Draft minutes of the 8th Performance Audit Subcommittee Meeting
(24-25 March 2015, New Delhi, India)


[bookmark: _GoBack]Agenda: Discussion and approval of level 4 of performance audit documents.
Attendance
The following members attended the two-day meeting:
	Sl. No.		
	Country
	Participants

	1.
	Austria
	Mr. Norbert Weinrichter

	2.
	Brazil	
	Mr. Dagomar Henriques Lima

	3.
	Brazil
	Mrs. Maridel Piloto De Noronha

	4.
	Canada
	Mrs. Louise Dubé

	5.
	Denmark
	Ms. Inge Laustsen	

	6.
	European Court of Auditors
	Mr. Neil Usher

	7.
	European Court of Auditors
	Mr. John Sweeney

	8.
	France
	Mr. Gilles-Pierre Levy

	9.
	Georgia
	Mr. Irakli Tsitsilashvili

	10.	
	Hungary
	Ms. Ágnes Daróczi

	11.
	Hungary
	Ms. Ildikó Salamon

	12.
	India
	Mr. Ashutosh Sharma

	13.
	Netherlands
	Mr. Frank van den Broek

	14.
	Norway	
	Mr. Jan Roar Beckstrom

	15.
	Norway
	Mrs. Elise Fidjestøl Eriksen

	16.
	Saudi Arabia
	Mr. Sultan Alotaibi

	17.
	South Africa
	Mr. Kevish Bharath Lachman

	18.
	South Africa
	Mr. Cornelis Ignatius Pretorius

	19.
	Sweden
	Ms. Camilla Gjerde

	20.
	Sweden
	Mr. Eirikur Einarsson

	21.
	United Kingdom
	Mr. Keith Davis

	22.
	United States of America
	Ms. Anu Mittal

	23.
	AFROSAI-E
	Mr. Lars Florin

	24.
	IIA
	Mr. Mark Sullivan


1. Welcome 
Mr. A. K. Singh, Deputy Comptroller and Auditor General from SAI-India welcomed all participants of the 8th PAS meeting. Mr. Singh stated that the INTOSAI has made momentous strides since its inception and more particularly during the last decade. He mentioned that the following are examples of the growing stature and confidence of INTOSAI: the formulation of auditing standards for Supreme Audit Institutions and guidance on best practices for good governance; building up partnership with multilateral international donors and national development agencies to promote capacity building in Supreme Audit Institutions, which are in need of such efforts; and having the United Nations adopt a resolution in the General Assembly to acknowledge the role of SAIs in promoting the efficiency, transparency and accountability of public administration.
Mr. Singh further stated that performance auditing carried out by the Public Auditor is an independent, objective and reliable examination of whether government undertakings, programs, systems, activities or organisations are performing in accordance with the principles of economy, efficiency & effectiveness and whether there is room for improvement. Performance auditing seeks to provide new information, analysis or insights and, where appropriate, recommendations for improvement. A well-conducted Performance Audit can thus help the SAIs to meet the expectations of citizens for greater transparency and efficiency. Mr. Singh also wished this meeting a big success.
2. Opening remarks by the chair
Mr. Dagomar Lima thanked SAI of India for the efficient organization of the 8th PAS Meeting. Mr. Lima stated that we are in charge of developing international common goods that have a strategic role for many SAIs around the world. He also stated that the PAS is giving an important contribution to several SAIs by instrumenting them to conduct performance audits and, consequently, make practical contributions to improving the efficiency and effectiveness of the public administration. He also stated that the task of reviewing level 4 of the ISSAI framework is particularly important for the INTOSAI community. He further stated that making available reliable and state-of-the-art standards and guidelines, consistent with audit principles already set by the INTOSAI, means to offer a safe path for the SAIs to follow in the implementation or in the improvement of the performance audit function. Thus, aware of the importance of our mission in this meeting, we must give our best efforts to the discussions and decisions regarding the drafts of ISSAIs 3000, 3100 and 3200. Mr. Lima also appreciated the excellent work the groups responsible for each ISSAI have done. He also thanked all the members for their most helpful comments. He paid homage to the memory of Mr. Henrik Otbo, Member of the European Court of Auditors and former Auditor General of Denmark, who died on February 6th. He stated that Mr. Otbo dedicated his entire career to audit and was the Auditor General of Denmark from 1995 to 2012. In this position, he backed the Professional Standards Committee’s activities and contributed greatly to the remarkable improvement of the INTOSAI standard-setting function.


3. Discussion of level 4
Mr. Lima stated that there were 35 discussion points to cover in the meeting. Some of them were about structure, approach and use of terms in the drafts. Some others were about understanding and interpretation of technical terms and new concepts in PA. 
Some of those technical issues could be solved during the discussion and maybe would demand reformulation of parts of the drafts. He also stated that some of those technical issues demanded research and development of discussion papers to be agreed in the group. Finally, he communicated the next steps of the maintenance work of level 4 ISSAI, after the meeting: 
1) The drafter subgroups implement the decisions of the PAS by April 24, 2015 and post it to all members.
2) No formal internal hearing would be conducted before the PAS Secretariat sends the drafts to the PSC Secretariat by April 30. However, suggestions for editorial and minor adjustments could be sent to the PAS Secretariat until April 28.
3) The drafts are submitted to the PSC Steering Committee during its meeting in Ottawa, on May 27 to 29. 
4) Once they are approved as exposure drafts, they are made available on the ISSAIs webpage for comments from all INTOSAI members, including PAS members, who might want to add other suggestions to the draft ISSAIs – during 90 days. This is expected to begin by August or September.
5) The groups in charge of each draft ISSAI work on the comments received during the exposure period and prepare new versions of the drafts that are discussed again in the 9th PAS meeting in March 15th and 16th, 2016 (host to be decided).
6) The drafter subgroups implement the decisions of the PAS and post it to all members.
7) The drafts are submitted to the PSC Steering Committee during its meeting in May 2016 (date to be decided).
8) Once they are approved as endorsement versions, they are submitted to the INCOSAI 2016. 

