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Purpose of the paper: 

To update the Board on the status and relevance of the PASAI MER 

 

Strategic Plan reference: SPs 1-5 

 

Background: 

At its meeting in October 2015, the Board noted comments provided by our development partners in 

response to the first reports developed by PASAI under its new funding agreements, including from 

Australia DFaT: 

 

No reference made to the framework and how this report links to the MER framework. Hence a 

general lack of understanding on impact. This is very evident when report summary across the 

sub activities (section 4) has little information on baseline and targets. 

 

Key issues: 

The PASAI MER has faced significant challenges, since its inception, in providing meaningful data 

to measure the impact of PASAI’s deliverables in the context of its long-term strategic plan. Most 

reporting has occurred at the output and not the outcome level. The reason for this is twofold: 

 Firstly, PASAI is largely dependent on external data sources to track the impact of its 

activities. These include: the triennial Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability 

(PEFA) Assessment and the three yearly INTOSAI Global Survey providing disaggregated 

results by INTOSAI region (such as PASAI) that can be used to develop baseline data for 

measurement purposes. The only internal longitudinal data source is PASAI’s triennial 

Accountability and Transparency report. This is a limited source as it should be noted that the 

objective of the A&T project is to provide information on the status of accountability and 

transparency in the Pacific region and not to act as a data source to measure the impact of 

PASAI activities. As a consequence, PASAI is using a mix of data for baseline purposes 

provided by primary sources (e.g. A&T reports, PASAI administrative data) and secondary 

sources (eg INTOSAI global surveys, PEFA assessments). None of these sources provide data 

consistency making measurement problematic. This combination has proven to be 

unsatisfactory. 

 Secondly, the Indicators and targets developed for the first iteration of the PASAI MER were 

‘not fit for purpose’. Both were far too ambitious and while they were aligned with the PASAI 

long-term strategy 2014-2024; it became evident that they needed to be scaled back and more 

closely interconnected with PASAI’s operational plan.  A revision was carried out in 2018 

and the revised framework is at Annex A.  
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Both these factors ultimately limited PASAI’s ability to report its performance against outcomes both 

to the Board and to development partners as well as supporting an internal learning environment 

within the Secretariat. 

  

Recommendations: 

The Governing Board is invited to: 

 

1. note the status of the PASAI Monitoring, Evaluation and Reporting (MER) framework; 

2. note the recommendations of the Independent Reviewer’s report especially concerning a 

proposed review of the long-term strategy to ensure objectives, indicators and targets are 

controllable and progress is measurable; and 

3. note the revised MER results-based program logic model at Annex A.  

 

Submitted by: Tiofilusi Tiueti/Claire Kelly 

Date submitted: 11 February 2019  
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Background 

 

PASAI’s MER framework was initially developed in 2015 as a means to measure and report on PASAI’s 

funded activities to achieve its long-term strategic goals – SPs 1-4. Since that initial development work, 

which did not foster integration with PASAI’s funded activities, the MER has not been an effective tool to 

provide meaningful results to track goal achievement over time. 

 

An attempt to revisit and reinvigorate the MER was undertaken in 2018. This was in the context of the 

mid-point review of PASAI’s long term strategy and also with the commencement of a new funding 

cycle.  

 

Status 

The reinvigoration process included a revision of the MER’s results-based program logic model.  

 

Features of the revised logic model include:  

 

 Outcomes – which illustrate what success looks like. In this context Outcomes are the 

Strategic Priority Areas of the PASAI long-term strategy. 

 Indicators – which are quantitative or qualitative variables that provide a simple and 

reliable means to measure achievement. They help to answer the question ‘Are we moving 

toward achieving our desired outcomes?’  

 Baselines – which provide the first measurement of an indicator. It sets the current 

condition against which future change can be tracked. PASAI is using a mix of data provided 

by primary sources (e.g. A&T reports, PASAI administrative data) and secondary sources (eg 

INTOSAI global surveys, PEFA assessments). 

 Targets – which are usually set for a three to four-year timeframe. There are too many 

unknowns and risks with respect to resources and inputs to try to project target performance 

beyond three to four years. 

 Progress in reaching targets – which measures to what degree we are achieving our 

targets at a point in time. As such, these results form an interim baseline for future year targets 

(2018-20). Reporting these results over a three-year time frame is also useful where we have no 

reported baselines for indicators in 2014 at the commencement of the long-term strategy. 

 

This more simplified schema may be useful for the proposed review of the long-term strategy to ensure 

objectives, indicators and targets are controllable and progress is measurable. 

 

  

Status of PASAI’s Monitoring, Evaluation and 

Reporting (MER) framework February 2019 
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PASAI’s Monitoring, Evaluation and Reporting (MER) framework under the PASAI Long-

Term Strategy 2014–2024 
 

This section sets outs the evolution of the PASAI Long-Term Strategy 2014-24 (the Strategy), the structure of the Strategy 

including expected outcomes, management and governance arrangements and implementation to date. 

1. Introduction 

1.1 Rationale 
 
Building the capacity of Pacific public audit institutions is fundamental to improving governance in the region, 

and high-quality external audits are an essential requirement for creating transparency in the use of public funds.1 

 

PASAI is the umbrella group for public audit institutions in the Pacific region, and the Pacific regional 

organisation of the International Organisation of Supreme Audit Institutions (INTOSAI). Its membership 

consists of 27 public audit institutions (including national supreme audit institutions and state, provincial or 

territorial audit offices, collectively referred to in this Framework as SAIs) across Melanesia, Micronesia and 

Polynesia and in Australia, the French Pacific territories, and New Zealand.  

PASAI’s work is aligned with the goals of Pacific Island Forum (PIF) leaders to achieve stronger national 

development through better governance. The Public Financial Management (PFM) roadmap for the region 

underpins this Pacific vision. The roadmap aims to strengthen the PFM systems of PIF countries through better 

management and use of public resources resulting in enhanced transparency and accountability to the people of 

the Pacific.  

In October 2005, PIF leaders conducted a study investigating the development of an initiative to strengthen the 

capacity of auditing institutions in response to growing regional concern that institutional weaknesses were 

undermining transparency, accountability, equity, and efficiency in the management and use of public resources 

in Pacific island countries. PIF leaders also held the view that a regional approach was the most appropriate 

mechanism to address these issues. 

 PASAI subsequently designed and implemented the Pacific Regional Audit Initiative (PRAI), with support 

from the Asian Development Bank (ADB) and Australian Aid (DFAT), under the coordination of the PIF 

Secretariat (PIFS). The design of the PRAI was adopted by the 11th PASAI Congress in Rarotonga, Cook Islands 

in 2008 and endorsed by the August 2008 PIF Leaders’ Meeting. Following this approval and endorsement, 

ADB, Australian Aid, the INTOSAI Development Initiative (IDI), the New Zealand Aid Program, and the World 

Bank supported the successful initial implementation and delivery of PRAI outputs during the period from 2008 

to 2013. 

 

In accordance with the views of PIF leaders, the initial design included a regional PASAI Secretariat, referred 

to in this Framework as the Secretariat. This was established under a new Charter for PASAI, which was adopted 

by the 12th PASAI Congress in Palau in 2009. The Charter also established a Governing Board (whose members 

are appointed by the Congress) to oversee PASAI’s activities and operations. The Charter provides the basis for 

regional cooperation between PASAI’s members and regional stakeholders, as well as funded assistance from 

its development partners.  

Of the 27 member institutions of PASAI, 20 are referred to as ‘participating’ SAIs — that is, SAIs in need of 

development assistance. These SAIs are located across Melanesia, Micronesia, and Polynesia and include 

                                                 
1 World Bank, June 2005, Public Financial Management Performance Measurement Framework, PI-26, p.46. 
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American Samoa, Cook Islands, Federated States of Micronesia (FSM) – National Office, FSM Chuuk state, 

FSM Kosrae state, FSM Pohnpei state, FSM Yap state, Fiji, Guam, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, Northern 

Mariana Islands, Palau, PNG, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu and Vanuatu. The remaining seven 

institutions include the SAIs of Australia – National Office (ANAO), NSW state, Queensland state, Victoria 

state, New Zealand, and the territorial Chambres des Comptes of French Polynesia and New Caledonia (both 

under French jurisdiction). These SAIs are referred to as ‘contributing SAIs’ and provide a range of support to 

their Pacific counterparts including management support to PASAI as well as bilateral support, such as training 

opportunities in audit techniques.  

