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Comments on Component 1 review key issues 

Overall comments 

We acknowledge the SDP 2020-2022 overall objective and the ambition to revise the 

core framework to make it focus on the essential and make it simple, principles-based 

and future-proof. Given current working conditions, we believe that the PSC Secretariat 

has made fair progress in its initial analysis, and that it highlights several important 

points on the clarity and presentation of the current framework. 

We do, however, believe that the original idea of the component 1 project has been 

expanded. Some of the suggestions are quite far-reaching and fall beyond the original 

mission of the project and should therefore not be put on the table of the Governing 

Board. 

On a general level we believe that many of the suggestions would benefit from more 

discussions in relevant INTOSAI fora. 

Below you find our answers to the questions raised but we also have some principal 

points that we think needs further attention: 

• Legislative arrangements and other country-specific settings vary among SAIs.  

Before going forward with this report, a thorough assessments of the consequences 

should be made. 

• A further analysis should also consider the origin and development of the current 

framework. The reason behind the current structure and wording should be 

analysed in light of the current situation. 

• Although the analysis is not intended to question formal requirements, some of the 

suggestions and issues raised would probably have substantial impact on the way 

audits are done, if implemented. Such proposals should therefore not be part of the 

report 

• The analysis would benefit from a definition of “principles-based” and other central 

concepts? 

• In the analysis we should also bear in mind that the current IFPP is only one year 

old and SAIs and regions are struggling with adapting manuals and guides to the 

new format. It would therefore be unwise to suggest major changes at this stage. If 
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the framework is revised too often the credibility of INTOSAI as a standard setter 

would be at risk. 

These concerns are further elaborated in our answers to the questions on key issues 

below: 

1. Principles-based standards are ones which set out what should be achieved, but 

not how they should be achieved. To what extent to do you think that the IFPP in 

its current form achieves this aim?  

 The IFPP consist of overall principles (INTOSAI-P), standards/audit principles (ISSAIs) and practical 

guidance with examples (GUIDs). We are not sure whether you refer to the whole IFPP or just the ISSAI 

“box”, as we only have standards in the ISSAI box.  

There is no clear definition of what a principle-based standard is. As a comparison to other standard 

setters like the IAASB, the ISAs include both requirements (“what”) and guidance on what to consider 

when operationalizing them in the application material (the “how” to some extent). Our conclusion is that 

some additional guidance to the requirement may be necessary to include in a standard, to ensure that 

users have a common understanding of the requirement. However, it is important to separate the 

requirement from the additional guidance.  

 From a performance audit perspective, we believe that the IFPP is largely principles based in its current 

form. However (from a PA-perspective), some parts of the 300-level focuses on the execution of an audit 

and is as such a matter of how things should be achieved, e.g. the principles related to the audit process 

(planning, conducting, reporting and follow-up).  

2. The IFPP currently current contains principles in the form of INTOSAI-Ps 

(covering mostly organisational issues), as distinct from ISSAI principles covering 

audit issues. Do think this distinction between the different types of principles 

should be maintained, or if the framework would improve in clarity if it contained a 

single set of consistently conceived and presented principles?  

We believe that it is essential to keep the distinction with principles expressed in the ISSAI and the 

INTOSAI-P. The distinction that was made when the IFPP was introduced serves its purpose very well. 

The INTOSAI-P level includes the overarching documents such as the Lima declaration, important 

documents often used by SAIs in environments where their independence is threatened these principles are 

of a different kind than those described in for example ISSAI 100.  

3. The framework currently presents in ISSAIs 100, 200, 300 and 400 those 

requirements to be taken into account by those who wish to prepare their own 

standards or follow those prepared by others, and additional detailed requirements 
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in 2000, 3000 and 4000 for those who wish to implement the standards directly. 

The requirements set out in these two levels of documents are, of course, interlinked 

(and the issues connected with this approach set out in the interim report). Is this 

distinction necessary, or could the material be merged and an indication given of the 

minimum? 

