Financial Internet Quarterly ,e-Finanse” 2018, vol. 14/ no. 3, s. 1-7

§ sciendo

DOI: https://dx.doi.org/10.2478/figf-2018-0015

éFinanse

financial internet quarterly

OPENESS AND TRANSPARENCY OF FISCAL REPORTING IN
POLAND - ASSESSMENT AND RECOMMENDATION

Abstract The aim of the paper is to answer the question of whether fiscal reporting (more precisely, finan-
cial reporting of public finance sector entities (PFSE)) earnestly expressed the results of activities
(information included is reliable, understandable and complete), and provide suggestions on how
to increase openness and transparency in that field. First of all, the essence of openness and trans-
parency of public finance is described. Then the international institutions involved in preparing and
promoting international fiscal transparency standards and guidelines are indicated. Next are noted
the most important reasons for limited openness and transparency of financial reporting of PFSE. In
the end, actions are recommended to increase openness and transparency. Results are presented
of theoretical studies on the basis of related literature, the reports by the Supreme Audit Office in
Poland and the authors™ own experience connected with preparing formal opinion for two houses
of Polish Parliament. Simple research methods are used such as descriptive analysis and also infe-
rential and inductive thinking.

JEL classification: H72, H77
Keywords: fiscal reporting, fiscal transparency

Received: 09.03.2018 Accepted: 09.03.2018

1 University of Gdansk, Faculty of Management, Department of Finance and Financial Risk, e-mail: mjastrzebska@wzr.ug.edu.pl, ORCID: 0000-
0002-0027-930X.

www.e-finanse.com
University of Information Technology and Management in Rzeszow |



Maria Jastrzebska
Openess and transparency of fiscal reporting in Poland — assessment and recommendation

INTRODUCTION

Openness and transparency of public finance is an
essential part of effective public finance management
according to good governance. The purpose of that
public management concept is to: increase the potential
of public finance sector entities (PFSE) and the quality
of public management; affect the development of a
well-functioning civil society and non-governmental
organizations; achieve macroeconomic stability and
economic growth; increase creditability of the State as
a borrower and place of investment (Filipiak, 2011, p.
29). Accordingly, openness and transparency of public
finance is important to reinforce democratic harmony
and strengthen citizen control and also to increase
effectiveness and efficiency of collection of public revenue
and payment of public expenditure. Thus, fiscal data are
important for citizens, investors, creditors, supervisory
authorities and other competent authorities. In Polish
public finance law the definition of fiscal transparency
does not exist, but there is a definition of how to fulfil
openness and transparency mainly in the field of
obligations and eligibility of public authority in budgetary
procedure including rules of publishing financial reports
of PFSE (Malinowska-Misigg, 2016, p. 7).

The essence of openness and transparency of public
finance

Openness of public finance is understood as free
access for citizens and institutions to fiscal data. The
aim is to get information on how the work is done in the
framework of budgetary procedure and to know financial
data relating to public finance and also to provide access
to budgetary documents. Transparency of public finance
is a guarantee that the information communicated is
reliable, clear and easily accessible and it is achieved by
using uniform accounting and reporting rules and also
standard classification of revenue and expenditure by all
PFSEs (Kotowska, 2014, p. 134).

The basic features of transparency of public finance
are as follows (Sawulski, 2015, p. 6; Baran & Mikotajczyk,
2015, p. 7):

1) readability - the ease with which the recipients of
financial reports might understand the data presented,

2) frequency - the regularity in presentation of fiscal
data,

3) timeliness - reducing delays in sharing fiscal data,

4) relevance - the extent to which fiscal reporting
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allow recipients to get the information they need,

5) openness - the level of citizen understanding of
fiscal data just to have an effect on fiscal decisions and
hold government accountable for use made of public
funds.

The structure of financial reports prepared by PFSEs
should comply with certain conditions to serve openness
and transparency. Those reports should include easily
relevant and understandable information on: competence
of political authorities, action taken by them and results
achieved by them, source and level of financing those
activities and value of public assets. The data contained
in different financial reports should form a coherent fiscal
reporting system and in case there are different systems
of registration financial data, there shall be indicated the
methodology of transition between one systemto another.
The financial reports should be published immediately
after they were made and verified. In addition, access to
reports should be open for all interested users in a form
in which it can be used without difficulty (Tomalak, 2017,
p.92).

