



Attachment C8-2

Comments on Exposure Draft

Guide for Registered Auditors – Audit of Predetermined objectives
Comments Due by 31 October 2011
	Question
	Comment received from
	Comment
	Initial response from AGSA
	Response from Task Group

	General / Overall
	Deloitte
	The Guide is informative and will be very useful for registered auditors in gaining a high level understanding on audits of predetermined objectives.  It was noted that the intention of the Proposed Guide was to be informative and not technical in nature.  We believe that this intention should be expressed in the section “objective of this guide” and in the explanatory memorandum.  This will ensure that the Proposed Guide is read in the right context.
	Agree. We propose that the following wording be included in paragraph 1.1 of the guide “This proposed guide sets out a high level understanding and guidance regarding the audit of predetermined objectives. The intention of the guide is to be informative and not technical in nature.”
	Agreed.  Both guides should contain an objectives paragraph with similar wording.

	
	Department of Co-operative Governance and Traditional Affairs: Municipal Finance

	1. It seems that the difference between the auditing of predetermined objectives and performance auditing are clearly set out- it also highlights the need for both

2. The Audit criteria is explained in detail.

3. The application guide should assist even the internal auditors in their functions.
	1. Noted.

2. Noted

3. Noted, although the guide was not prepared for internal auditors.
	Noted

	1.The Proposed Guide is intended to provide general guidance and clarity in understanding of the AG-SA’s requirements when performing an audit of predetermined objectives.  Too little information will impact negatively on the effectiveness of the guidance, but too much information will discourage auditors from taking the time to study it properly.  Do you think that an appropriate “balance” has been achieved?
	Deloitte
	The purpose of the Proposed Guide is to be informative and not technical in nature, and we believe that this purpose has been achieved.  

The Proposed Guide does provide a good high level explanation of the audit of predetermined objectives
	Noted

Noted


	Noted

	
	E & Y
	We agree that the proposed guide has achieved an appropriate balance; however we feel that a few specific things can be added to assist the auditor. 

We believe there may be a risk that auditors who are less experienced in the sector will consider this guide their primary source of guidance without fully appreciating the need to refer to and understand the underlying standards, legislation and regulations upon which this has been based (despite references to these documents having been provided). It may therefore also be helpful to include a reminder that it is the public sector auditors’ professional responsibility to ensure that he/she is competent to perform the performance information audit engagements by familiarising him/herself  with the relevant requirements at a sufficiently detailed level, with a clear reference to the underlying standards, legislation and regulations.
The current wording in the overview that the guide is “informative and not technical in nature” may be too subtle, and not clear enough to sufficiently mitigate these risks
	Noted.  

Agree

We suggest that this “reminder” should be added as par 3.3 (wording highlighted to be used)

Noted. Refer to the previous comment and change suggested.
	Noted and agree with AGSA comments

	
	Protect a Partner
	Yes, we believe the objective has been achieved.

We support the manner in which the proposed document has been arranged and demonstrates the logical flow in the audit of predetermined objectives. 

It is however recommended that a diagram is included that demonstrates the relationship between the various elements contained in the audit of performance information.

For illustration purposes, the following diagram has been extracted from the Framework for Strategic Plans and Annual Performance Plans as issued by National Treasury.
	Noted.

Noted.

Agree. We suggest that a relevant diagram (from the FMPPI) detailing the planning, budgeting and reporting cycle be included in the Appendices to the guide.
	Noted and agree with proposed appendix

	
	Department of Transport and Public Works
	Too much information in the part 5. Application guidance.  The detail of application guidance could take years to implement and could rather require that performance informations systems be designed for this reason in years to come.  Current systems are still "soft" systems, where a large part of the performance has a human element.  Audits conducted to test all those controls listed would also be too costly and time-consuming for the clients.  
	Noted, but disagree.