A further and important aspect of this support, introduced in late 2012 with PASAI endorsement, was a twinning 

program, which teams a ‘participating’ SAI with a ‘contributing’ SAI. The twinning arrangements have 

developed in various ways depending on the needs of each audit institution; however, they all include the 

provision of mentoring, advice, training, and knowledge sharing between the more developed audit institution 

and those that are in stages of development.  

Within this context, the PASAI Long-Term Strategy 2014–2024 (the Strategy) was developed in 2013 as the 

successor program to the PRAI. It builds on the foundation work undertaken under the PRAI and sets the course 

for the next 10 years. A fundamental component of the Strategy is a Monitoring, Evaluation, and Reporting 

(MER) system to ensure that PASAI is on track to achieve its vision: 

Pacific SAIs’ work contributes to improved management and use of public sector resources leading to 

increased transparency and accountability to the people of the Pacific. 

1.2 Structure of the PASAI Long-Term Strategy 2014–2024 

 

SAI capacity development and strengthening of existing and building new partnerships with regional 

stakeholders, underpin the Strategy. The Strategy has four Strategic Priority Areas (SPAs): 

 SPA 1 — strengthen SAI independence. Outputs and activities under SPA 1 acknowledge 

that if SAIs are not properly recognised and resourced within their countries’ legislative frameworks, it 

is difficult for them to function effectively and have appropriate standing with key stakeholders and the 

community to advocate for improvements in the PFM cycle.   

 SPA 2 — advocacy to strengthen governance, transparency and accountability. PASAI has 

a successful history of collaboration with regional players. SPA 2 requires PASAI to build on existing 

partnerships with regional stakeholders, influential in the PFM cycle, and develop additional 

partnerships to pursue this outcome. PASAI advocates for member SAIs for improvement in the PFM 

cycle. This work may include assisting SAIs in their advocacy for resources and expertise to produce 

financial statements for audit, and advocating for good practices whereby audit reports that are presented 

to legislatures are properly scrutinised and recommendations actioned and followed up.  

 SPA 3 — high quality audits completed by Participating SAIs.   SPA 3 is central to 

achieving a significant improvement in the timeliness and quality of the audits of the financial statements 

of government and whole-of- government financial audits. PASAI is committed to ensuring that 

members are carrying out all activities to the highest possible standard. All capacity building programs 

and resources delivered by PASAI to member SAIs are based on internationally recognised auditing 

standards.  A realistic plan of how to reach this goal will be central to the strategic plans of each 

participating member. 

 SPA 4 — SAI capacity and capability enhanced. SPA 4 is focused on PASAI’s support of 

SAIs to strengthen their capacity to complete their work to approved quality standards. 
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Under each SPA there are a number of programs. This document uses ‘program’ to refer to a set of interrelated 

activities to deliver the Strategy.  

1.3 PASAI’s management and institutional arrangements 

 

The Secretariat is the primary implementing and coordinating body for the Strategy and is responsible for 

monitoring and reporting on the progress of activities funded under the Strategy. The Secretariat provides 

technical capacity and support to SAIs through the Chief Executive and a small staff of professional advisers. 

The advisers focus on capacity development, advocacy support, and providing technical assistance to SAIs such 

as financial auditing skills. This support is supplemented by a team of external consultants who can be mobilised 

to assist PASAI in a responsive, demand-driven way to pursue the priorities in the Strategy. The Secretariat 

coordinates, deploys, and oversees the work of the external consultants as required. 

Under the guidance of the annual PASAI Congress, PASAI’s Governing Board provides high-level governance, 

sets PASAI’s direction, and oversees the activities of the Secretariat. The Governing Board is responsible for 

formulating strategies and policies for the organisation. The Governing Board also approves PASAI’s three-

year work plan and budget and the rules for managing its operations and conducting its activities.  

Biannual progress reporting against the Strategy is made to the Governing Board and annually to Congress. 

Biannual reporting also enables PASAI to meet development partners’ reporting requirements.  

PASAI’s Secretary-General is a member of the Governing Board charged with overseeing and directing 

PASAI’s activities between meetings of the Governing Board. The current Secretary-General is the Head of SAI 

New Zealand, reflecting also that the Secretariat is based in Auckland, New Zealand. 

1.4 Implementation to date 

 

The initial PRAI was conducted from 2008 to 2013. Its design was based on an extensive consultation process 

and significant background diagnostic studies. These assessments included undertaking SAI-specific stocktakes 

and building on earlier assessments, together with regional benchmarking of capacity through a capability model 

designed specifically to measure the development of Participating SAIs. The PRAI had four strategic goals: 

 Strengthening regional cooperation 

 Building and sustaining public auditing capacity  

 Conducting cooperative financial and performance audits 

 Strengthening communication and advocating transparency and accountability.  

In 2012-13, an independent review of the PRAI and PASAI was undertaken by ADB’s Independent Evaluation 

Department (IED) at the request of and in coordination with the Government of Australia’s Department of 

Foreign Affairs and Trade (Australia DFAT) and the Aid Program under the New Zealand Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs and Trade (NZ MFAT).  

The review assessed the PRAI as generally successful. The PRAI was rated highly relevant, effective (on major 

outputs), efficient, and likely to be sustainable. The IED review provided lessons for the next program period, 

including the need for: 

1. stronger and more frequent diagnostic assessments of SAIs, including self-assessments, to improve 

monitoring and sharpen targeting of support  
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2. more proactive approaches to advocating transparency and accountability and to working with 

governments and legislatures to address long-standing constraints to SAI effectiveness 

3. more regular reporting on transparency and accountability issues 

4. formal, results-oriented agreements between PASAI and key partners such as the United Nations 

Development Program (UNDP) and the Pacific Financial Technical Assistance Centre (PFTAC2). 

The approach to implementing the new Strategy is different from the initial PRAI in the following respects: 

1. The Strategy stresses the interrelatedness of the four SPAs and focuses on coordinating activities 

across these areas, rather than funding individual discrete elements. 

2. There is stronger alignment between the Strategy and country and regional priorities for the 

transparent use of public resources and strengthened partnerships with initiatives and stakeholders 

to pursue accountability and transparency goals. 

3. Activities are needs-based, derived from individual SAIs and articulated within a set of objectives. 

4. SAI capacity building to achieve long-term sustainability goals is more strategic and structured. 

5. MER is embedded both in PASAI’s program planning, management, and decision-making 

processes and at a SAI level to strengthen ownership of results and program sustainability.  

  

                                                 
2  PFTAC provides PFM support in three areas: (i) support for public expenditure and financial accountability assessments and the development 

of PFM road maps; (ii) PFM technical assistance missions or training designed to assess, discuss, and deliver solutions; and (iii) delivering training and 
supporting the development of regional institutions or processes with the aim of ensuring long-term PFM system sustainability. Support to audit 

institutions is, however, not covered by PFTAC. 
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2. Overview of Monitoring, Evaluation and Reporting under the PASAI 2014–2024 Long-

Term Strategy 

 
This section includes the process for designing the MER, SAI involvement in the design process, management and governance 

arrangements and component features of the MER. 

 

2.1 Process of design for monitoring, evaluation and reporting under the Strategy 

 

To ensure that the design of the MER system meets stakeholders’ expectations, preliminary discussions with 

development partners have helped to identify areas where the MER requires strengthening to ensure that it is fit 

for purpose. Australian DFAT’s Monitoring and Evaluation Standards were a useful reference point, providing 

a degree of rigour to help develop a sound MER system. The standards also provided a basis for engaging with 

multiple funding bodies. A further key factor is the need to align the MER system with the monitoring and 

evaluation requirements of PASAI’s funding partners (which include Australian DFAT and NZ MFAT as 

funders of the Strategy implementation generally, and ADB, EU, IDI and potentially the World Bank as 

providers of targeted assistance) under the respective funding agreements.  

2.1.1 Essential MER design features 

Essential design features of the MER system are to: 

 Build on and strengthen what is already in place  

- Under the PRAI, baselines were established and useful tools were developed to monitor change. 

Continuity between the monitoring and tracking of results from the PRAI to the Strategy is 

important. 

 Identify more precisely the Theory of Change underpinning the Strategy, to articulate the 

linkages between different program components and their results. 

 Embed ownership of results within SAIs, by ensuring that their own business processes take 

account of Strategy objectives 

- This is already occurring to a degree with IDI-supported training in implementing the SAI 

Performance Measurement Framework (SAI PMF).3  

 Individual SAIs need to take ownership of program results and become actively involved in 

monitoring and managing progress towards achieving results — this is an important enabler for 

sustainability. 

