the implementation of the planned measures and 

activities for the period 2010 – 2012 and the extent of achieving the 

set in the planning and programming documents objectives; 

₋ conformity with the law and effectiveness of the activities for 

monitoring and control of the implementation of the planned 

measures and activities by the National Parks Directorates (NPDs) 

and by the Ministry of Environment and Water (MOEW). 

2. Subject of analysis and assessment as part of the scope of the audit is the 

activity of the national parks Directorates for the period 2010 – 2012 in 

relation to planning, implementation, documenting and reporting of: 

₋ activities on guarding and control of the protected territories; 

₋ monitoring of the protected territories including of the biological 

diversity; 

₋ usage of natural resources; 

₋ organization and management of the tourism, informational, 

educational and scientific activities, performed within the borders of 

the national parks. 

Main results/conclusions  1. There are general conditions created for the biodiversity protection 

through developing of the national regulatory framework, which is 

harmonized with the EU law. 

2. The Government estimates the loss of biodiversity as significant risk for the 

environment and defines objectives and priorities toward the biodiversity 

protection. 

3. The national environmental protection legislation permits the 

development of the protected territories system as a mean for conservation 

of the natural ecosystems, the species’ variety and the natural phenomena. 

4. The main problems related to ensuring of preconditions for the effective 

implementation of the management of the NPs and the biodiversity 

protection in the protected areas are: 

₋ legally restricted powers of the control authorities; 

₋ the reduction of the budgetary financing; 

₋ the lack of up to date Management Plans for two of the three NPs; 

₋ lack of approved requirements towards  the annual planning of the 

activities in the NPs. 

5. The management of the NPs is not sufficiently effective due to:  

₋ lack of clearly marked borders of the NPs;  

₋ lack of permanent guarding of the protected territories; 
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₋ the NPDs administrative control does not achieve the expected 

preventive effect;  

₋ the monitoring of the biodiversity in the NPs is not implemented to 

a full extent;  

₋ lack of comparable data about the status of the monitored species;  

6. The data from the system for monitoring and control of the management 

of the NPs hinders: 

₋ carrying out of comparative analysis of the management of the 

various NPs; 

₋ the analysis and assessment of the progress in the implementation 

of the objectives, set in the long-term planning documents for the 

management of the protected territories; 

₋ taking managerial decisions for change and/or optimizing of the 

regulatory framework in the field of the protected territories and 

biodiversity protection. 

The reasonable recommendations have been given.  

Link to the audit    http://www.bulnao.government.bg/bg/articles/dokladi-128 

 

Parallel Sessions: Lessons learned from auditing 

biodiversity issues 

Session 1. Effectiveness of financial instruments for 

nature protection 

The purpose of the discussion group was to analyse experiences of participants at auditing effectiveness of 

financial instruments for nature protection, identify problems and risks at this field and propose 

recommendations how auditors may approach to this topic and focus the audits towards identified risks. The 

participants have various experiences at auditing biodiversity and biodiversity-related issues, but none of them 

have audited effectiveness of financial instruments and/or their impacts yet. However, they all agreed that this is 

an important audit topic, because financial aspects in auditing biodiversity could be the key the factor to select 

audit topic at the SAI.  

Upon the discussion the group identified potential problems at auditing effectiveness of financial 

instruments for nature protection and tried to elaborate some recommendations to overcome them:  

1. Ensuring long-term sustainability of funds for nature protection projects; in many cases funds acquired 

through economic instruments to protect nature are assured only till the project lasts, but are not available 

to maintain established improved conditions. In majority of cases these activities are not financed from the 

state budged (or e.g. revenues earned to entering the protected areas). Auditors should take into account 

the need to maintain long-term perspective of project’s outcome  when assessing effectiveness of financial 

instruments; 

2. Impacts of fragmentation of funds acquired through different financial instruments for nature protection 

and for agriculture purposes at protected areas; in many cases projects at the protected areas are financed 

from the funds for natural protection and at the same time some activities in these areas are also financed 

http://www.bulnao.government.bg/bg/articles/dokladi-128
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from the funds for agricultural purposes. These may have adverse effects (e.g. financing activities to 

protect endangered birds in protected areas and at the same time financing cutting of the grass in the 

nesting season from funds for agriculture) – in such cases transaction costs that influence overall outcome 

occur. Transaction costs should be considered when assessing effectiveness of financial instruments for 

natural protection; 

3. Limited access to the data about results of the nature protection projects financed through different 

financial instruments. Projects are in many cases running at the municipal level and municipalities are 

responsible to report data and information about activities to the state. Often data is incomplete, 

inadequate and unreliable, because state hasn’t established appropriate monitoring, controls or 

supervision over the results of the financed project and its reporting. Thus, ministry doesn’t have complete 

overview of project’s implementation.  It is then difficult for auditors to get reliable data about projects’ 

implementation to evaluate effectiveness of financial instruments implied. Therefore they should consider 

different options how to obtain reliable data (perhaps through questionnaires to municipalities, to projects’ 

management or obtain experts evaluations). 

4. Funds are allocated to projects at protected areas, but sometimes there would be more benefits to finance 

activities in other areas which are not protected. For auditors it is difficult to recognize such cases, 

therefore they should very thoroughly study and examine strategic documents, different evaluations or 

expert’s opinions to be aware of such risks. 

