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FOREWORD 

It is my great pleasure to present the 2018 State of the Region: ICBF Self-Assessment Report. The 
report provides information from an institutional perspective on SAIs’ level of development and the 
level of public sector auditing in the region. Based on a yearly review of the assessment questions, the 
questionnaire has been updated and some questions have been revised in line with changes to the 
requirements of ISSAI 12, ISSAI 20, the new ISSAI 30, ISSAI 40, ISSAI 100, 200, 300 and 400.  

Whilst the challenges highlighted in this report are enormous, it is certainly within the capability of all 
SAIs to continue improving their performance, and thus facilitate public service transparency and 
accountability throughout the region. Over time the progress made by SAIs is visible and will 
eventually demonstrate the impact of their work in the years ahead by means of improved 
accountability, transparency and governance in the region’s public sector. 

At the regional level, capacity building support is provided to SAIs in the form of regional training 
workshops, development of audit guidance materials, SAI-level support visits and other interventions 
as contributions towards efficient and effective ISSAI implementation at the SAI level. The 
responsibility rests with SAIs to use such information and materials to identify gaps within the 
framework of their individual resource constraints as inputs that would ensure the deliverance of 
value and benefits to their societies.  

We held a training workshop on the ICBF guideline in February 2019, to enhance the understanding 
of the ICBF questions and the scoring criteria, and to improve the quality of the self-assessment 
results. It is expected that this will become an annual intervention to provide SAIs with a platform to 
discuss and share experiences regarding the use of the self-assessment results and the extent to which 
the results correlate with the findings of QA support visits. High correlation of the ICBF self-assessment 
results with the institutional QA reviews is extremely important to identify capacity gaps and introduce 
relevant interventions at regional level. This will enhance the Secretariat’s understanding of the needs 
of individual SAIs and the region as a whole. 

For the fourth year running, we used the SurveyMonkey platform, enabling us to receive all 
questionnaire responses online. We envisage that the Secretariat will continue to automate its 
offerings going forward. We will also continue to link the outcomes of this self-assessment to the SAIs’ 
needs and the impact of the capacity building interventions in the region. 

It should however be noted that, when both the member SAIs’ leadership and the Secretariat co-own 
the successful implementation and skills transfer following capacity building interventions, 
improvements in the SAIs will be exponential. This improvement will be enhanced by the cooperation 
and coordinated efforts of donors with bilateral agreements in SAIs and the Secretariat’s intervention 
in the SAIs and in the region.  

 

Meisie Nkau  
Chief Executive Officer 
AFROSAI-E Secretariat 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
The State of the Region: Self-Assessment Report provides a cross-sectional and longitudinal view of 
how member SAIs have performed and progressed in terms of the ICBF for the reporting period of 12 
months ending December 31, 2018. The report also provides generic information on the position of 
the SAIs in the region which may be in the interest of their own development and of their stakeholders. 
 
The report is based on the results of the ICBF questionnaire that are sent out annually to member SAIs 
online. The results of the self-assessment in the 2018 report show that the member SAIs’ responses 
are stabilising. On a general level there is more self-awareness by SAIs as they complete the 
questionnaire, thus allowing for a more consistent way of interpreting results between the years. In 
addition, the knowledge and skills gained during the annual ICBF workshops appear to be positively 
influencing the stabilisation of the SAIs’ scores. As a result, the correlation level between the self-
assessment results and those of the QA support visit reviews is about 70% (2016: 68%) against a target 
of 90% to 100%. 
 
There are areas where SAIs overrated and underrated themselves across the five domains. The 
overrating of scores was identified by comparing SAIs’ scores with the transversal findings of QA 
support visits carried out during the same period. The SAIs concerned should be engaged to support 
them in building adequate capacity for carrying self-assessments that produce valid and reliable 
results. Further, to improve the correlation levels, SAIs may in future need to deliberately link any 
increase in self-assessment scores to the results of QA support visits as part of the validation process. 
 
On the development of public sector auditing in the region, a general incremental improvement across 
the five ICBF domains over the past four years has been recorded. In general, the responses to the 
gaps across the five domains range from fair to good. The increasing capacity building interventions 
provided across the region during this period may explain the link to the impact being made. However, 
there are still capacity gaps and challenges across the domains when it comes to the existence of SAI 
policies and systems versus their actual implementation. Under the domains the key challenges were 
identified as absence of updated work tools and inadequate manpower and skills to man the various 
SAI functions. In their comments SAIs singled out funding constraints, inadequate resources and legal 
framework gaps as challenges that threatened their independence and operational effectiveness. 
These constraints and persistent challenges encountered by SAIs would potentially continue to 
present themselves as strategic and operational risks that regional and SAI-leadership teams are 
expected to mitigate.  
 
A significant number of SAIs are still encountering organisational and process level challenges that 
threaten the sustainable delivery of high-quality audit services. The establishment and maintenance 
of robust quality control management systems as a universal prerequisite for the sustainable delivery 
of ISSAI-compliant audit services was ranked high by SAIs. This was corroborated by the transversal 
findings of QA support visits conducted during the period. For instance, SAIs’ quality control 
monitoring tools like QA handbooks/guidelines, policies and annual QA programmes, were either not 
in existence or in draft form. Further, the quality control management measures were found to be 
outdated or in draft form over several years. It is therefore important for SAIs to continue 
strengthening their quality control management and monitoring measures to ensure the delivery of 
credible ISSAI-compliant audit services. 

 

  



 

 

7 AFROSAI-E State of the Region: ICBF Self-Assessment Report for the Year 2018 

 

Implications for SAIs and regional stakeholders 

The observations in this report raise several capacity building risks that require the attention of SAIs. 
There are opportunities that can be exploited across all five the domains to design and deliver capacity 
building initiatives to address the various capacity gaps and challenges identified. The opportunities 
in the five domains are summarised as follows: 
  

1. Operationalising SAIs’ independence presents opportunities to develop tools for engaging the 
legislature and the executive to create an enabling environment that is necessary for the SAIs 
to effectively execute their mandate. As such, the regional and development partners should 
continue to support SAIs to earn and maintain their financial and administrative independence 
as follows: 
 
1.1 Constraints brought about by SAIs’ Board/Commission approval requirements need to be 

addressed through providing guidance to SAIs on how to legally achieve role clarity 
regarding Boards/Commissions without infringing on the independence of the Head of 
the SAI. Further, there is a need to develop support mechanisms that would empower 
SAIs to earn and maintain their financial and administrative independence. 

1.2 SAIs should continue to engage relevant stakeholders to ensure that their Heads of SAIs 
are appointed for a fixed term that is not based on the age of retirement. As such, SAIs 
should engage their stakeholders to facilitate the review and amendment of laws to 
provide for Heads of SAIs to be appointed for sufficiently long and fixed terms.  

 
2. SAIs should continue to prioritise the establishment of appropriately resourced internal QA 

functions or units across all the audit disciplines to monitor compliance with SAIs’ policies, 
processes, structures and systems to ensure that quality is mainstreamed and integrated 
across all operations of the SAIs.  

3. At the centre of SAIs’ performance is the development of effective leadership teams to show 
the way and demonstrate “tone at the top” by “walking the talk”. Consequently, the 
development of leaders and leadership teams should be intentionally pursued at both the 
regional and SAI levels. The development of that type of leadership should include integrity 
and ethical challenges at the workplace.  

 
4. SAIs need sustained development support in the implementation of Integrated Competency 

Frameworks, HR strategies and planning, monitoring and evaluation of HR processes, 
implementation of knowledge management systems, HR retention and reward and 
recognition policies. Moreover, capacity development support should be made available to 
SAIs in developing and implementing their professionalisation programmes. Within these 
initiatives the development of critical leadership and management, which would inspire and 
drive the SAI’s strategic direction change initiative, is fundamental. 

 
4.1 SAIs that operate under the Public Service Commission should engage and partner with 

the relevant Public Service Commissions more frequently. The aim should be to 
strengthen collaboration and to work on a long-term sustainability process where the 
SAIs are provided with greater responsibility in terms of managing their own human 
resources. The key focus should be for the Public Service Commission to appreciate the 
operations of the SAI as well as the unique HR needs of such important institutions, 
especially in terms of the ISSAIs and other international good practices. 

4.2 There is a need to prioritise the development of support mechanisms to expedite 
professionalisation at the SAI level through training in the “absorption and 
implementation” of learning at both the SAI and public sector levels. 

 



 

 

8 AFROSAI-E State of the Region: ICBF Self-Assessment Report for the Year 2018 

 

5. The region and SAIs are encouraged to ensure the development of sustainable capacities 
across their audit disciplines, especially in the audit of sustainable development goals (SDGs), 
Agenda 2063 goals, information technology and other emerging themes. Closing existing 
technical gaps around the training of technical staff, monitoring the effectiveness of systems 
as well as computerising the audit processes including the use of CAATs require prioritisation 
at both regional and SAI levels.  
 
5.1 SAIs also need to continue prioritising adequate capacity to develop and implement 

overall annual audit plans that are linked to strategic and operational plans. 
 

6. SAIs should communicate their audit results in good time and submit or table and widely 
distribute their annual audit reports within their statutory deadlines. Timely submission and 
publication of audit results by SAIs would enable effective support to their respective 
governments to improve performance, enhance transparency, ensure accountability, fight 
corruption and foster the efficient and effective use of public resources for the benefit of 
citizens. 
 
6.1 The potential of performance auditing to contribute to more effective policies based on 

informed policy decisions requires both SAIs and their PACs to share the responsibility of 
ensuring timely publication of all performance audit reports. 

 

7. SAIs should continue prioritising good governance practices that enhance transparency and 
improve accountability by annually reporting on their own performance and publishing such 
reports in Parliament. To support these efforts, the development and implementation of 
stakeholder engagement tools, policies and strategies that can be customised to specific SAI 
environments should be prioritised.  
 

8. SAIs should be encouraged to embrace sustainability as a cross-cutting issue in their 
operations as model public organisations. In the area of emerging issues, SAIs should have the 
required skills and knowledge to be able to audit sustainability challenges in their countries. 
SAIs should also instil a culture of being guardians of their society and their natural 
environment by understanding their own impact on the natural environment and society. This 
will in turn ensure healthy and sustainable ecosystems, resulting in the well-being of all 
citizens in the interests of a prosperous region.  
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 : INTRODUCTION 

1.1.  The ICBF  

In 2006, at its annual meeting, the AFROSAI-E Board adopted the Institutional Capacity Building 
Framework (ICBF) as a basis for monitoring the development of public sector auditing in the region. 
The ICBF consists of five development levels (1 to 5) and five institutional domains namely:  
 

1. Independence and Legal Framework;  
2. Organisation and Management;  
3. Human Resources;  
4. Audit Standards and Methodology; and 
5. Communication and Stakeholder Management.  

 
The framework is based on the International Standards of Supreme Audit Institutions (ISSAIs) and 
other international and regional best practices as benchmarks against which development and 
performance are measured. The intent is to reach the established level (level 3) and ideally an 
optimised level (level 4) of institutional capacity in each of the five domains in the best possible way. 
An illustration of the development levels of the ICBF is presented in table 1 below.  
 

Institutional Capacity Development Framework (ICBF) 

INSTITUTIONAL PERSPECTIVE (DOMAINS) 

D
EV

EL
O

P
M

EN
T 

LE
V

EL
 

 Independence 
and 

Legal Framework 

Organisation 
and 

Management 

Human 
Resources 

Audit Standards 
and 

Methodology 

Communication 
and 

Stakeholder Management 

Level 5 ------------------------------------------OPTIMI SE D LE VEL ---------------------------------------------------- 

Level 4 ------------------------------------------MANAGE D LE VEL ------------------------------------------------------ 

Level 3 ------------------------------------------EST ABL I SHE D LE VEL ------------------------------------------------- 

Level 2 ------------------------------------------DEVELOPI NG LE VEL -------------------------------------------------- 

Level 1 ------------------------------------------FOUNDI NG LE VEL ----------------------------------------------------- 

 
Table 1: The five levels and the institutional perspective on each level of the ICBF  

 
Each domain in the framework is composed of elements (appendix 1) considered necessary to build a 
sustainable SAI and all indicators must be met before a SAI can achieve a particular level. The five 
domains are interdependent and as such, there is a need to develop them in congruence. For example, 
communication is an important cross-cutting issue for independence, human resources and 
implementation of audit standards; thus it would need to be developed not only in the 
Communication and Stakeholder Management domain but practised across other domains as well. 
Consequently, for a SAI to fulfil the conditions of the development level of a domain or element, all 
the conditions within that level must be fulfilled before it can be said the SAI has achieved that specific 
level of development. 
 