The information in the application guidance is currently the audit approach which is followed during the audit of predetermined objectives. This level of detail is necessary to provide auditors with the steps taken during an audit of predetermined objectives. 
	Noted and agreed with AGSA comments

	2.Does the Proposed Guide provide clarity for an auditor, with no prior knowledge of the subject matter, to differentiate between the “audit of predetermined objective” and “performance auditing”?
	Deloitte
	Yes.  The diagram that compares the audit of predetermined objectives against performance auditing is very useful and provides a beneficial overview of the key differences.
	Noted
	Noted

	
	E & Y
	We do not believe that the guide provides sufficient clarity for an auditor with no prior knowledge of the subject matter to differentiate between the audit of predetermined objectives and performance auditing. Please refer to our views below;

The guide raises certain pertinent questions about the scope of the audit of performance information. Par. 3.2 of the guide mentions that one of the sources of criteria forming the basis for the audit is National Treasury’s Framework for Managing Programme Performance Information. In fact, the current audit approach of the AGSA is based largely on the principles set out in this document. This Framework establishes a number of criteria for a good performance indicator. These specifically include “appropriateness and cost-effectiveness”. However, the AG’s audit of performance against predetermined objectives excludes these criteria when it defines “usefulness”. 
The audit therefore does not consider whether the key performance indicators being set by the entity are in fact appropriate, which is concerning. This means that a KPI may be strategically inappropriate (a distinction can be drawn between appropriateness and relevance) but could pass the audit test and be considered useful. 

One can assume that one of the reasons for excluding appropriateness and cost effectiveness is that these might fall into the scope of a performance audit. However, this is not specifically explained and not immediately evident when compared to the economy, efficiency and effectiveness criteria central to performance auditing.

It is not clear whether the appropriateness criteria will ever be audited in either type of audit, since the guide is silent on this matter. This may lead to expectation gaps from the perspective of the users of this guide, and in fact the users of the audit report, since they are likely to reasonably interpret “usefulness” as including these criteria. 

Similarly, there seems to be an overlap between the approach of auditing the consistency between budget and performance information in the audit against predetermined objectives, and the economy criteria in a performance audit.

We are concerned that this scope exclusion, and the effects thereof, is not addressed in the proposed guide. There is either a significant amount of overlap, or a significant gap in the scope of the two types of audits. 

Further information on performance auditing would also be useful. For example, looking at par 1.7 it is clear that the selection of appropriate topics is critical to a performance audit. However, it is not clear who must select these criteria, or what triggers the performance audit in the first place.

Further clarity on the key differences between “Performance Auditing” and the “Audit of Predetermined Objectives /Performance Information” is therefore recommended. We have found this aspect to be a particular source of confusion for readers of the document who are not familiar with these terms.
	Noted, but disagree. 

The FMPPI is not the only framework but is one of the elements of a performance management framework.  Refer to par 3.2 

It is incorrect to say that the current AGSA audit approach is largely based only on the FMPPI.  Please refer to par 1.13 – 1.15 for reference to benchmarking in other countries.

In terms of the INTOSAI standards and the mandate of the AGSA this is not allowed.                                        

This is explicitly excluded from the mandate of the AGSA since we are not allowed to question policy. As “appropriateness” directly relates to policy we are unable to comment. The furthest we can go in terms of our audit procedures is to link the indicator to the mandate of the entity.

Out of the scope of this guide – do not agree with the comment. 

As per comment above appropriateness cannot be audited.

Disagree. The objectives of both types of audits are different. Also take note that the audit of predetermined objectives is mandatory whereas performance audit is discretionary.

Noted – does not agree...
Out of the scope of the IRBA guide.  Para 1.7 states that the key concepts to be audited are economy, efficiency and effectiveness. These criteria are derived directly from section 20(3) of the PAA Act. Therefore it is the auditor who will select these criteria to audit.

Not clear from the comment what is meant with “further clarity” as the differences are already explained in detail in par 1.5
	Noted and agreed with AGSA comments 

Reference to INTOSAI standards and AGSA mandate should be added as a footnote to para on audit criteria – par 4.3

	
	Protect a Partner
	Yes, we believe the objective has been achieved.
	Noted
	Noted

	
	Department of Transport and Public Works
	Yes
	Noted
	Noted

	3.Does the Proposed Guide provide adequate references to the relevant legislation and authoritative standards to support the audit of predetermined objectives?
	Deloitte
	Whilst it is acknowledged that the Proposed Guide is intended to provide a high level overview of the topic, we recommend that some of the references to various legislative requirements require more summarised information in the main body of the Proposed Guide.  In particular, the following additional information should be provided or explained:

Paragraph 2.6 and 2.8 which refer to other relevant chapters in the MFMA and MSA, could perhaps provide a high level description of what is included in these chapters.  Reference to the chapters alone does not provide any additional information on the legislative requirements and presumes that the user is familiar with these chapters.  As the intended purpose of the Proposed Guide is to provide clarity to registered auditors who have no prior knowledge of this subject matter, it may be appropriate to include high level information on these chapters or alternatively exclude these references from the Proposed Guide if the detail is irrelevant.  It is noted that further explanations were provided in respect of paragraph 2.13 where these were included in the Appendix.
	Noted.  We proposed to include more details wrt par 2.6 and 2.8 in Appendice A.


