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Introduction 
As a response to the gravity of environmental problems and due to growing understanding that environmental issues are often regional and global so that solutions and tools to deal with them should also be regional and global, hundreds of Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAs) have been made. They are the main method available under international law for countries to work together on global issues. The mere existence of environmental agreements does not guarantee a higher degree of environmental protection. The assessment of the implementation, compliance and effectiveness of multilateral environmental agreements is in many cases complicated and plagued with gaps in data, conceptual difficulties and methodological problems. Most Supreme Audit Institutions (SAIs) with their specific competencies are uniquely poised to assess these gaps and report to parliament and inform the national and international community on the basic question of availability and adequacy of data and information as well as about the compliance and effectiveness of government policy related to the international commitments made.
The objective of this paper, developed using guidelines of INTOSAI Working Group on Environmental Auditing (WGEA), is to build awareness among auditors on MEAs and to show the important role that auditors can play in the effective implementation of MEAs. This paper presents a short overview of environmental auditing, how MEAs can be audited and how they can be a source for audit criteria.
Since environmental issues entered the international agenda in the early 1970s, global environmental politics and policies have been developing rapidly. Global environmental governance can be defined as "the sum of organizations, policy instruments, financing mechanisms, rules, procedures and norms that regulate the processes of global environmental protection". Multilateral Environmental Agreements or "MEAs" are one of the most prominent features that regulate this process. Over the past few decades, the number and scope of international environmental agreements have grown rapidly. It is estimated that there are several hundred or more different international agreements that govern some aspects of the environment; many more are being negotiated at the bilateral, regional and global levels. Some have a few Parties; some have almost global participation. 
MEAs are a subset of the universe of international agreements. What distinguishes them from other agreements is their focus on environmental issues, their creation of binding international law, and their inclusion of multiple countries. The term "Multilateral Environmental Agreement" or MEA is a broad term that relates to any of a number of legally binding international instruments through which national Governments commit to achieving specific environmental goals. These agreements may take different forms, such as "convention," "treaty," "agreement," "charter," "final act," "pact," "accord," "covenant," "protocol," or "constitution" (for an international organization). Generally, and for the purposes of this paper an MEA is a legally binding instrument between two or more nation states that deals with some aspect of the environment. The two key elements of the definition are "legally binding" and "between two or more nation states".
Environmental auditing and MEAs
SAIs are key to enabling and maintaining accountability as they supply the information needed by the legislature and the public to hold governments accountable. SAIs can undertake different kinds of audits aimed at ensuring better accountability. These include financial audits, assessing the accuracy and fairness of accounting procedures and financial statements; compliance audits, scrutinizing the use of funds for approved purposes through compliance with laws and regulations; and performance audits (also known as "value for money" audits), analyzing the operational efficiency and general effectiveness of government programmes.
One of the fast growing trends is for SAIs to audit environmental and sustainable development matters. This may include auditing how well governments are implementing legislation in the field of the environment, whether spending on improving environmental outcomes is providing value for money for taxpayers, or whether the government is managing natural resources in accordance with sustainability principles.
Environmental audits, like all other audits, essentially compare the current situation with what it should be. For public sector auditors of the environment, the audit criteria are derived from different sources like legislation and regulations, policies, programs, and enforcement requirements as well as multi-jurisdictional agreements (such as MEAs). Environmental audits also incorporate traditional audit criteria that are grounded in principles of good management and accountability.
There are no significant differences in audit methodology and approach between environmental auditing and other types of auditing. The full range of auditing tools can be applied to environmental auditing. Financial audits, for example, can assess whether environmental costs and liabilities are reflected in financial statements. Compliance audits can provide assurance that government activities are conducted in accordance with environmental laws, standards and policies, both at the national and international levels. Performance audits are widely used by SAIs to assess the government’s management of environmental programs. These can determine, for example, whether environmental programs are managed with due regard to economy, efficiency, and environmental impact, and whether there are measures in place to determine how effective the programs are.
