Summary of the work in the two subgroups, 28th and 29th April 2009 

1. Subgroup on Performance Auditing Standards
This subgroup consisted of the following members: George J. Lourens (South Africa), Alma Saeed Almoter (Saudi Arabia), Marisela Márquez Uribe (Mexico), John Sweeney (ECA), Inge Laustsen (Denmark), Joe Martire (Canada), Tony Angleryd (Sweden), and  Therese Johnsen and Marie Svendsen Mjøsund (Norway). 

There have been five drafts on the performance auditing standards between June last year and now, and comments from a large number of SAIs have been integrated into the draft. During the meeting the subgroup worked through and discussed the draft. There were also made some minor reorganisations of the sections within the draft. On day two of the meeting, a final draft on the standards was presented. 

In the discussions on the draft, the subgroup focused on removing any inconsistency of terms and ensuring that the document was in accordance with higher level standards. 

The group sought to ensure that the standards would be applicable to all SAIs. The group agreed that it was important that all SAIs could relate to and use the standards. The aim was therefore to get as many SAIs as possible on board, rather than creating a document that describes best practices. 

There was also agreement in the group that the standards should represent the core of performance auditing, represented by the three E’s. 

The subgroup discussed whether there was a need for a glossary in connection with this document. It was pointed out that Mexico is currently working on a glossary for use in Intosai documents. It was suggested that it could be a good idea to have a glossary for harmonisation of concepts and terms also in this document. 

The draft will be sent out again to the members of the committee in a week's time and any comments should be sent to the chair within two weeks. John Sweeney will still have responsibility for the editorial work. The subgroup expressed great satisfaction with the excellent work he has done on the draft.  

The standards are, for the time being, expected to be in level 4. There is, however, a discussion of whether the standards should be upgraded to level 3. This will be discussed by the PSC in the meeting in June 2009 to be decided soon thereafter. 


2. Subgroup on Guidelines on how to introduce performance auditing in an SAI
This subgroup consisted of the following members: Keith Andrew Davis (UK), Tony Angleryd (Sweden), Herman Bart Kramer (the Netherlands), Nathan Williamson (Australia), Omir José Pereira Lavinas and Carlos Alberto Sampaio de Freitas (Brazil), and Kristin Amundsen and Elin Solberg (Norway). 

The members of the subgroup had received a draft on the guidelines before the meeting in Oslo. The chapters were written by different members of the group and there had been no time to coordinate the various chapters before the meeting. The main topics discussed during the meeting were the following: 

To whom are we writing the guidelines? 
The group agreed that the main target group of the guidelines will be management of SAIs, in particular auditor generals who wish to introduce performance auditing. 

Could we shorten the document?
The group agreed that the document should be shortened, and the preferable length should be a maximum of 15 pages.

Do the chapters cover all the necessary points?
It was pointed out that the current draft of the guidelines touches on three levels:
1) It advocates for performance auditing
2) It focuses on the strategic needs and implications of introducing performance auditing 
3) It also touches on practical work, i.e. how to do performance auditing

The group agreed that emphasis should be put on points 1 and 2. The document should be kept at a higher level and not include too much detail. Regarding point 3, reference can be made in the document to other guidelines which deal with specific issues on how to do performance auditing. 

What are the key points we think should come from this document?
The group agreed on seven headline messages that should come from the guidelines:

1) Top management commitment is essential
2) Performance auditing is a separate specialism
3) Performance auditing offers a different insight into government activities and reaches wider audiences
4) Performance auditing enriches internal culture and learning
5) Start small in resources and scope
6)  Legal basis is important if the performance auditing function is going to be sustainable
7) Build effective dialogue with stakeholders to understand their needs and sell performance auditing

Regarding the structure of the guidelines, the group agreed that in addition to a preamble and an introductory chapter, there should be chapters on: "the benefits of performance auditing", "the challenges of introducing performance auditing", "how to get started", "learning and adjusting" and "building capacity for a sustainable performance auditing function". 

Further work and deadlines
The group agreed that there is a need for a new structure for the guidelines based on the above mentioned discussions. Much of the material is in fact already written. The main work now is to reshuffle text and sections. Each member of the group was given the responsibility for revising a specific chapter, ensuring that it is in accordance with the above mentioned discussion and based on the new adopted structure. A new draft on the guidelines will be circulated among the members as soon possible. It was noted that the timeframe is tight
and there will be a short deadline for giving comments. It was also pointed out that a lot of work remains, and it will be difficult to achieve the desired quality within such a tight timeframe. Brazil has offered to do the editorial work on this document which is much appreciated by the group.  

Discussion of timeline and future work - 30th April 2009

The status of the work assigned to this subcommittee. 

Tasks for the PAS-group: 	1) the new INTOSAI standard for performance auditing 
2) guidelines on how to establish a sustainable performance auditing function within a SAI
3) dissemination of the guidelines on performance auditing
				
Regarding the standards, Brazil will send out an electronic version of the draft, and the committee should give comments within 2 weeks. 

Regarding the guidelines, the group will present a draft that will be distributed among the committee by the end of May for comments. Brazil has offered to do the editorial work on this document.

All comments for both drafts should be sent to the Chair. 

PSC should have the drafts on both documents for its meeting 18th June. The deadline for presenting drafts for this meeting will be late May. It was recognized that, regarding the guidelines, this is a very tight deadline. Brazil will talk to the PSC about this issue and also about the possibility of presenting a shorter presentation of the content of the guidelines. 

Concerning the ISSAI 3000, it was suggested that a small group be set up to go through the existing guidelines and write a note on whether it is still in accordance with the standards.


What should be the ambition for the next period after 2010?
It was discussed whether there is a need for further documents. If there are no clear indications of such needs, emphasis should be put on implementation of already existing documents and promoting performance auditing, rather than producing more documents. 

It was suggested that the committee could contribute to enhancing performance auditing, both by arranging and participating in different seminars and work-shops. The committee could define a small numbers of topics, and split the work among the members.

Possible topics that were mentioned: 
- Risk analysis
- Quality control 
- Strategic planning
- Efficiency studies
- Reporting
- Citizens perspective


Other topics and discussions that were raised
* There was a discussion on what the ambition for the new standards should be. Should the committee work towards establishing consensus on what performance auditing is, and should we seek to have these new standards implemented in all SAIs? 

It was pointed out that it could be a challenge to replace national standards with ISSAI standards, especially in more developed SAIs. As a response it was commented that these standards represent a minimum – and that an SAI would be free to add national standards, but these should be in compliance with the ISSAI standards. 

It was suggested that the committee should encourage SAIs to refer to this document, and to state whether they recognise and follow these standards. That would also be a way to see whether the work of this group has been effective. 

* Another question that was raised was whether the committee also should focus on the challenges that the members of this group meet in their work, or if the focus solely should be on challenges facing those SAIs that are introducing PA.

* It was pointed out that examples of good reports could serve as an inspiration and be useful for many SAIs. Perhaps this committee could collect such good examples and present them on the website. These examples should then be linked to specific issues. It was suggested that a strategy for the website should be established, as it could be a useful place to share information. This could also be an arena for sharing strategic plans, and making it possible to see what topics the different SAIs are working on. 


Practical information and deadlines 
Brazil will make a draft on the next PAS work plan based on this discussion. The draft should be ready before the next PAS meeting and should be distributed to the members in advance. 

It was discussed where and when the next PAS meeting should take place, but no decisions were made on this point.

Therese informed about the status of the quality control project. PAS is represented in this work by Norway. A first draft has recently been sent out, and there will be a first meeting in September. 
