
2012 Court’s meetings Annex 1

2012 Court’s meetings Members present Members excused

932th meeting — 12 January 2012 21(*) 5

933rd meeting — 26 January 2012 25(s) 1

934th meeting—9 February 2012 6

935th meeting — 16 February 2012 21 5

936th meeting —8 March 2012 26 1

937th meeting — 22 March 2012 22 5

938th meeting— 19 April 2012 25 2

939th meeting —3 May 2012 26 1

94O meeting—24 May 2012 24 3

94lstmeeting_7June2Ol2 24 3

942rmeeting_14June2012 25 2

g43rdmeeting_2lJune2ol2 26 1

g44thmeeting_28June2012 25 2

945th meeting — 19 July 2012 24 3

946 meeting—26 July 2012 24 3

947th meeting —6 September 2012 25 2

9Lt8” meeting — 13 September 2012 24 3

949th meeting— 27 September 2012 25 2

950th meeting—il October2012 24 3

951 meeting — 25 October 2012 23 4

952’’ meeting — 15 November 2012 22 5

953rd meeting — 29 November 2012 21 6

954th meeting— 13 December 2012 27 0

955th meeting — 20 December 2012 20 7

(*)
No Italian Member.
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MEASURING THE ECA’S PERFORMANCE

In 2008, the European Court of Auditors published its first strategy. This strategy applied to the 2009
to 2012 period and aimed at maximising the impact of the ECA’s audits and Increasing efficiency
by making best use of its resources. Overall, the ECA was successful in implementing its 2009—12
strategy. There has been a high level of acceptance of the ECA’s recommendations: and according to
the Commission around half of the recommendations issued in 201 1 have been implemented; the
ECA’s main institutional stakeholders are satisfied with its annual and special reports and external
experts rate their quality as good and having improved; the ECA can also point to over 60 more staff
in audit chambers (501 in 2008 compared to 564 in 2011), and 40 fewer staff in administration and
translation due to efficiency gains.

The ECA established a set of key performance The ECA will update its key performance
indicators (KPIs) for the 2009—12 strategic period indicators to be applied for the 2013—17
to: strategic perod in order to reflect its new

or revised priorities and to demonstrate its
o inform management of progress towards performance and accountability as a professional

achieving the goals; audit institution.

o support der.ion-rrakng; and

o provide information on performance to its
stakeolders.

the KPls aim to measure key elements of
the quality and mpau of the ECA’s work,
paying particular attention to the opinion
of key stakeholders, and the efIici€rcy and
effectrieress of its use of resources. As 2012
is the final year of the 2009-12 strategic period,
the results of the KPls are presented, where
available, for all four years.
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The ECA assesses the quaiity and impact of its reports based on stakeholder appraisals, expert reviews
and the follow-up given to the recommendations it makes for improving EU financial management.

STAKEHOLDER APPRAISAL

Using a survey, the ECA invited the principal users of its reports (the European Parliament’s Committee
on Budgetary Control and the Council’s Budget Committee) to rate the quality and impact of its 2011
annual reports and the special reports it published in 2012. Respondents to the survey used a five-
point scale (1 — very poor, 2 — poor, 3 — sufficient, 4 — good, 5 — very good).

APPRAISAL BYTHE PRINCIPAL USERS OF THE ECA’S AUDIT REPORTS
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The result was steady for the whole period, varying from 3.9 to 4.2 on the five-point scale. The results
indicate that on average the principal users of the ECA’s reports consider their quality and impact to
be ‘good’. In 2012, the ECA exceeded its target for this indicator by five percentage points.
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EXPERT REVIEWS

Each year, independent external parties have reviewed the content and presentation of a sample

of the ECA’s reports. In 2012, the reviewers assessed eight special reports and the 2011 annual reports.

They rated the quality of various aspects of the reports on a four-point scae rangng from ‘significantly

impaired’ (1) to high quality’ (4).

EXPERT REVIEWS OF THE ECA’S REPORTS
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The result varied from 2,8 to 3.0 on the four-point scale between 2009 and 2012. The results indicate

that the external expert reviewers consider the quality of the ECA’s reports to be ‘satisfactory’. In

2012, the ECA exceeded its target by six percentage points.

The reviews have provided the ECA with valuable information on the quality of its reports, and

the reviewers’ recommendations are used to make further improvements.

FEEDBACK BY THE PRINCIPAL AUDITEES

Feedback by the principal auditees on the quality and impact of the ECA’s 2012 audits was obtained

using a similar survey and scale to the stakeholder appraisal.

FEEDBACK OF THE PRINCIPAL AUDITEES
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The result varied from 3.5 to 3.7 on the five-point scale between 2009 and 2012. The results indicate

that on average the principal auditees consider the ECA’s audits to be ‘good’.

Overall, the results of the 2009—12 stakeholder appraisals are positive, showing that the ECA’s main

stakehoiders value the quaity and impact of the audits.
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FOLLOW-UP TO RECOMMENDATIONS

The key way the ECA uses its audit experience to contribute to improving financial management
is through the recommendations it makes in its audit reports. To lead to change, the ECA’s
recommendations first need to be accepted by auditees and then implemented. The ECA therefore
measures both.