Financial reporting of PFSE provides an opportunity
for current and systematic access to the rate and the scale
of implementation of public tasks. Consequently, the non-
compliance with deadlines of drawing up and submitting
the financial reports and also submitting them contrary to
the accounting records goes against budgetary discipline,
because it may impair the system of public funds transfer.
Therefore, it is necessary to call persons in charge
of producing financial reports to account in the field
mentioned above (Talik & Pieczara, 2018, p. 90).

THE OUTLINE OF INTERNATIONAL
STANDARDS OF OPENNESS AND
TRANSPARENCY OF PUBLIC FINANCE

There are several international institutions which
are involved in preparing and promoting international
fiscal transparency standards and guidelines. First of all,
there are: the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the
Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD), the International Budget Partnership (IBP) -
(Granickas, 2013, p. 7-8). Some of those standards refer
to data quality and to the veracity of budgetary financial
statements such as: system of National Accounts and the
European System of National and Regional Accounts (ESA
2010); Auditing Standards — developed by International
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Organization of Supreme Audit Institutions (INTOSAI);
Data Dissemination Standards developed by International
Monetary Fund (Special Data Dissemination Standards -
SDDS, General Data Dissemination Standards - GDDS, Data
Quality Reference Site - DQRS); Fiscal Reporting Standards
(FRS), International Public Sector Accounting Standards
(IPSAS) — (Niedzielski, 2005, pp. 44-50).

The International Monetary Fund (IMF) first published
the Code on Good Practices on Fiscal Transparency (in
1998) and then published the Fiscal Transparency Code
(in 2007). The principles of the Code focus more on
the results than on the processes. For each one of the
principles are set out practices described as basic, good
and advanced in order to show countries what kind of
practices they have and what they have to do to match
the highest standards of fiscal transparency (Szpringer,
2015, p. 29). The Code consist of four pillars: pillar | Fiscal
Reporting — should provide complete, reliable and timely
information on the performance and financial position of
the government, pillar Il Fiscal Forecasting and Budgeting
— should contain a clear vision on budgetary targets and
fiscal policy intentions having complete, reliable and
timely forecasts on the public finance evolution, pillar
Il Fiscal Risk Analysis and Management — should ensure
that fiscal risks are presented, analyzed and managed
and fiscal policy decisions are effectively coordinated,
pillar IV Resource Revenue Management — should offer
a transparent framework for ownership, contracting and
use of natural resources endowments (Adam, 2015, pp.
228-229). The International Monetary Fund assesses
fiscal transparency in a particular country and gives: a
complex evaluation of its fiscal practices according to
different standards included in the Code; a meaningful
analysis of the scale and the sources of fiscal sensitivity on
the adopted fiscal transparency indicators; a description
of its strong points in the field of fiscal policy transparency
and priorities for the reform process and also some action
plans to achieve fiscal transparency in accordance with
the principles of the Code (IMF, 2017).

The recommendations of the Organization for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) in
budget transparency are in line with the principles of the
Code drawn up by the IMF. The OECD in 2002 provided
Best Practices for Budget Transparency as a reference tool
for Member and nonmember countries to use in order
to increase the degree of budget transparency in their
respective countries. The Best Practices are in three parts.
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Part 1 lists the principal budget reports that governments
should produce and their general content. Part 2 describes
specific disclosures to be contained in the reports. This
includes both financial and non-financial performance
information. Part 3 highlights practices for ensuring the
quality and integrity of the reports (OECD, 2002, p. 7).
In 2015 the OECD provided the Recommendation of the
Council on Budgetary Governance. The Recommendation
provides a concise overview of good practices across the
full spectrum of budget activity, specifying in particular
ten principles of good budgetary governance, which give
clear guidance for designing, implementing and improving
budget systems to meet the challenges of the future. The
overall intention is to provide a useful reference tool for
policy makers and practitioners around the world, and
help ensure that public resources are planned, managed
and used effectively to make a positive impact on citizens’
lives (OECD, 2015, p. 1). In 2017 the OECD issued the
Budget Transparency Toolkit (OECD, 2017) with the
participation and collaboration of the broader global
community of budget and fiscal transparency institutions.
The International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Bank
Group, the International Budget Partnership (IBP), the
International Federation of Accountants (IFAC), the Public
Expenditure and Financial Accountability Program (PEFA)
are part of the Global Initiative of Fiscal Transparency
(GIFT) which is the network promoting standards and
improvements in the field of fiscal transparency (OECD,
2017, p. 3).