4. Discussions and approval of draft ISSAIs 3000, 3100 and 3200
Afterwards, the drafter groups presented draft ISSAIs 3000, 3100 and 3200 and the nature of comments thereon for discussion and approval by the PAS during the next two days. The participants were organized into four small groups for discussions. 
Anu (GAO), Camilla (Sweden) and Jan (Norway) joined the streamline group for ISSAI 3000, set up by the PAS during the meeting. Group A, was coordinated by Neil (ECA), group B by Keith (NAO) and group C by John (ECA).  The group decided to discuss the general issues in the plenary and then split into subgroups to discuss the other issues. The discussion was conducted based on a summary written by PAS Secretariat, which contained the issues and some arguments about them. Based on discussion by the groups, the plenary decided by consensus or proceeded with a voting session when needed. 
The Subcommittee discussed and decided as follows:


5. Plenary discussion and decision on general issues:
0 – Problem (general)
What is the authority of the different documents in level 4? How should reference be made?
1 – ISSAI 3000 is the authoritative standard for PA. Reference should be made to it, in compliance with ISSAI 100/10. ISSAIs 3100 and 3200 are guidelines and have no further requirements for PA. The SAI may choose to follow them, but they also can implement PA in different acceptable ways, in compliance with 3000. Consequence: it will be difficult to reduce overlaps between documents and decrease the amount of explanations. It was questioned if PAS has the authority to define the status of the documents in level 4 because it could be understood that it is not compliant with ISSAI 300/8.
2 – Reference should be made to the 3000 series, in compliance with ISSAI 300/8. Consequence: overlaps can be reduced by stripping ISSAI 3000 to a minimum or even by combining 3000 – 3200 into one document. Referring to ISSAI 3100-3200 as standards would give practices too much authority.
3 – ISSAI gives the option to refer to ISSAI 3000 or the 3000-3999. It is an interpretation of ISSAI 300/8, so we can argue that it complies. This option would make it difficult to reduce the overlap between documents, as ISSAI 3000 must include reasonably elaborated explanations. If SAIs choose to adopt ISSAI 3000 as their standard, an understanding of the context of the standard is needed. In achieving this, it may be helpful to consult the entire Performance Audit Guidelines (ISSAI 3000 – 3999).
Discussion:
Camilla- the guidelines will appoint different ways to comply with requirements. The options do not differ much. Neil- comment on # 3- SAIs do not want options, but clear guidance. Jan- Support Neil's position.
Survey process:
Option 1- 16 votes
Option 2- 3 votes
Option 3 – 0 vote
Decision: The group decided to approve option 1.
1- Problem (general)
Is there a need to combine ISSAI 3000 and 3100?
· Option1: status quo
· Option 2: combine 3000 and 3100
Arguments: the current structure was proposed by the subgroup responsible for studying ISSAI level 4 and approved at the PAS 7th meeting. It was included in the writing proposal approved by PSC-SC. If we decide to change, we will propose a different structure to PSC before engaging in redrafting. If PSC-SC approves it by the end of May, we will need to redraft the documents and present them for PSC-SC approval. Next, PSC-SC should submit them to a written hearing and approve it by August. The exposure period should last 90 days.
Discussion: 1) reviewing 3000 after 3100 and 3200 will not allow avoiding overlaps in the documents. It was suggested that we should do it as a first step. Neil disagrees – there is a need to do the reviewing bottom-up wise, because top down has already been done.
Dagomar- Level 4 has a double objective – requirements and guidelines, there is a need to align with it. Lars- there is no problem in accepting the distinction of the documents, but it has to be clear. Will standards be within the guidelines? Anu- it is clear that if you are not going to develop your own standards, you have to take the package, but if you already have yours, the only thing that matters is 3000. We have 3 documents and it is very important to look at the language, to determine which the best language is, and to make choices (what to pick and where it came from). It is not possible to examine 3000 at the end; it has to be done at the same time. Norbert- having a standard in level 4 means that if you adopt 3000, you do not need to adopt 3100 and 3200. If you refer to the all documents, why write them separately? Dagomar- the authoritative document is 3000. We could inform PSC about our understanding about it. Lars- both options are acceptable as long they are clear. Lars- Do we conduct our work adopting an ISSAI or a range of ISSAIs? We have to specify. Norbert- Can we refer to level 4 without complying with level 3. The answer is no. Should we send the question to PSC? Guilles- we need to specify the nature of each document. Dagomar- we came back to the nature of each document. We have to decide this before deciding about the structure. Norbert- What level of detail do we want to have in the requirements? Anu- when group D was drafting 3000 they made a decision about the level of explanation. The question “on the authority of each document” will affect the structure. Dagomar- Read the definition of requirements, guidelines and explanations. Lars- agree with Norbert – if there is only 3000, we need more in it, not only requirements. Jan- The understanding of having 3 documents will allow having a shorter 3000, because the details will be within the others. The 3000 series is a package. Norbert- if the idea is to adopt the whole package we have to go through it and review the text. It is against the first idea to keep the requirements less ambitious. In this case, 3100 and 3200 need to be more assertive. Dagomar- explanation is part of discussion. We should adopt requirement in 3000, not the whole package. We have two options:
1. Authoritative standards is the whole package(3000,3100,3200);
2. The reference should be only to 3000
Neil - It is not said anywhere that explanations are supposed to be anywhere. ISSAI 1000 says that ISSAI consist on … + practice notes. Package – there is no rule on what is the right thing to do. Gilles – not sure if it is problem to say: adopt 3000 or the whole package. John – Draft convention – reads about requirement in the draft convention. Requirements is a sentence that contains the word shall. Other things are explanation. We have to review 3200, because there are many “shoulds". Dagomar- documents with requirements also contain explanation. Frank- 3000 would be the document to be referred. Pretorius- should we decide or leave it to PSC? Dagomar- we have to decide about it to move on. Norbert- If we refer to only one document, it does not make sense. Are the other docs meaning less or not? Lars - If we call 3000 – standards to PA: 3100 – guidelines to YY and 3200- guidelines to XX, it will solve the problem of reference. Dagomar- The option 3 is: Limit 3000 to the requirements and short explanations (not on "How to") only and have 3100 (concepts only) and 3200 for elaboration (keep the "How to").
Arguments: the drafting conventions approved by PSC-SC state that “The presentation of each requirement in the General Auditing Guidelines (ISSAIs 1000-4999) should be immediately followed by explanations of the requirement”. This structure will enhance the clarity and readability of the standards. CAS is working under these conventions, like us. If we want to change the conventions, we need to present a proposal to PSC-SC before engaging in redrafting.
Camilla- What would be the difference between 3100 and 3000? Suggests option 4: split 3100 in two: merge the concepts with 3000, and requirements related to the audit process with 3200.
Argument: same as in option 2.
Another option suggested: Option 5: combine all three documents into 1 
Argument: same as in option 2.
Decision: Option 3 adopted – that means the work has to be done by April 30th. Camilla, Anu and Jan will discuss 3000 in a streamline subgroup during the meeting.