	Noted and agreed with AGSA suggested amendments.

	
	E & Y
	In general we agree that the proposed guide provides adequate reference to the relevant legislation and authoritative standards. Please refer to our views below;

We suggest that the information included as part of section 2 of the proposed guide be presented in a systematic order. The legislation can be divided in the following sections; 

· Strategic planning, 

· Budgeting and implementation planning, 

· Implementation and 

· Reporting.

We also suggest including a table summarising the legislative requirements for the different entities to be included in section 2, we believe this will assist an auditor with no prior knowledge of the subject matter to gain a better understanding of these requirements.

Another issue that we have noted is that Section 3 of the proposed guide does not specify that the Framework for Strategic Plans and Annual Performance Plans as published by National Treasury in August 2010 only applies to national and provincial departments, constitutional institutions, Schedule 3A and 3C public entities. It does not mention that the new framework does not apply to Schedule 2 and 3B entities. The clarification of this is necessary especially if the proposed guide has been developed to assist private sector auditors.
We question why the detailed Treasury Regulations are included as an appendix to the proposed guide compared to the other legislation that is detailed in the proposed guide? This may give the user the view that the treasury regulations are not as important as the other legislation included in the guide, or alternatively could imply that the Treasury Regulations are more important than other legislation. We recommend that consistent attention be given to all relevant legislation.
	Disagree. This will lead to duplication and confusion since various aspects of the legislation overlaps across sections.

Agree. We suggest that the table be included in the Appendices and not in the body.

Agree. Will add to footnote in the guide.

Noted.  Will add as per earlier comment on chapters relevant in MSA and MFMA.


	Noted and agreed with AGSA comments



	
	Protect a Partner
	Yes, we believe that the objective was achieved regarding adequate reference to the relevant legislation and authoritative standards. 

It is recommended that the following additional references could be considered for inclusion in the guidance document:

1. Department of Performance Monitoring and Evaluation  (which forms part of The Presidency)

2. Delivery Agreements that have been signed by various Departments. 
	Disagree. As per the previous comments, this guide was prepared for use by auditors and not by management of the client. These additional references are not audit related and will not be added.
	Noted and agreed with AGSA comments.  It was agreed that a list of websites will be added to the appendix re the performance management systems for further reference in this regard.

	
	Department of Transport and Public Works
	Yes
	Noted
	Noted

	4.Is the description of the audit criteria against which the reporting on predetermined objectives is to be assessed adequate to ensure professional judgement can be exercised in formulating an opinion?
	Deloitte
	The criteria are adequately explained and the linking of the criteria to an audit of predetermined objectives is useful.  

The explanation of the “accuracy” criteria could perhaps be better explained as “amounts, numbers and other data relating to actual performance reported have been recorded and reported correctly”.
	It is not clear from comment how the explanation of the “accuracy” criteria should be changed.
	The committee decided to keep the current wording of “appropriately”

	
	E & Y
	We partially agree that the description of the audit criteria is adequate to ensure professional judgment can be exercised in formulating an opinion.

However, if the guide was intended to be a document that will assist auditors to conduct their performance information audit engagements and formulating and opinion, we believe it does not meet this objective as there is not enough detailed technical guidance.  
Paragraph 4.4, mentions that material findings will be reported in the auditor’s report under the predetermined objectives heading in the report on other legal and regulatory requirements section. We have concerns about whether the guide explains when a finding is material or not. We suggest that the proposed guide should explain how materiality is determined as this is the factor that determines if the entity will have a negative audit report or not. This is normally explained in the Auditor General’s Reporting guide 3 (R3 guide), but there is no reference made to this guide in section 4.

As mentioned in our response to question 2, we suggest that the proposed guide should explain why the appropriateness and the cost effective criteria as set out in section 3.2 of the Framework for managing of programme performance information (FMPPI) is not included as part of the usefulness criteria that is audited against, during the audit of performance against predetermined objectives. 
	Comment is unclear and inconsistent with the previous comment which indicates that the guide has achieved an appropriate balance.