The International Budget Partnership was created in
1997 in Washington D.C. in order to promote involvement
of civil society and to establish more clear, transparent
and citizen friendly public budgets. This institution
measures fiscal transparency using a questionnaire every
two years from 2006 to 2017 for approximately 100-150
countries. The questionnaire focuses on the activities
of central government and does not address the role of
state and local government. It seeks to discover what
occurs in practice, rather than what the law requires. The
guestionnaire is concerned with those budget documents
that are made available to the public. It is composed of
five sections: Public Availability of Key Budget Documents,
Comprehensiveness of the Executive’s Budget Proposal,
Comprehensiveness of Other Key Budget Documents,
Role and Effectiveness of the Oversight Institutions in
the Budget Process, Public Engagement in the Budget
Process. The Open Budget Index is then calculated as
a simple arithmetic average of the scores obtained in
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the questionnaire. The index reveals the level of fiscal
transparency of a country, with a value between 0 and
100 (IBP, 2016, p. 3, 6).

REASONS FOR LIMITED OPENNESS
AND TRANSPARENCY OF FINANCIAL
REPORTING OF PUBLIC FINANCE SECTOR
ENTITIES

The complexity of financial reporting of PFSEs is due
to the structure of the public finance sector, primarily
by the significant role of extra-budgetary forms. Those
entities manage public funds, but their activities are often
outside competent authority. Thus, the structure of the
public finance sector generates limited transparency
in the field of financial reporting and particularly in the
central government sector.

The limited openness and transparency of financial
reporting of PFSEs is caused by (Najwyzsza Izba Kontroli
2014; Najwyzsza lzba Kontroli 2015):

1) lack of economic interpretation or lack of

coherence between domestic and international
government statistics in the field of fundamental public
finance terms such as public finance sector, public funds,
revenue and expenditure, grants and subsidies, public
sector deficit and debt,

2) public bodies show in financial reports different
data for the same public finance terms (revenue,
expenditure, deficit, debt) due to different methods
of data registration, because the scope of the public
sector according to Polish (public finance sector) and
European Union regulations (general government sector)
differs; therefore a country's financial situation also
differs depending on whether domestic or European
methodology is applied; in addition, there are no
publicized explanations of differences in relevant value
(exception —information about the amount of public debt
according to domestic and European methodology),

3) multiannual fiscal planning is not based on annual
fiscal planning; it is not clear if and how amounts allocated
to finance public tasks (presented in annual reports)
contribute to achieve public tasks (included in multiannual
plans), because reports on the implementation of
strategies and plans are inconsistent with annual fiscal
reports; there is no information about activities of the
whole public financial sector and the reporting system

is not adapted to collect information about directions of
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spending of public funds,

4) accounting rules and chart of accounts apply only
to part of PFSEs, which makes it impossible to compare
the effects of managing public funds within the sector;
similarly reporting of PFSEs is not unitary and is wrongly
named budgeting reporting with respect to all PFSEs; some
financial flows between PFSEs cannot be eliminated from
revenue and expenditure calculated after consolidation
which distorts the amount of public deficit and debt;
classification systems used by PFSEs do not allow us to
distinguish spending of PFSE for entities inside the sector
from spending for entities outside the sector,

5) important fiscal data are published in a form
difficult for processing the data (exception —the budgetary
implementation report of local and regional authorities
published on the website of Ministry of Finance in the
form of a database) or they are not published at all; the
detailed statement of revenue and expenditure of PFSEs
is also not published, even though it is the basis for the
report on the implementation of the state budget; thus
very difficult is access to the database of PFSEs, which do
not include their financial plans in the budget; it’s about
state and local cultural institutions, public universities,
public autonomous healthcare management units
(those units reporting to appropriate ministers and the
data are not published but the Statistical Office collects
them); also not published are data on the execution of
complete activity-based budgeting (there are only data on
expenditure for functions and tasks in the state budget);
moreover fiscal data are not presented in the territorial
system (more fiscal data in the territorial data system are
available for the territorial self-government sector), but it
is necessary for achieving regional policy,
in financial

6) irregularities reporting of PFSEs

resulting from incorrect accounting and incorrect
reporting,

7) less and less understandable is the place of the
state budget in the public finance system (especially due
to the separation of the budget of European funds and
transferred funds from the state budget to the Social
Insurance Fund),

8) use of three classification systems with different
criteria of classification (classification section of state
government — refers to allocation of responsibilities of
ministries, budgetary classification — refers to allocation
of economic activity, classification of the functions of
the government — refers to international classification