All three types of audits — financial, compliance and performance — can address environmental, natural resource and sustainable development issues. In some cases, the governing legislation for the SAI specifies environmental requirements. Environmental auditing may be addressed by using a combination of these three types of audits (compliance, financial, and performance) from an environmental perspective. 
Specifically, the value of auditing MEAs has proven to be twofold. First, the national parliaments and governments can use the audit reports, findings and recommendations to improve domestic actions, policies and tools. Governments work to protect the environment in their countries. Issues such as waste management, contaminated sites, and national park management often fall within national boundaries. Domestic action can involve a variety of public policy tools, including legislation, taxes, enforcement, market incentives, regulations, and policies. These tools are necessary if nations are to implement domestic environmental protection and these tools are often used to implement MEAs in a respective country. Auditors can play an important role in auditing governments’ commitments. SAIs can play a major role in evaluating whether the government response has given the intended results and whether the environmental policies are implemented in an economic, efficient and effective manner. Second, through audit reports MEA secretariats have a good source of information for developing mechanisms that can aid the implementation as well as future development of MEAs. As MEAs involve two or more countries, cooperative audits of these agreements could serve as one the bases for the international community to meet the common objectives and commitments made to address global environmental issues. 
There are several ways to audit MEAs. If the country has signed an MEA, the most common approach is to evaluate how well the country has met the responsibilities and obligations under the MEA; how these responsibilities have been given effect by national legislation and governance. Some common approaches to audit MEAs are:
· If a country is a Party to an MEA, the audit can consider whether the government has developed sufficient and appropriate domestic policy and procedures to meet the commitments in the MEA. This type of audit requires the auditor to find out what the commitments really are and how these commitments are implemented in the country’s legislation and what are the governance mechanisms.
· When the domestic policy and procedures are in place, they should be a good source of criteria for evaluating if they actually are implemented and enforced. The audit can consider whether the policy is implemented in the most efficient, economic, and effective manner. These types of audits can be more complicated as they involve the assessment whether the aims of the policy are met as well as whether the domestic policy actually serves the purpose (and commitments) of the MEA.
· Furthermore, if periodic reporting required under an MEA is not being done in a timely fashion, or if the information provided is not meeting the spirit and intent of the requirements, this may also be a subject of an audit. Validating the reporting material provided to international bodies is one way of drawing the legislature’s attention to meeting the international commitments. In addition, the expectation has grown that such environmental reports should be a subject to an independent audit.
· If a country is not a Party to an MEA, then the MEA can still be a good source of audit criteria for the SAI. Many agreements can be referred as a best practice or a benchmark for better environmental governance. Also, the reasons not to be the "signatory" for the MEA can be exercised and brought to public attention.
Selecting an MEA to audit 
If SAIs have the mandate to audit MEAs, it still is impossible for SAIs to audit all MEAs respective governments have ratified. There are simply too many for an in-depth examination by SAIs of every one of them. Choosing the subject of audits carefully and systematically is a precondition for "effectiveness" of audits. And when cross-border co-operation between SAIs is to succeed, clear starting points and criteria for choosing a subject are a necessity. Seven criteria can be taken into account when one or a number of SAIs are in the process of choosing an MEA to audit:
I. Available information on an MEA
II. Signs of non-compliance with an MEA
III. Environmental risks underlying an MEA
IV. Obligation to comply with an MEA
V. Period of implementation of an MEA
VI. Strictness of an MEA
VII. Important coming events 
The first two criteria deal with aspects of "national implementation of agreements". Available information on an MEA focuses on the adequacy of the information stream that is organized by the government to support policy implementation and monitoring of goal attainment. Inadequate information availability and use implies risks for implementation of and compliance with an MEA. Thus, information availability is an important factor in determining which "type" of audit can be conducted. A fully-fledged performance audit, including assessment of effectiveness of the policy regime, implies a high need for good quality information, whereas an audit which assesses basic compliance with an MEA might be initiated more easily. Furthermore, when SAIs decide to conduct a cooperative audit, the specific knowledge and experience each SAI brings to the audit can be helpful. If SAIs have specific knowledge of a certain MEA, which can be shared with others, this could make the audit more efficient. About criterion II, Actual signs of non-compliance or inadequate implementation might be a reason for SAIs to direct attention towards the MEA. It seems SAIs’ contribution to the quality of public policy is most effective when their energy is directed towards problematic issues involving risks. Preliminary assessment of non-compliance and poor implementation at the national level is therefore advisable when selecting an MEA to audit.