Paragraph 5, the application guidance, included in the guide makes reference to materiality. Since the guide is not technical in nature, the information included on materiality is considered sufficient.

Reference to the R3 guide is included at the end of Paragraph 5.

Refer to the responses above regarding the appropriateness and cost effective criteria.


	Noted and agreed with AGSA comments and proposed changes.  The committee requested the AGSA to include an introductory paragraph in para 5 and also to move the reference to AGSA guidance (including R3) to the intro para at beginning of para 5.

	
	Protect a Partner
	Yes, we believe the objective has been achieved.
	Noted.
	Noted

	
	Department of Transport and Public Works
	No.  Although important, performance information seems to be given a higher priority than actual service delivery.  Sec 1.12 of the guideline assumes that that which is measured is the most important aspect of service delivery.  Yet it is not always possible to measure that which is most desired at the time of implementation and in some cases, it is not possible to measure the most important results at all.  Managers are therefore realistic in what can be measured, given their constraints, but still have to take into consideration public needs at large through routine enquiries, a portion of their work that is not reported in performance indicators.
	Not clear how this comment relates to the proposed IRBA guide.
	Noted 

	5.Are the reporting responsibilities clearly communicated?
	Deloitte
	Paragraph 4.3 states that audit findings regarding existence and timeliness of performance information are “reported in the section pertaining to compliance with relevant legislative requirements”.  The user should be referred to the detailed guidance provided by the Auditor-General South Africa (AGSA) in the R3-Reporting Guide regarding the format of the report and consistent interpretation and disclosure of findings. 

Paragraph 4.4 states that the environment in not ready for a reasonable assurance engagement and reporting in the audit report and therefore the “conclusion” is included in the report to management.  The user should be referred to the detailed guidance provided by the AGSA in the R3-Reporting Guide regarding the format of the report and consistent interpretation and disclosure of findings.  Furthermore, it should be clarified in this sentence that currently limited assurance is provided on these engagements – we recommend that it read as follows: “Until such time as the environment shows a state of readiness to provide reasonable assurance in the form of an audit conclusion in the auditor’s report, a limited assurance opinion on the reported performance against predetermined objectives is included in the report to management…”.

It would be beneficial to refer the user of the Proposed Guide to the AGSA’s R3- Reporting Guide for examples of the Report on Predetermined Objectives and the Auditor’s Report.
	Reference to the R3 guide is made at the end of Para 5.

Refer to the earlier comments regarding the R3 guide.

Agree, this sentence will be updated.

Reference to R3 guide is made as part of para 5
	Reference will be moved to beginning of para 5 and will be included in intro paragraph to par 5.

	
	E & Y
	As mentioned in Question 4 we have concerns about whether the guide explains when a finding is material or not. We suggest that the proposed guide should explain how materiality is determined as this is the factor that determines if the entity will have a negative audit report or not. This is normally explained in the Reporting guide 3 (R3 guide), but there is no reference made to this guide in section 4. 

In some cases it is not clear what the reporting requirements are: Consider the wording in the background paragraph: 

“In terms of the Public Audit Act, (PAA) the Auditor-General of South Africa (AGSA) and auditors in private practice must provide an audit opinion or conclusion on the reported information relating to the performance of the auditee against predetermined objectives”.  
We suggest that the guide should have a separate section dealing with reporting responsibilities, rather than including it as part of section 4, Principles of the audit of predetermined objectives.
	Refer to the comment above regarding materiality. This guide is not intended to provide such technical detail.

Not clear what is meant with this input as this is the current working of the PAA.

Noted. IRBA subcommittee guidance will be required in this instance.
	Agreed.  Short reference will be made to the unique nature of materiality when auditing predetermined objectives – this should be included in the new intro paragraph to par 5.

Noted but committee agreed that a separate paragraph is not necessary

	
	Protect a Partner
	Yes, we believe the objective has been achieved.
	Noted.
	Noted

	
	Department of Transport and Public Works
	Not sure
	Noted.
	Noted

	6.Are there additional aspects that should be addressed in the Proposed Guide?
	Deloitte
	The Guide does not provide guidance on establishing materiality for the audit of predetermined objectives.  It would be helpful to the user of the Guide to be referred to relevant guidance issued by the AGSA on this key step in the planning and execution of the engagement.
	Refer to the comments above regarding materiality.
	Agreed – short reference to materiality will be added – see response above.