ECA RECOMMENDATIONS ACCEPTED BY THE AUDITEE
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The extent to which the ECA’s recommendations were accepted by auditees varied from 93 % to
98 % between 2009 and 2012. The target set for the indicator was exceeded every year.

In 2011, the ECA started systematically to monitor the implementation of its recommendations,
knowing that it can take a significant period of time before some recommendations are implemented
due to their scale or complexity. According to the Commission’s statistics, 63 % of the nearly 500
recommendations issued between 2009 and 2012 had been implemented by the end of 2012. More
than half of the recommendations issued in 2011 have already been implemented.

ECA RECOMMENDATIONS IMPLEMENTED
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The ECA has assessed the efficiency and effectiveness of its use of resources in terms of its abiity

to: produce timely reports and findings; meet its obligations regarding financial management; and

ensure the well-being and professional competence of its staff.

PRODUCTION OF REPORTS

The ECA monitors the efficiency of its report production process by measuring the number of

reports it has adopted compared to the panned number for the year, and by measuring whether

these reports were adopted within the individual deadlines set for them.

NUMBER OF ECA REPORTS ADOPTED COMPARED

TO NUMBER ORIGINALLY PLANNED
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This indicator has been measured since 2008 and the result of reports actually adopted when compared

with the number originally planned has varied between 79 % and 93 %. rue measurement has shown

that, although the annual targets were mostly met, there is still room for improvement, in particular

in the production of special reports.

The timeliness of reports has also been measured since 2008. Performance is measured against the

statutory deadlines for annual reports and specific annual reports, and the deadlines are set out in

the respective planning documents for the special reports.

NUMBER OF ECA REPORTS ADOPTED ON TIME
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The [CA had identified the need for significant improvement in the timeliness with which SPFs areissued. When measurements began in 2008, the ECA set two targets for the timeliness of SPFs: toimprove performance by 10 percentage points per year, and to ensure that 80 % of SPFs were issuedon time by the end of 2012. The resut of this indicator varied from 27 % to 61 % between 2008 and2012. Athough there has been a significant improvement in performance and the annual targetshave been mostly met, the 2012 result still falls short of the long-term target of 80 %. The ECA wiilcontinue its efforts to improve its performance in this area further.

The result varied from 67 % to 73 % between 2008 and 2012, thereby falUng short of the 90 % target setfor this indicator. This was mainly due to ambitious planning for the special reports and to unforeseenevents that took place during the audit process.

While the ECA acknowledges the room for improvement in the accuracy of performance auditplanning and efficiency of audit execution, it is pleased that during the 2008--12 period it notonly significantly increased the number of special reports produced but also decreased theirproduction time towards the 18-month goal. For the 2008—12 period 85 special reports wereadopted, compared with 51 special reports in 2003—07, and the average lead time was reduced from25 months in 2008 to 20 months in 2012.

The ECA’s strategy for 2013—17 includes a new initiative to streamline the processes for producingreports further, thereby improving their timeliness and increasing efficiency.

TIMELINESS OF FINDINGS

The ECA uses statements of preliminary findings (SPF5) to confirm the factual accuracy of its specificaudit findings with the auditees. They represent a key milestone in the audit process. According tothe ECA’s internal rules, ,SPF5 should be issued within two months of the related audit visit, and theextent to which this deadline has been met is measured each year.

TIMELINESS OF ECA AUDIT FINDINGS
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EXTERNAL APPRAISAL OF FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT

The ECA seeks to receive from its external auditor an unqualified opinion on the financiai statements

and on the use of resources, as well as to be granted discharge by the European Parlianent after a

positive recommendation from the Council.

EXTERNAL APPRAISAL OF THE ECA’S FINANCIAL

MANAGEMENT BY FINANCIAL YEAR

Unqualified opinion

Discharge granted

2008 2009 2010 2011

‘ he ECA has received an unqualified opinion from its external auditor and the European Parliament

has granted discharge of its budget each year.

PROFESSIONAL TRAINING

Following guidelines publihed by the International Federation of Accountants, the ECA aims to

provide an average of 40 hours (5 days) of professional training per auditor per year.

PROFESSIONAL TRAINING DAYS PER AUDITOR
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Over the 2009—12 period, the ECA’s audit staff received an average of 5.3 days of training per year.
When language training is taken into account, auditors receive on an average of 10.5 days of training
per year. The annual target set for professional training has been met every year since 2010.

STAFF SATISFACTION

The ECA conducted internal surveys in 2009 and 2012 to measure the satisfaction of its staff. Two
indicators have been derived from the survey: the percentage of staff generally satisfied with their
job and the overall average staff satisfaction rate. A composite scale from 1 to 4 is used, with a result
over 2.5 indicating general satisfaction,

ECA STAFF SATISFIED WITH JOB OVERAL STAFF SATISFACTION RATE
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The results of these two surveys are very similar, with 85 % of staff being generally satisfied with their
job and a score of 2.8 being achieved for overall average staff satisfaction. The results can therefore
be considered to be good.
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