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SLIDE 1 
 
 
Two years ago, mr chair , I had the honour of  
explaining our position and plans. 
And I am thankful for your invitation to be here 
today again to give you a follow up. 
 
Yesterday the member of parliament from 
Luxembourg asked why he in his parliament never 
had heard from problems with the structural funds. 
Exactly that very thin information position of our 
parliament in the Netherlands made the 
Netherlands Court of Audit decide years ago to find 
the facts and make them available to our 
government and parliament. The results of our 
research have been published since five years in 
our EU Trend Reports (www.rekenkamer.nl). The 
next one is about to be published in February 2008. 
  
In the mean time almost fifteen  colleagues started  
to publish or have plans to publish comparable  
information to update their own parliament on a  
regular basis about Europe. This maybe normal 
from a European perspective – of course here you  
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feel you are the centre of the universe – but it is far  
from normal if you allow me to take you to anyone  
member state. European money seen as proportion  
of the public money that is of interest for any 
parliament doesn’t surpass 5% - in most member  
states in relative terms it is less and moves  
somewhere around 2,5 to 3,5 %. 
So it takes some convincing to spent systematically 
more then proportional staff capacity, audit  
capacity and parliament time in the member states  
on the subject of financial management of Europe. 
Still I feel it is more then worthwhile as the  
member states, their parliaments and sai’s can help  
to solve their common European problem.  
 
As you may know already, our Trend Reports focus 
on three levels: the first part addresses the financial 
management of EU funds by the European 
Institutions, the second part addresses what is 
known about the financial management of EU 
funds in all the different Member States. 
The third part is about The Netherlands itself. To 
this part - as The Netherlands ís the country of our 
mandate - we add some of own audit findings too. 
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The rest of our EU Trend Reports is based on 
publicly available information only. 
 
As a reaction on one of our recommendations in the 
EU Trend Report 2006, the Dutch government 
decided that it too wants to do something to 
improve financial accountability in the EU. The 
minister of Finance started exploring the possibility 
of drafting a Dutch Member State declaration. This 
process was successful, and in May 2007, the first 
Dutch member state declaration was presented to 
Commissioner Kallas and to the Dutch parliament. 
 
The minister of Finance also took the initiative to 
ask the Netherlands Court of audit to issue an 
independent opinion on his Member State 
declaration. We published our report for the Dutch 
parliament in July 2007. Consequently as a public 
document the minister of Finance then send it to 
Brussels.  
 
My presentation for you today is about the first 
Member State declaration and our experiences in 
auditing that declaration.  
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SLIDE 2 
 
The topics of my presentation are:  
 

• Improving the system: audit cooperation in the 
EU 

• Member State Declaration of the Netherlands 
and audit by NCA 

• Experiences: process and substantive issues 
• Conclusions and recommendations 

 
SLIDE 3 
 
Who wants to improve the system? 
 
Many institutions of the EU – but also national 
organisations  – have recognised that improvement 
of the system of EU financial management is 
necessary.  
• The European Parliament proposed in the 

discharge resolution 2003 for the first time that 
for the EU funds that are spent in shared 
management,  Member State declarations have 
to be introduced. It has repeated this in every 
discharge resolution since; 
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• The European Commission embraced the ideas 
of the European Parliament and developed in 
2005 the “Roadmap to a positive DAS” and 
later in 2006 the “Action Plan toward an 
integrated internal control framework”. Also, 
the Commission asked the Member States’ 
SAIs to report about their findings to their own 
National Parliaments. 

• The ECA first published in 2004 its Single 
Audit Opinion, and in 2007 published an 
opinion regarding Member State declarations 
and annual summaries 

• The National Parliaments in 2005 adopted a 
COSAC resolution that also calls for more 
attention for EU financial management and 
annual reports by Member State SAIs.  

 
Not on the list so far is the European Council. 
Unfortunately the Council – by and large – has not 
embraced the idea of Member State declarations. 
On the other hand it gave room for voluntary steps. 
 
SLIDE 4 Audit cooperation in the EU 
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In my presentation two years ago, I presented a 
model for audit cooperation in the EU, in which the 
results of auditing by ECA and auditing by 
Member States’ SAIs can be combined.  
The idea behind the Member State declaration is to 
form and fill an accountability matrix . Each 
Member State supplies the Commission for each 
budget heading with adequate and audited 
accountability information. This is what the arrow 
from the left to the right side of the picture shows.  
 
The auditors in Brussels and eventually the ECA 
will find then this information grouped by budget 
heading. The ECA then can use it for their annual 
DAS-audit. It can then judge whether this 
information provides enough basis for an opinion 
on the functioning of the systems and the legality & 
regularity of the transactions. 
 