Next four criteria relate to "characteristics of MEAs". Criterion III, like the second one, refers to the urgency of the environmental MEAs. MEAs with a high urgency might need priority in respect to auditing by SAIs. Criteria IV, V, and VI all have to do with the "auditability" of MEAs. MEAs that states are obliged to comply with (ratified), which include strict obligations, and that have been in effect for a number of years are best suitable for auditing by SAIs. We will discuss this matter in next part in more detail.
Finally, the last criterion is about "the topicality and timeliness of an audit report". In other words, this criterion refers to the context the audit results will be received in. Placing an audit in the context of important international events like a world summit can make the message of it more salient for policy makers.
Domestic (national) MEAs audit
The extent to which SAIs can audit MEAs will depend on the SAI’s mandate and on a country’s government structure. Some SAIs have the mandate to audit national and subnational legislation relating to MEAs. The governmental structure of some states, particularly more centralized and/or smaller ones, may only have a single level of government allowing for their SAIs to audit the implementation of MEAs throughout a country’s legislation. Furthermore, since MEAs are often needed to be implemented at the sub-national level as well as at the national level, the extent to which a SAI can audit the implementation of an MEA through the various levels of a country’s government will vary.
An additional factor influencing the jurisdiction of a SAI is the extent to which a state has translated its obligation to an MEA into domestic tools (e.g. national legislation and policy). In other words, the SAI may have the challenge of auditing the implementation of its country’s domestic tools to adhere to the MEA at the national level; and/or auditing a government’s compliance to a particular MEA at the international level. The question arises as to whether SAIs can audit MEAs where their states have not yet adopted implementing legislation. This may be a matter of government policy, which the majority of SAIs would not have the mandate to question.
Traditionally, the implementation of MEAs was audited only when respective governments had had the opportunity to implement them at the national level and to develop domestic policies to comply with them. However, some SAIs are beginning to go a step forward from this strict audit criteria of only being able to audit national legislation derived from MEAs. beside criteria that mentioned to determine which MEA to audit and how to audit them, SAIs may find it more important to audit an environmental issue of current importance to its country and then look at relevant MEAs that have been signed and/or ratified rather than first choosing to audit a particular MEA.
In terms of feasibility of formulating robust audit criteria relating to an MEA, there exists a spectrum (figure 1) according to whether a state has: not signed; signed; ratified; adopted domestic instruments to implement an MEA’s objectives; and whether it is reporting its results to an MEA Secretariat.
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Figure 1: The spectrum of state’s feasibility of carrying out an audit on the implementation of an MEA (Source: INTOSAI WGEA, 2010, Auditing the Implementation of MEAs: A Primer for Auditors)
It is significantly easier to audit a state’s implementation of an MEA when it has ratified it and is reporting on its results to an MEA Secretariat rather than to audit an MEA to which a state is still not formally a Party, although there are examples of countries auditing MEAs as Non-Parties. Indeed, some governments may have just recently ratified an MEA or not have had the resources or political will to institute national legislation, targets and/or strategies and other domestic instruments. By directly auditing a state’s international commitment to an MEA, SAIs can play an important role in assessing data gaps, compliance and effectiveness of MEAs. Additionally, SAIs can provide information not previously reported to MEA Secretariats and make recommendations for improvement in the future.
However, auditing MEAs like other environmental auditing is not significantly different in audit methodology and approach and the full range of auditing tools in all three types of audits — financial, compliance and performance — can be applied to it. Figure 2 illustrates the general process of a domestic auditing of an international agreement.
