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| stated, | now wwant to prove, bear with me here your benor, that the Indormation
Camrvssiener was aware that it existed and HENCE the inadequacy of his decision.”

| subssguently prowed that all of the above docamants/smails (aside from my reference to lahn
M Carthiy] vemre provided to Lhe Infcrmation Cormenissioner before his decsion on my caoe. |
prasantend o yoa my application ta the Information Commissioner for an appesl [0.257, Book of
Pleadings] veithir which all docurnsnts wers provided vis my Reports, Therefore, | proesd moet
anly that the internal audit plan eaisted but that the Information Commessoner knev that the
and plan exisled before be made b firal decisicon on my sppeal, | stated clearly that the
Intarmation Commissioner's decision was therefore inadequate |Section 23]

During my proot you had asked meif | thought that the internal audit plan referenced by 1ICAL
actually reant the PPP's and | clearly statad affactively that FPF's are not ever referred 1o as
wsngagement betters (PwC) or internal sudit plars (ICA1, and that neither PwC moer 10A] ever
rafesrad to tham as PFP's in all the communicatians 've had with them, | made the point that if
we sorepl Lhis Lo be the cose then we're in rouble a: any PPP oul thers as parl ol amy conlract
can now e used in liea of & contract. | said that IF the RTAA could say afrer my FOL appeal that
Uhesy tanly hawe PFP's and not Uhe intemal audil plans, then wehen | contacied 1CA] and P

But what is concerning me, and perbaps unfounded, is that you were aware of the PPP's at this
stage as you mentlonad tham ta me aven thaugh | never mentianed them untll later an, and it
was only atter lunch when you said that you had 2 chance gwer lunch to read our affidavits and
the final dacislons of the Information Commissioner and the NTRAA - how ware you awane of
the PPP's at that stage and so attuned 1o a point which was part of your ppdgement in support
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fram the letter, "Fwh have referred in their realy to the fact that the interral sudit work they
were engaged o undertake for the years ending 31 December 2009 to 2011 was set out in the
tarms of referance in their engagement letter.,.",

e ————

Therafars, clearly 1281 was not referening the FPFS when it stated, “The member firm

prowided us with a copy of inbernal awdit plan for the NPRF.." {part of CAl senlence you quoled
above with beginning added by me}

Mate - the membear firm only had the "sngapsment lettar” and nat the PPESIE

And i 1A wias reterring to the audit plan as a PFR, they would hawe clearly said so long belbore
the MThA made this claim.

The only way you can maka the above judgement |pt.15] is if you asked WAL IF this was the case.
Did yow ask them? You're affectively representing BCAl's opinien when making this judgemeant.
You can't make i without consulting them. There is no way a professional body ke 1ICAI could
refer 1o PPP's o3 audit plans, 1t would be mconceivable,

Mnd wau're the only ane wha made this judgement as relther ICAI ner ParC aver clalmed that
respectively the internal audit plan and engagement letter they reterenced was the PPP.

#And howr could KAl say, V...and the matter complained of appears to have been outssde the
scope of the Internal audit wark undartaken by tha membar firm.” i they didn't recetes the
actual internal audit plan becausz based upon my analysis [beginning p.377, Book of Pleadings)
of tha PPF's, while it can't be definitively praven, t would nevertheless be ridioulous to
conclude that my all=gatsons were outside the scope of Pwl's internal awdit work.
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| pwen referred you to p.6d n the Baok of Autharities, pt.?, which the Informatian
Commissiener had st used as a case law sxample, where It states, "The respandent, through
hiz oHicials, carried out 3 comorehensiee review af the decision of the Department and in the
pracess ravievied all coples of carrespondence betwa en the Department and the appeilants
concluding that a number of searches had been made in diferent sections of the Department

questiong to the NTRMA withaut ary bype of verification process,

| refarred you back to p.d? 2 of the Hook of Pleadings, (.5, and the troubling and susaiciogs
respanse by the NTRAA to this question {maore an this following], again referring to the
inadenguacy (Sectinn 24) of the Infarmation Commissioner's decision.

| referred you to p.A3h of the Aook of Fleadings, pt. 24, and a front running scenarise an the part
af the MTMMA and the Information Commissianer. | had been tald by the MNTRAA that if | did not

12

raceive a dedision an my apaeal by Movamber Sth, 20049, | could sppeal to the Information
Comrmizsiener [Lhe NTRGA FOLunil stated, "This means Lhal you can expecl o decision l=iier 1o
issua ot Later than 5 Nowember 2019.7). | made my appeal ta the Infarmatinn Commissianer
an Novernber §th, 2019, After | had appealed 10 the Information Commissiorer, the
Infarmaticn Commissioner then forwarded my appeal back to the NTRA which the Infeemation
Camrmssicnes Lol me be was required to de under per Section 22(8) of the PO Act,

Tharafars, the NTRA had & copy of my appeal 1o the information Commissioner befors they
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