 

Session 2. Evaluating the success of nature protection 

The second parallel session was focused on the measurement of the success of nature protection, also 

considering the issue of auditing the success of nature protection. As a result of discussion, the participants of 

this session found that evaluating whether a nature protection plan has been successful or not is a tricky and 

difficult process for several reasons.  

It was pointed out that a successful nature protection plan is the thing that actually contributes to the 

achievement of the goals set. So, first of all it is important to identify the goals in the nature protection plan and 

make sure that they are comparable with the actual results. 

The group listed some of the most common challenges and aspects to be considered when evaluating 

the success of nature protection: 

 Goals should be specific, measurable, achievable, realistic, and within a specific time-frame; 

 In order to compare the goals with actual results we need to rely on experts/scientists; 

 Inadequate timeframe of data is a common problem for which interim measures could be set; 

 There is a lack of common standards, benchmarks and parameters are often changing; 

 Data interpretation is often a problem 

- effect of external factors (e.g. migratory birds, cross-border water bodies, forests); 

 For EU member states reports submitted under Art. 6 of Directive 92/43/EEC (conservation of natural 

habitats and of wild fauna and flora); 

 “Coincidental” factors affecting results; 

 An evaluation should take into account the balancing of outcomes and aims (taking also into account 

the possible adverse effect in other aspects); 

 Access to data; 

 Audit the process of data collection; 

 Costs vs. benefits of nature protection. 
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Session 3. Nature conservation management and 

organisation 

The group discussed upon the nature conservation management and organisation and how to audit nature 

conservation management. As a result a list of problems and recommendations regarding this issue was 

compiled. 

The major challenges of auditing the nature conservation management area were defined as follows:  

 Complexity of audit subject; 

 Lack of audit expertise and relevant experience in the field; 

 Given the recent financial crisis, this audit subject has not been a very high priority for SAIs; 

 Nature conservation, by definition, can lack hard results or impact indicators, which makes it less 

feasible to audit; 

 The monitoring data can also be “soft”, absent, or difficult to audit. 

In the light of the listed challenges, recommendations for auditors were also made:  

 The inclusion on long term impact of biodiversity and “material by nature” should be justified in the 

audit strategy of SAI; 

 Environmental auditors should share information; 

 Instead of being too ambitious with audit scope, more feasible approaches should be selected, e.g. 

audit the monitoring and quantity of data; 

 Nature conservation audit questions could be included in the context of horizontal of more traditional 

audits, e.g. aquaculture, agriculture, targeting public funds; 

 The non-monetary indicators of materiality and results could be considered to both justify audit scope 

and focus audit methodology; 

 Auditors should look for best practices of other audit offices; 

 Auditors should look for links between international commitments, e.g. CBD and EU strategy, and 

national and regional approaches. 

 

Preservation of aquatic ecosystems in light of the audit of fishery 

management in the Warmian-Mazurian Voivodeship 
Piotr Górny, SAI of Poland (NIK) 

Audit title Fisheries management in lakes owned by State Treasury in the Warmian-

Mazurian Voivodeship 

Completion date of audit 29 November 2013  

Audit objectives To find out whether a rational fishery management is conducted on the 

waters of the State Treasury lakes in the Warmian-Masurian voivodeship, 

which ensures a biological balance in the aquatic ecosystems and complies 

with the rule of sustainable development  

Audit questions  

 Whether the entities empowered to fishing conducted a rational fishery 

management in the used fishing districts, 
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 Whether the directors of water management authorities properly executed 

the ownership supervision over the fishery management, 

 Whether the Marshall of the Voivodeship and the Chief of the State Fishing 

Guard in Olsztyn properly executed duties specified in the Act on Inland 

Fishery, 

 Whether the Minister of Environment and the Minister of Agriculture and 

Rural Development provided conditions for the fishery management 

Audit methods  

 Analysis of data included in the fishery management documentation (fish 

stocking protocols, catch protocols and management books) and their 

comparison with the values adopted in the fishing plans and the agreements 

on the use of fishing districts. 

 Expert studies and expert opinions on the volume of fish stockings adopted in 

the agreements on the use of fishing districts and fishing plans. 

 Inspection of fishery devices used to conduct fishery management, in order 

to examine whether they comply with the norms set by the law. 

Main results  

 Almost 20% of fishing areas in Warmian-Mazurian Voivodeship remained 

undeveloped for at least seven years. It was caused by two factors: RZGWs in 

Warsaw and in Gdansk did not use 91 fishing areas at all, neither did they 

transfer their use to other entities, although RZGWs are obliged to do so;   

 In spite of the fact that RZGWs did not use the above-mentioned fishing 

areas, they sold permits to catch fish there by anglers. What is more, RZGWs 

did not ensure supplementing of fish population;  

 40% of audited entities issued regulations and permits for amateur fishing 

which were incompliant with fishery plans;  

 Some entities managing fisheries developed fishery plans that were 

incompliant with law. They ran fishery management records improperly. In 

some cases, the areas of special protection of young fish were not marked as 

required. 