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Figure 2: Domestic auditing of an international environmental agreement (Source: INTOSAI WGEA, 2007, Evolution and Trends in Environmental Auditing)
Cooperative (international) MEAs audit
One notable trend in environmental auditing that is gaining momentum is where several SAIs auditing an issue cooperatively. Co-operation between SAIs in this field could meet the cross-border character of environmental problems. Benefits of cooperative audits for environmental auditors and policymakers include benchmarks for comparing country results, common reports that can be easily distributed internally and internationally, joint recommendations that may make it easier to resolve common issues, and the mutual exchange of methods. SAIs also work cooperatively to build capacity for environmental audits. Cooperative audits, especially those of MEAs, help auditors build knowledge, learn about auditing techniques, compare audit findings with other countries, and benchmark results. 
Although the basic principles of good auditing and the main generally accepted standards (general standards, field standards and reporting standards) are valid for MEAs cooperative audits, the main concern about this kind of audit is the process of cooperation in auditing MEAs. 
Any kind of cooperative venture will be difficult to conduct if SAIs involved are not willing to truly work together. The SAIs must give due attention to political factors when dealing with environmental audits, especially industrial and/or financial factors that may oppose environmental issues. The SAIs must be conscious of cultural differences such as history, religion, political systems and languages. Such difference may have an impact on the way cooperative audits are carried out and reported and on how time-consuming they are.
Furthermore, how SAIs are organized and the nature of audit may have an effect on how the MEAs audit can be conducted. To avoid any jurisdictional problems arising from different mandates and different responsibilities, under certain circumstances, it therefore may not be advisable for a SAI governed by a court system to participate in a "joint" audit operation with, for instance, a SAI that reports only to a ministry (usually Ministry of Finance), or to the government. Moreover, INTOSAI's general audit standards and their use may vary among SAIs with the scope, nature and type of audit. A SAI applying the court system may have a mandate to use performance audit approach or have no powers to conduct environmental audit. Although the participation of the countries belong to given geographic region or countries that are parties to a given convention in auditing MEAs is advisable, the key aspects of cooperation need to be addressed.
Type of cooperative audits 
Cooperative audits can be divided into three types: 
• Joint audit: An audit conducted by one audit team composed of auditors from two or more SAIs, who prepare a single, joint audit report for publication in all participating countries. In practice, joint audits are rare. 
• Concurrent (parallel/simultaneous) audit: An audit conducted more or less simultaneously by two or more SAIs, but with a separate audit team from each SAI reporting only to its own legislature or government, and only on the observations and/or conclusions pertaining to its own country. This implies that the participating SAIs may each adopt a different audit approach (scope, questions, methods) suited to national needs and preferences. Information exchange is the most important aspect of this form of cooperation. A  Concurrent audit will normally be preferable where there exist many differences between the participating SAIs, for instance legal difficulties with regard to different dates of presentation to the respective legislators or governments, or where the cooperative venture concerns sensitive environmental and political questions.
• Coordinated audit: Any form of cooperation between joint and concurrent audits. In a coordinated audit, participating SAIs at least coordinate or harmonize their audit approaches in some way, but differences between countries are possible. It can be a joint audit with separate reports; more commonly it is a concurrent audit with a joint audit report in addition to separate national reports. 
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Figure 3: Characteristics of the types of cooperative audits (Source: INTOSAI WGEA, 2007, Cooperation Between Supreme Audit Institutions: Tips and Examples for Cooperative Audits)
Figure 4 presents advantages and disadvantages of joint audit and concurrent audit. since a Coordinated audit is a combination of a joint audit and concurrent audit, the use of this type of audit may eliminate some of their disadvantages. Disadvantages also can be minimized by conducting cooperative audits within geographical regions, for example cooperation among the SAIs of ECOSAI. Conducting joint audits within geographical regions can reduce the costs and may simplify logistics and make it easier to choose the most relevant MEA audit.


	
	Type of audit

	
	Joint audit
	Concurrent (or parallel) audit

	Advantages
	· Scope can be a more coordinated and directed than in concurrent audits.
· Exchange of information, methodology, etc. is improved.
· Joint interviews are usually easier to set up that separate ones. The logistics of scheduling one meeting rather than two or more are easier both for interviewers and for interviewees.