2- Problem (general)
Considerations about the Structure (3000, 3100, 3200). The group could consider using identical introductions to all three documents. - All three ISSAIs have introductions, which are quite extensive and in the case of ISSAIs 3100 and 3200, are identical. One might consider whether any of this information could be consolidated in ISSAI 3000.
Arguments: The drafting conventions state: 6. the common layout should be followed: a) the template for ISSAIs should be used (obtained from the PSC Secretariat). The approved template for ISSAI XX is too general and does not demand that an Introduction be written. The proposed template for level 4 was not formally approved by PSC-SC in Manama.
Arguments: Introduction in level 3 is distinct in each document. However, it is sensible that the three introductions in level 4 cover the same topics, possibly in the same order. Proposal: 1) importance of standards and guidelines (similar paragraph to those in level 3). Can be identical, 2) reference to level 3. Can be identical, 3) what is the document about? Cannot be identical. 4 and 5) meaning of the elements included in the document. Cannot be identical. 6) Non-scope. Cannot be identical. 7) Structure of the document. Cannot be identical.
Decision: No change: Identical introduction to 3100 and 3200. Different introduction to 3000, but take out # 6.
3- Problem (general) - 
Consistency between ISSAIs. Common referencing style to ISSAI 300 and ISSAI 3000.Use of the word “should” in the body of the text. The language in the ISSAIs would benefit from a more stringent use of some phrases and words:
The mixed use of “should”, “must” and sometimes “may” in the explanation material and common practice is not recommended, due to the risk of confusion with the “shall” requirements.
We recommend that the PAS consider the language used in the documents in order to make the text more stringent. The mixed use of “should”, “must” and sometimes “may” in the explanation material and common practice is not recommended, due to the risk of confusion with the “shall” requirements. 
Arguments: the drafting conventions state: In the narrative explanatory section, the words “shall” or “should” should be replaced with the terms “it is advised”, “may”, “need to”, “it is good practice to”, etc.
Decision: Take out the "should" and "shall" from explanatory text.
4- Problem (general)
ISSAI 3000 states that: Guidelines contain clarifications and descriptions on how to implement the requirements and may also include examples of good practices. However, the term “good practices” is not used in the guidelines (3200) or in the concepts (3100). The terminology used in both of these documents is “common practice.” Again, consistency and definitions would be helpful.
Arguments: The need for consistency is recognized. Suggestion: "Good practice" instead of "common practice".
Decision: Use “good practice”
5- Problem (general)
According to paragraph 5 in ISSAI 3000, the explanations are provided to support several things. However, we find the term “explanation” confusing, and we also find that the content of these paragraphs sometimes covers only parts of what is outlined in paragraph 5. It is not clear to us how the explanations in ISSAI 3000 should be interpreted in conjunction with the concept document 3100. ISSAI 3100 includes both explanations, definitions and in some cases guidance on how to conduct the audit, which makes the purpose of the document unclear.
Arguments: Text in ISSAI 3000 was adjusted to:” Explanations describe in more detail what a requirement means or is intended to cover”. For this reason, explanations may be read as indicators of compliance with requirements.
Decision: Argument approved
6- Problem (general)
ISSAI 3100 copies ISSAI 3000 with several paragraphs on the “definition of performance auditing” (ISSAI 3100 has more paragraphs) while ISSAI 3200 does not refer to the definition. One option – to eliminate redundancy and ensure consistency – would be to have the definition exclusively in ISSAI 3000.
Argument: Repetition is not a problem in itself. Lack of consistency is a problem. Repetition may be a tool to improve understanding of new concepts and may be used to make a link between different documents or parts of a document.
Decision: Some repletion is useful. No change. 
7- Problem (general)
The standards on level 4 are supposed to provide guidance to the auditor in the individual audit, though there are still directives to the SAI level, in the common practice examples in ISSAI 3100 (for example in §118-140). Our belief  is that any requirement on level 4 should address the individual auditor, and if such a requirement is dependent on the proper set up of processes, internal regulations or other things within the SAI, such requirements should refer to compliance with the implemented procedures within the SAI. Do we want the Communications section to be geared toward the auditor, and not the SAI, to be consistent with the other sections in 3100?
Arguments: The drafting conventions state: a) The ISSAI should use the term ‘the auditor’ and define what can be expected from the auditor. Where it is relevant – e.g., where institutional issues are involved - reference may also be made to ‘the SAI’.
Decision: No change
8- Problem (general)
The ISSAI 3100, in several places, refers to financial audit, trying to point out the differences between performance audit and financial audit. The ISSAI 3000 series deals with performance audit and any comparison with other audit professions in these standards is not necessary. Do we want to keep references to financial auditing?
Arguments: Reference to definitions that came from financial audit (FA) after level 3 should be kept in order to make clear the common ground in auditing of the public sector. Reference to FA in the explanatory text may be made because comparison is a toll to improve understanding. Text should be balanced without suggestive language.
Decision: Keep reference to other audit types as a tool to compare, but refer to ISSAI or other authoritative sources.
9- Problem
There is not much coverage of the distinction between questioning policy choices as opposed to examining implementation – and the practical difficulties of negotiating that ambiguous distinction.
Decision: To be done in the next round of changes.
5.	Plenary discussion and decision on specific issues - Group A:
10 Problem
Should guidance be provided to an auditor who concludes that the audited entity, has accepted a level of risk that may be unacceptable to the organization, through their final response to an audit finding or the lack of action to adequately address a finding? The IIA has a Standard on this (2600 communicating the Acceptance of Risks) that may be useful to review and/or reference.
Group A proposal: We propose no changes. Partly because it falls outside the audit work, partly as it is taken care of in § 162-164 as well as paragraphs on follow-up.
Plenary decision: Approved
12A - Paragraph 17
Performance auditing is to promote constructively economical, effective and efficient governance. Performance auditing also contributes to accountability and transparency (ISSAI 300/12). Performance auditing seeks to provide new information, analysis or insights and, where appropriate, recommendations for improvement (ISSAI 300/10).
Arguments: We do not recognise the idea that the ‘main objective’ of PA is to ‘promote economical, effective and efficient governance’ (my underlining). We see this as a very narrow definition, and one that is too far removed from the outcomes we are seeking to achieve in terms of providing confidence to the users of reports, and influencing actual improvements in economy, efficiency and effectiveness. We suggest instead something like ‘main objective of performance auditing is to provide assurance and constructively promote economy, efficiency and effectiveness in the use of public money and delivery of services’.
Group A proposal: The members suggested the following wording: 
Performance auditing contributes to improved economy, efficiency and effectiveness in the public sector. Performance audit also contributes to good governance, accountability and transparency. Performance auditing seeks to provide new information, analysis or insights and, where appropriate, recommendations for improvement.