Lessons learned  

 The directors of regional water management authorities have to conduct a 

rational fishery management in the districts that are not ascribed for use to 

other users 

 It is crucial to introduce a duty to register amateur fishing (angling) into the 

Act on Inland Fishery 

 It is necessary to amend this act by regulations introducing the duty of 

periodic verification of the validity of protective zones 

 The system of supervision of inland fishery is too complicated and according 

to NIK, consolidation of its elements should be considered 

 The population of the great black cormorant is too numerous. This problem 

also concerns other European Union countries and therefore a cooperation 

in order to prevent the further development of the population and stabilise it 

on a level safe both for the aquatic ecosystems and the cormorant 

population itself is necessary. 
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SURVEY DATA ANALYSIS SESSION 

 

Key note speeches on survey data analysis  

Maximising the outcome of surveys in audits  
Natalija Bryžachina, SAI of Lithuania  

Survey is a method of collecting standardised information from a number of respondents. It consists of putting a 

series of standard questions in a structured format, usually to a sample of individuals who are selected as being 

representative of a certain population under observation. It may also be exhaustive, covering the whole of a 

population.  

Surveys can be used to collect opinions (qualitative data) of respondents. These 

data are normally weak as audit evidence. More frequently, surveys in audits 

are used to collect factual data or information on behaviours (quantitative data). 

These data can provide more robust evidence.  

Conducting a survey is a costly and time-consuming exercise and should only be 

considered if it will provide important information that is not available from any 

other source. Large or more complex surveys could be partially or fully 

contracted out to survey research organizations. 

Survey has to be well planned, designed and implemented in order to obtain 

useful and reliable information or in other words maximize the outcome of 

survey. 

At the planning stage, the following issues should be considered: survey design 

(population, sample size, sampling methods, etc.), survey methods (internet, e-mail, postal surveys, face-to-face 

interview, telephone survey) and other important questions.  

Qualitative research is often necessary before carrying out a survey. In-depth interviews and focus groups may 

be required to obtain information on which to base the design of the survey and to help prepare questionnaires.  

It is very important to test any questionnaire. It is possible to test questions on colleagues, expert panel or 

advisors, on a few representatives of the survey population. Afterward, a pilot survey should be run (on some 

respondents in the survey population), which is an important stage in a well-conducted survey. 

Next steps of survey are collection and analysing of data, reporting survey. The results of survey have to be 

presented in a way that is accessible and meaningful to the readers of the audit report.  

 

Looking for alternative survey methods in environmental audits: 

Mobile positioning data 
Age Poom, Prof. Rein Ahas, Department of Geography, University of Tartu 

In the world of increasing mobility, the environment around us faces new challenges. Cyclic rhythms of 

population mobility, migration as well as tourism place extra burdens on transportation, environmental 
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infrastructure, quality of living environment as well as ecosystems. Adequate policy making in hand with 

strategic and spatial planning need to understand the daily, weekly or seasonal, temporary or permanent 

patterns of population mobility. Hence, this is also needed in assessing the effectiveness and efficiency of 

policies and planning measures, investments and transportation management. 

New methods acquiring and analysing information on location 

and mobility supplement traditional methods with their 

flexibility, data precision and interpretation opportunities. 

Mobile positioning means collecting information about 

location and behaviour of individuals with mobile telephones 

– this is a method for processing billions of points into 

meaningful, valid and accurate indicators. Permanent and 

temporary residents, commuters, domestic and foreign 

tourists as well as people on transit may be identified from 

mobile data according to the origin of the phone number and 

the long-term spatiotemporal activity of the phone user. This 

differentiation helps to determine who the users of the infrastructure are, when do they use the facilities and 

what could their needs and expectations be. Long-term population dynamics, in turn, may help to assess the 

effectiveness and efficiency of local and state-level investments, whether they have been successful or poor to 

serve the needs of the residents or perhaps over-dimensioned and resource inefficient. E.g., transportation 

management, tourism and recreation management, waste water treatment or waste management typically 

depend on the number, location, composition and temporal preferences of the users. 

Active tracking of mobile phones with the permission of the phone user as well as passive documentation of the 

location of phone use events (calls, messages, data transfer) are used to collect mobile data. In addition, smart 

phone apps provide opportunities to combine location and phone use information with either sensor data or 

qualitative data from phone users on the topic in consideration. As such, active positioning methods provide 

better opportunities to understand the motivations as well as the social composition of phone users, while 

passive methods incorporate less social data but are able to cover all phone users in the region. Positioning 

follows strict data protection rules and passive data processing does not allow identification of individuals. 

Increasing number of countries in Europe as well as in the world have made it possible to process and use large 

mobile datasets. 

 

Experiences related to using survey data analysis in 

environmental audits 

The use of survey data in the Ecology premium  
Willem Cabooter, SAI of  Belgium 

Completion date of audit 12/2012 

Audit objectives   The audit had two main objectives: 

 To evaluate the processing and control mechanisms of the ecology premium-

files 

 To gain insight in the pursued policy by investigating the legal, financial and 

policy framework  
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Audit criteria/questions 

 Do the policy and financial frame provide a solid foundation for the ecology 

premium? 

 Do the policy implementation and control provide the lawful and efficient 

processing of the ecology premium? 

 Has there been an evaluation of the policy regarding the ecology premium 

and have the recommendations been implemented? 