· Joint interviews will be more acceptable to interviewees since they don't have to answer the same questions in successive interviews with different SAIs.
· The credibility and perhaps the impact of the report will probably be increased with SAIs speaking as one body rather than separately. (see also disadvantages)
· Other points of view can be brought to the audit, which may result in more findings.
· Reporting can be more focused. (see also disadvantages)
· A joint report can have more impact on and attention by legislators, governments, media, environmental groups, industry, etc., because it focus on all the parties being audited and the problems they share, such as risks to human and environmental health and safety. This might also depend on the audit scope.
	· Legal problems, if any, are minimal, as each country deals only with its own jurisdiction.
· Problems with the exchange of information are few, if any.
· Political sensitivity is lower than with a joint audit.
· “Tabling” problems in legislative assembly (parliament) or the government due to timing are eliminated, since the reports deals only with the SAIs own country.
· Each SAI has more freedom to determine the resources it will make available for its particular audit.
· Potential strain on relationships among SAIs is diminished, i.e. disputes over scope, content, observations, resources, deadlines, publications, etc. should be minimized, if not eliminated.
· Impact and newsworthiness in each country are increased, if tabling is within a reasonable number of months (perhaps 6). SAIs can also note in their reports that other SAIs are doing similar work. If any of the other SAIs have tabled, reference could be made to their findings, although this could be a sensitive issue. 
· Logistics are easier, with much less need than a joint audit for direct coordination. 
· The right experts can perhaps be more readily involved at the right time.
· 

	Disadvantages
	· Political sensitivities in participating countries may differ and will have to be considered.
· The possible need to balance the audit independence of each individual SAI participating in a joint audit against the handling of material or findings that may give the rise to difficulties for one of the participants in its own jurisdiction. 
· Difficulties in ensuring that the scope of the joint reports remains within each SAIs power. 
· Legal difficulties may exist where there are different dates of presentation to the respective legislators or governments.
· Compromises to achieve consensus in the working groups (audit teams), may weaken or have a negative effect on logistics, scope, methodology, resources, timing, findings, reporting and reviewing of each other's files, etc. It is therefore necessary to establish a mechanism for resolving deputies over such matters.
· The risk of strain on relations among participating SAI's is greater.
· Differences of opinion among SAI's such as contradictory conclusion in the final report, whether major or minor; may diminish the credibility of the report and the SAI's
·  Reporting of a joint audit could be more general, as the auditors participating in the working groups (audit teams) may try to issue a unanimous report and therefore avoid certain specific observations, or soften the findings and/or conclusions that might not have unanimous agreement.
· If observations and/or conclusions are too general in nature, the credibility of the report and the SAI's may be reduced. 
· 
	· The definition of concurrent audit implies that each SAI will report only to its own legislature or government on only those observations and/or conclusions pertaining to that particular country or government.
· There may be less overall impact and attention by legislators, governments, media, environmental groups, etc., since individual SAIs’ reports are likely to be tabled on different dates (especially true if tabling dates are widely varied.) Impact could also depend on the audit scope. 
· Concurrent audits are less coordinated than joint audits, therefore their scopes could vary considerably.
· Individual reports are likely to focus less on shared problems among countries.
· Exchange of information is probably as good as it would be with a joint audit.
· It is more difficult to conduct interviews with organizations. Interviews are likely to be more disturbed if different SAIs asks them the same questions, etc., at several interviews. 