COFOG and other classification systems) which causes
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inconsistency of the data on the state budget expenditure,
of data
government budget expenditures — the expenditures

9) incoherent presentation concerning
are divided into economic groups in such a way that
it is not possible to clearly attribute the expenditure to
the majority of economic groups (e.g. expenditure on
programmes involving European funds and other non-
repayable funds from the EFTA); that way of presenting
data does not allow us to identify current and investment
expenditure and as well to separate government budget
expenditure on public service, transfers to households,
and financial assistance for national legal persons,

10) the budget
information on  medium-term  and

lack of: synthetic information,

long-term
consequences of programmes financed from public funds,
sensitivity analysis of the budget forecast (especially
concerning the state budget) due to possible changes of

the macroeconomic indicators.

RECOMMENDATIONS OF ACTIVITIES TO
INCREASE OPENNESSAND TRANSPARENCY
OF FINANCIAL REPORTING OF PUBLIC
FINANCE SECTOR ENTITIES

The International Monetary Fund’s Report on the
Observance of Standards and Codes in Poland was drawn
up in February 2001 and updated in June 2003. The overall
assessment ranges between “average” and “good.” It is
the effect of two “good” marks in the fields of: clarity of
roles and responsibilities and open budget preparation,
execution and reporting, as well as two “average” marks
in the fields of: public availability of information and
independent assurances of integrity (Misiag, 2001, p.
27). The International Monetary Fund addressed several
issues (IMF, 2004) and some of them remain valid today:

1) the reporting standards should be harmonized
across the general government - the progress in
implementing the Government Finance Statistic Manual
and European Standard Accounts should be intensified,

2) there are various measurements of general
government’s fiscal stance - it is important to establish an
official headline measure of the deficit that could serve as
a policy target and be monitored and published regularly
with a short time lag,

3) preparing a medium-term budget framework in the
context of the convergence report with a comprehensive

assessment of fiscal risks; output-oriented budgeting,
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with ex-post “value-for-money” monitoring, would help
in assessing the efficiency of public service delivery,

4) efforts to reduce budget fragmentation should
continue - the scope of nontransparent activities should
be eliminated.

The Open Budget Index for Poland according to
the survey of International Budget Partnership ranged
between 74 points in 2006 to 59 points in 2017. So,
transparency in public finance taking into account the
state budget is being reduced. There is a very low level
of public participation. The level of budget transparency
is higher and the highest is the level of budget oversight.
Poland should prioritize the following actions to (IBP,
2015, pp. 3-4; IBP, 2017, pp. 3-4):

1) improve budget transparency - publish a Mid-Year
Review online, produce and publish a Citizens Budget
online, increase theinformation providedin the Executive’s
Budget Proposal by providing data on expenditure by
economic and functional classifications that are aligned to
international standards and by increasing the data on the
financial position of the government, such as information
on financial and nonfinancial assets,

2) improve public participation in its budget process -
pilot mechanisms for members of the public and executive
branch officials to exchange views on national budget
matters during the monitoring of the implementation
of the national budget; hold legislative hearings on the
formulation of the annual budget, during which any
member of the public or civil society organizations can
testify, establish formal mechanisms for the public to
assist the supreme audit institution by participating in
relevant audit investigations,

3) make budget oversight more effective - ensure the
legislature holds a debate on budget policy prior to the
tabling of the Executive’s Budget Proposal and approves
recommendations for the upcoming budget; ensure a
legislative committee examines reports on in-year budget
implementation and publishes recommendations online;
consider setting up an independent fiscal institution to
further strengthen budget oversight.

Account taken of the above-mentioned issues, the
increase in the level of openness and transparency of
financial reporting of PSFE requires some activities as
follows:

1) adapting the personal scope of the public finance

sector to the personal scope of the general government
sector and harmonizing the national methodology to
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measure revenue, expenditure, deficit and debt of the
sector with European Union methodology,

2) structuring the existing and overlapping
classification systems by the extension of a uniform
functional classification used by all PFSE,

3) connecting short-term financial reporting with
reports of implementation of long-term plans - publishing
periodical reports in which will be presented in-kind and
financial data according to purposes, tasks and activities
specified in multiannual plans for the period from previous
report and during the whole implementation process; it is
necessary to explain the reasons and effects of deviation
from the schedule and to give information on unit costs of
tasks from the beginning and in the last reporting period,
giving the reasons for any changes,

