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Fifth FIPP meeting – Ottawa – 18-21 July 2017 - Agenda item 3 – discussion on SDP 
project proposals yet to be received – clarity on scope and organisation of the project 

SDP project 2.3 – Using ISSAIs in accordance with the SAI’s mandate and carrying out combined audits 

Further guidance from FIPP – note on the potential scope of the project 

In the 2017-2019 strategic development plan, project 2.3 is described as follows: 

Project name 
(preliminary) 

Reasons for the project (FIPP’s 
considerations 

Original material 
reviewed or included 
as sources 

Preliminary 
group may be 
drawn from 

Category 

2.3. Using ISSAIs 
in accordance 
with the SAI’s 
mandate and 
carrying out 
combined audits 

The need for guidance on the 
strategic decisions of an SAI needs 
to take on the basis of its mandate 
before it applies the ISSAIs (cf. ISSAI 
100). The mandate defines the 
different types the different types 
of audits and engagements an SAI 
may carry out and ISSAIs need to be 
implemented accordingly. This may 
involve combined audits (cf. ISSAI 
100/23) 

No pre-existing 
guidance in the 
framework 

PSC mapping of 
mandates from 2012 

SAI database 

Experience from SAI-
PMF and IDI 

PSC, KSC, CBC 
and IDI 

To be 
determined 
(GUIDs) 

At its meeting on 8th and 9th June 2017 in Brasilia, the PSC-SC asked FIPP to further explain its expectations from the various 

SDP projects. The following points are intended to supplement the information on project 2.3 appearing in the SDP. 

1. ISSAI 100/16 states that “An SAI may make strategic decisions in order to respond to the requirements in its mandate 

and other legislative requirements. Such decisions may include which auditing standards are applicable, which 

engagements will be conducted and how they will be prioritised”. The guidance to be prepared under this project 

should include material on analysing the SAI’s mandate to decide which ISSAIs are the most appropriate in the 

circumstances (maybe an annex with some examples could be helpful). Often, this analysis will lead to the conclusion 

that it is appropriate for the SAI to undertake combined audits in order to fulfil its mandate. This might well include a 

flow diagram to map out the steps in the analysis process.  

2. ISSAI 4200 – “Compliance audit guidelines – compliance audit related to the audit of financial statements” was 

withdrawn at the 2016 INCOSAI. There is a need to consider whether new guidance is needed on combined audits to 

replace this. If so, this needs to be aligned with ISSAIs 100 and 400. 

3. Presently, (new) ISSAI 4000 (Compliance audit standards) is completely silent on the existence of ISSAI 1250 

(Consideration of Laws and Regulations in an Audit of Financial Statements). This is a potential source of confusion. 

Some guidance is needed on which ISSAI to apply in which circumstances 

4. Meanwhile, paragraph P5 of the Practice Note to ISSAI 1250 currently1 has the following: “… These additional 

responsibilities, and related audit and reporting objectives, are dealt with in the INTOSAI Compliance Audit Guidelines 

                                                             

1 The financial audit practice notes are being revised in SDP project 1.3  
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(ISSAI 4000 and 4200). Public sector auditors with such additional responsibilities consider ISSAIs 4000 and 4200.” 

Some guidance on how to take into account ISSAI 4000 in these circumstances might be appropriate 

5. As regards combined performance and compliance audit, ISSAI 300 states that “the primary objective of the audit 

should guide the auditors as to which standards to apply” whilst ISSAI 400 says “auditors should use their professional 

judgement to decide whether performance or compliance is the primary focus of the audit, and whether to apply the 

ISSAIs on performance auditing, compliance auditing or both.” ISSAIs 300 and 400 are thus almost fully consistent with 

one another, the difference being “or both” in ISSAI 400. An explanation is needed. 

6. The initial assessment for the project proposal should consider whether there is any need for guidance on combined 

financial and performance audit.  

7. Some SAIs are required to report on the reliability of performance data produced by management. As this data is 

typically produced as a result of a statutory or regulatory requirement, the examination of its reliability might be 

considered as compliance auditing. The initial assessment for the project proposal should consider whether there is 

any need for guidance on this matter.  

8. ISSAI 4000 deals with various aspects of fraud (risk of fraud, considerations related to the reporting of suspected 

unlawful acts) without making any mention of ISSAI 1240 (The auditor’s responsibility relating to fraud in an audit of 

financial statements). It would be useful if the initial assessment included a check that ISSAI 1240 and ISSAI 4000 are 

consistent with each other. 

9. SDP projects 1.2 (ISSAI 200), 1.3 (Practice notes) and 2.1 (financial audit guidance on assessing the suitability of the 

accounting framework) may well produce elements relevant to this project. The project should thus include liaison 

with the 1.2, 1.3 and 2.1 project teams.  

It can be noted that (1) CAS, as the former “owners” of ISSAI 4200, may be best positioned to provide the leadership of this 

project and (2) IDI have nominated Mr Shofiqul ISLAM as their representative for the project team. 

 

At its meeting of the 18th to 21st July 2017, FIPP considered at length the above “further guidance” 

 and gave the following additional guidance on its expectations from the task. 

FIPP considered that this project has the potential to make the IFPP more popular within the INTOSAI community. 

However to do so the project proposal needs to elaborate the following points / problems: 

I. Whilst there will be isolated cases of pure Financial Audit or pure Compliance Audit, such cases will probably be 

the exception rather than the rule. Most audits in this field will contain a mixture of the two types (or 

conceivably in cases, a mixture of performance and compliance audits). There needs to be an analysis of the 

incidence and frequency of joint audits. The project might consider in its scope a survey of (a sample of) SAIs to 

enquire how they carry out combined audits, how they implement the standards for combined audits, what 
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problems they encounter, and the solutions found. From the survey results it may be desirable to consider if 

any benchmarks or best practice can be drawn. 

 

II. There should be a clear definition of what a combined audit is and this should be backed-up by reference to 

existing standards. However there should be no expectation that combined audits are actually a new type of 

audit. In defining combined audits, it may also be useful to use flow diagrams to map out the analysis and 

decision making for the planning, execution and reporting stages of the audit engagement.  

 

III. In the analysis, a further distinction also needs to be made and analysed between SAIs with a jurisdictional and 

non-jurisdictional mandate. In this case information might usefully be exchanged with the former members of 

the harmonisation project team (now disbanded) and input additionally sought from the regions. 

 

IV. There needs to be a clearer link between the theory (as outlined in the ISSAIs) and current practice (what 

auditors are actually doing as part of the audit engagement). To do this, there needs to be a good, solid initial 

assessment of what is happening on the ground (see point (I) above). However the role played by ISSAI 1240 

(The auditor’s responsibilities relating to fraud in an audit of financial statements and ISSAI 1250 (Consideration 

of laws and regulations in an audit of financial statements) should not be overstated in the analysis.  

 

V. Each assurance engagement is either an attestation engagement or a direct reporting engagement. Direct 

reporting engagements and attestation engagements differ based on who prepares and measures/evaluates 

the subject matter. The subject matter could either be set out in the mandate or selected by the SAI. When 

considering combined audits this distinction also needs to be analysed. 

 

VI. The composition of the sub-tasks in this project and related working groups needs to be clarified and the 

timetable for completion needs to be realistically assessed and this means that a deadline of 2019 is most likely 

unfeasible. However, it is essential to have a good, solid product based on a rigorous initial assessment, even if 

this means that the 2019 deadline cannot be achieved. One of FIPP’s concerns in examining the initial 

assessment and the project proposal will be that the project timetable is realistic. 
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