 Lessons to illustrate what is working well and why, and what was not working well, must be 

captured in program results. This requires:  

- the MER system to be embedded in regional and SAI-based program planning, and management 

processes; 

- lessons learned and emerging good practice to be shared more widely so their implications can 

be understood, acknowledged, and replicated or scaled up, where appropriate; and  

- the MER system to link to PASAI’s Communication Strategy and its Gender Policy.  

                                                 
3  The SAI PMF is a global measurement framework for SAIs, which was adopted by INTOSAI in 2013 for piloting purposes and is likely to be 
finalised in 2016. The SAI PMF is being rolled out globally by the IDI through a series of training workshops. A workshop for Pacific SAIs was held in 
Nadi, Fiji in May 2014 and attended by a number of heads and representatives of PASAI member SAIs. The Strategy anticipates the use of the SAI PMF 
as a measurement tool by SAIs, including in relation to the implementation of their strategic plans. 
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2.2 SAI involvement in design of MER 

  

The MER under the Strategy is more complex and challenging than under the PRAI. Under the PRAI, monitoring 

and evaluation was largely undertaken at the central level by the Secretariat, with little involvement from SAI 

stakeholders other than the completion of surveys.  

MER is central to the Strategy’s planning, monitoring, learning, and reporting phases. It requires program 

participants to engage meaningfully with different aspects and phases of MER, including through identifying 

results, tracking progress towards achieving results, using monitoring data to learn and share the learnings, and 

preparing results-focused reports to a range of internal and external stakeholders. Therefore, it is important that 

each SAI’s Head and managers are closely involved in both the design and implementation of MER so that a 

‘line of sight’ can be developed between SAI-led activities and higher-level PASAI objectives, enabling SAI-

based leaders and program managers to see their contribution to the bigger regional picture. 

Care must be taken to ensure that the transition to a more collaborative, embedded MER is as smooth as possible. 

The following measures will help incorporate MER in implementing the Strategy: 

 It is important to acknowledge that SAIs and other stakeholders, who will be using and 

implementing the MER system, are not necessarily technical experts in monitoring and evaluation. Their 

capacity and skills to engage meaningfully with different MER processes will be developed in a phased 

manner, in accordance with their roles and responsibilities within the Strategy. The Strategy is self-

reinforcing in this respect, through the emphasis on institutional capacity building (in particular, by the 

development of strategic planning capacity and use of the SAI PMF as a common measurement 

framework). SAI baseline competency in MER should be assessed, with tailored workshops, coaching, 

and peer support to build capacity in SAIs and stakeholders as they engage with various MER processes 

until such time that they can independently complete and report on a full MER cycle. Program 

stakeholders will not be required to develop capacity in areas of the MER system that are not essential 

to their roles and responsibilities.  

 Another aspect of the phased approach to implementing the MER system relates to the emphasis 

placed on results achieved under SPA 3 — High quality audits completed by Participating SAIs. 

SPA 3 is the centrepiece of the Strategy and will be the focus of implementation. Results are predicated 

on achievements in the other three SPAs. For example, capacity development under SPA 4 will require 

the professionalisation of SAIs and their staff. This in turn means that SAIs will need optimal 

recognition of their role in the PFM cycle with their legislatures (SPA 1) and sustained advocacy to 

improve transparency and accountability in the use of public resources (SPA 2). The Secretariat will 

focus on implementing regional MER systems and processes related to SPAs 1 to 4, while SAIs will 

lead, manage and report on results in their country-level areas of responsibility.  

 While the Strategy is complex, the logic model set out in the Appendix provides an easy-to-

understand tool for SAI stakeholders to track and tell their ‘results story’. Key results will be monitored 

through carefully selected, essential indicators that are easy to measure.  

 Monitoring progress and performance will take place at two levels: at the regional and at the 

individual SAI level. To track progress towards results at these two levels, a suite of data collection 

tools is already in place. However, where gaps in collection are identified, additional processes may be 

required. It is important to ensure ease of data collection while ensuring that stakeholders (e.g. program 

managers at PASAI and in SAIs) have the capacity to use the processed data to make informed 

judgments about progress and performance.  
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2.3 Management and governance arrangements 

 

Building on the management and institutional arrangements described in section 1.3, the MER systems under 

the Strategy involve an amalgam of PASAI’s internal reporting processes and the requirements of its funding 

agreements with development partners. The common elements are: 

 Reporting by individual SAIs to PASAI on their progress in implementing their own Strategic 

Plan in this period. The Strategy encourages SAIs to develop strategic plans in accordance with their 

own country priorities, but also taking account of the SPAs of the Strategy, and to use common 

measurement tools (in particular, the SAI PMF) as a basis for their own measurement of their progress. 

SAIs will be encouraged to use what comparable information is available from the SAI PMF 

supplemented by an additional small number of indicators that are meaningful across all SAIs in the 

region.  This development work will continue to beundertaken after the Governing Board endorsement 

of the revise MER framework. These data will be used as the basis of six-monthly progress reports to 

PASAI to inform MER under the Strategy, including the next stage of Strategy implementation.  

 Annual development of PASAI’s Operational Plan, to be prepared by the Secretariat and 

approved by the Governing Board (at its first of two meetings each financial year) together with an 

annual budget. The Operational Plan will be discussed with the funding partners as required and 

reflected in any variations to the applicable funding agreements.4 

 Six-monthly MER reports, to be prepared by the Secretariat in a common format and provided 

to the Governing Board at its biannual meetings, and to funding partners as required by the applicable 

funding agreements5. These reports will focus on output delivery and be accompanied by a narrative on 

progress in achieving outcomes. They will also include the identification of any risks that have emerged 

in the preceding six-monthly period. In preparing these reports, the Secretariat is responsible for 

collating all inputs and contributions from SAIs as well as from the program’s administrative monitoring 

system.  

 Risk management and associated reporting: the Governing Board will consider and review 

PASAI’s internal risk register at each biannual meeting, and the equivalent risk reports will be provided 

to funding partners as required under the applicable funding agreements.6 

 Evaluations of progress against Strategy outcomes: each evaluation will be considered by the 

Governing Board and reported to the relevant annual Congress and reflected in progress reports and 

completion reports under the applicable funding agreements. Regional scores available from the last 

SAI PMF assessment could be used for evaluative purposes. It is likely that there will be a cycle of SAIs 

completing one PMF assessment every four years.  

PASAI’s Chief Executive is responsible to the Governing Board, through the Secretary-General, for the 

reporting process both to the Board and to funding partners. That responsibility includes the design and 

implementation of data collection arrangements (with the assistance of PASAI’s external consultants); 

communication of those arrangements to SAI Heads and managers; timely reporting to the Board and funding 

                                                 
4  The NZ MFAT Grant Funding Agreement makes express provision for this. 
5  Both the Australian DFAT and NZ MFAT agreements, which are outcome-based agreements providing funding across all SPAs of the 
Strategy, provide for biannual reporting in accordance with the MER Framework. The MER Framework can also be the basis for providing 
disaggregated information to other funding partners (including ADB and IDI) as required under the agreements with those partners. 
6  The Australian DFAT Agreement requires major issues and risks to be included in each six-monthly milestone or annual report. The NZ 
MFAT Grant Funding Agreement contains an agreed risk matrix, based on PASAI’s risk register, with a requirement for six-monthly revisions.  
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partners; and development and implementation of regular outcome-based evaluations. 

As required by the program logic model, much of the burden of data provision will fall on PASAI’s member 

SAIs. The Governing Board will be responsible for ensuring that SAI Heads (and their managers) understand 

the reporting requirements and are able to meet them to the extent their capacity allows. 

To support the management of SAI and program specific data, the Asian Development Bank has funded the 

development of a database held within the Secretariat to enable the extraction of data for reporting purposes. 

The design of the database is aligned with the high level Strategy Outcomes and indicators to measure the 

progress of PASAI programs and activities towards goal achievement.  