The ICBF can be used both for diagnostic/assessment purposes and as a guideline on how to 
systematically develop the capacity of the SAI. By using the ICBF, a SAI enhances its possibilities to 
develop its different branches in parallel; for example, strategic management, core auditing business 
and corporate services, so that they can be linked to support one another. This is especially important 
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in relation to the linkages between the functional/operational planning of a SAI and its strategic 
planning, monitoring and reporting functions and processes.  
 
Thus, the objective of the framework is to help the SAI focus on how it can improve its results and 
thereby its position in relation to its counterparts in the INTOSAI community and specifically in the 
AFROSAI-E region. It is therefore much more than an instrument for self-assessment, which 
differentiates it from most other capacity building models. While the assessment results of the 
individual domains of the ICBF provide useful information on their own, analysis of information from 
across all the domains is fundamental in order to come up with a comprehensive measure of the 
region’s or a SAI’s level of development. 

1.2.  The annual ICBF questionnaire  

The annual questionnaire is developed based on the five ICBF domains and its five development levels. 
This year the majority of the 2018 questions were adjusted to align with the indicators and the criteria 
used in the SAI-PMF as well as to provide better guidance to SAIs when completing the questionnaire. 
As such, the 2018 questionnaire had 190 questions (128 questions within the five domains) as well as 
an additional section containing 62 general questions addressing the SAI’s outputs, outcomes and 
environment. The results of the questionnaire responses were aggregated to produce the State of the 
Region: Self-Assessment Report. The general questions were not used to measure the SAIs’ 
development levels but were instead used to provide context and add to the narrative content of the 
report.  
 
The report covers a broad overview of how the region has progressed and developed within the five 
domains of the ICB framework. In order to provide greater perspective, comparative results for years 
2015 to December 2018 were used. The analysis addresses issues relating to the 2015-2019 strategic 
direction of the region. For purposes of ensuring report clarity and conciseness, about ten more 
questions were added to the general part of the 2018 survey.  
 
Notwithstanding the above factors, the questions are still aligned to the basic values and principles of 
the five domains of the ICBF and its regional context. Further, lessons learnt from previous surveys 
were captured and instrumental in shaping the questions for the 2015-2019 strategic period. It is 
pleasing to note a 100% response rate was achieved  for the 2018 survey as shown in Table 2. 
 

Response rates over the years  

Year Response rate 

2006 52% 

2007 57% 

2008 74% 

2009 96% 

2010 100% 

2011 87% 

2012 88% 

2013 100% 

2014 92% 

2015 96% 

2016 92% 

2017 96% 

2018 100% 

Table 2: Number of SAIs responding to the survey over the years 2006-2018 
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1.3.  Quality assurance reviews 

Institutional QA reviews are conducted at SAIs on a three-year basis and used as, amongst others, a 
mechanism to monitor compliance with ISSAIs and development levels within the five ICBF domains. 
The reviews focus both on the audit engagements and institutional levels of SAIs, after which a 
confidential report is submitted to the AG together with recommendations for improvement.  
 
In 2017 two QA certification workshops were conducted to certify regional QA reviewers based on 
existing audit tools and general ICBF measures. The SAIs are expected to use the certified reviewers 
to strengthen their internal QA units or functions. On the other hand, the Secretariat is using the 
certified reviewers during the AFROSAI-E tri-annual QA reviews. The main observations from the 
reviews are summarised and form part of the findings and conclusions of this report.  
 
The objectivity and credibility of the annual self-assessment results are ensured to an extent through 
the QA reviews. The results of the QA reviews are compared to the self-assessment results to highlight 
areas where the SAIs are over- or underrated. It is therefore important for SAIs’ leadership to consider 
their QAR outcomes and compare these with their self-assessment scores with a view to taking 
corrective action where applicable. 

1.4.  AFROSAI-E development tools 

AFROSAI-E has embarked on a structured process to support SAI members to comply with and 
implement ISSAIs by focusing on the following key activities: 
 
• Developing audit tools and training interventions; 
• Providing capacity building support and assistance on request by members; 
• Supporting its member SAIs to establish robust quality control practices; 
• Monitoring the implementation of ISSAIs.  
 
In support of the developmental targets set by the Governing Board for the region, the Secretariat 
produces a range of capacity building tools. These include guidance materials (handbooks, guidelines 
and manuals), courseware (including e-learning programmes), training workshops (regional and in-
country) as well as on-site support and QA reviews. The following handbooks and guidelines were 
formally launched during 2018: 
 

• Human Resources Handbook; 

• External Communication Toolkit; 

• Extractive Industries Guideline (exposure draft); 

• Quality Assurance (QA) Handbook (exposure draft);  

• Public Financial Management (PFM) Reporting Framework (exposure draft). 
 
In-country rollouts of the Management Development (MDP) courses and follow-up workshops are also 
used to customise and implement the range of development tools that are available. The Senior 
Leadership Development Programme (SLDP) as well as the Executive Leadership Development 
Programme (ELDP) are also designed to support the establishment of professional, relevant and 
competent top leaders that would lead their organisations towards full compliance with international 
standards. (Details of these programmes are included in the Integrated Report of the Secretariat.)  
 
The development of SAIs in the region is not only based on capacitating regional resource persons 
from member SAIs but is also materially dependent on support from institutional and other partners. 
AFROSAI-E is working closely with subject matter experts from its institutional and other partners 
together with members who are willing to support their counterparts at regional and bilateral events. 
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In view of the need to strengthen this model of working relationships, resource persons are organised 
into different networks to enable the building of capacity within the different strategic imperatives. 

1.5.  The ICBF and SAI-Performance Measurement Framework (SAI-PMF) 

AFROSAI-E continued in 2018 to ensure alignment of the ICBF with the SAI-Performance Measurement 
Framework1 (SAI-PMF). In view of its regional context and development requirements the ICBF 
questions have been partially aligned to the SAI-PMF to allow the region to monitor developments 
effectively. This was also discussed with participants during the ICBF workshops. The process will 
continue during 2019 to ensure that the tool fully addresses possible gaps that may be identified. 

 
Although the ICBF and SAI-PMF tools 
assign different domain names, i.e. the 
ICBF has five and the SAI-PMF has six 
(refer to box 1), on a general level the 
two frameworks use similar criteria to 
measure performance. In terms of the 
criteria for assessment the ICBF is 
aligned to the SAI-PMF. However, there 
are areas where the two frameworks 
differ, namely in relation to weighting 
when addressing the methodology of 
scoring, overall scoring per domain, 

external review processes and what defines a domain and indicators. Going forward as an operational 
and monitoring tool the ICBF outcomes can be used to complement the SAI-PMF.  
 
On the other hand, the ICBF, as an efficient and cost-effective method for members to assess their 
performance on an annual basis, is only one way for a SAI to capture its position and its needs for 
development. A SAI can have additional means like the SAI-PMF and other available business tools for 
this purpose. As discussed during the 2017 Governing Board meeting, SAIs are encouraged to use the 
SAI-PMF at intervals of at least five years or as required and agreed between them and their 
development partners.  

1.6.  Structure of the report 

The 2018 reporting period uses the five domains to structure the report. The data is presented in two 
forms, that is, aggregated averages on clustered responses from SAIs and a detailed analysis of key 
issues within each domain. Thereafter the report moves to conclusions. This is done to ensure that 
the needs of stakeholders are appropriately captured. 
 
The results reflected in this report are used by the Secretariat to better understand the needs and 
challenges of member SAIs. It is a vital source of information for long-term and annual operational 
planning and provides a comparative position of SAIs in the region for the interest of their 
stakeholders. 

 
  

                                                           
1 The SAI-Performance Measurement Framework (SAI-PMF) is an international tool for the assessment of a SAI’s performance against the 

International Standards of Supreme Audit Institutions (ISSAIs) and other established international good practices. It was developed under 

the auspices of the INTOSAI Working Group on the Value and Benefits of SAIs, with support from the INTOSAI-Donor Cooperation, and is 

implemented under INTOSAI ownership in collaboration with the donor community 
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 : AGGREGATED ASSESSMENT OF THE FIVE DOMAINS  

This chapter covers the average integrated regional development and individual SAI development 
scores against each of the five domains. The self-assessment average scores within each of the 
domains range from level 0 - 5 of the ICBF. The regional target is to achieve level three and above. The 
integrated summary of the region’s development level in 2018 identifies marginal progress, gaps and 
challenges that member SAIs are still facing in their quest to achieve level 3 and above of the ICBF. 
The individual SAIs’ development levels are captured in appendix 2. 

2.1.  Average scores of the ICBF domains 

On aggregate level there were marginal movements in the domains over the past four years (figure 
1). 

• Independence and Legal Framework increased to 3.16 in 2018 from 3.07 in 2017.  

• Organisation and Management increased to 2.78 in 2018 from 2.77 in 2017. 

• Human Resources decreased to 2.47 in 2018 from 2.57 in 2017. 

• Audit Standards and Methodology remained the same at 2.76 in 2018 as compared with the 
previous year. 

• Communication and Stakeholder Management increased to 2.62 in 2018 from 2.55 in 2017.  
 

 
 

 
 

The Independence and Legal Framework domain has achieved level 3 since 2013 and has marginally 
increased when compared with the past four years. While there is a marginal increase in the aggregate 
score, a number of SAIs commented that they were still encountering challenges because of the 
involvement of the executive in setting budget ceilings and delays in budgetary releases during the 
2018 fiscal period. Whilst the extent of budget cuts and ceilings varied across the SAIs it has been 
observed that economic growth and development of most member countries has been lethargic over 
the last decade and in some countries political instability which at times involved violence have 
worsened the rates of poverty. About three SAIs’ secondary legal frameworks were under review in 
2018 and were in the process of being finalised. Some of the legal framework bills spilled over from 
the previous year. The approval of these new laws is expected to significantly improve the legal 
independence of those SAIs.  
 
Two other domains, namely Organisation and Management and Communication and Stakeholder 
Management also experienced marginal increases; the Audit Standards & Methodology domain and 
the Human Resources domain saw a slight decrease as shown in figure 1. These marginal increases 

3,16
2,78

2,47
2,76 2,62
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Figure 1:  Average self-assessed domain levels for the region between 2015 and 2018 
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and decreases in the four domains appear to be readjustments as SAIs become more aware and 
knowledgeable on how to assess themselves. For instance, for the second year running the Secretariat 
hosted an ICBF workshop2 and 13 SAIs (2017: 6 SAIs) sent participants. The scores of the majority of 
the SAIs who attended the workshop show significant decreases across the domains. Table 2 shows 
the marginal differences of SAIs’ scores between the two years 2017 and 2018. 
 
As shown in Table 2 the 
SAIs that attended the 
ICBF workshops reflected 
significant readjustment 
of their scores as they 
sought to provide scores 
that reflected the 
practical realities of their 
state of development 
when compared with the 
previous year. Based on 
the results obtained from 
this year’s self-
assessment by SAIs who 
attended the workshop it 
can be concluded that 
the workshops are 
assisting SAIs to score 
their performance 
realistically, which is 
good for the region. To 
date there are 14 SAIs 
that have attended the 
ICBF workshops inclusive 
of those that attended in 
2018. Should the other 
remaining 12 countries 
attend the ICBF 
workshops, there is a 
higher probability that the average scores across the domains will also be readjusted. It is expected 
that the results will further reduce the occurrence of SAIs over- or underscoring themselves, as well 
as enhancing the use of the ICBF tool as both an operational and monitoring tool for the achievement 
of their strategic goals. The results would also enable the Secretariat to improve the planning, delivery, 
monitoring and reporting on the impact of its capacity building interventions.    
 
On the other hand, within this framework, it is leadership’s responsibility to develop strategies and 
drive SAIs to achieve higher levels of performance for the benefit of the citizenry within the constraints 
of their specific political, economic, social and legal environments. Second, the development of a 
majority of member SAIs can also reflect the economic performance and political stability of their 
countries. This is especially significant for SAIs that are operating in economically and politically 
challenging environments.  