Audit methods  

 Interviews 

 Document analysis 

 Study of files 

 Survey of enterprises 

Main results/conclusions  

 insufficient operational economic and ecological goals 

 insufficient estimation of the budgetary needs 

 too much adjustments of the applicable premium-rules 

 insufficient control-mechanisms in the administration 

 insufficient stimulating effect (survey) 

 No evaluation 

Lessons learned regarding the survey 

 Useful results 

 Useful in performance audit that goes beyond “systems auditing” 

 Pay attention to: 

- Phrasing of the questions 

- Response rate 

- Administration load 

 

Use of survey in the audit of the integration of EU water policy 

objectives with the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)  
Kevin Cardiff, Member of the European Court of Auditors, European Court of Auditors  

Audit title Integration of EU water policy objectives with the CAP: A partial success. 

Completion date of audit Publication 13/05/2014. 

Audit objectives To address the question as to whether the objectives of EU water policy had 

been successfully integrated into the CAP. 

Audit criteria/questions 1. Do the Commission and Member States have a strategy on how best to use 

the CAP instruments to address the objectives of the EU Water Policy?  

2. Can the Commission and Member States demonstrate that the CAP 

instruments have been effective in addressing the objectives of the EU Water 

Policy? 

Audit methods   Document review; Interviews; On-the-sport visits; Online survey. 
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Main results/conclusions The Court concluded that CAP funding has thus far had a positive impact in 

supporting the policy objectives to improve water quantity and quality, but 

these instruments are limited, relative to the policy ambitions set for the CAP 

and the even more ambitious goals set by the CAP regulations for the 2014-

2020 period. 

Lessons learned In respect of online survey, the lessons learned were: 

1. Importance of careful design;  

2. Piloting the survey;  

3. Careful selection of population;  

4. The right use of evidence obtained;  

5. Need for strong follow-up.  

 

Analysis of survey on treating municipal waste 
Jerneja Vrabic, SAI of Slovenia 

Audit title Managing municipal waste; analysis of survey on treating municipal waste 

Completion date of audit Expected: January 2015 

Survey objectives The main objective of the survey was to obtain data, not available at the 

Ministry for Environment, from municipalities and public companies, 

responsible for landfilling of municipal waste, about municipal waste 

management. The data were necessary to evaluate reliability of goals’ 

achievement assessments done by the ministry. Collected data were 

intended to show differences among municipalities in achieving set goals, to 

research interdependence of different factors which might have influence on 

goals’ achieving, to research waste streams destined for treatment and 

disposal and to determine whether ministry‘s assessment of goal-

achievement was reliable.   

Survey methods Survey consisted of a questionnaire to all municipalities (212) and public 

companies (33) to identify which provided unreliable data. Questionnaires 

were in a form of excel document with several sections of questions, which 

required filling in numeric data, choose between yes/no or multiple choice 

answers and some questions required descriptive answers. Questionnaires 

were distributed and collected by e-mail.  

Main results/conclusions A lot of differences among data from state and municipalities were revealed. 

Also, an obvious correlation between factors (e.g. characteristics of area of 

waste collection, infrastructure and methods of waste collection to 

proportions of separately collected and landfilled waste) was proved. 
Municipalities deviating from obvious correlation were identified and waste 

dealers who resoled municipal waste among themselves and thus caused 

inflated data and costs for waste recovery were identified. The ministry will 

be required to adjust and correct reported data on waste streams and 

reevaluate achievement of set goals   

Lessons learned  Conducting a survey was a lengthy process: designing of questionnaires took 

1 month, collecting answers 1.5 months and data processing 1.5 months. But 
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it was worthy because it gave a better insight into municipal waste 

management, a large portion of audit findings will be based on survey’s 

results and it is an invaluable basis for requiring corrective actions from 

ministry and provide comprehensive recommendations. 

 

Panel Discussion: How to increase the efficiency of 

surveys and obtain relevant data? 
Natalija Bryžachina (SAI of Lithuania), Age Poom (University of Tartu, Estonia), Jerneja Vrabic (SAI of Slovenia), 

Kevin Carfiff (European Court of Auditors) 

What are main threats to using surveys in audits, how to overcome them? How to increase efficiency of 

surveys and obtain data that is relevant?  

The panellists found that the questions are highly related and many challenges and threats need to be overcome 

in order for the use of surveys to be efficient. 

Formulating the right research questions is undoubtedly one of the main challenges of surveys, so that the focus 

would be concentrated on the specific topic. In that light, the preliminary phase of surveys is of great 

importance. In addition to question formation, other important and possibly risky aspects are determination of 

target population and choosing appropriate sampling method in order to receive representative, unbiased and 

meaningful results. Actually, the survey results can only be meaningful if they are representative; therefore, the 

key to efficiency is valid results. 

Besides that, the response rate should be as high as 

possible; in case of very low response rate the results 

should better not be used in the audit. Response rate 

could be increased by explaining the questions to the 

respondents, simplifying the survey, and incentivising the 

respondents when possible. Incentives need not to be 

monetary, it is important that the survey is made 

meaningful also for the respondents, for example by 

sharing the survey results to the respondents directly. 

 

 

Parallel Sessions: Lessons learned from involving 

surveys in environmental audits  

Session 1. Ensuring Quality of data 

The session began with a kick-off presentation about some general ideas related to receiving good-quality data 

through self-conducted surveys and was then followed by experience sharing and discussion between the 

participants of the session. 
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Experience in obtaining data in surveys in National Audit Office of 

Estonia 
Krislin Kivi, SAI of Estonia 

When using surveys in audits, or in any other situation for that matter, it is important to get good quality data. In 

this context, the compiler of the survey should consider when he can affect the quality of data received, and 

how. 