2.3.1  PASAI organisational structure  

The following diagram depicts the decision-making processes within PASAI. The role of Congress includes: 

approving new members, setting membership fees, appointing the Governing Board, endorsing PASAI’s 

strategic direction, as developed by the Board, deciding Congress hosting and the location of Secretariat, 

confirms designation of the Secretary-General and appointing the INTOSAI representative. The role of the 

Governing Board includes: setting the strategic direction, preparing long term plans, approving work programs, 

making recommendations to Congress, appointing the Executive Director, approving rules and policies for the 

Secretariat, appointing PASAI’s auditors, establishing legal capacity and exercising financial powers. 
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2.4 Components of MER system 
 
This section sets out essential components of the system including: 

 

 2.4.1 Summary of MER system – purpose and approach 

 2.4.2 Program logic model 

 2.4.3 Monitoring and assessing capacity development and relationships with key stakeholders 

 2.4.4 Quality assurance 

 2.4.5 Tracking progress: evaluative questions 

 2.4.6  Reporting on progress 

2.4.1 Summary of MER – purpose and approach 

 

 The MER system for the Strategy has a number of interrelated purposes. It: 

 articulates the Strategy results and the relationship between results in a clear and transparent 

way; 

 gives all stakeholders a shared ‘line of sight’ of Strategy results so that they can identify their 

contributions;  

 illustrates how results will be achieved;  

 provides the indicators, measures, and processes that will track and report results; and  

 assigns roles and responsibilities to different stakeholders in the MER system.  

 

The MER system is designed to inform and assist management at the strategic, program, partnership, and SAI 

levels. It will identify why and how results are achieved and will provide a basis to analyse any unexpected 

outcomes from Strategy activities. The MER system will form the basis of accountability and reporting of results 

to development partners. 

The MER system focuses specifically on results and the interrelationship between inputs, activities, and results 

(outputs, outcomes, and impact). Ongoing tracking and assessing of results require regular and systematic 

consideration of the Strategy’s relevance, efficiency, and effectiveness as well as its long-term impact and 

sustainability. 

This initial approach underlying the MER system is based on stakeholders’ ability to engage with the MER 

system to achieve and report results. In this context, MER will focus on tracking Strategy results and identifying 

areas for program adjustment where required. Over time, it is expected the MER system will become an intrinsic 

part of PASAI’s and member SAIs’ planning, management, and reporting processes.  

2.4.2 Program logic model 

The program logic model underpinning the Strategy shows the results hierarchy and the interconnectedness of 

the relationship between the results. The logic model also identifies indicators for measurement.  

Significant features of the model include: 

 The logic model encapsulates an End of Program outcome based on the expectations of 

INTOSAI for the performance of SAIs in achieving outcomes related to the use of public sector 

resources. These expectations are set out in ISSAI 12: The Value and Benefits of SAIs, which is also the 
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basis for outcome measurement under the SAI PMF. The regional End of Program outcome reflects the 

PIFS’ good governance vision for the region, with a focus on strengthening the PFM systems of PIF 

countries to support increased transparency and accountability in the management of public resources 

for the people of the Pacific.  

 The four SPAs of the Strategy are designated as ‘Outcomes’, which will enable them to be 

monitored, reviewed, and adjusted if necessary, over the life of the Strategy. These country-level 

outcomes depend on the strength of regional collaboration, coordination, guidance, and support. These 

Outcomes are key to the sustainability of the Strategy. They articulate the End of Program vision of 

success from the perspective of stakeholders at the country level, namely SAIs and individual Pacific 

Island governments, as well as stakeholders such as Transparency International and UNDP and others 

involved in regional governance, transparency, and accountability.  

 Outputs for each Outcome are specified with accompanying indicators and detailed in a series 

of Activities that require the input of PASAI as the INTOSAI regional organisation for the Pacific, as 

well as individual SAIs. The model provides for ongoing monitoring at the Activity level.  

 There will be at least three MER cycles over the course of Strategy implementation. The model 

outlined in the Appendix has been upgraded to cover the second three years of implementation (2018-

2020), which also aligns with subsequent rounds of funding of the Strategy. The first MER cycle 

identified a 2017 Target which provided the opportunity to illustrate progress towards the high-level 

Outcomes and is timely in terms of the first evaluation of Strategy progress to be conducted. A three-

yearly MER cycle also enables program managers to recalibrate program activities if unintended results 

are identified. 

 It is likely that over the course of the first three years of implementation that subsequent priority 

areas for implementation can be identified and captured in an upgrading of the model for the second 

three years from 2018-2020, setting the building blocks for the achievement of end of program 

outcomes. 

 The MER cycle also assigns responsibilities for outputs/activities to PASAI and member SAIs 

enabling the assessment of their performance individually to a degree. While both sets of outcomes are 

measured, it is important to note that PASAI can only make a contribution towards SAI level outcomes 

that may, in fact, be more influenced by the actions of other key players in the PFM system. 

 

Indicators, measures and data sources 

 

It is important to acknowledge that PASAI’s approach to MER is iterative and adaptable. The ongoing relevance 

and priority of indicators and associated measures will be kept under review during implementation and revised 

where required.  

Key considerations in developing indicators and measures for the Strategy include: 

1. Indicators that are monitored through existing systems will be drawn on, e.g. the World Bank’s 

triennial Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability (PEFA) Assessment; the three yearly 

INTOSAI Global Survey which is a joint and coordinated INTOSAI effort, administered by the 

INTOSAI Development Initiative (IDI); etc. Three global surveys have been conducted – 2010, 2013 

and 2017. Results are disaggregated by INTOSAI regions (such as PASAI) and because of this can 

provide baseline data to assist in measuring the progress of the PASAI long term strategy.  There are 

also the regular assessments and reporting by the PIFS on the implementation of its Transparency, 
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Governance and Accountability agenda; and periodic assessments by international stakeholders, such 

as Transparency International and the UNDP. 

2. Existing PASAI monitoring tools will be used and in some cases refined, such as the triennial 

Accountability and Transparency survey, SAI PMF self-assessments that are publicly available and data 

held on the Secretariat’s program and activity database. 

3. Ongoing consultation with internal program stakeholders will be undertaken, including with 

PASAI’s technical advisers and external consultants and SAI Heads and managers. For example, 

indicators and measures for SPA 4 – SAI Capacity and capability enhancement, which is implemented 

at the SAI level, may be subject to change once more thorough consultation is undertaken. 

4. The regional expertise of PFTAC, and other organisations involved with the PFM framework, will 

be drawn upon to ensure that indicators and measures are appropriate.   

5. To keep the MER system workable, indicators were identified for each SPA. These indicators are a 

‘work in progress’ and will be further prioritised or refined during implementation. Similarly, possible 

measures for indicators were identified based on those for which reliable data is readily obtainable — 

either from secondary sources or through the monitoring tools designed to support the initial PRAI.  

6. MER improvements following each MER cycle will reflect on a number of critical elements, 

including the utility of indicators and measures, as well as the feasibility and cost of data collection. 

Completeness of data is also an issue for consideration. Where necessary, indicators and measures may 

be reduced, refined, or deleted, in light of the accuracy and availability of the data.  

7. The number of respondents to the three yearly INTOSAI Global Survey also highlights issues in 

data consistency. For the 2017 survey, twenty SAIs from PASAI completed the survey. These SAIs 

were: American Samoa, Cook Islands, Fiji, French Polynesia, FSM-Chuuk State, FSM-Pohnpei State, 

FSM Yap, Guam, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, New Caledonia, Northern Mariana Islands, Palau, 

Papua New Guinea, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu, and Vanuatu. The SAIs of Australia and 

New Zealand also responded, however their responses were excluded from the analysis with the focus 

remaining on Strategy ‘participating’ SAIs and not Strategy ‘contributing’ SAIs as discussed on Page 

2. As well, PASAI Global Survey respondents are also not consistent between surveys with a difference 

in the sample of respondent SAIs of 20% between the 2013 and 2017 surveys. 2.4.4 Quality assurance 

suggests possible measures to reduce data consistency risks.  

 

 

The upgraded model for 2018-2020 is included at the Appendix. 
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2.4.3 Monitoring and assessing capacity development and partnerships with key 

stakeholders 

Capacity development 

Capacity development is central to achieving results under the Strategy. The Strategy requires 

collaboration across SAIs (including through the twinning program, individual mentoring, 

peer-review processes, and communities of practice) as well as more structured learning 

experiences (e.g. secondments and ‘learning-by-doing’). Course-based learning (e.g. attending 

workshops, courses, presentations, and obtaining and upgrading professional auditing 

qualifications etc) is also an important aspect of capacity development for the Pacific auditing 

community. The monitoring and measurement of capacity development under the Strategy 

focuses on the following measures: 

 Participants’ satisfaction with the content and delivery of capacity building.  Post-

event action reports by course participants is a regular feature of PASAI’s capacity 

development programs. These reports indicate whether the content and delivery met 

the learner’s expectations and needs and, importantly, whether the participant was able 

to apply the newly acquired skill within their SAI. 