                                                           
2 The main objectives of the ICBF workshops include equipping participants with the knowledge and skills to apply the principles, terminology 

and methodology of the ICBF self-assessment tool and apply them annually to monitor and report the development and performance of 

SAIs. The purpose is to support SAIs in building their capacity to complete and use the results of the ICBF self-assessment tool. 

Table 2:  Marginal differences of SAIs’ scores between 2017 and 2018 

Independent 
& Legal 

Framework 

Organisation 
& 

Management 

Human 
Resources 

Audit 
Standards & 

Methodology 

Communication 
& Stakeholder 
Management 

Aggregate 
Difference 

-0.35  -0.11  -0.90  -0.25  -0.40  -2.01  

0.10 -0.04 0.51 0.37 0.38 1.32 

-1.01 -0.20 -1.02 -0.89 -1.48 -4.60 

0.20 0.55 -0.01 0.33 0.57 1.65 

1.46 0.46 0.71 0.69 1.34 4.65 

-0.44 -0.39 -0.17 0.08 -0.24 -1.16 

-1.00 -0.34 -0.28 -0.30 -1.10 -3.01 

0.10 0.39 0.13 -0.07 0.81 1.35 

0.31 0.44 0.18 0.91 1.09 2.94 

0.62 0.25 0.52 0.53 0.51 2.43 

0.55 0.15 0.87 0.00 0.60 2.17 

-0.65 -0.42 -0.38 -0.77 -0.14 -2.37 

-0.26 -0.61 -1.14 -0.01 -0.57 -2.59 

0.73 0.84 0.94 0.65 0.35 3.52 

0.41 -0.25 -0.29 -0.53 0.25 -0.42 

0.09 -0.63 -0.56 -0.61 -0.21 -1.92 

-0.10 0.10 0.46 0.14 0.14 0.74 

0.08 0.08 -0.05 -0.04 0.22 0.30 

0.34 0.18 -0.48 -0.48 -0.62 -1.07 

-0.02 0.07 -0.04 -0.16 -0.07 -0.22 

-0.03 -0.52 -0.74 -0.17 -0.44 -1.89 

-0.11 -0.55 -1.00 -0.53 -0.50 -2.68 

0.41 0.39 0.57 -0.05 0.55 1.85 

0.02 0.31 0.03 0.33 0.69 1.38 
0.35 0.08 -0.24 -0.12 -0.18 -0.11 

0.31 -0.16 -0.02 -0.21 0.18 0.09 
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2.2.  SAIs achieving level three and above 

The target is that 40% of SAIs should attain level three and above. Table 3 shows the number of SAIs 
that were on level 3 and above from 2015 to 2018. 
 

Number of SAIs on level 3 and above of the ICBF 

 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Level 3+ Level 3+ 
Level 3+ Level 3+ 

Independence & Legal Framework 15 16 13 
15 

Organisation & Management 6 7 7 10 

Human Resources 3 7 5 6 

Audit Standards & Methodology 10 7 9 9 

Communication & Stakeholder Management 4 5 7 8 

2.3.  Internal quality control processes  

The development and effective application of internal quality control processes is fundamental for 
SAIs to effectively deliver on their audit mandates. To monitor the establishment of quality control 
management systems by member SAIs the average scores of twenty selected questions were analysed 
(appendix 3 shows the list of selected questions). These questions cover different aspects of quality, 
addressing both institutional and individual audit disciplines such as financial, compliance, 
performance and IT auditing. Unlike the previous year, in 2018 questions relating to the monitoring 
function of quality control were included. However, the IT questions that did not address process 
issues were excluded from the list that was used to calculate the levels of development because IT 
audits are assumed to be integrated with the other types of audits.  

 
 

29%
25%

20%
23%

31%

37%

32%

19%

40%
38%

48%

58%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

2015 2016 2017 2018

Below level 2.5 Between level 2.5 and 2.99 Level 3 and above

Table 3:  Number of SAIs on level 3 and above of the ICBF  

Figure 2: Scoring of quality control measures by SAIs calculated on a selected subset of twenty questions 
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Figure 2 shows the percentage of SAIs that have established ISSAI-compliant quality control 
management systems. The average scores from 2015 to 2018 show some good improvements; for 
instance, the number of SAIs that scored 3 and above increased from 40% in 2015 to 58% in 2018. 
77% of the SAIs indicated that they had reached level 2.5 and above in 2018.  
 
The improvement can be attributed to the quality control and assurance capacity building 
interventions. For example, in 2017 two workshops under the Quality Assurance Certification 
Programme were conducted, of which the main objectives were to: 

• Strengthen SAIs’ internal QA review processes and procedures;  

• Equip/refresh participants with basic knowledge and skills to carry out QA reviews; 

• Expose participants to the processes and procedures of AFROSAI-E’s QA reviews. 
 
A significant number of SAIs indicated that they were prioritising the setting up of QA functions. This 
included the development and implementation of robust quality control measures for the SAIs, 
development of systems for following up audit recommendations at the institutional level, identifying 
possible gaps, strengths and weaknesses and designing strategies that addressed the same. These 
gaps were also identified in the transversal findings of the QA support visits conducted in 2018.  

2.4.  Comparison of self-assessment with the results of the 2018 quality assurance reviews  

In 2018 four QA reviews were conducted, during which the self-assessment scores were compared 
using the rating for 10 key questions – as another subset of questions in the self-assessment 
questionnaire3 – with the SAIs’ QA review results. Table 4 shows the difference between the maturity 
levels according to the QA reports on the one hand and the SAIs’ own self-assessed rating in the self-
assessment questionnaire for 2018. It should be noted that the QA transversal findings being referred 
to in this report were drawn only from the four SAIs and as such the findings may not be representative 
enough to generalise the conclusions.  
 

 
The results showed that 55% (56% in 2017) of member SAIs’ self-assessment levels correlated with 
the QA review results and in 15% (12% in 2017) of the cases SAIs underrated themselves. However, 
30% (32% in 2017) of the SAIs’ self-assessment levels were higher than the QA review results. This 
brings the aggregate correlation level to 70%. The 30% over-assessment by some SAIs is still high. This 
is also corroborated by QA transversal findings for the past four years in which 28 SAIs were reviewed. 

                                                           
3 The scores of self-assessment questions compared with the results of the QA visits are attached in appendix 4 

Comparison between self-assessed level and QA reports for 10 questions in 2018 

QUESTION 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total % 

Self-assessed > QA report 
2 1 1 1 1 2 0 2 2 0 12 30% 

Self-assessed = QA report 1 1 3 3 2 1 3 2 2 4 22 55% 

Self-assessed < QA report 

1 2 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 6 15% 

Table 4:  Self-assessed levels of SAIs compared with the results of the four SAIs’ 2018 QA reports 
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During the process of comparing the SAI scores with results of the reports on QA support visits, 
instances of overrating were identified. Overrating may be attributed to misunderstanding of the 
questions or misconception when interpreting the existence of a control measure against 
implementation of the same to warrant a score of level 3. Second, the over-assessment may also be 
attributed partly to a lack of appreciation by SAIs of the principles and application benefits of the ICBF 
self-assessment tool. As already raised in table 2 in paragraph 1.2 of this chapter: the majority of SAIs 
who participated in the ICBF workshops submitted scores that were lower than those who did not 
participate. Thus, it is argued that more member SAIs should be trained in the use of the ICBF scoring 
methodology to ensure improvement in the correlation of the results. In February 2019 thirteen SAIs 
were trained, but more SAIs should be trained to ensure submission of more objective scores. 

2.5.  Communicating audit results 

Audit outcomes are results of the interplay between a SAI’s inputs, outputs and its processes and 
systems. Principle 4 of ISSAI 12 (Value and Benefits of SAIs) requires SAIs to publicly report their audit 
results to enable the public to hold government and public sector entities accountable. Whether it is 
communicating with internal or external stakeholders, the type and quality of the tools and channels 
of engagement used by the SAI to deliver its audit services are important.  
 
Most SAIs indicated that they had the freedom to decide on the content and timing of their audit 
reports, as well as the publishing and distribution thereof, with fewer than three SAIs indicating that 
they were unable to exercise this freedom because they were operating under economically and 
politically challenging situations. Whilst there was some improvement in the manner and timing of 
communicating SAI audit outcomes, there is still more that SAIs can do to enhance the achievement 
of audit communication goals and objectives. For example, figure 3 shows how SAIs responded to 
different questions addressing the communication of their audit results. 
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 In figure 3 the following can be observed: 
▪ 88% (2017: 76%) of SAIs have and comply with their legal requirements to submit reports to 

Parliament directly. The remaining 12% do not report directly to Parliament but through either 
the Minister of Finance, if it is a Westminster model, or through a Court, like Mozambique and 
Angola who use the court model. 

▪ Only 42% of SAIs indicated that they reported to Parliament on the implementation status of 
PAC recommendations. 81% of SAIs also indicated that they did not monitor and report on 
the extent to which their audit recommendations were implemented after two years of the 
reports having been submitted. 58% of SAIs indicated that they had effective follow-up 
mechanisms on all types of their audits.  

▪ 65% of SAIs scored at level 3 and above indicating that they had adequate plans in place to 
ensure relevant SAI audit outcomes were made public.  

 
 
 
 

19%

35%

81%

58%

38%

31%

42%

12%

81%

65%

19%

42%

62%

69%

58%

88%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Q114: The SAI has implemented a standard structure for
reports that is user-friendly with materiality

considerations.

Q123: The SAI has implemented specific plans to make
SAI reports and audit outcomes public in a user-friendly

manner.

Q129: The percentage of implemented audit
recommendations after two (2) years.

Q113: The SAI reports to Parliament on the
implementation status of the PAC recommendations.

Q128: The time for submission of the annual audit
report to the Parliament/Executive is within six months

of the end of the period covered.

Q23: The SAI submits an annual report on its own
performance to Parliament and other key stakeholders.

Q22: The SAI has an effective follow-up mechanism on
all types of audit (financial, compliance and

performance) recommendations as well as those…

Q21: The SAI has and complies with all the legislative
requirements to table all its audit reports in Parliament.

Level 3 and above Level 2 and below

  Figure 3: SAI scores on the different questions relating to how the SAIs communicate their audit results 
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38% of SAIs (2017: 52%) still could not submit and/or publish their annual audit reports within the 
regional standard of six months. The actual period for the submission to Parliament of SAIs’ annual 
audit reports ranged from two to later than 24 months after the end of a financial year. 17 of the 26 
SAIs submitted their annual audit reports within eight months after year-end. Box 2 shows the range 

of annual financial and compliance 
audit reporting times by the SAIs in 
the region. The reporting times 
ranged from within two months to 
later than 24 months after year-end.  
 
The differences in the reporting 
periods may be attributed to 
different statutory reporting 
requirements as per the legal 
mandate of the different SAIs. 
However, there were also instances 
where SAIs commented that the late 
submissions were due to the 

following: delays in the submission by the audited entities of financial statements for audit; shortage 
of resources including transport and manpower; financial constraints and negative political influence. 

 
Delays in the submission of annual audit reports result in delays in bringing auditees to account before 
Parliament. SAIs should continue to engage the executive and audited entities to submit financial 
statements for audit within the legislated time frames. 
 
There was a 14.7% increase in the number of performance audit reports being produced and published 
in the region. For example, twenty-two SAIs who carry out performance audits indicated that 148 
performance audit reports were completed and signed off compared with 129 in 2017 and 86 in 2016. 
The production time for a performance audit report ranged from six to more than 24 months with an 
average production time of 12.95 months compared with 12 months in 2017.  

2.6.  Measuring performance of SAIs 

SAIs are expected to establish mechanisms for information gathering, decision making and 
performance measurement and report on their effectiveness to enhance their relevance to 
stakeholders. More specifically, principle 6 of ISSAI 20 (Principles of Transparency and Accountability) 
states that SAIs should assess and report publicly on their performance covering all areas of their 
operations, annually. This is made possible when SAIs establish robust monitoring and evaluation 
mechanisms to keep them updated in good time on the effectiveness of their structures, policies, 
systems and processes. An important step for SAIs to lead by example is through continuous 
monitoring and evaluating of the SAI’s operations, processes and systems. Figure 4 shows selected 
questions that measure the establishment of monitoring and evaluation mechanisms taken from 
across the five ICBF domains. Thus, the effectiveness of these mechanisms is expected to enable the 
SAIs to measure their own performance in any given reporting period.  
 