To merge the material and include minimum requirements may well be suitable for developed SAIs, but it 

would not serve the purpose of providing explicit guidance for SAIs that wish to implement ready-made 

standards. The purpose of this kind of change needs to be considered carefully. We therefore come to the 

conclusion that there is a continuous need to have audit principles and audit standards as separate 

documents in the framework. This is a strategic question referring to the different purposes of the 

documents. Our community consist of SAIs from various environments and providing ready-to-use 

standards brings effectiveness to many SAIs. using the same standards within our community is a huge 

advantage – both in our capacity building and knowledge sharing work. Common understanding of the 

practices (on a more detailed level than just overall principles) creates a more dynamic exchange of 

practice.  

With this said we believe that the structure between ISSAI 100–400 and ISSAI 2000–4000 could be 

improved.  

4. The ISSAI framework is currently very extensive (some 260 pages), partly due to 

extensive amounts of repetition. Would you see benefits in clarity and application 

in slimming down the core framework (ISSAIs), in favour of extending guidance 

and good practice through GUIDs or other supporting  

There is a need to review the documents as to remove repetition, update terminology etc. 

From a performance audit perspective, a slimmed-down core framework supplemented by GUIDs and 

supporting on-line material would be a significant improvement in accessibility. Also, some SAIs (e.g. with 

regional offices in rural locations in some countries) still prefer printed documents rather than on-line 

resources. 

From a financial audit perspective, we do not think that the ISSAI box should be “slimmed down” as per 

se, meaning less requirements and producing a few principles on a very overall level.  

A prerequisite for an audit of high quality are professional auditors and qualitative standards. The 

standards describe the steps and considerations the auditor needs to take. The standards are very 

important form the user perspective. There is a risk that the user's confidence in the work of an auditor 

would be low if the audit were based on a few overall principles. INTOSAI would be an exception 

compared to other (external audit) standard setters, with only providing overall principles. Overall 

principles would also leave a lot of room for different interpretations on how to operationalize the 
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principles. This could affect the quality of the guidance. We also see a practical challenge for those SAIs 

who do not have the capability to develop national standards based on overall principles.  

 5. The current framework maintains a strict differentiation between currently 

defined audit ‘types’ (performance, compliance and financial audit) as if they are 

undertaken as distinct tasks. Does this reflect reality, or would reality be better 

served by recognising these as distinct types of audit objectives, a combination of 

which are often addressed in individual tasks? 

Many SAIs have legislation that provides for clear distinctions between the audit types. They also have 

different objectives, so we believe that it is essential to keep the audit types. In addition, this would imply 

quite radical changes which is not in line with the scope and aim of Component 1. 

 6. Do you believe that the content of the ISSAIs and GUIDs is easily identifiable, 

and it is clear what needs to be applied or used in what circumstances? Could 

accessibility be improved if the content was provided in a single online searchable 

resource, rather individual pdf documents? 

Yes, but both on-line resources and PDF documents would be needed during a transition period (see 

answer to question 4), not least when we work in environments where internet access is limited. We would 

underline that the accessibility for the financial audit standards needs to be improved. We would suggest 

having them on the issai.org page, as it was previously and not only referring to the website of IFAC  

7. In terms of financial audit objectives, the IFPP contains no requirements 

additional to those provided in the International Standards on Audit issued by 

IFAC, which contain increasing amounts of public sector-specific material. Should 

this have an impact on the way the IFPP presents its material on auditing financial 

statements or other financial information, and its content?  

This fact makes it extremely important that the ISAs are published in full text on issai.org and that it is 

clear that these are adopted by INTOSAI as the requirements for Financial audit. It is also important 

that any changes to ISA are considered by INTOSAI so that all requirements are relevant and that there 

are sufficient guidelines provided in GUID 2900  

It is important that INTOSAI is engaged in the work of IAASB, by commenting on drafts etc. We also 

believe that it is necessary for INTOSAI to reflect on the ISAs (when they are revised or new introduced) 

and decide whether we need some additional guidance for our context. However, it is important that this 

type of guidance/examples are not introduced as new additional requirements or mandatory additional 

guidance to consider when operationalizing the requirements.   