	
	E & Y
	We suggest that the guide should address the possibility that,   wherever possible, reliance may be placed on the work of others, including internal audit, performance specialists and other specialists.
Furthermore, a diagram depicting the planning process for various types of public sector entities may be useful as this would inform the user of the guide about the various documents and processes relevant to the audit of performance against predetermined objectives. 
	ISAE 3000 encompasses other standards which deal with quality control, engagement acceptance and continuance etc. Therefore by highlighting the use of an expert in the guide and excluding the requirements of other standards, we would not achieve consistency.

This was not part of the original scope of the guide. Also refer previous comments about the objective of the guide. 
	Agreed with AGSA comments

	
	Protect a Partner
	Additional matters that may be considered for inclusion in the Proposed Guide:

1. From the proposed procedures, it has not been clearly communicated that the auditor should verify the completeness and accuracy of the quarterly reports submitted.
2. Included in the procedures regarding the “Overall performance report level: Obtaining audit evidence” reference is made to “budget documents”. It is our recommendation that this procedure includes specific reference to the Medium Term Expense Framework (“MTEF”) submitted by the entity.
3. We recommend that a specific procedure is included whereby the objective, indicators and targets of the prior year performance report is compared to that of the current year performance to identify whether any “unapproved” changes were made to the objective, indicators and targets.
4. Based in the various service delivery agreements that were signed during 2010 that determined 12 outcomes as key focus areas. We believe procedures addressing these 12 outcomes should be included as part of the procedures to evaluate the relevance of the objectives, indicators and targets to the strategic / corporate plan and the mandate of the organisation.
	1. Quarterly reports are used as a risk assessment tool- this will be clarified in the guide. Also refer to the Application guidance paragraph 5, under the analytical review heading.

2.We suggest that a diagram be include on the overall performance management system with a short description. This will be included in the Appendices to the guide.

3.Audit procedures address approval of changes to objectives, indicators and targets. This is assessed as part of the consistency audit criteria. Planned information is compared to reported information to determine if changes were approved and not comparison of prior year and current year information.

4. Procedures are in place to address the 12 outcomes, however it was not considered necessary to highlight these procedures in the guide.
	Reference to quarterly reports should be added as a footnote in paragraph 5

Agreed with inclusion of a diagram in new appendix.

Short reference should be made to approval of changes in paragraph 5.

Agreed with AGSA comments.

	
	Department of Transport and Public Works
	The guide should consider what value is added to the clients being audited. i.e. excessive management recommendations that place emphasis on putting more controls in place, segregation of duties, and other governance aspects could inadversly add further levels administration and bureaucracy to the generation of performance information.  Such recommendations should therefore take into consideration the ripple effect of its implementation and should rather be made once a trend is noticed.  Also, over-emphasis on highlighting variances to targets could result in irrational behavior from the responsibility managers, who would meet the targets to retain their employment.  Over-emphasis on targets could inadvertly place the personal interest of the responsibility manager above that of measuring actual service delivery.  Audits should consider a balance that favours a service delivery environment where responsibility managers are not placed under undue control through audits and are encouraged to report accurately, rather than to meet targets at all cost.
	It is not clear how this comment is relevant to the guide.
	Noted.


	Section
	Comment received from
	Comment
	Initial response from AGSA
	Response from Task Group

	General/ Overview
	SAIGA
	Protocol to prepare the Proposed Guide:

It is stated that the Proposed Guide “…has been prepared (by the Committee for Auditing Standards) in consultation with the Auditor-General South Africa.”

The Public Audit Act (Sections 12 & 13) places a duty on the Auditor-General to determine the standards, etc. applicable to audits in the public sector. We are therefore of the opinion that the intentions of the legislators are not met when a subcommittee of IRBA (standard setter for private sector audits) determines what is clearly a duty of the Auditor-General (even if the Auditor-General was “consulted”).

Such guidelines affecting public sector audits should be developed and issued by the Auditor-General and other parties, including the IRBA could be consulted.
	Noted. Refer to the comments in the “Auditing in the public sector” guide.

Note to Jan: to be discussed at IRBA meeting. 
	The committee agreed that a preamble will be added to the guide to clarify both the mandates of the AGSA and IRBA. Further agreed that the guide will be issued as a Joint guide 

	
	SAIGA
	Inability to comment:

It is further stated that this Proposed Guide should be read in conjunction with the Proposed Guide for Registered Auditors Auditing in the Public Sector issued 6 September 2011 for public comment.