4

5

12

4

1

Later than 24 months

Between 12 and 24 months

Within 8 months of year end

Within 4 months of year end

Within 2 months of year end

Box 2: The regularity and copmpliance audit 
reports are tabled in Parliament as a 
consolidated SAI Annual audit report
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Figure 4: Establishment of monitoring and reporting on SAIs’ performance mechanisms  

A substantial number of SAIs indicated in their scores as well as comments that they had established 
systems and processes for monitoring and evaluating the achievement of their strategic goals and 
objectives and operational plan objectives. However, in practice there are still wider gaps when it 
comes to the establishment of effective monitoring and reporting mechanisms for HR practices and 
outcomes of communication strategies. For instance, 69% and 58% of the SAIs scored at level 2 and 
below as it related to monitoring and evaluating the execution of their HR and communication 
strategies, respectively.  

 
ISSAI 12 and 20 principles 
encourage SAIs to report on 
their own performance 
annually and submit or publish 
the same reports to 
Parliament and other key 
stakeholders like the media, 
civic society, donors and 
others. Some of the SAIs 
commented that it was not a 
requirement in their legal 
statutes. Yet others stated that 
their annual reports were for 
internal consumption 
purposes only. Box 3 captures 
some of the SAI comments 

relating to the submission of annual reports on own performance to Parliament.  
 
It is important to note that independence, accountability and transparency are fundamental 
prerequisites in any democracy to enable SAIs to become model organisations and enhance their 
credibility. One of the common ways to achieve the goal of good governance is for SAIs to produce 

Monitoring Strategic 
Plan

Monitoring 
Operational Plan

SAI  Performance 
Report

Stakeholder 
satisfaction levels

Box 3: The SAI submits an annual report on its own performance to Parliament 
and other key stakeholders 
1 This is prescribed under the new Audit Act for the first time, though not 

implemented. 
2 There is no mechanism put in place to report performance to 

Parliament. … Plans are at an embryonic stage to produce an annual 
report on performance. 

3 The SAI submits its annual performance report to the executive only.  
4 The Office submits its annual report annually with the Annual Audit 

Report on its audits to Parliament. … The performance report was 
published on the website for all stakeholders to access.  

5 Section 41 of the PAA regulates the submission of an annual report to 
Parliament. … The report is tabled in the National Assembly according 
to the pre-determined timelines and process. The AR is available on our 
website in an electronic format to all stakeholders. 

6 The SAI submits its reports to Parliament in accordance with the 
provisions of the AG Act, 2010. 

7 Not required by law to submit report on own performance annually to 
Parliament. 

73%69%77%

Same as the previous 
year. A substantial 
number of SAIs, 20 
(77%), scored at level 3 
and above, indicating 
that they had 
established systems 
and processes for 
monitoring and 
reporting the 
achievement of 
strategic goals and 
objectives. 

There was an 7% 
decrease (73% in 
2018 as compared 
to 80% in 2017) in 
the number of SAIs 
that indicated that 
they had robust 
systems for 
monitoring and 
reporting on the 
effective 
implementation of 
their operational 
plan.  

Reporting and 
publication of SAIs’ 
own performance 
reports saw an 
increase of 5% in 
2018 (69% compared 
with 64% in 2017). 
However, there are 
still a significant 
number of SAIs, 11 
out of 26 (31%), that 
do not submit own 
reports to Parliament.  

73%

The majority of SAIs, 
19 (73%), do not have 
established 
mechanisms to 
monitor and report 
on the satisfaction 
levels of 
stakeholders. This 
may result in the 
widening of the audit 
expectation gaps if 
SAIs fail to regularly 
engage stakeholders 
to capture their 
expectations. 
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and make public reports on their own performance annually. As such, those SAIs whose legal 
mandates do not currently require them to annually produce and publish their own performance 
reports may need to engage their key stakeholders like the legislature and the executive with a view 
to amending their secondary legislative frameworks.  

 
Further, SAIs should also consider the establishment of mechanisms to monitor and evaluate the 
satisfaction levels of stakeholders. It is cause for concern that there are still a large number of SAIs, 19 
(73%), that do not have comprehensive systems and processes in place to effectively capture, monitor 
and report the expectations of stakeholders. Only three SAIs commented that they carried out 
satisfaction surveys regularly (for instance every 2-3 years) to capture the expectations and 
satisfaction levels of key stakeholders. Failure to capture information about satisfaction levels of 
stakeholders may prevent timely improvements to the quality of audit services. 
 
Summary 

Through the delivery of high-quality audit services SAIs promote good governance in the public sector. 

Over the past four years the development of public sector auditing in the region has been improving 

at an incremental rate across the five domains of the ICBF, as seen by improvements in the aggregate 

average scores of the five domains. This proves that the ICBF is a relevant tool for designing and 

delivering capacity building interventions in the region as well as monitoring and reporting the 

operational effectiveness of SAIs’ capacity building measures. Thus, the region should continue to 

support SAIs to build relevant capacity for monitoring and evaluating the achievement of strategic and 

operational goals and objectives using the ICBF.  

Instances of overrating by SAIs were also identified. For example, across the domains when the results 

of the SAI scores were compared with transversal findings of the QA support visits, instances of over-

rating were identified in some of the questions. It appears SAIs might misunderstand the 

interpretation that the existence of a control measure does not mean a score of level 3, but that both 

the existence and implementation of the same warrant the score of level 3. Consequently, the 

overrating of scores in some of the questions resulted in the lowering of the correlation levels to 70%. 

Low correlation levels have the effect of reducing the validity and credibility of the self-assessment 

scores. The following interventions may need to be considered: 

▪ The SAIs concerned should be engaged to support them in building adequate capacity for 

carrying out self-assessments that produce valid and reliable results. 

▪ To improve the correlation levels SAIs may need to deliberately link any increase in self-

assessment scores to the results of QA support visits as part of the validation process.  

▪ Additional ICBF training interventions with the intention of encouraging SAIs to share 

knowledge and experience in using the ICBF for their needs-assessment and reporting on their 

own performance. 

The other areas that require the close attention of SAIs include the following:  

▪ Establishment of robust quality control management systems and capacity at both the 

institutional and audit engagement levels.  

▪ Timely communication of audit results would enhance the support of the SAIs to their 

respective governments to improve performance, enhance transparency, ensure 

accountability, fight corruption and foster the efficient and effective use of public resources 

for the benefits of citizens.  

▪ Timely reporting of audit results and reporting on own performance by SAIs.  
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 : INDEPENDENCE AND LEGAL FRAMEWORK  

The Independence and Legal Framework domain covers the demands for the independence of the SAI 
as formulated in the Lima Declaration (ISSAI 1) and Mexico Declaration (ISSAI 10). It seeks to address 
whether the SAI has operational, financial and administrative independence stipulated by law and if 
the independence of the Head of the SAI and staff is guaranteed in legislation. The chapter covers 
insight into the extent to which the mandate is appropriately and broadly prescribed in the 
constitution or a comparable legal framework that may not be easily amended without a two-thirds 
majority vote in Parliament. The chapter also provides insights into how the SAIs assessed themselves 
with regard to the legal existence of SAI independence both in law and in practice. 

3.1.  Assessment criteria 

• The existence of a constitutional and legal framework 

• Financial/managerial/administrative autonomy of the SAI in law and practice 

• Appropriate human, financial and material resources 

• Independence and tenure of office for the Head of SAI and staff 

• A sufficiently broad mandate to audit 

• Discretion to discharge the SAI’s function in the selection of audit topics and themes 

• Freedom to decide on the content and timing of audit reports and to publish and 
disseminate the reports 

• A mandate to submit the SAI’s reports directly to Parliament  

• Effective institutional and engagement follow-up mechanisms on audit recommendations 

• Parliament or an oversight body appoints the SAI’s external auditors  

• The SAI annually reports on its activities and use of resources and submits to Parliament 

3.2.  Performance for the year under review 

This is the fifth year since the majority of SAIs achieved and maintained the targeted domain average 
of level 3 and above of the ICBF. A domain average score of 3.16 was posted by the SAIs compared 
with 3.07 in 2017. Figure 5 shows the aggregated scores of individual SAIs as captured in 2018 
compared with the 2017 scores. 
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Figure 5: Comparisons of the SAIs’ average scores for the Independence & Legal Framework domain  
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In figure 5, 60% (15 SAIs compared with 13 SAIs in 2017) scored at level 3 and above of the ICBF. The 

targeted regional percentage is that at least 40% of the SAIs should reach level 3 and above by the end 

of the strategic period. Further, there are also seven SAIs whose average domain scores are between 

2.5 to 2.99 and thus are about to achieve the targeted score. In total we have 23 (88%) SAIs whose 

average scores have achieved or are about to achieve level 3 and above. However, the dynamics 

change when one considers the scores at the element level of the ICBF. There are nine SAIs (35%) who 

operate under Boards. Whilst the majority of SAIs have attained legislative independence, a large 

number of SAIs are still struggling to operationalise this. For instance, apart from the executive being 

blamed for threatening SAI independence, there is also concern that some SAIs’ Boards/Commissions 

may be infringing on the independence of the SAI. This is illustrated well when we analyse the SAIs’ 

responses to the questions on financial and administrative independence:  

3.2.1 Financial independence of SAIs 

Figure 6 shows how SAIs scored the questions relating to the extent to which financial independence 

was in accordance with the 

requirements of both the Lima 

(ISSAI 1) and Mexico (ISSAI 10) 

Declarations as follows: 

▪ 46% (12 SAIs) scored at level 

2 and below indicating that the 

executive plays a key role in the 

preparation and final approval 

of their budget.  

▪ 69% (18 out of 26) of SAIs do 

not have leeway to apply 

directly to Parliament for 

additional funding if needed. More than ten SAIs commented that their main challenges are 

the budget ceilings set by MoF, budget cuts without consultation, and delayed or non-release 

of approved budgets by the executive. This could be attributed to the fact that the majority 

of member SAIs fall under the public service and as such they are treated like ordinary 

government departments. Second, some SAI Boards/Commissions were said to be infringing 

on the independence of the SAI. 

▪ 42% (11 SAIs) still appoint their own external auditors, not Parliament or another appropriate 

body. Good governance practice requires SAIs not to audit themselves but instead to have 

another body like Parliament appoint the SAI’s external auditor.  

While the majority of SAIs may have legislative independence by law, in practice there is a significant 

number of SAIs who do not have financial independence. In turn lack of financial independence may 

limit the effectiveness of the SAIs’ audit work operations.  

3. 2. 2 Administrative independence of SAIs 

Administrative independence for the SAI entails the power to hire, develop, retain and discipline its 

own staff. This principle is closely linked to financial independence because the right to mobilise 

adequate funding is directly proportional to the SAI’s ability to hire, develop and retain competent 

and experienced human capital.  

46%

69%

54%

31%

Q7: The executive does not take part in the
preparation and final approval of the SAIs'

budget.

Q8: The SAI has leeway to apply directly to
Parliament in line with the requirement
that SAIs "... shall be entitled to apply

directly for the necessary financial means
to the public body deciding on the national
budget"• if it deems it necessary to appeal

Figure 6: Financial Independence of SAIs

Level 3 and above Level 2 and below
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Figure 7 shows SAIs’ scores as they relate to administrative independence as follows: 

▪ 73% (19 SAIs) had scores 

of level 3 and above 

indicating that they can 

manage their own 

organisation in terms of 

determining the 

organisational structure, 

systems and processes.  

▪  54% (14 SAIs) compared 

with 52% (13 SAIs in 2017 

scored at level 2 and 

below indicating that 

they did not have 

appropriate legal 

mandate in practice to decide upon all human resource matters (recruitment, remuneration, 

promotion and other).  

▪ 58% (15 SAIs) scored at level 3 and above indicating that they had appropriate resources to 

effectively execute their mandate. However, appropriate resources may not imply adequate 

resources. 

Summary 

The importance of SAIs’ independence is recognised, and it is expected that in the coming years this 
domain may experience higher scores as more SAIs become independent. However, attaining 
independence does not necessarily imply being autonomous or leaving the public service. It is argued 
here that SAIs may still attain financial and administrative independence by seeking to legislate the 
relevant legal provisions.  