Figure 4: Advantages and disadvantages of each kind of cooperative audit (Source: INTOSAI WGEA, 1998, How SAIs may cooperate on the audit of international environmental accords)
It is important that the SAIs are able to exchange information and transfer knowledge to each other on environmental issues formally or informally. This can be done without participating directly in a cooperative audit. Peer review is another way of cooperation among SAIs which has been increasing in the last few years within the INTOSAI community. Peer review refers to a review of an SAI by one or several partner SAIs. They volunteer to conduct or undergo such a review exercise. This means that neither the two SAIs nor other external parties have obliged the SAIs to do so. SAIs do not have any power of enforcing the results of the peer review. The participating SAIs are free to decide on the contents and exercise of the peer review as well as on the use of the findings generated. The key purpose of a peer review is to help SAIs ensure that they comply with applicable professional standards and national or international regulations and rules governing audit work. A peer review may also pursue other objectives, such as:
· To help an SAI to identify the areas and functions in which they need to enhance their capacities;
· To help an SAI make informed decisions about how to improve their own operation and mission performance and to align with or consider other international best practices;
· To provide SAIs with an independent opinion on the design and operation of the SAI‟s quality management framework;
· To provide assurance as to the appropriateness of SAI practices, reports and staff compliance.
SAIs are involved in peer reviews for various reasons. Some may wish to improve their procedures and their results, others may wish to give ample proof of the high standards governing their work, others may volunteer to have a peer review done by an external party in response to some criticism stated. As the reasons underlying peer review work may vary a lot, so may the contents and procedures of the review. However, peer review can be regarded as a precious option for SAIs to improve MEAs audit quality.
Planning and carrying out Cooperative MEAs audits
The preparation phase of a cooperative audit is generally considered the most crucial phase. If the audit is well prepared, the rest of the audit should be business as usual. Preliminarily, each SAI needs to determine which MEA to audit, how and where to obtain information about the MEA, whether compliance can be measured or assed, audit risk, involvement of other SAIs, degree of SAIs' interest based on informal discussion and finally scope, nature and type of audit. From the very beginning, it is important to get (and keep) commitment at the highest level within the SAI (auditor general or president and board of auditors). 
The next step is communication. Communication is considered the most important factor for a successful cooperative audit. This applies to the whole audit process, from preparing through conducting to reporting. SAIs need to take time to get acquainted with each other and discuss how to deal with differences—for example, in mandate, legislation and rules, procedures, and work habits and If they believe it is not going to work, stop it. 
Otherwise, it is recommended to close the preparation phase of the cooperative audit by signing a formal agreement on the main aspects of agreed cooperation. This agreement is often called a common position on cooperation and is signed by representatives authorized by each SAI’s auditor general or president. The aim is to prevent any delays in conducting audit work by means of discussing frankly all essential issues among all participants before starting the audit Clear rules to which the participating supreme audit institutions have committed themselves in the audit agreement will especially be of merit for operative decision-making on organizational issues. The use of such an agreement is important to insure that all parties fully understand their responsibilities and also provide a mechanism that may create a good working relationship between the participating SAIs. This agreement or protocol ought to cover such matters as the nature of the audit, reporting standards, detailed timetable, allocation of staff and other resources including financial arrangements, taking into account reserving more resources (time, money, personnel) than SAIs would for national audits. Furthermore, it should contain guidelines for resolving differences concerning scope, observations, recommendations, conclusions, etc.
Implementation of audit follows the usual process and sequence of audit steps. In practice, a cooperative audit is generally organized with each country’s Supreme Audit Institution (SAI) conducting its own national part of the audit. Joint audit teams are rare. A joint team may encounter difficulties, but during the audit it tends to act like a regular audit team. Therefore, we address some tips for cooperation between separate national teams in coordinated and parallel audits:
· Conduct the audits simultaneously to the extent possible. Conducting the audits simultaneously maximizes opportunities for exchanging experiences and audit findings during the audit, and finding common solutions to difficulties. Another advantage of simultaneous audit is that all parts of the audit refer to the same period, making the results easier to compare. Simultaneous audit is therefore especially recommended if a joint report is planned. In all cases, good preparation is essential for successful simultaneous audits.
· Exchange audit experiences and findings during the audit. It is useful to discuss findings and conclusions with the other SAIs during the audit process. Exchanges will allow cross-references between reports to be more informative and may facilitate mutually supportive observations. Exchanges should be kept to a general level, where differences between countries need not impinge. Meetings and other exchanges can also be used to solve problems, maintain a common approach, and keep the audit process on track. Especially during a parallel audit, the sharing of information can ensure that the national audits generate comparable results. Where one participating institution identifies any need for change or difficulty, the other parties involved may react in an early stage. Apart from the continued sharing of information about the audit(s), the exchange of interim audit results is the essential core element of a cooperative audit.