Plenary decision: Approved
15 Paragraph 38
Requirement
The auditor shall elaborate the audit objective(s) in sufficient detail in order to be clear about the questions that will be answered and to allow logical development of the audit design (ISSAI 300/25).
Problems
Should the auditor conduct a preliminary assessment of the risks relevant to the area (e.g. program) under review to ensure they are adequately reflected in the audit objectives? Are there some risks that should always be within scope (e.g. probability of significant errors, fraud, and non-compliance)? This may facilitate the identification of questions that need to be answered in the audit objective. The IIA has a Standard (2210.A1) and guidance (Practice Advisory 2210.A1-1 Engagement Objectives) on the topic that may be useful to review and/or reference.
Arguments
ISSAI 300/37 ("In planning an audit, it is important to consider: the background knowledge and information required for an understanding of the audited entities, so as to allow an assessment of the problem and risk, possible sources of evidence, auditability and the significance of the area considered for audit"). It may be advisable to write a requirement on risk assessment. Besides, ISSAI 3000/appendix 1 states that "There are several methods used by SAIs to assist the planning process, such as: • risk analysis; • SWOT analysis; and • problem analysis." We can discuss it further after we have the guideline text. Suggested text would be welcome.
Group A proposal: The members suggested leaving the text unchanged. This is dealt with sufficiently in 3100/3200 
Plenary decision: Approved
18 Paragraph 42-46
Requirement
The auditor shall choose a result-, problem- or system-oriented approach, or a combination thereof. (ISSAI 300/26) 
Explanation
The audit approach determines the nature of the examination to be made. Based on the audit scope, objective(s), and subject matter, it is also relevant to define the necessary knowledge, information, data and the audit procedures to be used for gathering and analysing audit evidence. The audit approach is an important link between audit objective(s), criteria and the work done to collect evidence.
A result-oriented approach assesses whether outcome or output objectives have been achieved as intended or programmes and services are operating as intended. It can be used most easily when there is a clear statement of desired outcomes or outputs (e.g. in the law or a strategy decided upon by the responsible parties).
A problem-oriented approach examines, verifies and analyses the causes of particular problems or deviations from criteria. It can be used when there is a clear consensus on a problem, even if there is no clear statement of the desired outcomes or outputs. 
A system-oriented approach examines the proper functioning of management systems. Frequently, elementary principles of good management will be helpful in examining the conditions for efficiency or effectiveness even lacking a clear consensus on a problem or clearly stated outcomes or outputs.
Problems
Generally, the document is not very clear on the different meanings of audit topic, audit scope, subject matter, audit objective & audit questions. For example, to say that audit scope is "complementary" to audit objective… It is hard to understand what that really means. As we have indicated before, we are sceptical towards the usability of these concepts. Approach also depends on subject matter. Perhaps even more on subject matter than on scope?
Group A proposal: It is a bold principle in ISSAI 300/26. Deleting it would depart from what was decided during the 7th PAS meeting. The scope comprises the subject matter. The text was adjusted to turn it closer to ISSAI 300 
Plenary decision: Approved
21 Paragraph 79
Requirement
The auditor shall maintain a high standard of professional behaviour (ISSAI 300/31).
Problems
Para 64 should be written more clearly. It almost seems that you can follow any standard when doing PA. Repeats information in para. 72. Delete.
Arguments
ISSAI 300/31 para 4 sets a separate requirement for professional behaviour. This is now under the section “supervision”. 
Group A proposal: suggested it be moved to “Independence and ethics”.
Plenary decision: no change
24 Paragraph 100
Requirement
The auditor shall refer in the report to all significant instances of non-compliance and abuse that were found during or in connection with the performance audit objective(s) (ISSAI 3000/5.2)
Problems
We do not agree with this standard as drafted. As the explanation below the standard points out, there are circumstances where it is not appropriate to report (e.g. ongoing police investigation) and it is confusing to have this as a standard without any qualification. I am not sure it is needed at all, but if others are keen to retain something, we could add some clear qualification of the requirement. 
Arguments
Group A proposal: suggests this requirement be deleted. Covered in 3200 in par 138.
Plenary decision: Approved. Delete and integrate the idea in par 126 and review the wording
Additional proposal: Take out the requirement and the text could be moved and reworded to the end of scope of the ISSAI (par 99 and explanation 101 would be moved to scope, after par 15)
Plenary decision: Approved
27 Paragraph 111
The performance audit, as a project, will normally be divided in a pre-study and a main study. The pre-study is part of the planning process. The main study is where the audit is conducted and reported.
Problems
We suggest that 127 should start with a why-sentence. We also wish to introduce that it is important to have a starting phase (pre-study) before the actual audit is conducted. We think that it is a good idea to introduce the phrase "pre-study" here, where we are introducing the phrase "project" (and not first in paragraph 131). By doing so, it will be mentioned before the output (the audit plan) of the pre-study is described. Suggestion: insert between the first and the second sentence "The project will normally be divided in a pre-study and a main study, the former is where the planning and organizing in normally done, and the latter is where the audit is actually performed".
Arguments
Concepts of a pre-study and main study were included using ideas from ISSAI 300/35 and 3000/3.1. However, there is controversy on the role of the pre-study among PAS members. In some SAIs, a short pre-study is conducted to verify auditability before writing the audit plan. It is in between "selection of topics" and "design the audit", but closer to the first. In others, they understand the pre-study as a step in the planning of a specific audit when you do work internally. In this case, it is part of "designing the audit". ISSAI 300 says only that planning comprises selection of topics, pre-study and audit design. No explanation is provided. We think that it is important to have a pre-study to avoid spending too many resources later, but there are different arrangements to implement it. 
Group A proposal: We saw no reason to change the text – but in the light of the discussion this morning, this needs to be review. 
Plenary decision: Adopt the proposal of the streamline group
30 Paragraph 131
Requirement
The auditor shall obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence in order to establish findings, reach conclusions in response to the audit objective(s) and questions and issue recommendations (ISSAI 300/38).
Problems
Can we accurately talk about 'audit' evidence in respect of issuing recommendations? Is it evidence to support and justify the basis of recommendations being made?
Arguments
The requirement reproduces ISSAI 300/38. In ISSAI 300, there is no explanation on the relationship between evidence and recommendation. Recommendations should relate to causes (ISSAI 300/40). In the problem-oriented approach, the audit verifies causes (ISSAI 300/ 26/third bullet). In this situation, the audit collects evidence on the causes. Thus, you could relate evidence and recommendations. However, I think those ideas could be better developed in ISSAI 3200.
Group A proposal: The text would benefit from a better description on the logical “chain” of evidence, findings, conclusions and recommendations. It could be placed in 3200. 