On the other hand, while the regional target of achieving level 3 and above has been achieved 
comfortably, the majority of SAIs are still encountering challenges when it comes to operationalising 
their legal independence. Specific gaps and challenges remain for SAIs in the following areas: 

▪ Earning and maintaining independence as it relates to financial and administrative 
independence: Those SAIs that fall under Boards or Commissions also encounter operational 
challenges when it comes to everyday decision making. For example, some Boards do not 
allow their SAIs to recruit, promote and make financial decisions without the authority and 
approval of the Board or Commission concerned. In the event of the need to address such 
constraints brought about by requirements of Board/Commission approval, there is a need 
to provide guidance to SAIs on how role clarity regarding Boards/Commissions can be 
achieved legally and in practice without the SAI’s Board/Commission infringing on SAI 
independence. As such, the region and development partners may need to develop 
mechanisms to support SAIs in ensuring their financial and administrative independence both 
from the executive and the Boards they fall under. 

▪ Independence, as it relates to the appointment, tenure and removal from office of the Head 
of SAI: Although the majority of SAIs indicated that they were fully satisfied with the 
provisions in their legal frameworks, there are still a significant number of Heads of SAIs who 
are not appointed for a fixed term but instead are appointed until they reach retirement age. 
SAIs may need to engage their stakeholders to review and amend laws that do not limit the 
period in which Heads of SAIs remain in office. 

27%

54%

42%

73%

46%

58%

Q9: The SAI decides on its own
organisation (structure, processes,

systems etc.).

Q10: The SAI has the mandate legally and
in practice to decide upon all human
resource (HR) matters (recruitment,

remuneration, promotion etc.).

Q11: The SAI has appropriate human,
material and monetary resources to

effectively execute its mandate (including
funding for capacity building needs).

Figure 7: Administrative Independence of SAIs

Level 3 and above Level 2 and below



 

 

25 AFROSAI-E State of the Region: ICBF Self-Assessment Report for the Year 2018 

 

▪ Although the majority of SAIs in the region fall under the government’s public service, in the 
spirit of promoting transparency and accountability Parliament or another appropriate body 
should appoint the SAIs’ external auditors.  
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 : ORGANISATION AND MANAGEMENT  

The Organisation and Management domain covers the development and existence of management 
tools, governance structures, systems and processes fundamental to the SAI for becoming a model 
organisation. The domain is based on the principles of ISSAI 12, 20, 30, 40, INTOSAI Govs. 9100 and 
9130 as well as best practices. The key aspects assessed by SAIs in this domain are organisational 
planning processes and their implementation, governance systems and structures, integrating both 
the strategic and operational levels of the organisation. It covers important issues concerning how the 
SAI is organised and managed. 

4.1. Key assessment criteria 

The key assessment issues include the following elements: 

➢ Leadership and direction 
➢ Strategic planning 
➢ Operational planning 
➢ The organisation of the SAI, including the existence of a performance audit unit, IT audit unit 

and IT support function 
➢ Internal control system 
➢ Management information system 
➢ Time recording system 
➢ Integrity and code of ethics 

4.2. Performance for the year under review 

The overall picture in this domain shows that there was a marginal increase in the average score of 
the ICBF from 2.77 in 2017 to 2.76. The number of SAIs on level 3 and above of the ICBF increased by 
three SAIs from seven in 2017 to a satisfactory number of ten SAIs (about 38%) in 2018. The average 
aggregate scoring of this domain is presented in figure 8. 
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Figure 8: Comparisons of the SAIs’ average scores for the Organisation & Management domain   
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Whilst ten SAIs had scores at level 3 and above there are also eight SAIs whose scores according to 

the ICBF averaged between 2.50 to 2.99. The majority of SAIs whose scores were below level 2.50 fall 

under the group of SAIs that operate in economically and politically challenging environments. 

However, in this domain there were instances of overrating by SAIs. Analysis of the responses to the 

questions falling under the domain shows interesting observations when it comes to the 

establishment of strategic and operational plans; development of relevant policies, systems and 

processes; monitoring; integrity and ethics. 

▪ With reference to the development and implementation of strategic and operational plans: 

85% of the 26 SAIs (2017: 92%) had strategic plans but when it came to the establishment of 

documented strategic planning processes the number decreased to 77% of the SAIs. 81% of 

SAIs (scores of level 3 and above) indicated that they developed and implemented operational 

plans that were linked to their goals and objectives. However, when referring to the number 

of SAIs that had established monitoring and evaluation mechanisms for both their strategic 

and operational plans, there was a decrease in the numbers to 77% and 73% respectively. In 

general, the development and implementation of strategic and operational plans is at a 

satisfactory level in the region. 

▪ With reference to the development and implementation of policies to ensure operational 

effectiveness: Figure 9 shows SAI scores with reference to the development and 

implementation of operational management policies.  

  

▪ 54% of SAIs indicated that they had established organisational development plans/policies 

and 42% indicated that they had established documented and approved job rotation policies 

that were regularly updated in line with strategic priorities. On the other hand, 58% scored 

level 2 and below of the ICBF indicating that they did not have  documented or approved job 

rotation policies that were regularly updated in line with the requirements of standards and 

changes to the strategic priorities. 

▪ 62% of SAIs (with levels 3 and above scores) had approved internal control policies, rules and 

regulations and procedures to promote effective internal control environments. However, 

62%

38%

58%

46%

38%

62%

42%

54%
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Q55: The SAI promotes innovation and renewal of its
policies and promotes a learning organisation
environment in delivering its audit services.

Q39: The SAI has approved internal control policies,
rules and regulations and procedures that are clearly
documented and applied in promoting an effective

internal control environment.

Q41: The SAI has established a documented and
approved job rotation policy that is regularly
updated in line with changes in its strategic

priorities.

Q42: The SAI has an organisational development
(OD) plan/policy in place.

Level 3 and above Level 2 and below

Figure 9: SAIs’ scores on the development and implementation of operational management 
policies 
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only 38% of SAIs indicated that in the delivery of audit services their policies were designed to 

promote innovation and renewal of policies to facilitate learning organisation environments. 

Therefore, SAIs should continue to prioritise the development and implementation of policies 

that promote effective operational management practices.  

With reference to the establishment of systems and procedures that ensure effective functioning of 

the SAI: In this area lower scores (level 2 and below) were observed indicating that there were 

challenges that SAIs were expected to address. Figure 10 shows how the SAIs perceive the 

effectiveness of their functional systems and procedures: 

 

 

▪ 58% of SAIs scored at level 2 and below indicating that they had not established a system for 

annually carrying out reviews (by internal audit or another appropriate body) of the 

effectiveness of their internal control environment and publishing the key results in their 

annual performance reports. On the other hand, 65% of SAIs indicated that their time 

recording systems were not operating effectively in terms of enabling the SAIs to record audit 

hours and the relevant costs of staff per audit engagement.  

▪ Another area of concern is that 62% of SAIs acknowledged that they experienced challenges 

in implementing effective management information systems (MIS) that allowed for the 

measurement of financial and performance information. 

In the domain element of SAIs’ Integrity and Code of Ethics: 85% (22 SAIs) scored at level 3 and above 

indicating that the SAIs had developed and implemented codes of ethics aligned to ISSAI 30. However, 

only 58% of SAIs had the same codes of conduct as public documents which were aligned to their 

disciplinary codes and reward systems to address compliance and non-compliant behaviours. 

When it came to how the SAIs implemented and ensured integrity in their control systems the majority 

of SAIs had scores of level 2 and below of the ICBF indicating that fewer SAIs carried out assessments 

of the vulnerability and resilience of their integrity control systems and processes. For instance, 65% 

of the SAIs indicated that there were no vulnerability and maturity level assessments of SAI processes 

were being carried out on a regular basis using the IntoSAINT or another appropriate tool. Several SAIs 

58%
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Q40: The SAI has established a system for
annually carrying out reviews of its internal
control environment and publishes the key

results of such reviews in its annual
performance report.

Q49: The SAI has implemented a management
information system (MIS) which includes

financial and performance information and
reporting (on both audit and own information)

Q50: The SAI has implemented a time
recording system, which enables recording of

audit hours, reporting and monitoring on costs
of staff per audit/process.

Level 3 and above Level 2 and below

Figure 10: SAIs’ scores on the effective functioning of selected policies 
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indicated that plans were under way to roll out the IntoSAINT tool in their organisations. As such, 

these SAIs should continue to prioritise regular assessment of integrity vulnerabilities in their 

processes through IntoSAINT workshops or relevant online modules, to discuss integrity and ethical 

dilemmas at the workplace. 

With reference to the establishment of an ICT function in the SAI: Over the past four years there 

have been satisfactory interventions by SAIs to establish and improve the effectiveness of their ICT 

functions. The following observations were made: 

▪ 58% of the SAIs had scores of level 3 and above when it came to the development and 

implementation of ICT strategies aligned to their strategic directions. However, there is a need 

to encourage the remaining SAIs to establish ICT strategies to guide the acquisition, 

deployment and maintenance of the ICT used by SAIs.  

▪  65% of SAIs had appropriate and adequate ICT infrastructure to effectively execute out their 

audit work mandate. However, only 46% of the SAIs conducted regular risk assessment of 

their information assets, including audit files and auditee information, and implemented 

mitigation strategies to secure these assets. 

 Summary  

The marginal improvements in the Organisation and Management domain are satisfactory. For 

instance, when it comes to the existence of strategic and operational plans, all the SAIs’ scores were 

at level 3 and above of the ICBF. This is a welcome development in the region. It was also observed 

through SAI comments that a number of SAIs were in the process of updating or developing new 

strategic plans. However, when it came to operational plans it was observed in reports on QA support 

visits that a number of the plans were not linked to the SAIs’ strategic goals or objectives. 

Consequently, there is a need to continue to implement SAI-level support to build the required 

capacity that will enable SAIs to link their operational plans with their strategic objectives. 

On the other hand, the establishment of robust operational management governance structures, 

systems and processes is a prerequisite for enhanced transparency and accountability. Establishment 

of good governance practices and structures allows for effective leadership direction on the way of 

becoming model organisations that lead by example. Some of the areas that SAIs may need to 

prioritise include: 

▪ Establishment and regular review of SAIs’ quality control policies to regulate and guide the 

operations of the SAI at both the institutional and audit engagement levels. 

▪ Regular and continuous review and monitoring of internal control systems and reporting the 

key results in SAI own performance reports. 

▪ Establishment and automation of integrated management information systems (MIS) to 

address both audit and non-audit operations.  

▪ Regular assessment of the SAI’s integrity control system using such tools as the IntoSAINT or 

other relevant tools. 

▪ Establishment and regular review of SAIs’ ICT strategies that are aligned to strategic goals 

and objectives. 
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 : HUMAN RESOURCES DOMAIN  

The Human Resources domain measures the existence and implementation of the HR strategy, 
competency frameworks, HR policies, training and development, monitoring and evaluation 
mechanisms as well as the capacity of the SAI to train staff internally. It is of critical importance to 
monitor, evaluate and report on the effectiveness of HR policies and procedures within the SAI. The 
domain is based on the principle that human capital is the most important resource in any 
organisation. A strategically positioned HR function enables any SAI to anticipate change and leverage 
audit capacity for greater efficiency and effectiveness. Consequently, this chapter covers important 
issues addressing the effectiveness of the HR strategy and HR policies as well as the training and 
development of SAI management and staff.  