 Acquisition of new knowledge, skill sets, or behaviors. Professional auditing 

requires a specific set of knowledge, skills and behaviors to ensure that implementation 

of the Strategy is sustainable. Identifying changes in the behavior of auditing staff 

following a skills acquisition program was not a feature of monitoring and evaluation 

under the PRAI. It is important to develop and embed this feature in the MER system. 

 There is an assumption that enhanced capacity contributes to improved program 

results. This assumed causality needs ‘unpacking’ to justify any investment in capacity 

development for audit offices and staff. It is also important to demonstrate the 

interconnection of results under SPA 3 and SPA 4. 

PASAI has existing tools to measure and monitor capacity development, including: 

 Post-training action reports measure participant satisfaction with capacity 

development initiatives. Participants, following their involvement in any PASAI 

capacity development initiative, complete and submit a report. These reports are used 

in all PASAI technical assistance activities that involve an element of capacity 

development. Planning of all technical assistance activities has a specific section 

explaining the capacity development objectives and expected outcomes. The completed 

assessment forms are sent to the Secretariat for processing. Data from these 

assessments is collated and analysed quarterly. Results are discussed at Governing 

Board meetings (typically with funding partners and other external stakeholders 

present), and feedback to the Secretariat informs ongoing improvement of the approach 

and implementation of capacity development initiatives. 

 

 The extent to which capacity development is contributing to behaviour change and 

improved performance and to achieving Strategy results can be measured through the 

program logic model. The ability of PASAI and SAIs to effectively contribute to 

improved regional and country-level transparency and accountability is the ultimate 

capacity development objective. 
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Partnerships with stakeholders 

 

Strengthening existing partnerships and building new ones with regional stakeholders is a 

key result area under the Strategy. 

 

The Strategy recognises the need to develop a more structured approach to engaging with 

regional stakeholders that are influential in the PFM cycle and influential in regional efforts to 

embed transparency and accountability into regional and country processes. PASAI has existing 

tools to measure and monitor capacity development. They include the following: 

 

 The triennial Accountability and Transparency survey reports on the state of 

accountability and transparency of public sector resources across the Pacific. Results 

of the survey are published and communicated to key regional forums such as the 

Pacific Island Forum Economic Ministers Meeting (FEMM) and are used as a basis for 

broader advocacy on the role of SAIs and associated governance mechanisms in 

achieving accountable, transparent use of public resources. The broader advocacy role 

is encapsulated in SPA 2 — advocacy to strengthen governance, transparency, and 

accountability and is a priority area for Strategy implementation. 

 The extent to which PASAI and SAI advocacy under SPA 2 is contributing to 

improvements in better governance, transparency, and accountability in the Pacific can 

be measured through the program logic model.  

 SPA 2 also prioritises the development of strategic partnership agreements with key 

regional stakeholders as a more structured means of formalising links with 

organisations that are influential in the PFM cycle at a regional and country level. 

Results under this SPA will be measured through the program logic model.  

2.4.4 Quality assurance 

Quality assurance is integral to management processes — whether program management or for 

MER. For the MER system, PASAI’s published guidelines on Quality Assurance serve as a 

reference point. The guidelines define quality as: 

an essential or distinctive characteristic, property, or attribute. It is the degree to which 

a set of inherent characteristics of a product or service fulfils its requirements.  

 

This definition, as applied to the MER system, suggests the following quality attributes are 

essential to an effective system: 

 Key indicators are simple, time bound, easy to measure and use existing baseline data. 

 A user-friendly collection, analysis, and reporting process is in place. 

 Data collected is ‘fit for purpose’ — that is, it can be analysed and used for program 

monitoring. 

 Accurate and reliable data is collected.  

 Program stakeholders, PASAI, and individual SAIs have the capacity to carry out MER 

data requirements. 

Ultimately, the responsibility for quality assuring regional and individual SAI processes, tools, 

and data for the MER system lies with PASAI. The capacity and skills to fulfil this role 

independently will be developed as implementation of the MER system progresses. PASAI also 
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needs to coordinate MER data collection activities across SAIs to ensure consistency and 

completeness of data collection. 

MER data processing may be done externally or internally. As PASAI is moving to contracting 

out non-essential services as an efficiency measure, data processing may be considered in this 

context. Data processing is a specialised technical skill and developing systems and capacity to 

do this within the Strategy may detract from the essential capability of generating and applying 

data to track Strategy implementation. External processing of data will also provide important 

data quality control. A data processing specialist would be able to identify areas where data 

quality may be an issue and suggest solutions. As data will be collected from a number of 

sources, including at the SAI level, but also from international data sources such as the World 

Bank PEFA assessments, it is essential that quality issues remain firmly embedded in the MER 

data collection, analysis, and reporting processes. 

2.4.5 Tracking progress: evaluative questions 

 

Answering evaluative questions can systematically provide for an assessment of the Strategy’s 

performance and progress. Data from the different monitoring processes will enable stakeholder 

groups to make judgments about progress, depending on their roles and responsibilities in the 

program. There is also an opportunity for stakeholders to reflect on results in light of ongoing 

relevance and need for the Strategy or whether Strategy modifications are required to achieve 

articulated results. As indicated at 2.3, two-yearly evaluations of progress against Strategy 

outcomes are proposed.  

The process of tracking progress serves the important purposes: 

1. It provides the mechanism to ‘fine tune’ planning and adjustments to program delivery 

to ensure that the program remains on track to achieve results.  

2. It is a key mechanism to ensure that ownership of results and responsibility for 

managing results is embedded throughout the program. Program stakeholders, by 

applying these evaluative questions, will be able to track progress against their 

articulated responsibility for managing results.  

3. It will serve as the basis for accountability reporting to development partners.  

Evaluative questions for SAI stakeholders will mainly reflect the perspectives of their own 

jurisdictions, including those of their national governments, Ministries of Finance, legislatures, 

and citizens. As such, the focus will be country-specific. PASAI will reflect the perspectives of 

the overall program and the region, taking into account relevant development partner priorities. 

The primary sources of information and evidence to inform the questions are the MER tools 

and processes outlined previously.  

Possible evaluative questions for stakeholder groups are summarised in the following table.  

Strategic Priority 

Area 

Desired Outcome Evaluative questions 

Strengthen SAI 

independence 

 SAIs are independent with a modern 

mandate consistent with the UN 

General Assembly resolution on 

Has strengthened SAI independence resulted in 

improved relationships with key PFM partners? 
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Strategic Priority 

Area 

Desired Outcome Evaluative questions 

SAI independence and the Lima and 

Mexico declarations 

 

 Enhanced ability to communicate 

relevance to citizens and elected 

stakeholders  

Is the role and function of the SAI more well known and 

valued by citizens and stakeholders in its jurisdiction? 

Advocacy to strengthen 

transparency and 

accountability 

 Strengthened partnerships with 

regional stakeholders with an 

interest in governance, transparency 

and accountability  

 

 Established agreed strategic 

partnership agreements with joint 

results-oriented frameworks 

Are established partnerships: 

 improving regional coordination of PFM measures? 

 enhancing  SAIs regional advocacy capacity? 

 resulting in improved delivery of country specific 

PFM outcomes? 

High-quality audits 

completed by 

Participating SAIs on a 

timely basis 

 Improvements in the production of 

Financial Statements of 

Government (FSG) audits annually 

by trained and qualified SAI staff 

(and including where appropriate 

compliance audits) 

 

 Increased numbers of performance 

audits undertaken by SAIs with 

audit impacts reported annually 

Are the FSGs being produced on a timely basis and 

consistently across the PASAI member countries? 

 

Are FSG audits being completed by or under the 

authority of PASAI’s members, in a timely manner and 

to international standards? 

 

Are the results of audits being scrutinized regularly by 

legislatures in PASAI member countries, and followed 

up effectively? 

  

Is there an increased number of performance audits being 

undertaken by the entire PASAI membership and 

impacts reported?  

 

Have SAIs in the region contributed to strengthened 

accountability, transparency and integrity of government 

and public entities? 

SAI capacity and 

capability enhanced 

 Improved SAI management 

processes  

 

 Strengthened SAI capacity with 

staff with up-to-date skills and 

auditing capabilities able to 

complete their work to improved 

quality standards 

Are there improvements in SAI management processes 

and performance compared with other INTOSAI 

regions? 