4) publishing data which are the basis of preparing
PFSE reports on websites of competent Ministries and
publishing fully detailed statements of government
budget expenditure in activity-based budgeting,

5) connecting reporting of budgetary units with
reporting of other PFSEs and implementing consolidated
financial statements of public finance sector,

6) drawing up of synthetic budget information
(information to the media given so far by the Prime
Minister’s Office is not synthetic budget information);
such information should be a document which first of
all summarizes the main assumptions and purposes
that affect government budget implementation (that
recommendation concerns also local budgets and financial
plans which are not included in the state/local budgets),

7) creating a citizens’ budget, that first of all should
characterize the impact of the state/local budget on
citizens; very limited readability of available budgetary
documents makes publicdebate and social communication
very difficult and negatively affect managing directors and
employees of PFSEs and scientific research carried out in
the field of public finance,

8) making a sensitivity analysis of the budgetary
forecast of macroeconomic

according to changes

indicators; currently the explanatory memorandum
to the Budget Act contains basic identified types of
risk (exactly speaking - threats) without any clear
quantification; macroeconomic indicators are predicted
by the government on the basis of analytical results of
macroeconomic analysis conducted by national and
international institutions, however sensitivity analysis

would allow us to evaluate the flexibility of the main
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financial categories in the government budget and local
budget,

9) developingand publishing information on medium-
term and long-term implications of programmes financed
from public funds — budget expenditures are mostly
planned using the so-called historical method, which
means that the need for public funds in the next year is
reported on the basis of the amount of expenditure in
the previous year and it is corrected for rate of inflation
and rate of expenditure increase; in addition expenditures
are not planned according to programmes and costs of
concrete tasks,

10) accounting of PFSEs should be based only on the
accrual principle, not on the cash and accrual principle,
which may facilitate public finance management and
allow us to collect reliable information on assets and
liabilities of PFSEs.

CONCLUSIONS

The analysis of financial reports of PFSEs requires a
knowledge of: organization of the public finance sector,
principles of management of public funds, and budgetary
classifications. However, it is hard even for people who
have knowledge in that field to carry out more insightful
analysis, for example in the field of effectiveness
and efficiency of public finance. The openness and
transparency of public finance in Poland is limited,
because of a lack of ability to clearly assign public spending
to effects of implemented policies and programmes
of public authorities. In addition, financial reports are
incoherent, with a limited degree of reliability, difficult
to interpret and may lead to wrong conclusions. Poland
needs effective and efficient public finance management,
because the currently used budgeting methods are
outdated and some attempts to introduce modern tools
of public finance management such as internal audit,
programmes budgeting, and management control, are
doomed to failure. Transparent public finance is relevant
to voters, financial markets and international institutions.
Therefore, it is worth establishing domestic standards of
openness and transparency of public finance complying
with international standards in that field. Thus, the
principles of public finance management and budgetary
economics should be updated (accounting and reporting
rules) in order to increase openness, transparency and
efficiency in public finance.

www.e-finanse.com

University of Information Technology and Management in Rzeszow



,e-Finanse” 2018, vol. 14 / no. 3

trzebska
Openess and transparency of fiscal reporting in Poland — assessment and recommendation

REFERENCES

Adam, A. (2015). Fiscal Transparency in the European Union. Theoretical and Applied Economics Volume XXII, No 1 (602).
Retrieved from http://store.ectap.ro/articole/1070.pdf.

Baran, J., Mikotajczyk, K. (2015). Jak udostepniac¢ obywatelom dane o finansach publicznych. Retrieved from http://ibs.
org.pl/app/uploads/2016/04/IBS_Podrecznik_udostepniania.pdf.

Filipiak, B. (2011). Finanse samorzgdowe. Nowe wyzwania biezqgce i perspektywiczne. \Warszawa: Difin.

IMF (2004). International Monetary Fund, Country Report No. 04/219 July 2004. Retrieved from https://www.imf.org/
en/Publications/CR/Issues/2016/12/31/Republic-of-Poland-Report-on-Observance-of-Standards-and-Codes-
Fiscal-Transparency-Module-17565.

IMF (2014). International Monetary Fund, Fiscal Transparency Code. Retrieved from http://blog-pfm.imf.org/files/ft-
code.pdf.

IMF (2017). International Monetary Fund, How Does the IMF Encourage Greater Fiscal Transparency? Retrieved from
https://www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/Sheets/2016/07/27/15/46/Encouraging-Greater-Fiscal-Transparency.