5.1.  Key assessment criteria 

The key issues addressed in the HR domain include: 

➢ The HR function and the qualifications and competencies of HR staff 
➢ HR strategy alignment with SAIs’ strategy and annual operational plan  
➢ SAIs’ competency frameworks 
➢ HR policies (recruitment, induction, performance management, recognition, retention, 

succession, staff wellness and exit) 
➢ Leadership and management development 
➢ Training and development 

5.2.  Performance for the year under review 

SAIs should establish policies, systems and procedures designed to enable them to attract, recruit and 
retain human capital who are competent, capable and committed to ethical principles for the delivery 
of quality audit services. This would entail managing their operations in an economic, efficient and 
effective manner in line with Principle 6 of the Mexico Declaration (ISSAI 10). The domain average 
score decreased by 0.09 points to 2.47 of the ICBF compared with 2.57 in 2017. Figure 11 presents an 
overview of SAIs’ scores within this domain for the year when compared with the previous year.  
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Figure 11: Comparisons of the SAIs’ average scores for the Human Resources domain   
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Figure 10 shows that there was an increase by one SAI (2018: 6 and 2017: 5) in the number of SAIs 
that scored at level 3 and above of the ICBF. If level 2.5 is used to indicate SAIs that are about to reach 
level 3 and above the number increases by eight to a total of 14 SAIs that have achieved level 2.5 and 
above. The impact of several capacity building interventions in the areas of HR development, MDP 
and SLDP at both the regional and SAI levels may also be partly reflected by the increase in the number 
of SAIs moving closer to level 3 and above. Highlights of key observations in this domain are the 
following:  

 With reference to the establishment of the SAIs’ HR strategy: 69% (18) of SAIs (scoring at level 3 and 
above) indicated that they had adequate control over all aspects of HR management with some 
improvement still needed. However, when asked to score whether the SAIs had implemented systems 
to monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of their HR systems, 54% (scores of level 2 and below) 
indicated that such systems did not yet exist or were in the process of being established. Figure 12 
shows SAIs’ scores as they relate to the establishment of HR strategies and related policies. 

 

 
▪ Only 46% (2017: 48%) of SAIs with scores of level 3 and above indicated that they had 

developed and implemented an overarching, integrated HR strategy to support their strategic 
intent. The rest of the SAIs commented that they were in the process of establishing relevant 
HR strategies. 

▪ 65% of the SAIs indicated that they had developed and implemented HR plans necessary to 
support the achievement of their strategic goals. SAIs also commented there was still room 
for improvement. 

▪ 54% of the SAIs (scores of level 3 and above) also indicated that they had established a 
competency framework for audit and non-audit staff and applied it across all HR and learning 
and development activities. 

▪ The scores regarding the establishment of related HR policies on staff wellness (58% level 2 
and below); succession (62% level 2 and below); retention (65% level 2 and below) and exit 
(69% level 2 and below) show the need for member SAIs to prioritise the development of 
human resource management functions and control measures.  
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Q57: The SAI has adequate control over all aspects
of Human Resource Management.
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strategic intent.

Q59: The SAI has developed and implemented an
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Q60: The SAI has developed and implemented a
competency framework for its audit and non-audit
professionals and apply the framework across all

HR and learning and development activities.

Level 3 and above Level 2 and below

Figure 12: SAIs’ scores relating to the establishment of HR strategy and related policies 
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Several comments point to capacity and legal challenges being encountered by SAIs in their quest to 
effectively develop their HRM functions. This is more pronounced among SAIs that are operating 
under the public service.  

With reference to performance management of SAIs and their staff: Only 50% of SAIs have developed 
and implemented performance management policies which define the process of planning, 
monitoring and reviewing the performance of staff and their overall contribution to the SAIs. In their 
comments SAIs appear to attribute the slow development of performance management systems to 
public sector culture where it is perceived as a “ritual” that is only necessary when one is due for 
promotion. On the other hand, other comments attributed the slow progress to resistance by staff 
against full implementation of the policy. With regard to the establishment of reward and recognition 
policies (62% of SAIs scoring at level 2 and below) to incentivise performance and recognise individual 
or team behaviour, effort and accomplishments, the comments raised indicated that the SAIs did not 
have the authority or mandate to fully implement such policies.  

With respect to training and the establishment of knowledge management systems: Figure 13 shows 
SAIs’ scores relating to the training and development of staff as well as knowledge management 
practices. While the majority of SAIs indicated in their scores that they had established training 
functions, there were challenges when it came to operationalising the same as shown Figure 13.  

 

 
▪ 77% of SAIs indicated that they were training and developing staff in response to the learning 

needs of the organisation. However, only 54% of the SAIs indicated that they had adequate 
certified training specialists for all types of audits to manage the training function. 

▪ 85% of SAIs (scores of level 2 and below) had not yet implemented a system to monitor and 
evaluate the return on investment as well as the effectiveness of training and development 
interventions. 

▪ 69% of SAIs had not established knowledge management systems to manage information 
more efficiently and to improve learning, innovation and other areas relevant to the success 
of the SAI. 
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Figure 13: SAIs’ scores relating to training & development of staff and knowledge management 
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Although training and development are critical to the professionalisation of any organisation, SAIs 
appear not to be prioritising this area. Comments received indicated that SAIs were encountering the 
challenge of resource constraints. Some SAIs also commented that they relied on the staff 
development plans that were centralised by government.  

Summary 

In this domain, when the results of the SAI scores were compared with transversal findings of the QA 
support visits, instances of overrating were identified in at least four of the SAIs’ scores. However, the 
two ICBF workshops conducted between 2018 and February 2019 appear to have enhanced the 
knowledge and skills of the SAIs to understand and apply the methodology of scoring the HR domain. 
This may explain the marginal decrease of the domain score to 2.47. On the other hand, when 
analysing the scores of the HR domain it should be noted that 18 out of 26 SAIs fall under the public 
service. As such, their staff and HR policies and practices are still greatly influenced by the general 
government policies, procedures, rules and regulations. 

As explained in chapter 3 the decrease in the number of SAIs on level three and above can also be 
attributed to the absence of administrative independence, particularly for those SAIs that fall under 
the public service. Second, the constraints associated with the absence of financial independence in 
several SAIs may also constrain the recruitment, development and retention of qualified and 
competent staff.  

As reported in the previous year, the sustainability of these development interventions is of concern 
due to funding constraints as discussed earlier in this report. For example, the main challenge facing 
training and development programmes may be funding constraints as well as lack of know-how at the 
SAI level. On the other hand, the issue of small SAIs who cannot afford to sustain the rollout of such 
staff development programmes and the establishment of fully-fledged HR functions is a perennial 
challenge. The region should continue to develop innovative ways of assisting member SAIs, especially 
those operating in economically and politically challenging environments. Similarly, the development 
of innovative and cost-effective management and leadership programmes should continue to be 
prioritised in the region. 

SAIs need sustained development support in the implementation of the Integrated Competency 
Framework, HR strategy and planning, monitoring and evaluation of HR processes, implementation of 
knowledge management systems and HR retention and recognition policies. SAIs may also need 
support in developing and implementing professionalisation programmes.  

Further, SAIs that fall under the public service should seek to corroborate and partner with the public 
service with the view that the HRM functions are delegated to them. Some SAIs are already viewing 
the Public Service Commissions in their countries as key stakeholders and are engaging on a regular 
basis. Their key focus should be for the Public Service Commissions to understand the operations of 
the SAI as well as the unique HR needs of such important institutions especially in terms of the ISSAIs 
and other international good practices. The following need to be considered to strengthen SAIs’ HR 
capacity:   

▪ Regular engagement with the Public Service Commission on the SAI’s HR needs and 
expectations. 

▪ Regular assessment of current HR function in terms of qualifications, competencies and 
experience, possibly with the support of the Secretariat.  

▪ When setting up the HR unit/function the SAI should consider the four HR roles (strategic 
partner, change agent, administrative expert & employee advocate) with the view of also 
consulting and involving the unit/function in strategic decisions, strategic planning, the 
development or review of organisational structures, and training and development processes. 
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▪ SAIs should purposefully invest in the training and development of their HR practitioners. 
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 : AUDIT STANDARDS & METHODOLOGY  

The SAI’s core business is executed within the Audit Standards and Methodology domain. In other 
words, the production systems and processes for delivering audit services are housed in this domain. 
The domain comprises the audit process(es) from the planning stage to reporting. The key ISSAIs under 
this domain include ISSAI 100 to 400 as well as audit process guidance standards at level 4 of the ISSAI 
framework as well as some thematic aspects within the ISSAI 5000 series. The implementation of these 
standards is facilitated by robust SAI policies, systems and processes that recognise the importance of 
delivering quality audit services in accordance with the requirements of ISSAI 1, 10, 12, 20, 30 and 40. 
Thus, elements within the domain are closely linked with elements in the other four domains. At the 
core of the domain are the financial, compliance and performance audit disciplines as well as thematic 
audits like IT/IS, audit of extractive industries, SDGs, PFM reporting and others. For the thematic audit 
types, IT/IS audits will be covered in this chapter.  

6.1.  Assessment criteria 

The key issues assessed within this domain include: 

➢ The development and implementation of the annual overall audit plan linked to the SAI’s 
strategic goals and objectives  

➢ The development, implementation and maintenance of appropriate up-to-date ISSAI 
compliant audit tools like manuals, guidelines and templates in accordance with the SAI’s 
mandate and national legislative requirements  

➢ The audit tools are expected to be linked to the SAI’s training programmes that are reviewed 
and updated regularly 

➢ Development and existence of audit techniques such as electronic working papers and 
Computer Assisted Audit Techniques (CAATS) 

➢ Establishment of appropriate and adequate quality control and assurance measures for all 
audit disciplines  

➢ Implementation of the audit engagement communication processes and strategies including 
reporting during the whole audit process as well as the IT audit integration process  

6.2.  Performance for the year under review 

SAIs are expected to strengthen the accountability, transparency and integrity of government and 
public sector entities through auditing and the delivery of quality and timely audit services. The 
number of SAIs at level three and above remained at ten SAIs, as in 2017. Figure 14 presents an 
overview of the 2018 SAIs’ scores compared with those for 2017.  

 

0,00
0,50
1,00
1,50
2,00
2,50
3,00
3,50
4,00
4,50

A
n

go
la

B
o

ts
w

an
a

M
o

za
m

b
iq

u
e

Se
yc

h
el

le
s

Er
it

re
a

Et
h

io
p

ia

G
h

an
a

K
e

n
ya

Le
so

th
o

Li
b

er
ia

M
al

aw
i

M
au

ri
ti

u
s

N
am

ib
ia

N
ig

e
ri

a

R
w

an
d

a

Si
e

rr
a 

Le
o

n
e

So
m

al
ia

So
u

th
 A

fr
ic

a

So
u

th
 S

u
d

an

Su
d

an

Sw
az

ila
n

d

Ta
n

za
n

ia

Th
e

 G
am

b
ia

U
ga

n
d

a

Za
m

b
ia

Zi
m

b
ab

w
e

2017 2018

Figure 14: Comparison of the SAIs’ average scores for the Audit Standards & Methodology domain   
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Performance of SAIs in this domain is affected by several organisational development challenges such 

as quality of SAI leadership, funding constraints, technical capacity constraints as well as country-

specific challenges such as level of economic development and political stability. For instance, a 

significant number of SAIs operate in politically and economically challenging environments within the 

region. Many of these SAIs encounter the challenges of insufficient resources, capacity constraints and 

constrained political operating spaces. Consequently, the performance and development of the SAIs 

can be negatively affected.  

In addition, some of the SAIs fall under the category of small to medium SAIs who do not have 

adequate resources to marshal their development. Such challenges have the effect of limiting the 

delivery of quality and timely audit services to meet all the expectations of key stakeholders. Specific 

funding and technical capacity building programmes and assistance may be required for these SAIs to 

ensure sustainable execution of their audit mandates. On the other hand, small to medium sized SAIs 

should continue to forge external partnerships with large SAIs (peer-to-peer partnerships) and 

regional and international development institutions so they can access additional resources.  

With reference to development and implementation of overall annual audit plans: 77% scored at 

level 3 and above when it came to the existence and implementation of overall annual audit plans that 

had clear statements of audit coverage (including assessments of current constraints/issues, 

stakeholder expectations, risk profiling for prioritising audits as well as integrated sustainability 

considerations and others for all audit disciplines). Although 77% (20 SAIs) indicated that they had 

developed and implemented overall annual audit plans, there were still gaps when it came to linking 

and aligning these plans to SAIs’ strategic goals/objectives as well as annual budgets.  

With reference to the development of quality control measures for all audit disciplines within a SAI: 

A majority of SAIs scored themselves at level 3 and above, indicating that they had satisfactory quality 

control measures which were compliant with ISSAIs and other best practices. Figure 15 shows SAIs’ 

responses to selected questions on quality control management systems for all SAI audit disciplines. 