 

Is improved SAI staff capacity and capability resulting in 

more audits being completed on time and to requisite 

standards? 

 

Can SAIs in the region demonstrate their ongoing 

relevance to citizens, and their ability to lead by example 

as model organisations? 

 

2.3.6  Report on progress 

As indicated in section 2.3, biannual progress reporting against the Strategy to the Governing 

Board and annual reporting to the Congress is in place and aligned with reporting requirements 

under PASAI’s funding agreements with development partners.  
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In addition to those internal and funding-generated reporting processes, a fully-functional MER 

system will consolidate the linkage between key program implementation points (as articulated 

in PASAI’s annual operational plan) and reporting processes. 

Key reporting points include the following: 

 In addition to reporting to PASAI through the existing internal processes, individual 

SAIs will be encouraged to engage with relevant national stakeholders (governments 

and citizens), at a minimum via an annual report on their activities over the previous 

period, and more frequently through their regular communications with the Ministry of 

Finance, the legislature, and the public (e.g. presentations at public forums on the role 

and function of the SAI). 

 

 Similarly, PASAI will provide regional stakeholders with an annual status report on 

the results of regional activities designed to advocate transparency and accountability 

in the management and use of public resources. 

 

 A number of triennial reporting projects are in place: the PASAI Accountability and 

Transparency survey; regional results from INTOSAI or IDI surveys (including the 

implementation of the SAI PMF), and less frequent reporting from international 

organisations such as the World Bank and UNDP. 

 

 Under the Strategy, the Secretariat has been tasked with developing a Communications 

Plan. This plan will take account of ‘normal’ reporting cycles and determine how this 

information can feed into wider sharing, planning, and monitoring processes at SAI 

and regional levels. The plan will also consider any special information needs of 

development partners outside of formal reporting cycles. For example, the final 

reporting requirements on the two strategy-wide funding agreements were completed 

in December 2017 (DFAT) and September 2018 (MFAT), however, further reporting 

on the existing agreements will complete around November 2019. The ADB Technical 

Assistance package will finish at the end of November 2018. These donor reports are 

being used for the full mid-term evaluation in 2018-2019. The next A&T survey will 

be conducted in 2019-2020.  



APPENDIX - PASAI’S RESULTS BASED MONITORING EVALUATION AND 
REPORTING FRAMEWORK (MER) FOR 2018-2020 

 
Background 

PASAI’s long-term strategy 2014-2024 has now been in operation for four years with a midterm evaluation to 

take place in 2018-19. PASAI is now in a second funding cycle with core development partners – Australia 

DFAT and with NZ MFAT by way of an extension for the first funding round. Additional funding for specific 

activities is provided by the European Union and other long-term partners such as the World Bank Group 

(WBG) and the Asian Development Bank (ADB).  

It is opportune to ask ourselves questions concerning our success to date against each of the strategy’s Priority 

Areas by revisiting PASAI’s desired outcomes; seeking to identify to what extent they are being achieved and 

if so how can we best validate and present our achievements. 

The 2018-19 mid-term review provides the opportunity to answer these questions. Also, with the 

commencement of a new funding cycle, the time is right to revisit and reinvigorate PASAI’s MER. 

 

PASAI revised results-based MER program logic model 

The program logic model underpinning the Strategy shows the results hierarchy and the interconnectedness of 

the relationship between the results. The logic model also identifies indicators for measurement. A fifth column 

illustrates what progress to 2017 we have made to achieve our outcomes.  

Significant features of the model include: 

 

1. The logic model encapsulates an End of Program goal based on the expectations of INTOSAI for the 

performance of SAIs in achieving outcomes related to the use of public sector resources. These 

expectations are set out in ISSAI 12: The Value and Benefits of SAIs, which is also the basis for 

outcome measurement under the SAI PMF. The regional End of Program outcome reflects the PIFS’s 

good governance vision for the region, with a focus on strengthening the PFM systems of PIF 

countries to support increased transparency and accountability in the management of public resources 

for the peoples of the Pacific. It is aligned with PASAI’s long-term strategic plan 2014-2024. 

2. The four SPAs of the Strategy are designated as ‘Outcomes’, enabling them to be monitored, 

reviewed, and adjusted if necessary, over the life of the Strategy. These country-level outcomes 

depend on the strength of regional collaboration, coordination, guidance, and support. Demonstrated 

achievement of the Outcomes are key to the sustainability of the Strategy. They articulate the End of 

Program vision of success from the perspective of stakeholders at the country level, namely SAIs 

and individual Pacific Island governments, as well as stakeholders such as Transparency 

International and UNDP and others involved in regional governance, transparency, and 

accountability.  

3. Indicators for each Outcome are specified with accompanying baseline data drawn from both primary 

and secondary sources and detailed in a series of Targets whose achievement require the input of 

PASAI as the regional INTOSAI working group for the Pacific, as well as individual SAIs. Ongoing 

monitoring at the Activity level is provided through PASAI’s annual operational plan.  

 
End of program outcomes and indicators 

 

International — ISSAI 12  

 

1. Strengthen the accountability, transparency, and integrity of government and public-sector entities 

 

2. Demonstrate ongoing relevance to citizens, Parliament and other stakeholders 
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3. Be a model organisation through leading by example 

 

Indicator 1:  By 2024, % of SAIs whose legislative framework addresses the Mexico Declaration 

principles on SAI independence and resourcing; (measured by triennial A&T 

surveys) 

 

Indicator 2:  By 2024, % of SAIs with comprehensive communications strategy detailing how the 

SAI communicates its relevance to citizens and elected stakeholders. (measured by 

INTOSAI global survey) 

 

Regional 

 

Pacific SAIs contribute to improved management and use of public sector resources leading to increased 

transparency and accountability to the people of the Pacific. 

 

Indicator 1:  By 2024, % of Participating SAIs who can demonstrate their audit work is closely linked with 

improvements in the management of public sector resources. (measured by triennial World 

Bank PEFA assessment) 

 
 

Results-based program logic model for 2018-2020 

 

Features of this logic model:  

 

 Outcomes – illustrate what success looks like. In this context Outcomes are the Strategic Priority 

Areas of the PASAI long-term strategy. 

 Indicators - the quantitative or qualitative variables that provide a simple and reliable means to 

measure achievement. They help to answer the question ‘Are we moving toward achieving our desired 

outcomes?’  

 Baselines - is the first measurement of an indicator. It sets the current condition against which future 

change can be tracked. PASAI is using a mix of data provided by primary sources (e.g. A&T reports, 

PASAI administrative data) and secondary sources (eg INTOSAI global surveys, PEFA assessments). 

 Targets – are usually set for a three to four-year timeframe. There are too many unknowns and risks 

with respect to resources and inputs to try to project target performance beyond three to four years. 

 Progress in reaching targets – this measures to what degree we are achieving our targets at a point 

in time. As such these results form an interim baseline for future year targets (2018-20). Reporting 

these results over a three-year time frame is also useful where we have no reported baselines for 

indicators in 2014 at the commencement of the long-term strategy.



 

Outcomes Indicators 
Participating SAIs (20) 

 

Baselines Targets 

2020 

Target  

2024 

Progress in reaching 

targets 

SPA 1 

Strengthened 

SAI 

independence 

Sub-outcome (a): Strategic approaches to  independence   

1.1: % of SAIs that have 

reviewed their legal 

frameworks against 

international best practice 

(e.g. by a SAI PMF 

assessment or consultant-

assisted review)  

No baseline in 2014, but 

the measurement should 

be of the number of SAIs 

which have undertaken a 

review since 2014 

 

By 2020, 75% of SAIs have 

reviewed their legal frameworks 

against international best practice 

since 2014 

 

 

By 2024, 100% of SAIs 

have reviewed their 

legal frameworks 

against international 

best practice since 2014 

 

In 2017, 65% 

(18) of SAIs have 

reviewed their 

legal frameworks 

against 

international best 

practice   

 

1.2: % of SAIs that have 

developed an independence 

strategy according to IDI 

guidance and/or PASAI’s 

independence resource kit 

 

No baseline in 2014 

 

By 2020, 25% of SAIs have 

developed an independence strategy 

 

By 2024, 100% of SAIs 

have developed an 

independence strategy 

 

 

The strategic approach to 

independence “as a 

journey” is an emerging 

international good 

practice, following the 

development of PASAI’s 

Independence Resource 

Kit and the publication 

of the IDI’s global 

independence guide 

(advocating that 

approach) in 2016-2017.  