Reporting on cooperative audits
Cooperative audits generally result in two types of products: national reports and joint reports (Figure 5). Cooperative audits most commonly produce national reports. Many have produced no other type of report. Sometimes Supreme Audit Institutions (SAIs) incorporate the findings of other participating SAIs in their national reports; this allows them to enhance their conclusions while avoiding time-consuming clearance procedures. National reports may be published separately or serve as input for a joint report. If national reports are the only products of a cooperative audit, the partners exchange their reports. Auditor Generals or presidents of cooperating SAIs sometimes sign a final communiqué. 
[image: ]Figure 5: Possible types of report (Source: INTOSAI WGEA, 2007, Cooperation Between Supreme Audit Institutions: Tips and Examples for Cooperative Audits)
A joint report may be the product of a joint audit or a coordinated audit. As mentioned earlier, joint audits are rare. When deciding to develop a joint report of a coordinated audit, the participants should carefully consider the purpose or added value of such a joint report. A good reason for writing a joint report may be the powerful message delivered by the presentation of common findings and conclusions. Furthermore, a joint report can:
· spur national governments to take preventive and corrective action, 
· offer a comprehensive view that promotes joint action by the countries involved to address the problem, 
· inform international organizations and encourage them to take appropriate action, 
· increase public awareness, 
· foster knowledge exchange by presenting best practices and experiences, and 
· promote cooperation between SAIs. 
In a joint report, the degree of integration may vary. The minimum is to present a set of abstracts of the national reports; the maximum is to issue a fully integrated joint report with joint conclusions and recommendations. A more integrated report requires more coordination, time, and effort. It may also need to be formally approved by the heads of all the SAIs involved. An advantage of a more integrated report is that it may provide a better overview of the audit results of all participating SAIs and may interest a wider audience. Once SAIs know the audit results, again they need to consider the type of report they decided on earlier. The decision on the type of report to be prepared should take into account the impact of each type in relation to the cost and effort of producing the report. 
Apart from a set of abstracts, a joint report may contain four elements. There are advantages and disadvantages to including each (Exhibit 6). The choice should depend on the goal of the audit, the findings, and the position of the participating SAIs.
[image: ]Figure 6: Content of joint reports apart from set of abstracts (Source: INTOSAI WGEA, 2007, Cooperation between Supreme Audit Institutions: Tips and Examples for Cooperative Audits)
Publication and distribution
Choosing the right time for publication of the joint report is a key factor in the impact of a report. For example, a report published immediately before an important international meeting might attract more attention from the public and experts. Another important issue is timeliness. If publication of a joint or national report is overly delayed, the findings of each participant may be less comparable to those of another or to the actual situation and may loose its impact and newsworthiness. Naturally, the distribution of the report must be done in accordance with its planned purpose and the audit outcome (findings, conclusions, and recommendations).
Evaluation and further audit cooperation
The participating Supreme audit institutions should not yet terminate the audit exercise upon conclusion of the audit process and submission of a report. If Supreme audit institutions wish to comply with their primary duty of seeking to improve public sector performance, they have to ensure that their own activities comply with high quality standards. Therefore, the Supreme audit institutions themselves should assess whether the audit has been successful. Such an ex-post review is part of a system of quality management which is to enable Supreme audit institutions to identify deficiencies and address them where necessary. There are two reasons why the evaluation of audit exercises and audit cooperation is important for the participating auditors: on one hand, the results of ex-post evaluation are an important basis for deciding about further action after the audit, on the other hand, the evaluation may teach lessons that can be applied to future audits. At the end of ex-post evaluation, Supreme audit institutions should consider whether continuing cooperation in the audited field will add value. The evaluation of this issue depends on the result of the audit. If for example considerable deficiencies in government operations have been identified and if Supreme audit institutions have made recommendations for improvement, it may be a good idea to conduct a follow-up audit after a certain period of time.
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