The survey process can, by and large, be divided into three steps: planning, conducting, and analysis. I claim that 

the compiler of the survey can affect the results received most at the planning or the analysis phase. As the 

correction and sorting of data in the analysis phase is rather resource consuming, the main emphasis should be 

put on the planning phase, where the quality of data received could be affected through the processes of 

targeting, sampling, questionnaire design etc. 

Nowadays, web based surveys are gaining immense popularity. They are mostly deemed as compact, easily 

analysable, informative, and quick. But are they really? 

In the process of designing a survey, often some basic, yet important, conflicts arise. In my opinion, there is a 

very fine line between a) wanting the survey not to be too time consuming vs. the survey becoming too 

superficial, and b) wanting the survey not to be too demanding for the respondent vs. not receiving meaningful 

answers. 

 

Discussion 

After the kick-off presentation, all the participants introduced their experience with surveys in environmental 

audits and others. As it appeared the experiences very rather wide, including both, positive and negative 

practice. 

As a result of the discussion, the participants came to a conclusion that when planning to use surveys in audits, 

first and foremost, the suitability of the survey method as such should be considered thoroughly. Alternative 

methods, such as group interviews, could often offer a more useful result. In line with that, it should always be 

considered, whether we have the necessary in-house expertise for such method or should we seek for it outside. 

It was pointed out that one of the main flaws of conducting surveys is that the process is rather time and 

resource demanding. One of the reasons for that being the frequently occurring need for double checking in 

order to ensure the quality of data. Besides that, to ensure the results being unbiased, it is necessary to 

contribute to the planning, especially questionnaire design phase, and also the analysing phase. 

In addition to this, one of the challenges, but why not also opportunities of using surveys is matching different 

data sets. Using several methods and data sets could act as a natural double checking method. 

In order to ensure the quality of data in surveys, the response rate should also be considered. Although a high 

response rate is always preferable, it is also important, whether the responses are actually representative for the 

population. 
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Session 2. Targeting surveys 

A presentation of the Hungarian SAI’s Integrity Survey started the workshop of targeting surveys. This was 

followed by discussion between the participants of this parallel session on their experience and reflections 

regarding targeting surveys. 

 

The Integrity Survey of the State Audit Office of Hungary in the 

Hungarian public sector 
János Szatmári, SAI of Hungary 

The Integrity Project of the State Audit Office of Hungary (SAO) provides an example of the prevention approach 

in the fight against corruption. With a view to strengthening integrity within the public sector, SAO launched an 

EU-funded project in order to map corruption risks and strengthen integrity within the public sector. The project 

is based on the principles of the internationally recognized and verified Dutch integrity methodology, which has 

been adapted to the Hungarian circumstances and developed into a survey-methodology. It is unique in Europe 

that the integrity survey has been extended to the whole Hungarian public sector; however, the participation of 

the budgetary institutions in the survey remains voluntary.  

The objective of the Integrity Project is to map, classify and analyse corruption risks and risk enhancing factors 

and to evaluate the existence and functioning of controls mitigating the corruption threats within the public 

sector. By providing ’mirror image‘ for the public sector institutions participating in the survey, the organizations 

can face their own corruption risks and develop their resistance to the threats. The main aim of the project is to 

create the culture of integrity in the Hungarian public sector as a whole and to develop the integrity approach in 

the audit practice, to strengthen transparency and accountability. The integrity surveys provide unique help for 

the SAO in risk assessment and in auditing integrity related matters. 

The surveys are conducted via internet by an electronic questionnaire, which is made up of 155 questions.The 

data sheets filled out by the respondent budgetary institutions are channelled by the SAO’s document 

management system directly to a multi-purpose electronic data collecting and processing system, which counts 

risk indices by run-off predefined algorithm. The risk indices are visualized on an internet surface (‘risk map‘) by 

geographic information system methods. The database is made accessible for everyone on the Internet, through 

the Integrity Portal of SAO.   

The first two surveys were implemented in 2011 and 2012 when each year over 1,000 budgetary organizations 

filled out voluntarily the electronic data sheets. In 2013 the number of respondent organizations amounted to 

1,462 and in 2014 has reached 1,584. 

As a part of the integrity project, detailed analysis has been prepared every year concerning the corruption risks 

in organisations involved. 

The integrity project as a whole promotes preparation for a change in administrative culture.  

With the help of the surveys SAO gains useful information for the risk-based selection of audit topics and 

auditees. The Integrity questionnaire is planned to be built into the audit programs (auditing integrity). 
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Discussion  

The discussion revealed that the participants had varying experience in using surveys, but the majority seemed 

to have such experience. The over-arching problem that was put forward during the workshop was how to 

handle “tiredness of surveys”, which in many cases results in response rates below 50 per cent.  

A survey must be the last alternative 

A common point of view during the workshop was that a survey must be the last alternative of empirical 

evidence. The auditor should always investigate whether the information / expected outcome of a survey is 

available in other kinds of empirical evidence.  

Ways to improve or handle “tiredness of surveys”  

When it comes to ways to handle or reduce “tiredness of surveys”, mainly the following ways were put forward:  

 One example is to ask regional organizations to organize focus groups as a preparation. Besides 

enhancing the acceptance for the survey, this alternative has the advantage that the SAI won’t have to 

put down a lot of work to arrange the focus groups.  