IBP (2015). International Budget Partnership, Open Budget Survey 2015 Poland. Retrieved from https://www.
internationalbudget.org/wp-content/uploads/OBS2015-CS-PolandEnglish.pdf.

IBP (2016). International Budget Partnership, Guide to the Open Budget Questionnaire an Explanation of the Questions
and the response options. Retrieved form https://www.internationalbudget.org/wp-content/uploads/open-
budget-survey-2017-guide-and-questionnaire-english.pdf.

IBP (2017). International Budget Partnership, Open Budget Survey 2017 Poland. Retrieved from https://www.
internationalbudget.org/wp-content/uploads/poland-open-budget-survey-2017-summary.pdf.

Granickas, K. (2013). Fiscal Transparency and Open Government Data. European Public Sector Information Platform.
Topic report No. 2013/11. Retrieved from https://www.europeandataportal.eu/sites/default/files/2013_fiscal_
transparency_and_open_government_data.pdf.

Malinowska-Misiag, E. (Ed.) (2016). Jawnosc i przejrzystosc finansow publicznych. Warszawa: Oficyna Wydawnicza Szkota
Gtéwna Handlowa w Warszawie.

Kotowska, E. (2014). Zarzgdzanie w sektorze finanséw publicznych — organizacja sektora publicznego, problem jawnosci
i przejrzystosci. In: W. Harasim (Ed.) Cztowiek i organizacja — dylematy wspodtczesnego zarzadzania. Warszawa:
Wyzsza Szkota Promocji. Retrieved from http://wsp.pl/file/1237_782050489.pdf.

Misigg, W., Niedzielski, A. (2001). Openness and Transparency of Public Finance in Poland in the Light
of International Monetary Fund Standards, No 29/2001. Retrieved from http://siteresources.
worldbank.org/EXTFINANCIALMGMT/Resources/313217119622993/44411541196271991204/
OpennessandTransparencyofPublicFinanceinPoladintheightofinternationalMonetaryFundStandards.pdf.

Najwyzsza Izba Kontroli (NIK). Prawidtowos¢ sprawozdan finansowych w wybranych jednostkach budzetowych oraz ksigg
rachunkowych stanowigcych podstawe ich sporzgdzenia. Retrieved from https://www.nik.gov.pl/kontrole/wyniki-
kontroli-nik/kontrole,13802.html.

Najwyzsza Izba Kontroli (NIK). Zapewnienie jawnosci i przejrzystosci finansow publicznych przez system sprawozdawczosci
finansowej. Retrieved from https://www.nik.gov.pl/plik/id,11507,vp,13857.pdf.

Niedzielski, A. (2005). Miedzynarodowe standardy jawnosci i przejrzystosci finanséw publicznych. Analiza ekonomiczna
oraz odniesienie do Polski. Kontrola Paristwowa additional number 2.

OECD (2002). Best Practices for Budget Transparency. Retrieved from http://www.oecd.org/governance/budgeting/
Best%20Practices%20Budget%20Transparency%20-%20complete%20with%20cover%20page.pdf.

OECD (2015). Recommendation of the Council on Budgetary Governance. Retrieved from https://www.oecd.org/gov/
budgeting/Recommendation-of-the-Council-on-Budgetary Governance.pdf.

OECD (2017). Budget Transparency Toolkit. Retrieved from http://www.oecd.org/gov/budgeting/Budgeting-
Transparency-Toolkit.pdf.

Sawulski, J. (2015). Audyt (Nie)przejrzystosci finanséw publicznych w Polsce. Retrieved from http://ibs.org.pl/app/
uploads/2016/01/1BS_Policy_Paper_02_2015_pol.pdf.

Szpringer, Z. (2016). Zasady zarzgdzania finansami publicznymi i ich znaczenie dla Polski, Budzet zadaniowy. Studia BAS
Nr 3(47). Retrieved from http://orka.sejm.gov.pl/WydBAS.nsf/0/4257d81a3362b260c1257b39004dda9b/SFILE/
Studia_BAS_33.pdf.

Talik, A. Pieczara, K. (2018). Naruszenie dyscypliny finansow publicznych zwigzane ze sprawozdawczoscig finansowa
jednostek sektora finansow publicznych. Finanse Komunalne, no 1-2.

Tomalak, M. (2017). System sprawozdawczosci finansowej. Kontrola Paristwowa additional number 1.

www.e-finanse.com
University of Information Technology and Management in Rzeszéw [ 7