1.3: % of SAIs with an 

independence strategy have 

reported satisfactory or good 

progress in implementing 

the strategy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

No baseline in 2014 By 2020, 25% of SAIs with an 

independence strategy have 

reported “satisfactory” or “very 

good” progress in implementing the 

strategy 

 

By 2024, 50% of SAIs 

with an independence 

strategy have reported 

“satisfactory” or “very 

good” progress in 

implementing the 

strategy 
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Outcomes Indicators 
Participating SAIs (20) 

 

Baselines Targets 

2020 

Target  

2024 

Progress in reaching 

targets 

Sub-outcome (b): Measurable enhancement of independence in constitutional/legal terms 

1.4: % of SAIs whose 

constitutional/legal 

framework7: 

- meets the standard 

of “full independence”8 

as measured by IDI’s 

Global Survey 

methodology; OR 

- can be assessed with 

a score of 3 or 4 for 

each dimension under 

Indicator SAI-1 

(Independence of the 

SAI) of Domain A of 

the SAI PMF 

No baseline in 2014 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

By 2020, 50 % of SAIs have a legal 

framework that: 

- Meets the standard of 

“fully independent” under the 

Global Survey methodology; 

OR 

- can be assessed with a 

score of 3 or 4 for each 

dimension of Indicator SAI-1 

of the SAI-PMF 

By 2024, 75% of SAIs 

have a legal framework 

that: 

- Meets the 

standard of “fully 

independent” under 

the Global Survey 

methodology; OR 

- can be assessed 

with a score of 3 or 

4 for each 

dimension of 

Indicator SAI-1 of 

the SAI-PMF 

 

In 2017, 40% of 

participating SAIs 

assessed 

themselves as 

having  “full 

independence”; 

35% had 

“moderate 

independence”; 

and 25% had 

limited 

independence (IDI 

Global Survey 

2017). 

 

 

 

 

SPA 2 

Advocacy to 

strengthen 

transparency 

and 

accountability 

2.1 Number of regional 

results-based work plan with 

key accountability and 

transparency agency in 

place. 

No baseline in 2014 By 2020, two regional results-based 

work plans are in place with key 

accountability and transparency 

agencies. 

 

By 2024, three regional 

results-based work plans 

are in place with key 

accountability and 

transparency agencies 

(UNDP, PFTAC, USP). 

In 2017, one regional 

plan is in place with key 

accountability and 

transparency 

stakeholders to work 

collaboratively on issues 

of common interest 

(PASAI administrative 

data) 

                                                 
7 This could serve as a composite measure, eliminating the need for the specific measures below. Most or all of those matters are addressed in a SAI PMF assessment. But specific 

measurement of the below aspects may also be helpful.  
8 The concept of “fully independent” etc is only valid if measured under a defined methodology/criteria such as the Global Survey. 
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Outcomes Indicators 
Participating SAIs (20) 

 

Baselines Targets 

2020 

Target  

2024 

Progress in reaching 

targets 

 

2.2 % of SAIs with good 

working relationships with 

PACs or equivalents 

 

[% of SAIs have actively 

engaged with their Public 

Accounts Committees by 

delivering workshops to 

strengthen the Committees’ 

financial oversight and 

external scrutiny role.] 

30% of SAIs have good 

working relationships 

with PACs or their 

equivalents (A&T report 

2015) 

By 2020, 50 % of SAIs have good 

working relationships with PACs or 

their equivalents 

By 2024, all 20 

participating SAIs have 

good working 

relationships with PAC 

or their equivalents. 

In 2017, 40% of SAIs 

have actively engaged 

with their Public 

Accounts Committees by 

delivering workshops to 

strengthen the 

Committees’ financial 

oversight and external 

scrutiny role 

 

2.3 % of SAIs involved in 

fraud awareness and anti-

corruption activities 

30 % of SAIs were 

involved in fraud 

awareness and anti-

corruption activities 

(A&T report 2015) 

By 2020, 50 % of SAIs are involved 

in fraud awareness and anti-

corruption activities. 

 

By 2024, 100 % 

participating SAIs are 

involved in fraud 

awareness and anti-

corruption activities. 

 

In 2017, 75% of SAIs 

have the mandate to share 

information with 

specialized anti-

corruption institutions; 

75% to investigate 

corruption and fraud 

issues; 30% to sanction 

corruption-related cases; 

55% to sanction officials 

responsible for 

mismanagement of 

public funds and 30% to 

exercise oversight of 

national institutions 

whose mandate is to 

investigate corruption 

and fraud issues. 
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Outcomes Indicators 
Participating SAIs (20) 

 

Baselines Targets 

2020 

Target  

2024 

Progress in reaching 

targets 

 

SPA 3 High 

quality audits 

completed by 

Participating 

SAIs on a 

timely basis 

3.1 % of SAIs scoring C or 

better on PEFA PI-30.1 (i) 

‘Audit coverage and 

standards’ 9 

75% in 2014 (PEFA) – 

PI=26 previously  

By 2020 (or the next PEFA 

assessment), 80% of SAIs score C or 

better on PEFA PI – 30.1) 

By 2024 (or the next 

PEFA assessment), 85% 

of SAIs score C or better 

on PEFA PI – 30.1) 

73% in 2017 (PEFA) 

3.2  % of SAIs who issued 

the latest FSGs audit report 

to Parliament/Congress (or 

other recipients as 

determined by law) within 

the stipulated timeframe 

In 2014  

47% of SAIs (INTOSAI 

Global Survey 2014) 

 

50% of SAIs scoring C or 

better on PEFA PI 26 (ii) 

which measures the 

timeliness of the 

submission of audit 

reports to the legislature 

(PEFA) 

 

By 2020, 60 % of SAIs issue the 

latest annual audit report to 

Parliament/Congress (or other 

recipients as determined by law) 

within the stipulated timeframe 

By 2024 95% (19/20) 

 

Number of SAIs 

completed audit within 

statutory timeline  

 

Participating SAIs 60% 

 

Number of SAIs who did 

not complete audit 

within statutory timeline 

Participating SAIs 40% 

 

Number of SAIs with 

audit outstanding for 

more than 2 years 

(Backlog)  

 

Participating SAIs 5% 

 

(PASAI Database) 

 

 

In 2017,  

50% of SAIs (INTOSAI 

Global Survey 2017) 

 

47% of SAIs scoring C or 

better on PEFA PI 30.2 

Submission of audit 

reports to the legislature 

(PEFA 2016) 

 

Status as at 30 June 

2018  

 

Number of SAIs 

completed audit within 

statutory timeline  

 

Participating SAIs 45% 

 

Number of SAIs who did 

not complete audit within 

statutory timeline 

Participating SAIs 55% 

                                                 
9 Please note: - PEFA assessments do not include – Guam or CNMI or American Samoa 
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Outcomes Indicators 
Participating SAIs (20) 

 

Baselines Targets 

2020 

Target  

2024 

Progress in reaching 

targets 

 

Number of SAIs with 

audit outstanding for 

more than 2 years 

(Backlog)  

Participating SAIs 25% 

(Source: PASAI 

Database) 

3.3  % of SAIs with an 

internal system to follow-up 

on the observations and 

recommendations made to 

the audited entities, 

including the actions taken 

by the auditees’ relevant 

authorities. PEFA PI 30.3 

External audit follow up 

indicator 

In 2014, 69% of SAI 

scored C or better on PI-26 

(iii) Evidence of follow up 

on audit 

recommendations. 

(PEFA) 

 

By 2020, 85 % of SAIs have an 

internal system to follow-up on the 

observations and recommendations 

made to the audited entities, 

including the actions taken by the 

auditees’ relevant authorities 

By 2024, 90 % of SAIs 

have an internal system 

to follow-up on the 

observations and 

recommendations made 

to the audited entities, 

including the actions 

taken by the auditees’ 

relevant authorities 

 

PEFA PI indicator 30.3 

improved with scores of 

C or better 

In 2017, 74% of SAIs had 

an internal system to 

follow-up on the 

observations and 

recommendations. 

(INTOSAI Global 

Survey 2017) 

 

In 2017, 80% of SAIs 

scored C or better on PI-

26 (iii) Evidence of 

follow up on audit 

recommendations. 