 A similar example is to go through professional organizations when organizing surveys. Half of the 

bonus is that the professional organizations make themselves heard.  

 As regards questionnaires to national authorities, one of the participating SAIs often let the 

questionnaires go through the responsible ministry.  

 “Piggy-back” was launched as another example: The concept of “piggy-back” means enclosing of survey 

questions to another survey of the SAI. But, it is then necessary that the respondent group of the main 

survey is the desired one for the “piggy-back” questions.  

Alternatives to traditional surveys 

During the workshop, also alternatives to or variants of traditional surveys were discussed.  

It was pointed out to make use of the good examples posted on the EUROSAI WGEA website. The good example 

2012:1 is about the use of Vignette surveys in environmental auditing. The example describes inter alia the use 

of focus groups, on-site inspections and study of real cases from the authorities in question, as a basis for 

identifying main areas for a survey. In addition, the example describes the use of so-called mixed vignettes in 

order to avoid cooperation between and coordinated answers from the district offices involved. This raises the 

idea that mixed vignettes is of particular interest when targeting a survey to different offices within the same 

organization. 

 Also the following model could be an alternative to traditional questionnaires. It could for example be of 

interest when the audit comprises several agencies or offices within an agency which handle exactly the same 

types of cases or work.   

1. Selection of a sample of offices to make in-depth interviews or on spot-observations at (perhaps 2 or 3 

out of a population of 10-25 authorities/offices).  

2. After the interviews/observations at these offices, the auditors write summing-up memos which 

describe how the work is carried out at these offices/agencies. Those memos are then dispatched to 

the studied offices/agencies for quality assurance.  

3. After re-writing of the memos, the final memo is sent to all the other agencies/offices for 

questions/comments whether the circumstances described in the memo is applicable or not (and also 

in which part) to the other offices. From the answers, it is possible to generalize on specific issues 

without having to interview all the agencies/offices.  
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 Another alternative is to focus on in-depth interviews: Before the interview the auditors prepare a template of 

all data that they want to discuss and validate. To ease the interview the auditor fill in the template beforehand 

with the data that they could access from different sources (data systems, permits). This can allow the auditors 

to spend less time on this info and rather spend more time on questions deriving from data. 

Other aspects of targeting surveys 

1. Difficulties regarding survey questions 

Sometimes it is revealed after a survey that the questions have been difficult to answer or evaluate.  

Therefore, the auditors must ensure that the possibilities to evaluate the answers to the questions are 

thoroughly considered in advance. In addition, it is recommended that the results from the survey are 

corroborated by other empirical evidence; i.e. triangulation is recommended.  

2. Extent of the survey and use of open questions 

There were different positions among the participants regarding the extent of surveys. As regards the Integrity 

Survey by the Hungarian SAI, the survey has a large number of questions. In order to assist respondents having 

difficulties in answering the question, the Hungarian SAI operated a call center which provided assistance. Other 

participants were of the opinion that one should try to make surveys as short as possible. Auditors organizing 

surveys should for every question in the survey ask themselves the question “Nice to know or need to know?” 

Another aspect discussed was whether to use open questions or not in surveys. Some views presented were that 

open questions take longer time to answer than closed questions, and that open questions should be used only 

as a complement.  

The State Audit Office of Hungary is determined to continue the nation-wide data surveys in the public sector up 

until 2017 each year.   

 

Session 3. Working with external experts 

The third session followed the same structure as the two others, beginning with a presentation, followed by 

discussion on the topic. 

 

Working with external experts – experience from environmental 

audits 
Alar Jürgenson, SAI of Estonia 

In last few years Estonian NAO has conducted several environmental audits where at the lesser or bigger extent 

we have used external experts. Two of the most relevant examples are packaging waste audit (commissioned in 

2012) and water infrastructure audit (commissioned in 2013). 

Objective of the packaging waste audit was to identify whether the state’s activities support the collection and 

recovery of packaging waste in order to encourage packaging undertakings to recover as much packaging waste 

as possible. Market research company was chosen to commission an opinion poll to investigate awareness of 

residents of sorting packaging waste and their habits. 
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Objective of the water infrastructure audit was to identify whether the investments made in water management 

have helped to achieve the required quality of waste water treatment and drinking water, whether the water 

management infrastructure is sustainable and whether the investments have helped to improve the condition of 

the water bodies. External expert was involved to analyse sustainability of price of water service. 

Our experience with working external experts has been mostly positive. One of the main benefits is that external 

experts can help save time of auditors. Secondly they can increase acceptability and trustworthy of results of 

specific survey/opinion or audit in general. 

But there are also aspects which can be used as lessons in the future. 

 

Discussion 

The participants of the session discussed upon their experience with using external experts in audits. In doing so, 

they found some main problems that SAIs face when opting for using external expertise, and also recommended 

some possible solutions to those problems. 