SAIs may be having challenges in allocating dedicated competent resources to man the 

QA functions. For instance, whilst 77% of the SAIs scored at level 3 and above indicating that they had 

established quality control systems for all audit types (financial, compliance and performance audit) 

based on the ISSAIs including IT/IS thematic audits, only 62% (16 SAIs) indicated that they had 

dedicated resources that performed quality reviews. This is reflected by 42% (11 SAIs) who scored at 

level 2 and below when it came to the establishment of appropriate systems for engagement quality 

control reviews (pre-issuance reviews) for all types of audits where appropriate.  

In their comments SAIs stated that their quality control systems needed improvement to ensure 

compliance with standards. This same finding was observed across the four SAIs that were subjected 

to QA support visit reviews in 2018. Consequently, SAIs may need to continue to prioritise the 

establishment of quality control systems for all audit types and appropriate QA functions to monitor 

compliance with policies, processes, structures and systems.  

 



 

 

37 AFROSAI-E State of the Region: ICBF Self-Assessment Report for the Year 2018 

 

 

 

6.2.1 Financial & compliance auditing  

Financial & compliance auditing4 forms the flagship of all audit services being provided by SAIs in the 

region. Regionally, in the last 13 years the capacity of SAIs to conduct statutory audits has been 

increasing. Based on the production statistics provided by all the 26 SAIs who responded to the survey, 

a total of 10 668 financial and compliance audits compared with 10 264 in 2017 were completed out 

of a planned or mandated total of 17 

697 audits (compared with 15 579 

audits in 2017). Of the planned or 

mandated audits about 3 657 could 

not be completed during the 

prescribed period partly due to 

resource constraints and late or non-

submission of financial 

statements/accounts by audited 

entities. 

The domain average decreased to 

2.76 compared with 2.80 in 2017. This 

may be attributed to the fact that the 

majority of SAIs were still building 

their capacity to roll out the new FAM 

and CAM programme. Box 10 shows the comments by SAIs relating to the rolling out of the FAM & 

                                                           
4 The majority of SAIs in the region carry out combined financial and compliance audits, commonly known as 

regularity audits. The Secretariat is currently supporting member SAIs to roll out the FAM & CAM programme. 
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Q94: The SAI has implemented a quality control system for all
audit types based on the ISSAIs (i.e financial, compliance,

performance and IT audit).

Q95: SAI has a Quality Assurance unit/function with dedicated
resources that perform quality reviews.

Q96: The SAI's quality control system for all types of audits
clearly define the roles and responsibilities of all team

members, team leaders, audit managers, and engagement…

Q97: The SAI's quality control monitoring measures for all
audit types clearly specifies the requirements for planning of

types of reviews, including nature, scope and frequency.

Q98: The SAI has implemented quality control measures for
financial, compliance, performance and IT audit using a quality

assurance handbook/guideline for full compliance with…

Q99: The SAI has developed and implemented appropriate
systems for engagement quality control reviews for reports of

all types of audit.

Level 3 and above Level 2 and below

Box 10: Rolling out of the FAM & CAM programme 
 
1. Current reviews and updates are being implemented, but 

there is room for improvement. 
2. The SAI has just customised and is in the process of 

implementing the FAM.  
3. AFROSAI-E FAM and CAM are being followed. 
4. SAI is yet to start using FAM and it will be reviewed/updated 

after piloting audits using this manual. 
5. SAI needs to update the manual timeously.  
6. Plans are in place through EU and AFROSAI-E collaboration to 

have the FAM customised in 2019 and periodically updated 
afterwards. 

7. SAI customised its manuals in 2018. 
8. The manuals are still new and have not been reviewed and 

customised. However, a review is planned for June 2019. 

Figure 15: Scoring of selected questions on quality control systems of audit disciplines 
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CAM programme. SAIs commented that the customisation and rolling out of audit manuals like the 

FAM and CAM were made possible with the support of the Secretariat. In their comments they 

attributed the improvement of the quality of audit processes and services to the support they received 

from the Secretariat. However, other SAIs indicated that they were still to customise and roll out the 

FAM and CAM. This may partly explain why the domain average decreased  to 2.76.  

It is expected that in the next two to three years the majority of SAIs would have fully customised their 

audit manuals or developed their own audit manuals that are aligned or compliant with the 

requirements of ISSAI 200 and 400. Small to medium sized SAIs as well as those that operate in 

challenging environments would need close support during this period.  

With reference to the auditing and submission of annual financial statements by ministries, 

departments and agencies (MDAs): Only 65% (17 SAIs) indicated that they provided an audit opinion 

on each individual MDA, despite the fact that 81% (21 SAIs) of MDAs were said to submit annual 

financial statements for audit. On the other hand, 62% (16 SAIs) indicated that MDAs submit end-of-

year accounts/financial statements for audit within the stipulated legal time frames, but a significant 

number of the MDAs were said to delay the submission of their accounts, thus delaying the timely 

completion of the audits. 50% (13 SAIs) also indicated that the MDAs were not required by law to 

submit audited financial statements as part of their annual performance reports to Parliament. It can 

be concluded that there is a need to continue to engage key stakeholders, like Parliament and the 

executive, on the need to amend legal provisions that govern public financial management when it 

relates to submission and audit of MDAs’ annual financial statements.  

6.2.2 Performance auditing 

The objective of performance auditing is to provide policy makers with new analytical insights that will 
give opportunities for making more informed policy decisions. When relating to the SAIs’ mandate for 
auditing the 3 Es, only three SAIs scored at level 2 and below indicating that they did not have explicit 
mandates to carry out performance audits and table the reports in Parliament. The remaining 23 SAIs 
scored at level 3 and above, indicating that they had the legal mandate though improvements might 
still be needed to make the mandate more explicit. The number of completed performance audit 
reports increased from 129 in 2017 to 148 in 2018. There was also an increase of 16 auditors from 669 
in 2017 to 685 in 2018. Given that close to 50 new performance auditors were trained in AFROSAI-E’s 
basic training, the increase of only 16 auditors could be regarded as below expectations. The staff 
turnover in performance auditing remains a challenge for the SAIs. 

However, the increase in the number of reports is still larger than the increase in auditors. Based on 
the 685 auditors, for each report close to five performance auditors were employed. 15 SAIs produced 
reports according to level 3 and above of the ICBF, ten produced fewer, thus there is a need for SAIs 
to continue emphasising the need to improve production levels. Another measure of productivity is 
the production time. In 2018 it increased to 12.9 months from 11.98 months in 2017. The 
recommended regional target of 12 months to plan, execute, report and publish performance audit 
reports is still valid. The best performance audit competition funded in partnership with the Swedish 
National Audit Office has the same target and plays a catalytic role in this regard. 
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One concern, however, is the long time it takes to table performance audit reports. Box 11 shows the 
time it takes to get the reports tabled after the AG’s signature. Ten SAIs indicated that their PA reports 

were tabled within two 
months from the AG’s 
signature. However, a 
significant number of SAIs 
commented that they 
encountered challenges 
when it came to tabling 
the PA reports. The 
tabling periods of those 
SAIs worst affected 
ranged from eight months 
after the AG’s signature to 
later than 12 months. This 
is of concern, as there is a 
risk that the reports will 
lose relevance and impact 

because the information presented in the reports could be overtaken by events.  
 
Of specific concern are the nine SAIs who indicated that they tabled their reports 12 months and later 
after the signature of the AGs. This delay might partly be explained by the legal requirements that only 
allow the SAIs to table 
the report in one 
consolidated volume. 
Box 12 shows 
comments indicating 
circumstances for 
tabling PA reports. In 
their comments some 
SAIs stated that the 
Parliament 
determines when the 
submitted reports 
should be tabled 
based on the 
parliamentary tabling 
procedures. As such 
SAIs should continue 
to engage 
stakeholders to ensure that PA reports are tabled and made public in good time after the AG’s 
signature.  

6.2.3 IT auditing 

The development of information technology (IT)/information systems (IS) auditing in the region is 
progressing more slowly compared to other thematic audit types like extractive industries, audit of 
SDGs, PFM reporting and global fund audits. This may be explained by the huge cost to set up and 
develop IT auditing competencies within SAIs. However, it is encouraging that the number of SAIs that 
are carrying out IT/IS audits is increasing. For example, the number of SAIs carrying out IT/IS audits 
increased to 17, with six of them managing to complete more than ten audits each during the period 
compared with three in the previous period.  
 

Box 12: SAIs’ comments on the tabling of PA reports 
1. Performance audits are not tabled in Parliament according to old act, 

however, the new audit act of 2016 advocates direct tabling of PA reports. 
2. There is no set time frame after the AG ‘s signature for tabling, it could take 

up to 12 months and beyond. 
3. Reports are submitted immediately upon completion and signature by the 

AG. 
4. Yet to table any due to technicality. However, some that are ongoing are 

expected to be submitted soon when signed. 
5. SAI has not yet tabled any performance report. 
6. No PA report tabled so far even though five reports have been submitted 

since the establishment of the PA unit. 
7. We submit performance audit reports, but Parliament determines when to 

table them. 
8. No performance audit reports are tabled at all.  
9. The current practice is that the performance audit report is submitted to 

Parliament immediately after the AG's signature. 

7

2

2

2

10

0 5 10 15

Later than 12 months

Within 12 months or more from
AG's signature

Within 8 months from AG's
signature

Within 4 months from AG's
signature

Within 2 months from AG's
signature

Box 11: The performance audit reports are tabled 
in Parliament
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In total during 2018 about 813 (2017: 685) IT/IS audits were completed by 312 (2017: 284) IT/IS 
auditors. It should be noted that these audits are predominantly carried out as part of financial and 
other audits. However, most of the audits are still being carried out in South Africa, who produced 613 
of the audits using 166 IT/IS auditors. Given the various capacity building interventions in IT/IS auditing 
being carried out by the region it is expected that the number of SAIs carrying out IT/IS auditing will 
continue to increase.  
 
With reference to the development of IT/IS audits in the region: 42% (11 countries out of 26 SAIs who 
responded) of governments in the region use Oracle as their platform of choice, for their main 
ERP/financial information system followed by other hybrid platforms, Epicor and SAP. Figure 16 shows 
SAIs responses to selected questions regarding the development of IT/IS audit in the region.  

 

 
The following observations were noted from the selected questions: 

▪ 69% (18 SAIs) scored at level 2 and below when requested to assess the extent to which they 
had developed IT/IS audit strategy for their IT/IS audits. 

▪ Only 54% (14 SAIs) indicated that they were using tools such as electronic working papers. 13 
SAIs commented that they were in the process of developing audit management systems. 
Further, 54% of the SAIs indicated that they were yet to implement tools such as computer 
assisted audit techniques (CAATs). 

▪ Only 19% (5 SAIs) scored at level 3 and above indicating that their IT/IS audit coverage was 
75% of the total number of national IT/IS systems. Of concern is that the majority (81% of 
SAIs) indicated that the audit coverage for IT/IS audits was 50% and below of the number of 
national IT/IS systems. 
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Q103: The SAI has developed an IT/IS audit
strategy for its IT/IS audits.

Q104: The SAI is using tools such as electronic
working papers.

Q105: The SAI is using tools such as computer
assisted audit techniques (CAATS).

Q106: The SAI's annual IT/IS audit coverage in
% of the number of national IS systems.

Q107: The SAI has audited the main integrated
financial management expenditure and

revenue systems of the country.
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Figure 16: Scoring of selected IT/IS audit questions by SAIs  
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▪ However, when it comes to the annual audit of the main integrated financial management 
expenditure and revenue systems of the country, 62% (16 in 2018 compared with 14 in 2017) 
scored themselves at level 3 and above, indicating that they audited the main integrated 
financial management expenditure and revenue system of the country, annually. It is of 
concern that the other nine SAIs (38%) with scores of level 2 and below indicated that they 
did not annually audit the integrated financial management expenditure and revenue systems 
of their countries. It is possible that these SAIs may not be adequately responding to the risks 
related to the IFMIS. The region expects to see the IT/IS audit results being used during 
financial and other related audits.  