Plenary decision: Keep as it is and clarify it in an explanatory text.
29 Paragraph 136
Reliability refers to the extent to which the evidence is consistent when measured or tested and includes the concepts of being verifiable or supported. 
Problems
Reliability is perhaps not mainly about consistency.
Argument: Suggested text would be welcome. Text is consistent with GAGAS 6.60.c” Reliability refers to the consistency of results when information is measured or tested and includes the concepts of being verifiable or supported.” In ISSAI 1003, "reliable criteria allow reasonably consistent evaluation or measurement of the subject matter including, where relevant, presentation and disclosure, when used in similar circumstances by similarly qualified practitioners."
Plenary decision: a new text concerning”reliability” will be suggested by Jan and John. It will be included in 3000.
33 Paragraph 144 and 151
Requirement
The auditor shall provide audit reports that are a) comprehensive, b) convincing, c) accurate, d) timely, e) balanced and f) constructive (ISSAI 300/39, ISSAI 100/51).
The auditor shall provide audit reports that are a) clear, b) concise as the subject matter permits, c) reader-friendly and d) phrased in unambiguous language (ISSAI 300/39).
Problems
What is the difference between "reader-friendly", "clear" and "concise"? The explanatory text states that it has to be "simple", "easy understandable" and "no longer than needed" - all of these seem closely related, but they are mentioned in the explanatory test to two separate requirements.
Stick to the main terminology in ISSAI300, which means that accurate can be sorted under the main concept of convincing. Include reader-friendly in the listing.
Arguments: Yes, all those are closely related. However, the explanatory text gives emphasis to some distinctions. Reader-friendly relates to the use of technical jargon and the use of illustrations to improve communication. Clear relates to the distinction of different elements of the report (facts and opinion). Concision means to present only relevant information and not be longer than necessary. All those qualities are stated in ISSAI 300 and in the existing ISSAIs. The explanation also comes from those ISSAIs. Besides, the PAS practical document on reporting has already defined those terms. We have agreed to integrate the practical documents to level 4 when appropriate. Style is a matter of good communication and is a matter for standards. It may be difficult to define them, but we should try it with the help of sound sources and good authors. We have tried to select the features of a good report that were not overlapping with each other. Existing ISSAIs state more "qualities" than is reproduced in draft ISSAI 3000.
Those concepts are closely related. However:
 Accuracy has to do with the appropriate and sufficient evidence presented in a report, which makes it true and correct. Convincing refers to the logical structure of a report, in which audit objective, criteria, findings, conclusions and recommendations have to be clearly related one to each other to make people agree with what it claims to be true (ISSAI 300/39) (ISSAI 3000/144,145). Reader-friendly has been included in requirement 149 as it was considered one of the qualities that a report text must present (ISSAI 3000/149).
All those qualities are stated in ISSAI 300 and in the existing ISSAIS as well as the explanations.
Plenary decision: Keep the bold statement in 300, provide explanation on reader friendly and its components. Add accurate to the text.
6. Plenary discussion and decision on specific issues - Group B:
9- Problem
There is not much coverage of the distinction between questioning policy choices as opposed to examining implementation – and the practical difficulties of negotiating that ambiguous distinction.
Arguments: To be done in the next round of changes.
Group B proposal: Agree there is a gap at 3100 and should be a paragraph in the audit objective section to cover this issue.
Plenary decision: Approved. Should be a paragraph in the “subject matter” section to cover this issue, to be consistent with 3000.
12 - Paragraph 10
		Therefore, ISSAI 3000 is not meant to be read as a prescription of how national standards should be formulated. SAIs have the option of developing authoritative standards that are either based on, or consistent with the Fundamental Principles of Performance Auditing (ISSAI 300). If an SAI chooses to develop its own national standards, those standards should include the level of detail necessary to accomplish the SAI's relevant audit functions and should correspond to the Principles in all applicable and relevant respects.
Problems
Would not this paragraph be perceived as contradictory to the reader as §4 states that the "requirements (of ISSAI 3000) contain the minimum necessary contents for establishing a standard for recognition of high quality audit work"?
Arguments: Possibly true, but we believe that it is inherent in the options provided in paragraph 8 and in the idea of having level 3 and level 4 in ISSAI framework.
Plenary decision: Approved. Remove the word minimum from paragraph 4 of 3000.
14 Paragraphs 33, 34, 35 and 36
	Requirement
	The auditor shall communicate in a transparent way the level of assurance on information about economy, efficiency and effectiveness achieved by the audited entity (ISSAI 300/22).
Explanation
	As in all audits, the users of performance audit reports will wish to be confident about the reliability of the information that they use for making decisions. By providing information that is evidence based, the auditor is enhancing the confidence of the intended user in the audit report. 
	The auditor has to provide users with assurance that the findings in the audit report are based on sufficient and appropriate evidence and that the auditor has taken sufficient steps to reduce or manage the risk of reaching inappropriate conclusions. 
	The level of assurance on information about achievement of economy, efficiency and effectiveness by the audited entity may be conveyed in the performance audit report in different ways, but not limited to: 
a)  through an overall view on aspects of economy, efficiency and effectiveness, where the audit objective, the subject matter, the evidence obtained and the findings reached allow for such a conclusion; or
b) By providing specific information on a range of points including the audit objective, the questions asked, the evidence obtained, the criteria used, the findings reached and the specific conclusions. (ISSAI 300/22)
Problems: (1) This requirement should be deleted because if you as an auditor follow ISSAI 3000 (the standard for Performance Auditing), that should in itself ensure that the assurance is communicated in a transparent way. Assurance means that you conduct the audit based on or in accordance with the standard. (2) ISSAI 300/21 clearly states that it is not a requirement of the ISSAI framework to provide an overall opinion on the audited entity's achievement of economy, efficiency and effectiveness. We therefore strongly object to the inclusion of a requirement on the level of assurance in PA. It should be deleted. (3) It is impossible to understand this requirement. We are also highly sceptical to talk about "level of assurance on the degree of economy…"
(Continue)
14- Paragraphs 33, 34, 35 and 36 (continuation)
13 If there is a need to mention the level of assurance, that part may be moved to Reporting para 142, where you can describe the level of assurance as a) either an overall view. or by b) providing specific information.
14 Awkward to talk about "confidence" when this concept is not mentioned in the requirement in para. 36. Also sceptical about reserving "confidence" for intended users and "assurance" as referring to the auditor. Thus, the first part of para 37 should be rewritten.
15 It is unclear and we question whether the auditor can and should provide reasonable assurance on information or data that is not sufficient to conclude upon.