Problem Recommendation 

Costly Compare costs with benefits to make an argument; maybe co-funding is 
possible 

Difficult to find independent experts Using experts from other countries 

Time consuming Deciding on the need of expert early on. Quality comes at a cost, also 
time; 
Using interns if possible 

Too much information received  

Conflicting opinions of experts  

Trusting the results  

Preparing job description for the 
expert 

Try to limit the job description as much as possible 

Identifying the need for an expert Good background knowledge to start out with 

 



 

 
 

Report from the 12th Annual Meeting 

25 

BUSINESS MEETING 

Multilateral audit of the Arctic states national authorities' work in 

Council 
Anne Fikkan, SAI of Norway, and Maria Vershinina, SAI of Russia 

SAI  Accounts Chamber of the Russian Federation and the Office of the Auditor 

General of Norway, coordinators. Also participating: the National Audit Office 

of Sweden, Rigsrevisionen, Denmark and the U.S. Government Accountability 

Office   

Audit title Multilateral Audit by the Supreme Audit Institutions of Denmark, Norway, the 

Russian Federation, Sweden and the United States of America on the Arctic 

states' national authorities' work on emerging issues in the Arctic and with 

the Arctic Council  

Completion date of audit National audits 2013/ 2014; joint memorandum autumn 2014 

Audit objectives  

 To describe the environmental challenges and economic opportunities 

 To evaluate the efficiency of the Arctic Council member states within the 

Council in their respective response to the challenges and opportunities in 

the Arctic 

Audit criteria/questions  

1. What is the development and status in the Arctic concerning the 

environment and economic development and also for the indigenous 

peoples? 

2. To what degree does the Arctic Council efficiently address environmental 

challenges, economic opportunities and sustainability in the Arctic region 

3. To what degree do the member states implement the Arctic Council's key 

recommendations and national goals and strategies relating to the 

environmental challenges and economic opportunities in the Arctic, and to 

what degree do the member states ratify and/ or comply with key 

international conventions. 

Audit methods  Document and statistics analysis, surveys and interviews. Some of the latter 

were performed jointly. 

Main results/conclusions  

 The Arctic Council has made the Arctic region into an area of unique 

international co-operation. 

 Changes in the Arctic have elevated the importance of cooperation in the 

region. 

 The Arctic Council has contributed to enhanced cooperation, governance and 

scientific knowledge. 

 The Arctic Council faces the following challenges: 

- Improvement of the organizational structure 
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- Prioritizing the work 

- Funding 

- Implementation of the voluntary recommendations to the member 

states 

- Participation of the indigenous peoples’ groups 

Lessons learned  

 A Strategic Plan signed by the head of each SAI is essential to secure a joint 

framework and resources. 

 The impact of the joint effort is larger than national audits alone. 

 Regular meetings of the participants create confidence and respect for the 

different cultures and audit traditions. 

 

Results of the Annual Survey 2014 

EUROSAI WGEA secretariat has developed a practice of conducting short surveys each year to be familiar with 

our members’ preferences, wishes and undertakings. The response rate of the survey was around 56%, meaning 

we received replies from 24 members out of 43.  

When suggesting the topics to vote between in the survey, we tried to keep in mind what has already been 

covered during the seminars, and also what coincides with our strategy and activity plan for the next working 

period.  

The results of the survey are presented in the graphs below. 

 

Graph 1. Topics of environmental audits conducted within the past three years and planned audits of the forthcoming years 
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Graph 2. Preferred fields of cooperation 

 

 

Graph 3. Preferred cooperation formats 

0 

2 

4 

6 

8 

10 

12 

14 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 

All of the above  

Cooperative/coordinated audit 

Parallel audit 

Seminar 

Training 



 

 
 

Report from the 12th Annual Meeting 

28 

 

Graph 4. Environmental topics for seminars 

 

 

Graph 5. Cross-cutting topics for seminars 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 1. Programme 

Tuesday, 7 October 

09:00  Welcoming remarks 

   Ms Giedre Švediene, Auditor General of Lithuania 

 Dr Alar Karis, Auditor General of Estonia, Chair of EUROSAI WGEA 

09:20   Introduction to the agenda 

  SAI of Estonia 

Session on Auditing Issues Related to Biodiversity 

09:30   Significance of biodiversity 

Mr Nicolas Bertrand, The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity (TEEB) 

10:10   Group photo 

10:20   Coffee break 

10:50   Practices of nature protection management 

  Mr Žymantas Morkvėnas, Baltic Environmental Forum (BEF) 

11:30   Experiences in auditing biodiversity 

 Auditing coastal ecosystems management in Cyprus, Akis Kikas, SAI of Cyprus 

 Challenges of auditing the conservation and management of semi-natural habitats, Mr 
Matis Mägi, SAI of Estonia 

12:00   Lunch 

13:00 Panel discussion: emerging challenges of national governments to maintain the favourable status 

of natural habitats 

  Mr Nicolas Bertrand, Mr Žymantas Morkvėnas, Ms Lina Balėnaitė, Mr Matis Mägi 

13:30 Cooperation on auditing biodiversity  

 National Parks Cooperative audit, Ms Lina Balėnaitė, SAI of Lithuania  

 Management of National Parks, Ms Detelina Hadjieva, SAI of Bulgaria 

14:00  Coffee break 

14:30  Parallel sessions: lessons learned from auditing biodiversity issues 

 Effectiveness of financial instruments for nature protection  

 Evaluating the success of nature protection 

 Nature conservation management and organisation 

16:00   Group reports  

16:30  Closing of the session   

  Sub-group and side-meetings 
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Wednesday, 8 October 

Session on using Survey Data Analysis in Environmental Auditing 

09:00   Maximising the outcome of surveys in audits  

  Ms Natalija Bryžachina, SAI of Lithuania 

  Looking for alternative survey methods in environmental audits 

Ms Age Poom, University of Tartu 

10:20   Coffee break 

10:40   Experiences related to using survey data analysis in environmental audits  