The audit findings that are arrived at in this 
manner, from two sides, will show much more 
specifically where financial management needs to 
be improved than is the case at this moment . 
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This – in turn – may well lead in the years to come 
to the end outcome we all would like to see: a 
positive DAS. 
 
SLIDE  5 First Member State Declaration: 
the Netherlands 
 
The first Member State declaration of the 
Netherlands considered one budget heading: the 
Common Agricultural Policy, for the year 2006. In 
that year the Netherlands received 1.2 Bln euro in 
Agricultural subsidies from the EU. 
 
The declaration itself was issued by the Minister of 
Finance, on behalf of the Dutch government. The 
basis for his declaration was a sub-declaration by 
the minister of Agriculture 
The First Dutch declaration was signed in Brussels, 
May 2007, in the presence of Commissioner Kallas. 
 
The content of the declaration on the year 2006 – in 
broad lines -  is that it gives a positive statement on 
the functioning of the systems of management and 
control. Also the minister of Finance gives a 
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positive opinion on the legality and regularity of 
the underlying transactions. 
 
The next Dutch Member State declaration – to be 
presented in spring 2008 – will also include the 
Common Agricultural Policy only, at that time 
regarding the year 2007. From the year 2009 on 
and later, the Dutch declaration will be covering  
the other EU funds in shared management: 
Structural Funds, Fisheries, Migration Funds, and 
the Dutch contribution to the own resources of the 
EU. 
 
 
SLIDE  6 Accountability and audit structures 
for Common Agricultural Policy in the 
Netherlands 
 
I will give a brief description of the system that we 
audited. 
 
The bottom part of the figure is the accountability 
and audit structure that was already in place for the 
Common Agricultural Policy. To prepare the 
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Member State declaration, this existing structure was 
augmented with a series of additional measures: 
 
* the Minister of Agriculture issued a sub-
declaration on the operation of the CAP 
management systems and transactions; 
* in addition to the regular certifying reports on 
each paying agency, at the request of the Court of 
Audit, the Audit Department of Agriculture issued 
a report on the legality and regularity of CAP 
revenues and expenditures for 2006 as disclosed in 
the consolidated annual statement of expenditure; 
* the audit department of the Ministry of Finance  
audited the Minister of Agriculture’s preparation of 
the sub-declaration; 
* the Minister of Finance consolidated the Minister 
of Agriculture’s sub-declaration into the Member 
State declaration.  
 
 
SLIDE 7 Audit Netherlands Court of Audit 
 
Our report on the Dutch member state declaration 
was published in July 2007. It is available on our 
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website www.rekenkamer.nl, both in Dutch and in 
English. 
The English version is now also available on the 
website of the European Parliament. 
 
We have based our opinion on audit work using 
norms derived from the relevant EU-legislation, in 
this case relating to the Common Agricultural Policy 
(cap). We also took into account a number of general 
principles regarding transparency and public 
accountability.  
 
Wherever possible, the terminology we used in the 
report is the terminology customarily used in the EU. 
For example, we use the European term ‘legality and 
regularity’ (in Dutch: wettigheid en regelmatigheid) 
rather than ‘regularity’ (in Dutch: rechtmatigheid), 
which is more customary in the Netherlands.  
 
In our report the term ‘Legality and regularity’ 
means that CAP expenditures and revenues comply 
with relevant Community legislation, to the level of 
the final beneficiaries. 
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In our report we have given an opinion on the 
following three topics: 
-A Preparation of the Declaration by minister of 
Finance (and minister of Agriculture) 
-B Functioning of management and control systems 
-C Legality and regularity of the underlying 
transactions  
 
 
Slide 8 Opinion Netherlands Court of Audit 
 
This slide shows the opinion we gave, but I will 
spare you these details.  
  
-A The preparation of the declaration 
 
We conclude that the preparation of the declaration 
was broadly sound, but that some improvements 
are possible, like:   
- Each sub-declaration should be accompanied by 
an auditors declaration covering  the full range of 
the sub-declaration; 
- More insight should be provided in the criteria 
that were used by the minister of Finance in his 
judgement and reporting regarding the declaration.  
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-B The functioning of the systems 
 
With some small exceptions that do not warrant 
discussion here, we concluded what the European 
Commission had also concluded before: the CAP-
systems function generally well in the Netherlands. 
 
-C Finally, the legality and regularity of the 
transactions 
 
We have concluded that the positive opinion in the 
Member State declaration on legality and regularity 
of transactions is sound insofar as expenditure and 
revenue relate to public bodies, that is onto the 
level of the paying agencies. 
 