(PEFA) 

3.4 % of SAIs where Quality 

Control applies to the three 

audit streams 

In 2014, 58% of SAIs had 

a quality control system 

(INTOSAI Global Survey 

2014) 

By 2020, 75 % (15/20) of SAIs 

apply Quality Control to the three 

audit streams 

By 2024 100% (20/20) In 2017, 89% of SAIs had 

a quality control system, 

of which 70% covered all 

three audit streams 

 

79% of SAIs cover 

financial audit, 58% of 

SAIs compliance audit 
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Outcomes Indicators 
Participating SAIs (20) 

 

Baselines Targets 

2020 

Target  

2024 

Progress in reaching 

targets 

and 74% performance 

audit (INTOSAI Global 

Survey 2017) 

3.5  % of SAIs with a well-

documented Quality 

Assurance mechanism in 

place 

No baseline in 2014 By 2020, 85 % of SAIs have a well-

documented Quality Assurance 

mechanism in place 

By 2024 100% of SAIs 

will have a QA 

mechanism in place  

In 2017, 79% of SAIs had 

a Quality Assurance 

mechanism in place. In 

68% of SAIs it covers 

financial and 

performance audit 

streams, in 47% of the 

SAIs it covers 

compliance audits 

(INTOSAI Global Survey 

2017) 

3.6  % of SAIs with audit 

manuals  for audit streams 

(FA, CA and PA) 

No baseline data in 2014 By 2020, 60 % of SAIs have audit 

manuals for audit streams (FA, CA, 

PA) 

By 2024 at least 75% of 

SAIs have audit manuals 

in place 

In 2017, 47% of SAIs 

reported having audit 

manuals consistent with 

level 3 or 4 ISSAIs for 

financial audit, 

compliance and 

performance audits. 

(INTOSAI Global Survey 

2017) 

SPA 4 SAI 

capacity and 

capability is 

enhanced 

4.1 % of SAIs with a 

Strategic Plan 

 

% of SAIs have a realistic 

and comprehensive strategic 

plan in place and report 

In 2014, 95% of SAIs 

confirmed having 

strategic plan. 

By 2020, 85 % of SAIs have a 

Strategic Plan 

100% SAIs have a 

Strategic Plan 

In 2017, 79% of SAIs had 

a Strategic Plan. 

(INTOSAI Global 

Survey 2017) 

 

80% of SAIs (21 SAIs) 

have a realistic and 
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Outcomes Indicators 
Participating SAIs (20) 

 

Baselines Targets 

2020 

Target  

2024 

Progress in reaching 

targets 

annually on its 

implementation  

 

 

 

comprehensive strategic 

plan in place and report 

annually on its 

implementation; [75% 

(15 SAIs) of Participating 

SAIs have strategic plan) 

4.2 % of SAIs which have a 

current annual/operational 

plan to implement its 

Strategic Plan 

In 2014, 95% of SAIs 

confirmed having a 

current annual 

/operational plan to 

implement its Strategic 

Plan. (INTOSAI Global 

Survey 2014) 

By 2020, 95 % of SAIs have a 

current annual/operational plan to 

implement its Strategic Plan 

100% SAIs have an 

annual/operational plan 

to implement the 

Strategic Plan  

In 2017, 86% of SAI had 

a current 

annual/operational plan 

to implement its Strategic 

Plan (INTOSAI Global 

Survey 2017) 

4.3 % of SAIs with a budget 

for Professional 

Development 

No baseline data in 2014 By 2020, 75 % of SAIs have a 

budget for professional 

Development 

[18/20] 90% In 2017, 68% of SAIs 

have a budget for 

Professional 

Development and  

21% of the SAIs 

confirmed that their 

budget for professional 

development did increase 

in real terms in the past 3 

years. (INTOSAI Global 

Survey 2017) 

4.4 % of SAIs that have 

developed or adopted audit 

standards based on or 

consistent with relevant 

ISSAIs or other  

In 2014, 60% of SAIs 

reported having adopted 

the ISSAI standards for 

the three audit streams: 

63% for financial audit 

53% for compliance audit 

By 2020, 75 % of SAIs have 

developed or adopted audit 

standards based on or consistent 

with relevant ISSAIs across the 

three audit streams 

85% of SAIs have 

adopted ISSAIs or other 

international standards 

In 2017, 71% of SAIs 

reported having adopted 

the ISSAI standards for 

the three audit streams: 

44% for financial audit 

39% for compliance audit 
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Outcomes Indicators 
Participating SAIs (20) 

 

Baselines Targets 

2020 

Target  

2024 

Progress in reaching 

targets 

international standards 

across the three audit streams 

63% for performance 

audit. 

(INTOSAI Global Survey 

2014) 

39% for performance 

audit. 

 

15% of SAIs confirmed 

having adopted the ISSAI 

standards as a reference 

but stated that their actual 

audit standards are not yet 

consistent with ISSAIs. If 

we add the SAIs that have 

only adopted the ISSAIs, 

the total adoption would 

be: 

78% of SAIs for financial 

audit 

67% for compliance audit  

67% for performance 

audit. 

(INTOSAI Global Survey 

2017) 

4.5 % of SAIs have carried 

out a recent assessment of 

their own performance SAI 

PMF 

No baseline data in 2014 By 2020, 85 % have carried out a 

recent assessment of their own 

performance 

100% SAI PMF  In 2017, 74% of SAIs had 

carried out an assessment 

of their own performance 

since 2013. (INTOSAI 

Global Survey) 

 

52% of SAIs (14 SAIs) 

have participated in the 

SAI Performance 

Measurement Framework 
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Outcomes Indicators 
Participating SAIs (20) 

 

Baselines Targets 

2020 

Target  

2024 

Progress in reaching 

targets 

(PMF) “lite” project. 

About 65% of 

Participating SAIs (13 

SAIs) have now used the 

framework to complete a 

full self-assessment of 

performance and as a peer 

review tool to assess 

other SAIs. 

4.6 % of SAIs with active 

twinning arrangements in 

place 

No baseline in 2014 By 2020, 50% of SAIs have active 

twinning arrangements in place 

75% by 2024 In 2017, 2 SAIs (20%) 

had active twinning 

arrangements in place 

(PASAI administrative 

data) 

SPA 5 

PASAI 

Secretariat 

capable of 

supporting 

Participating 

SAIs 

5.1 Staff Training and 

Development Plan 

completed and implemented.  

In 2014, a baseline 

training and development 

plan is not available but 

was an integral component 

of the Secretariat 

restructuring exercise. 

By 2020, Staff Training and 

Development Plan approved and 

operating. 

 

Staff participated in at least 2 

capacity development 

activities/events per annum 

By 2024, Staff 

participated in at least 4 

capacity development 

activities/events per 

annum 

Since 2014, staff had 

been participated in 

various ad hoc trainings 

and professional 

development events 

offered by outside 

organisation or 

Professional bodies.  

5.2 Funding Strategy 

Implemented and new 

funding strategy approved 

In 2014, no funding 

strategy was available 

By 2020, funding secured to 

implement PASAI strategy up to 

2024 

By 2024, a new funding 

strategy approved.  

PASAI Funding strategy 

was approved in 2016 and 

currently implementing. 

5.3    A five-year (or less) 

operational plan and budget 

aligned to PASAI strategy is 

confirmed annually by the 

PASAI Governing Board 

In 2014, there was one 

operational plan with 

progress reported through 

the Annual Report and the 

Operational plans approved, 

implemented, monitored and 

reported against using PASAI MER. 

Operational plans 

approved, implemented, 

monitored and reported 

against using the PASAI 

MER. 

In 2017, four operational 

plans approved by GB. 

Progress reported to the 

Board on a monthly basis 

and also in every Board 
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Outcomes Indicators 
Participating SAIs (20) 

 

Baselines Targets 

2020 

Target  

2024 

Progress in reaching 

targets 

and achievement against the 

plan is reported annually. 

ED’s report to the GB and 

Congress 

meetings. Also to the 

Congress on an annual 

basis.  

5.4 % of SAIs that have a 

gender policy  

In 2014, 16% of SAIs had 

a gender policy. (INTOSAI 

Global Survey 2014) 

By 2020, 50% of SAIs have a gender 

policy 

By 2024, 75% of SAIs 

have a gender policy 

In 2017, 26% of SAIs 

had a gender policy. 

(INTOSAI Global Survey 

2017) 

5.5 % of SAIs that include 

gender assessments in audit 

work. 

No baseline in 2014 By 2020, 50 % of SAIs include 

gender assessments in audit work 

By 2024, 75 % of SAIs 

include gender 

assessments in audit 

work 

In 2017, 0% of SAIs 

have included gender 

assessments in audit work 

in the past three years. 

(INTOSAI Global Survey 

2017) 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

  