This acknowledges the interdependence of the two documents and one cannot comment on the current proposed guide until the Proposed Guide for Registered Auditors Auditing in the Public Sector has been finalised. The Southern African Institute of Government Auditors (SAIGA) raised a number of fundamental issues and shortcomings regarding the Proposed Guide for Registered Auditors Auditing in the Public Sector and one cannot comment on the Audit of Predetermined Objectives Guide, until one knows how the shortcomings have been addressed.
	Noted. Refer to the comments in the “Auditing in the public sector” guide.
	Noted

	
	SAIGA
	Acquiring the necessary competency to audit in the public sector:

Regarding the levels of required knowledge (by private sector auditors) to audit in the public sector environment, the Proposed Guide has accepted the same low knowledge levels as its “brother”, the Proposed Guide for Registered Auditors Auditing in the Public Sector. Please refer to our detailed comments submitted to IRBA is this regard.

It is simply not sufficient to require that private sector auditors merely have a “…clear understanding of the legislative requirements in South Africa” as the Proposed Guide proposes. This makes a mockery of the required professional competencies which auditors in the public sector must have.
	Noted. Refer to the comments in the “Auditing in the public sector” guide.
	Noted

	
	SAIGA
	Changes to the Proposed Guide:

The changes we propose to the Proposed Guide, are in essence the same as the ones formulated in respect of the Proposed Guide for Registered Auditors Auditing in the Public Sector. Please refer to our detailed comments submitted to IRBA is this regard.
	Noted. Refer to the comments in the “Auditing in the public sector” guide.
	Noted

	4.Reporting requirements – management and auditor`s reports - Paragraph 4.5
	E & Y
	The second sentence has a typo error. (Part 5regardingthe)
	Will be corrected.
	Noted

	4.Reporting requirements – management and auditor`s reports - Paragraph 4.6
	E & Y
	The Technical Memo’s link on the AGSA’s is not available to anyone; you need to obtain a username and password. The process for gaining access to the website should be explained or alternatively the relevant documents should be made publically available.
	The information available under this link is not available to the public. Only authorised auditors are provided with access to this website.
	Add footnote in guide to explain process for gaining access to AGSA info

	5.Application Guidance -  Planning risk assessment
	Marius Fourie
	Should include that an approved set of Objectives must be obtained before a sample of programs are selected.
	This is covered in the application guidance under the heading “select programmes or objectives for audit purposes,” where the auditor has to select material programmes/objectives for audit taking into account qualitative and quantitative considerations.
	Noted – is covered in legislative section of the guide.

	5.Application Guidance -  Selected programme or objective level – Audit conclusion on reliability of performance information: Point number 2
	Marius Fourie
	How will you evaluate something against materiality if the nature of the objective is qualitative and not quantitative?  Eg. if you have to compare the number of legal cases closed there will be no rand amount attached to it.
	This is explained in the application guidance. However detail of the qualitative criteria to be considered is included in the working papers. Such detail has not been included in the guide since the intention of the guide was not to provide detail technical information.
	Short reference to materiality will be added to par 5 – refer earlier comments

	5.Application Guidance - Overall performance report level
	Marius Fourie
	How will qualitative objectives be quantified to be disclosed in the audit report?
	The assumption in this comment is incorrect.  Not clear?
	Agreed with AGSA comments

	Abbreviations
	E & Y
	The abbreviation AO is not included in the list of abbreviations
	Noted. We will include this in the guide.
	Noted

	Reporting guide
	E & Y
	We suggest that the purpose of the reporting guide (R3 Guide) in relation to the audit of performance against predetermined objectives should be communicated in this guide, emphasising the guidance that the R3 Guide provides for constructing the management and audit report.
	Noted. Refer to the previous comments regarding the reference to the R3 guide.
	Noted

	Comparability
	E & Y
	We question why comparability is not included as a criterion. The purpose of performance information is to indicate how well an entity is performing against strategic objectives, therefore in order to assess the progress made we need to be able to make comparisons between current and past performances or similar programmes elsewhere. We have noted that other countries include this criterion in their guidance for the preparers of performance information.
	Comparability is only a legislative requirement for MFMA audits and as such this is audited as part of the consistency criteria.

Comparability is not a PFMA legislative requirement and can therefore not be audited for PFMA entities.
	Noted.
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