With regard to the legality and regularity of 
transactions on the level of the final beneficiaries, 
we have made a distinction: 

 For 50% of the CAP money for the 
Netherlands, there is reasonable assurance; 
 For another 25% of CAP money: there are 
irregularities, but they are below a tolerable 
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threshold of 1%, so there is also reasonable 
assurance 
 For the final 25% (export schemes) of CAP 
money for the Netherlands, we could not make 
an estimate of irregularities on the basis of the 
information that was available to us. 

 
More important are the experiences. I can assure 
you it was and is a worthwhile process. 
 
Slide 9 Experiences: the audit process 
 
Auditing a new topic with a high political profile 
such as the member state declaration has effects on 
the audit process: 

 Firstly, the time pressure was somewhat higher 
than normal. The government had published 
it’s declaration in May, and it was necessary 
for us to be quick with our opinion  
 Secondly, the intensity of the discussions with 
the government departments involved was a bit 
higher than usual 

 
A difficulty that we encountered was that although 
the norms we used are derived from EU-legislation, 
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the declaration as such is not mandatory. So, not all 
government departments were from the start 
convinced of the necessity of an in-depth audit.  
Because of this, this audit was a stepwise process. 
Norms were made more concrete along the way, 
the information needed became clear only after 
some time, and so on. 
 
An important lesson from this audit was that open 
communication and good relations with the 
government departments are essential to make such 
a new, difficult and stepwise process work out. 
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Slide 10 Experiences: substantive issues (1)  
 
There are also substantive lessons to be learned, 
and these have relevance for declarations in the 
years to come. 
 
We discovered something that I suspect that our 
colleagues working in European institutions also 
know: there is diversity within and between EU-
institutions regarding reporting moments, reporting 
models, control regimes and so on with regard to 
information they want to receive from member 
states.  

- Different directorates general of the 
Commission use different reporting moments 
for Member State information on CAP on the 
one hand and Structural Funds on the other 
hand. If a Member State wants to issue a 
declaration early in the year 2008, and base 
itself on the existing information that is 
available in its country for the Declaration, then 
it will discover that it can use CAP-information 
for 2007 but Structural Funds information for 
2006. 
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- A similar problem exists between the 
Commission and ECA. The Annual report of 
ECA does not focus on the same year as the 
Annual Activity Reports of the Commission 
with regard to Structural Funds. 

 
 
Slide 11 Experiences: substantive issues (2) 
 
Another substantive matter has to do with the 
concept of legality and regularity. The 
interpretation of this concept differs between 
Member States, and it differs between the EU and 
Member States. 
 
This can be a problem when the question is asked 
to which degree the annual statements of a Member 
State to directorates general of the Commission has 
to cover the systems only or also legality and 
regularity of the final beneficiaries. Now the 
statements that the directorates general request are 
mainly about the functioning of the systems, while 
at the same time later in the process ECA mainly 
looks at the underlying transactions.  
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On top of that there is the matter of different levels 
of tolerance, and how these levels are applied.  
More clarity is needed on these issues before a well 
functioning accountability-matrix can be 
established. 
 
As I said , the approach of auditing legality and 
regularity differs between Member States’ SAIs, 
and between ECA and a number of MS SAIs:  
some SAIs will always include their own testing of 
a sample of transactions, while others will rely to a 
certain degree on the testing of transactions 
performed by other auditors.  
So, certain criteria for the “output” of SAIs may be 
needed. The work done in the Working Group on 
Common Auditing Standards - headed by Mr. 
Bonnici from ECA - is in my view a step in that 
direction and I hope it will lead to a shared view in 
the near future. 
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Slide 12 Conclusions and recommendations 
 
Let me close of by saying that we are in a unique 
position now. Member State declarations – audited 
by the SAIs of the Member States – can become a 
part of the accountability-matrix of the EU.  
Some harmonisation may be needed before a 
Member State declaration can include a statement 
on more than one policy area for the same year. 
But, together with an improved Community 
Internal Control Framework leading to a DAS by 
the ECA, this will mean: 

1. More transparency, both EU-Wide and per 
Member State 

2. More legality and regularity 
In all this means a much needed increase of “good 
governance” in the EU 
 
More and better accountability in the EU can only 
have positive effects on all levels. Not the least 
important among these is the level of the citizens of 
the Member States. In the end it is they who pay for 
the policies of the EU. They expect and deserve an 
EU that is fully accountable to them. If the EU – 
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together with the Member States – achieve this, 
then more confidence in the EU can be expected. 
 
Let me close as I did  two years ago with my 
personal statement of assurance: the Netherlands 
Court of Audit will continue to report about the 
developments and progress with the management of 
EU funds by the European Institutions, by the 
Member States and particularly by The 
Netherlands. 
 
Thank you for your attention. 
 