 The use of survey data in the audit Ecology premium, Mr Willem Cabooter, SAI of Belgium   

 Use of surveys in the audit of the integration of EU water policy objectives with the 

Common Agricultural Policy, Mr Kevin Cardiff, ECA  

 Analysis of survey's results on treating waste in municipalities, Ms Jerneja Vrabic, SAI of 

Slovenia  

11:30   Panel discussion: how to increase the efficiency of surveys and obtain relevant data 

  Ms Age Poom, Mr Kevin Cardiff, Ms Jerneja Vrabic 

12:00  Lunch  

13:00   Parallel sessions: lessons learned from involving surveys in environmental audits 

 Ensuring quality of data  

- Collection of Data in The Audit of Renewable Energy, Ms Eva Rekova, SAI of Czech 

Republic 

 Targeting surveys 

- Methodology of the Integrity Survey of the State Audit Office of Hungary in the 

Hungarian Public Sector, Mr János Szatmári, SAI of Hungary 

 Working with external experts 

- Experience of involving experts in environmental audits, Mr Alar Jürgenson, SAI of 

Estonia 

14:30  Group reports 

15:00   Closing of the session 

16:00   Environmental excursion followed by dinner 

  Hosted by SAI of Lithuania 
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Thursday, 9 October 

Business meeting  

09:00   Reporting on cooperative activities 

  The Arctic Council  

Ms Anne Fikkan, SAI of Norway 

Ms Maria Vershinina, SAI of Russia 

  Biofuels in Transport 

Mr Igor Blaško, SAI of Slovakia 

Activities of EUROSAI Working Group on the Audit of Funds Allocated to Disasters and 

Catastrophes 

  Mr Denis Nikitin, SAI of Ukraine 

10:00  Experience and information sharing market  

11:00  Progress report of EUROSAI WGEA   

  EUROSAI WGEA Secretariat 

Adoption of the Strategy and Activity Plan 2015-2017 and new Steering Committee 

11:40  Reporting on INTOSAI WGEA activities 

INTOSAI WGEA Secretariat 

11:50   Conclusions and closing of the meeting 

   

12:00   Lunch 

 

Departure of participants 

 

13:00 – 15:00 EUROSAI WGEA Steering Committee meeting  
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Appendix 2. List of participants 

State Supreme Audit Office of Albania 

Mr Rezart Golemaj 

Mr Bajram Lamaj 

Baltic Environmental Forum, Lithuania 

Mr Žymantas Morkvėnas 

State Control Committee of the Republic of Belarus 

Mr Alexey Kovalchuk 

Belgian Court of Audit 

Mr Willem Cabooter 

Bulgarian National Audit Office 

Ms Detelina Hadjieva 

Audit Office of the Republic of Cyprus 

Mr Akis Kikas 

National Audit Office of Denmark 

Mr Jan Oestergaard 

European Court of Auditors 

Mr Kevin Cardiff 

Mr Colm Friel 

National Audit Office of Estonia 

Mr Alar Jürgenson 

Dr Alar Karis 

Ms Kaire Kesküla 

Ms Krislin Kivi 

Ms Kaire Kuldpere 

Mr Matis Mägi 

Ms Tuuli Rasso 

Court of Accounts of France 

Mr Stephane Gaillard 

 

State Audit Office of Hungary 

Mr János Szatmári 

Audit Board of the Republic of Indonesia 

Dr Ali Masykur Musa 

Mr Saiful Anwar Nasution 

Dr Bomer Pasaribu 

Mr Gunawan Wisaksono 

State Audit Office of the Republic of Latvia 

Mr Janis Salenieks 

National Audit Office of Lithuania 

Mr Antanas Aliulis 

Ms Lina Balėnaitė 

Ms Vaida Barizienė 

Ms Natalija Bryžachina 

Mr Mindaugas Milčiūnas 

Ms Giedre Švedine 

Mr Mindaugas Valančius 

Ms Zita Valatkiene  

National Audit Office of Malta 

Mr William Peplow 

Court of Accounts of Republic of Moldova 

Ms Sofia Ciuvalschi 

Mr Viorel Miron 

Netherlands Court of Audit 

Ms Willemien Roenhorst 

Office of the Auditor General of Norway 

Ms Anne Fikkan 

Supreme Audit Office of Poland 

Ms Anna Brewka 

Mr Pjotr Górny 
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Romanian Court of Accounts 

Ms Alexandra Lichi 

Accounts Chamber of the Russian Federation 

Ms Maria Vershinina 

Supreme Audit Office of the Slovak Republic 

Mr Igor Blaško 

Court of Audit of the Republic of Slovenia 

Ms Jerneja Vrabič  

Swedish National Audit Office 

Dr Sara Berglund 

Mr Frederik Engström 

Ms Annelie Jansson Westin 

Swiss Federal Audit Office 

Mr Martin Koci 

Accounting Chamber of Ukraine 

Ms Oleksandra Kunderevych 

Mr Denis Nikitin 

Ms Mariya Shulezhko 

United Kingdom National Audit Office 

Ms Katy Losse 

United Nations Environment Programme, Switzerland 

Mr Nicolas Bertrand 

University of Tartu, Estonia 

Ms Age Poom 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 