Arguments: For the two first problems: this requirement comes directly from ISSAI 300/22 ("The level of assurance provided by a performance audit should be communicated in a transparent way.") Comments presented in the hearing demonstrate that there is no common understanding on the meaning of assurance in PA. PAS should discuss it after guidance text is available. 142 is about qualities of the report while assurance is related to the whole auditing process. The requirement is not to state explicitly the level of assurance in the report. How to communicate the level of assurance should be clarified in guidelines (other forms in ISSAI 100/32, complemented by ISSAI 300/22).The difference between confidence and assurance is implied in each of the first sentences of par. 21 and 22 in ISSAI 300. In other parts of ISSAIs, confidence always refers to users: "user’s confidence ..."(ISSAI 300/par. 27), "confidence of the intended users ..."(ISSAI 100/24), "provide the intended users with the necessary degree of confidence (ISSAI 100/51), "provides the users with the necessary degree of confidence (ISSAI 100/32), "enhance the degree of confidence of the intended users" (ISSAI 1003). Confidence is not in the requirement because it relates to the user and it is a consequence of the assurance provided by the auditor. It is mentioned in the explanation because it is a concept that is not familiar to PA auditors but is mentioned in ISSAI 300. Revisit the text after guidelines are ready. Agreed that assurance refers to overall conclusions, not to data or information per se. This seems to be important in ISSAI 3.100.
Plenary decision: keep the text but make clear that options A and B are not the only ones. This is a correction to the requirement, because this paragraph is about assurance on the audit entities themselves. Take out the word "level". Use subject matter instead of subject matter information: "The auditor shall communicate in a transparent way the assurance on the subject matter with regards to aspects of economy, efficiency and effectiveness achieved by the audited entity."
Keep the text in 3000, alike 300, and the explanation in 3100. 
Voting process about keeping the text in 3000 about the options of communicating assurance alike 300:
 Retrieve: Denmark, ECA, France, Hungary, Sweden, Netherlands, Norway
Keep: Austria, Canada, India, South Africa, Saudi Arabia, Brazil, Georgia, UK
Abstention: USA
Plenary final decision: Keep the text in 3000 about the options of communicating assurance alike 300. Produce a discussion paper and give to the group that will write the text and explanation. (Can be after April – Brazil will send an initial paper to UK, Canada and USA)
17 Defining the scope of the audit (3200) 
Problems: Defining the scope of the audit and the specific audit questions – Stick to the main terminology in ISSAI 300, and present scope as a further specification of the objective. The box on page 8 is good, but as another and not appropriate definition of scope has been presented before (and in ISSAI 3000/3100) it becomes strange. Make the definition the one used in all ISSAIs and for the rest stick to the main terminology in ISSAI 300.
Arguments: It relates to the different ISSAIs. Should be decided by all groups. 
Group B proposal: Combine 3100 and 3200 and make one definition. Definition appears with audit objective section. Removing 118/119 and 120 from 3000.
Plenary decision: Approved
20 Paragraphs 61-63
Requirement
	The auditor shall notify the audited entity of the key aspects of the audit (ISSAI 300/29).
Explanation
	The key aspects of the audit that the auditor may communicate to the audited entity include, the audit subject matter, audit objective(s), criteria, audit questions, the time period to be audited, and the government undertakings, organizations and/or programmes to be included in the audit.
	Communicating these key aspects of the audit can help the auditor exchange views with the audited entity especially in situations where there are no predefined criteria or when performance audits on the same subject matter have not been conducted regularly and, therefore, established channels of communication may not exist.
Problems: Superfluous. Already handled in previous text.
Arguments: Since the previous requirements are now revised to include stakeholders, this requirement as stated in ISSAI 300 /29 3 paragraph relates specifically to the "audited entity" and is a separate "should" statement that has therefore been retained as a requirement.
Group B proposal: Par. 61 can be merged with par. 58, to reduce overlap, and consolidate explanations. 
Plenary decision: Approved
23 Combined auditing Section
Problem: It is not based on and not fully consistent with ISSAI 300/27, and is not about combined auditing as stated in the heading. 300/27 is not about combined audit; however 300/14 does mention it. Do we need text on combined auditing (although I agree we do not have much to add?)
Argument: Explanation about combined audits is a demand from the field. Many SAIs are small and cannot afford conducting separate audits always. Some SAIs also want to promote a comprehensive view over the audited entity. Therefore, the text may not be good, but it is necessary to have an explanation on this issue.
Group B proposal: The existing reference in 3000 in par 101 is sufficient. No need for text in 3100. 
Plenary decision: Approved
26 Paragraph 104 - 106
Requirement
	The auditor shall conduct the process of selecting audit topics aiming to maximise the expected impact of the audit while taking account of audit capacities (ISSAI 300/36).
Explanation: 	The SAI´s strategic planning process is the first step of topic selection because it comprises the analysis of potential areas for audit and defines the basis for the efficient allocation of audit resources. In this sense, it is an important tool in setting priorities and selecting audit topics. During the strategic planning process, techniques such as risk analysis or problem assessments can help structure the process but need to be complemented by professional judgement to reflect the SAI´s mandate and to ensure the selection of significant and auditable audit topics (ISSAI 300/36). 
Problem: It might be worth defining what ‘significant’ means. For us it would include factors such as amount spent, degree of risk, public and parliamentary interest, impact on services, etc.
Group B proposal: No change. Not for 3000, this is “How to”. Try to incorporate in 3200, under selection of topics, because it will be related to significance/prioritization of topics. 
Plenary decision: Approved
29 Paragraph 126
Requirement
	The auditor shall assess the risk of fraud (ISSAI 300/37). 
Problem: We are not in favour of having ‘the auditor shall assess the risk of fraud’ as a separate standard. I know this idea is referenced in the 300 but this seems to make it starker and more prominent. As written, it implies a systematic and structured fraud risk assessment during the planning phase of each performance audit. Some do not do that, and would be surprised if it is not the same for others. The preference is to drop this one, but if others are keen to retain something on fraud can we suggest something about being alert to the risks of fraud (at all stages of the PA process).
Group B proposal: Change the requirement so it now states, “the auditor shall be aware of the risk of fraud throughout the audit process, thus maintaining professional scepticism”. (ISSAI 300/31/37). Need to change the explanation to bring into line with the new requirement. Move it to the general requirement under an existing section (professional judgment and scepticism).
Plenary decision: Approved
32 - Paragraph 137
		When conducting the audit, the auditor shall evaluate the evidence with a view to obtaining audit findings and to reaching a conclusion, ensuring that evidence of poor/unsatisfactory performance as well as evidence of good performance is collected. This will enable a balanced and fair conclusion to be drawn later. The nature of the audit evidence required to draw conclusions in a performance audit is determined by the subject matter, the audit objective(s) and the audit questions.
Problem: Should "recommendations" also be mentioned here, given that it is mentioned in the requirement text? Suggestion: add a sentence in the end "The evidence shall also be evaluated to decide if there is enough to issue recommendations, because …"
Argument: The requirement reproduces ISSAI 300/38. In ISSAI 300, there is no explanation on the relationship between evidence and recommendation. Recommendations should relate to causes (ISSAI 300/40). In the problem-oriented approach, the audit verifies causes (ISSAI 300/ 26/third bullet). In this situation, the audit collects evidence on the causes. Therefore, you could relate evidence and recommendations. However, I think those ideas could be better developed in ISSAI 3200.
Group B proposal: no change to paragraph 131, because par 158 deals with recommendation. There is no need to duplicate, refer to par. 158.
 Plenary decision: Approved
35- Paragraph 160
	Recommendations, no matter how well founded they are, will lose value if they are not practical and if they require significant time and cost to implement. It has to be clear what is addressed by each recommendation, who is responsible for taking any action, and how the recommendation will contribute to better performance. Recommendations need to be addressed to the entities that have the responsibility and competence for implementing them (ISSAI 300/40).
Problem: We might need to explain what we mean by ‘not encroach on management’s responsibilities’. Is it something about keeping recommendations pitched more at the system level, and certainly above the level of specific operational decisions?
Group B decision: Not for the 3000, because it is a “How to” statement, consider for 3200(recommendation section).
Plenary decision: Approved
7. Plenary decision on Group C suggestions
11- Problem
Since performance budgeting has been introduced in many countries (in the whole public sector or in its parts), the guidelines could emphasize that the data collected during performance auditing can be used in performance budgeting. Do we want to talk about performance budgeting?
Group C proposal: performance budgeting is done by the government not by auditors. No change
Plenary decision: Approved
13	- Paragraph 21 e 23
		The auditor shall comply with the SAI’s procedures for independence and ethics, which in turn must comply with the related ISSAI on ethics.
		The auditor shall take care to remain independent so that his/her conclusions and findings will be impartial and seen as such by third parties. 
Problems: Does not make sense to divide 21 from requirement 23. Better keep all the information related to ethics and independence together. Is what is said here a repetition of ISSAI 300? If included here, it should give advice on what action the auditor should take in order to comply with the requirement.
Argument: Paragraph 21 comes from ISSAI 3000, part 2, first paragraph. Paragraph 23 is a development of old ISSAI 3000, p.41 and tries to explain the specific aspects of independence for PA. More detail on how to comply may be given by guidelines.
Group C proposal: No change
Plenary decision: Approved
 16 - Paragraph 40
	An audit objective(s) can be thought of as questions about the subject matter on which the auditor seeks to obtain answers based on the evidence obtained. The auditor may need to adjust the audit objective(s), as better understanding of the subject matter is gained based on evidence gathered during the audit. 
Problems: (1) Very unwise to adjust the objective of an audit during the audit process. Skip this please. (2) Audit objectives are hardly "questions about the subject matter". Audit objective(s) answer the "why" question, why do we use resources to audit a specific subject matter? It is also probably a bad idea suggesting to adjust the objective as you go along. Then people will adjust the audit to whatever data they happen to collect. You should collect data in order to reach the audit objective and answer the audit questions. Not collect data and then think about what you can say.
Arguments: (1) This is consistent with ISSAI 300/35 ("For instance, new insights from the process stage may necessitate changes to the audit plan, and important elements of reporting (e.g. the drawing of conclusions) may be sketched out or even completed during the process stage.") ISSAI 300/39 ("Alternatively, the auditors should consider reformulating the audit questions to fit the evidence obtained and thus arrive at a position where the questions can be answered". (2)About not changing objective: you do not change the objective if it is not necessary. However, sometimes it is necessary (why?) Please see comment above about the same issue. ISSAI 3000 states that defining audit objectives, "...involves elaborating on the following two questions: What? What is the audit question or the problem to be studied? Why? What are the audit objectives? We can revisit the text after we have guidelines on it. (3)Reasons to delete the text are not clear. The explanation comes from GAGAS 6.07.
Group C proposal: Delete the text
Plenary decision: Use third sentence in par. 41 in place of second sentence in par. 40. Approved.
19- Paragraphs 51-53
	Requirement
	The auditor shall, as part of planning or conducting the audit, discuss the audit criteria with the audited entities. (ISSAI 300/27) 
Explanation
	The criteria have to be discussed with the audited entities, but it is ultimately the auditor's responsibility to select suitable criteria. While defining and communicating criteria during the planning phase may enhance their reliability and general acceptance, in audits covering complex issues it is not always possible to set criteria in advance; instead they will need to be defined during the audit process. (ISSAI 300/27)
	Discussing the audit criteria with the audited entities serves to ensure that there is a shared and common understanding of what quantitative or qualitative criteria the audited entity will be assessed against. This is particularly important when the criteria are not obvious, or the criteria have to be developed and refined throughout the course of the audit work. In such cases, communication of the criteria with the audited entity helps enhance the acceptability and relevance of the audit criteria in relation to the audit objective(s).
Problems
"…to ensure that there is a shared and common understanding of the criteria". Important to state that agreement with the responsible party on the criteria is not a requirement. In addition, it is probably still a bad idea to develop the yardstick you use to measure (the criteria) as you go along...
Arguments: Agreement is not a requirement. However, the auditor should try to build a common understanding. To the second part: that depends whether criteria are available. This is consistent with ISSAI 300/27 ("... in audits covering complex issues it is not always possible to set criteria in advance; instead they will be defined during the audit process."). Text was adjusted 
Group C proposal: Leave as it is.
Plenary decision: Approved
22- Quality Control section
Problems: (1) Do we want to address (briefly) quality assurance in the quality control section? (2) The text in 3000 refers to ISSAI 40 (which is too general and partly not sufficient for performance auditing). I suggest that the text actually refer to the practice guide by PAS (in a footnote or whatever). Why not be more specific when it serves the interest of performance auditing? On top of that, why not use some content from the practice guide (Safeguarding Quality in Performance Auditing) and insert it in the 3000. That is normally how standards develop. I think elements of that practice guide could be inserted partly under the heading “requirements” and partly under the heading “explanation”.
Group C proposal: No change to that but: bring the auditor back in the SAI shall establish a system which the auditor shall apply, which the auditor shall comply with to ensure...Include text on quality assurance in 3100. Refer to 3100 *183 -185.
Plenary decision: Approved
25	- Planning section 3200
Problem: Greater emphasis could be placed on the methodology and tools, i.e. more examples could be provided of the methods of data collection and analysis. It is worth indicating which methods may be applied in the examination of particular principles of performance audit (economy, efficiency, effectiveness), especially in the case of ISSAI 3200 Guidelines for the Performance Auditing process. Although neither standards nor guidelines may replace knowledge, skills and experience of the auditors who conduct performance audits, they may prove helpful, particularly to beginner auditors, in understanding which performance audit areas (economy, efficiency, and effectiveness) can be measured and assessed with the use of individual data collection and analysis methods.
Argument: On the advice from other SAIs earlier in this process, we have limited the information on data methods. How much text are we supposed to have since we are not writing a handbook? 
Group C proposal: No change. 3200 should not be considered as a substitute for a proper manual.
Plenary decision: Approved
28 (A) Paragraph 117
	Scope comprises the audit type (performance audit only or combined audit) and the extent of the audit coverage, specifically the government undertakings, organizations and/or programmes to be included in the audit, as well as the time period and geographic locations. The scope of the audit, will help the auditor determine the appropriate methodology and approach to employ in conducting the audit such as determining which key players to involve, which specific questions to ask, and how to collect and analyse the information that is collected.
Problems: (1) This is not our understanding of "scope". You start with selecting a topic, which is "scoped down" to a concrete subject matter, with a related objective for what you want to achieve with the audit. See comment to para 45. Thus, we find this paragraph rather confusing and would welcome a clarification of how these central concepts relate to each other. (2) A strange definition of scope. Stick to the definitions in the current 3000 – who (entity), what undertaking/activity), when (time) and where (geography). Involving the approach, methodology and stakeholders becomes confusing. ISSAI 300 uses the concept “type” audits to refer to financial, compliance and performance audits, or a combination thereof. Including the type of audit as part of the scope becomes also confusing. Performance audit standards should assume that it is a performance audit, and when relevant indicate special considerations if it is a combined audit. In principle, it would be OK to include the audit questions, but audit questions and sub-questions are difficult to avoid as crucial separate concepts, so this is probably not a good idea. (3) Often, there are already confusions between audit scope and methodology. The scope defines what you want to issue findings, conclusions and recommendations about, while where you collect the data needed is an issue of methodology for data collection. Often the scope can cover a programme in the country as a whole, where only a selection of locations are visited for data collection and this data is corroborated with quantitative data, document review and interviews at head office. However, data may be collected from more locations than what is in the scope – usually for finding benchmarks for the audited entity/activity. It is going to be even more difficult to get auditors to understand this distinction if the concepts are confused like this.
Arguments: (1)The definition of scope comes from existing documents (ISSAI 3000 and 3100) and is shared by some members that made comments on para 45 to add elements that have been omitted. (2) Text has been clarified. To be further discussed. A comparison table should be used to decide the definition of scope to be used and to ensure consistency across ISSAIs.
28(B) Paragraph 117
Problem: The scope of the audit defines the boundaries of the activity being reviewed and tends to narrow the ambit of the audit from the broad audit objective(s).The audit objective(s) and scope are interrelated and, since changes in one usually affect the other, they need to be considered together.	
Arguments: (1) Add audit question – considering objective, questions and sub-questions. (2) At this point we have not yet decided on the questions. A comparison table should be used to ensure consistency across ISSAIs.
Group C proposal: Delete but needs to be clarified in 3100 document.
Plenary decision: Approved
31 -Paragraph 136
Problems: Reliability refers to the extent to which the evidence is consistent when measured or tested and includes the concepts of being verifiable or supported. Reliability is perhaps not mainly about consistency.
Arguments: (1) Suggested text would be welcome. Text is consistent with GAGAS 6.60.c” Reliability refers to the consistency of results when information is measured or tested and includes the concepts of being verifiable or supported.” In ISSAI 1003, "reliable criteria allow reasonably consistent evaluation or measurement of the subject matter including, where relevant, presentation and disclosure, when used in similar circumstances by similarly qualified practitioners.”. (2) We do not know what reliability is supposed to mean in this context. (3) Current and new proposed text does not capture “reliability”. Should include concept of source and nature of data and corroboration in judging whether the evidence is sufficient. 
Group C proposal: Need to research this further. It will be developed in 3200.
Plenary decision: Approved
34	- Paragraph 157
	The audit findings are put into perspective, and congruence is ensured between the audit objective(s), audit questions, findings and conclusions. The audit questions detail the audit objective(s), and then they are answered to contribute to the achievement of the audit objective(s). Conclusions are the statements deduced by the auditor from the audit findings. The report clearly answers the audit questions or explains why this was not possible. 
Problem: Not a good idea to change the audit questions to fit the data. Will be an excuse to allow bad planning and design.
Arguments: Those are exactly the words in ISSAI 300/39 "Alternatively, the auditors should consider reformulating the audit questions to fit the evidence obtained and thus arrive at a position where the questions can be answered." 
Group C decision: It was added that the reasons for any modification in the audit design must be documented in working papers.
Plenary decision: Approved. 
8. Next steps:
By Feb 1st, Consistence group - Camilla, Neil, Elise and Maridel - will send comments on the consistency among level 4.
Next PAS meeting (Host and Date)
Mr. Dagomar Lima stated that the next PAS Meeting would be held from 15-16 March 2016. The host will be decided shortly in coordination with the PAS Secretariat.
Closing remarks
Mr. Ashutosh Sharma, from SAI-India, expressed his gratitude on behalf of SAI-India for fruitful deliberations during last two days.
Mr. Lima thanked all the participants for the hard work, the collaboration and particularly the good moments that they shared in these two days. Mr. Lima stated that the INTOSAI is undergoing a special phase of change, in which a debate on ways to improve its structure and functioning is being held within the development of the INTOSAI Strategic Plan 2017-2022. In the “new” INTOSAI that will arise from this process, the standard-setting function will be strengthened and PAS will be part of a new structure. He also stated that providing high-quality auditing standards, together with working for the professionalization of public sector auditing, would be top priorities for INTOSAI. The work developed by the PAS and the other PSC Subcommittees will be even more valued.
Mr. Lima also stated that the SAI-Brazil would step down from the PAS Chairmanship next year, by the time of the INCOSAI. With the approval of the new level 4 ISSAI and after 10 years of Brazilian leadership, PAS completes a significant step in the continuous process of standard setting. Thus, it seems the right time for a renewal in the leadership of the subcommittee when we will give floor to new views and approaches. He stated that SAI-Brazil would send a formal letter to PAS Members calling for candidates for the Chairmanship. He also stated SAI-Brazil would provide all information and support to the new Chair during the transition time. He further stated that he expect to co-Chair the 9th PAS meeting with the next Chairman.
*********************The End*********************
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