Summary 

There is satisfactory progress in the production of ISSAI-compliant audit tools and services by SAIs. 
Although there is no change in terms of the average domain score of 2.76 when compared with the 
previous years, SAIs are implementing ISSAIs and other international good practices to the satisfaction 
of key stakeholders. The new FAM & CAM programme being driven by the Secretariat has been well 
appreciated by SAIs in their comments. There is satisfactory improvement in the customisation and 
rolling out of the FAM, CAM, ITAM and the Performance Audit Manual (PAM) by SAIs. However, more 
support is needed to build SAIs’ audit capacities at both the institutional, as indicated in the previous 
chapters, and the audit engagement levels. For instance, technical gaps still exist that require the 
attention of SAIs when it comes to the establishment of quality control management systems, training 
of the technical staff, monitoring the effectiveness of said systems as well as computerising the audit 
processes including the use of CAATs. Of significance is the establishment of appropriately resourced 
internal QA functions that carry out reviews across all the audit disciplines within the SAIs. Further, 
SAIs may need to continue prioritising the creation of adequate capacity to develop and implement 
overall annual audit plans that are linked to strategic and operational plans.  

As reported in the previous year, this year the SAIs again positively commented on the critical roles 
being played by the ISSAI-compliant AFROSAI-E template manuals like the FAM, CAM, ITAM and PAM, 
especially as it related to the customisation and updating of their manuals. In their comments SAIs 
again stated that they put greater reliance on the AFROSAI-E training courses to build their technical 
and management capacities. Details of these interventions are contained in the AFROSAI-E Integrated 
Report.  

According to the transversal key findings from the QA support visits conducted in 2018 there are gaps 
at the audit engagement level, for instance, inadequate documentation of the audit and review 
processes, and lack of adequate field supervision when carrying out financial and compliance audits. 
Second, the delayed production and publishing of performance audits continue to require attention 
especially in the reviewing and publishing phases. There is a risk that the delays in tabling SAIs’ 
performance audit reports would result in the reports losing their relevance and impact. Thus, the 
potential of performance auditing to contribute to more effective policies based on informed policy 
decisions would not be achieved. The SAIs and the PAC share responsibilities to make sure 
performance audit reports are published in good time. 

Again, in 2018 the SAIs commented that funding constraints and inadequate technical skills were 
challenges that limited the development of audit capacity in the region and specifically in IT/IS audit. 
While SAIs are busy with customising the FAM, CAM and PAM, there is a need to prioritise the 
integration of IT/IS audits into the three main audit types. This calls for SAIs to continue to prioritise 
the development of IT/IS audit capacity to mitigate the risk of issuing incorrect audit opinions to 
governments.  
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 : COMMUNICATION & STAKEHOLDER MANAGEMENT 

The key ISSAIs under the Communication and Stakeholder Management domain include ISSAI 10, 12, 
20 and 40. Since the ICBF does not have a special domain for SAIs’ performance and the results of 
audits, the inclusion of stakeholders is instead used to disclose the information on SAIs’ performance. 
Analysing the dynamics of what happens in the SAI and responses of stakeholders to its work may 
provide important information about the effectiveness of such communication processes. 
Consequently, this chapter covers internal and external communication by the SAI and management 
of its key stakeholders.  

7.1.  Assessment criteria 

The key assessment criteria in this domain include the following elements:  

➢ Development and implementation of SAIs’ communication strategy and plan 
➢ Engagement with key stakeholders such as Parliament, Public Accounts Committee (PAC), 

Ministry of Finance (MoF) and other oversight bodies 
➢ SAIs’ internal communication 
➢ Promotion of SAIs’ activities through the media 
➢ Reporting publicly on overall audit outcomes  
➢ Communicating in good time and widely on their activities and audit results through the 

media, websites and by other means  
➢ Reporting publicly on own performance  
➢ Monitoring and reporting on the effectiveness of its communication strategy 

 

7.2.  Performance for the year under review 

The average domain score for 2018 is 2.62 which is a marginal improvement of 0.07 when compared 
with the 2.55 average score for 2017. For instance, eight SAIs had average scores of level 3 and above 
which is one SAI more than 2017. Similarly, another eight SAIs indicated in their scores that they had 
achieved between level 2.50 and 2.99 taking the tally to 16 SAIs whose average scores were 2.50 and 
above. An overview of the key performance levels within this domain in 2018 compared with 2017 is 
shown in figure 17.  
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Figure 17: Comparison of the SAIs’ average scores for the Communication & Stakeholder Management 

domain   
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Based on the results of the transversal findings of the QA support visits, it appears some SAIs overrated 

their score. Closer analysis of the 2018 versus 2017 scores reveals that at least five SAIs assessed 

themselves higher without providing supporting evidence for the rise in the score levels.  

On the other hand, a closer analysis of the elements within the domain reveals gaps that require to 

be addressed, as shown in figure 18 on the establishment of communication strategies, plans, systems 

and processes. 

 

 

▪ 73% (19 of the 26 SAIs) stated that they had established communication strategies linked to 

their strategic objectives while 27% indicated that they were yet to develop and implement 

communication strategies. However, 69% indicated that their annual communication 

activities were incorporated into the SAI’s operational plan. 

▪ 69% (18) of SAIs indicated that they had implemented specific plans to strengthen relations 

with the PAC whilst the scores decreased to 62% when it came to building relations with 

Parliament. This difference may be attributed to the perception that SAIs work more closely 

with the PAC, which is a committee of Parliament, rather than the Parliament which is the 

“umbrella” institution. Some SAIs commented that more could be done to engage and 

improve relations with the PAC and other relevant Parliamentary committees. 

▪ However, when it came to the judiciary and other related institutions like the Integrity 

Commissions and Anti-Corruption Commission, 62% (16) of SAIs (with scores of level 2 and 

below) indicated that no or little action had been taken to improve relations with these 

institutions.  

Further, only 56% (14 SAIs) indicated that they reported on the outcomes of the SAI’s 

communication strategy in their annual performance report. The other 44% scored at level 2 and 

below, indicating that they did not annually report on the outcomes of the SAI’s communication 

strategy. 
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Figure 18: SAIs’ scores on the establishment of communication strategies, plans, systems and processes  
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▪ 73% (19) of SAIs stated that they had established communication strategies linked to their 

strategic objectives. However, 69% indicated that their annual communication activities 

were incorporated into the SAI’s operational plan. 

▪ 69% (18) of SAIs indicated that they had implemented specific plans to strengthen relations 

with the PAC whilst the scores decreased to 62% when it came to building relations with 

Parliament. This difference may be attributed to the perception that SAIs work more closely 

with the PAC, which is a committee of Parliament, rather than the Parliament which is the 

“mother” institution. Some SAIs commented that more could be done to engage and improve 

relations with the PAC and other relevant Parliamentary committees. 

▪ However, when it came to the judiciary and other related institutions like the Integrity 

Commissions and Anti-Corruption Commission, 62% (16) of the 26 SAIs) with scores of level 2 

and below indicated that no or little action had been taken to improve relations with these 

institutions.  

Further, 54% (14 SAIs) indicated that they reported on the outcomes of the SAI’s communication 

strategy in their annual performance report. The other 46% of the SAIs commented that they were 

yet to establish the communication strategy before they could report on the communication 

outcomes.  

Summary  

Communication is a fundamental part of the SAIs’ work. As such SAIs’ communication should focus on 

increasing stakeholder awareness of the importance of improving transparency and enhancing 

accountability in the public sector. SAIs should strive towards communicating and promoting the value 

and benefits to society they are creating through the delivery of their audit services. Whether they are 

communicating with internal or external stakeholders, the type and quality of the tools and channels 

of engagement used are important.  

Over the past four years the Communication and Stakeholder Management domain has seen 

incremental improvements of SAIs’ scores. The improvement in the aggregate domain average to 2.62 

may be attributed to improved awareness and prioritisation by SAIs of the importance of engaging 

key stakeholders. More SAIs are establishing communication functions that are manned by qualified 

communication practitioners. Factors that may have led to improvement in this domain include: 

▪ Established AFROSAI-E interventions like the SAI-PAC programme, annual regional 

communication workshops, the SAI-level support visits, the MDP as well as the SLDP.  

▪ Regional participation of many SAIs in the IDI Stakeholder Engagement Strategy programme.  
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 : GENERAL PERFORMANCE OF THE SAIS 

8.1.  SDGs and AU AGENDA 2063 Goals 

Agenda 2030, commonly known as the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) or Global Goals, and 
the African Agenda 2063 are of critical importance for a prosperous Africa based on inclusive growth 
and sustainable development. The success or failure of the achievement of the SDGs depends on the 
contribution and commitment of all citizens. It is therefore important for SAIs to define their roles and 
responsibilities in accordance with the Sustainable Development Goals and Agenda 2063 aspirations. 
The SAI has two major roles, relating to how the SAI contributes to the achievement of the Sustainable 
Development Agenda Goals as well as how the SAI provides assurance on the achievement of these 
goals.  

Supreme Audit Institutions can, through their audits and consistent with their mandates, make 
valuable contributions to national efforts to implement the Agendas. They can do so specifically by 
monitoring the implementation of, and progress towards achievement of the objectives set out in 
these Agendas, as well as identifying opportunities for improvement. However, a significant number 
of SAIs indicated that though they had the mandate to audit the two Agendas they were not 
adequately and technically capacitated to audit and report to their National Assemblies on the extent 
to which government systems and processes were adequate and comprehensive to facilitate the 
achievement of SDGs and African Union (AU) Agenda 2063 goals. Although the SAIs acknowledged 
that they had the responsibility of ensuring that governments were brought to account on the manner 
in which they were ensuring the achievement of goals of the two Agendas, they stated that capacity 
development in terms of training auditors needed to be prioritised.  

8.2.  Timeliness and audit coverage 

Timeliness in tabling audit reports is not only dependent on the date of submission of the reports to 
the legislature but it also paints a picture of how well the public financial management system works, 
including how the SAI itself works. As such the parameters have been expanded to ensure 
compatibility with the requirements of PEFA indicators on the scope, nature and follow-up of external 
audits5. According to the PEFA indicator number 26, level C, 12 months is the limit for audit reports to 
be submitted to the legislature. 69% (18 out of 26 respondents) met this PEFA standard. However, in 
the region we have used a benchmark of six months, as several legislative frameworks now require 
the finalisation and submission of such reports to be within six months after the financial year-end. 
42% (11 out of 26 SAIs) indicated that they now submit their consolidated financial and compliance 
(regularity) audit reports within six months of financial year-end. Over the past four years this figure 
has been marginally increasing.  

The reasons for delays and non-compliance varied, for instance shortage of staff and funds, non-
submission or late submission of the financial statements by auditees and others. In 2018 SAIs singled 
out the main reasons as budget ceilings and delay or non-release of budget allocations by the 
executive to fund audit operations as discussed in the financial resourcing section of this report.  

For performance auditing submission times are ad hoc. In 2018 the submission times ranged from two 
months to later than 12 months after sign-off by the Head of SAI. 

When it comes to audit coverage, although there were increases in the number of actual audits 
completed by the SAIs, there were material percentage decreases for the past four years 2015 to 2018. 

                                                           
5 The indicator was developed by PEFA, a multi-agency partnership sponsored by among others the World 

Bank, the European Commission and DFID; PEFA – Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability  
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For instance, in 2015 for regularity audits 83% (9 177 out of 11 070 planned audits) were completed 
within planned statutory time frames. In 2017 this figure decreased to 69% (9 866 completed out of 
14 291 planned audits). In 2018 the figure further decreased to 66% (10 260 completed out 15 579 
planned audits).  

Box 9 shows that the percentage of national budgets that were audited marginally decreased in 2018. 
For instance, in 2017 ten SAIs indicated that their audit coverage was 99-75% compared to twelve SAIs 
in 2018. Four SAIs indicated 100% in 2018 compared to 3 in 2017. In 2018 the number increased by 
one to six for those SAIs who 
indicated that their audit 
coverage was 74-50% of the 
national budgets. On the 
other hand, SAIs also 
attributed the reasons for 
not attaining 100% audit 
coverage to laws that 
limited their mandates, 
budgetary and staff capacity 
constraints as well as limited 
SAI technical know-how of 
certain subject matter areas. 
Just as in 2017, SAIs again 
indicated that late or non-submission of accounts by auditees also negatively affected audit coverage 
at national level. 

8.3.  Size and composition of audit staff  

The size of the audit staff and its composition have been discussed elsewhere in this report. The 
financial auditors are by far the largest part of the audit staff, at approximately 91% compared to 92% 
in 2017. The performance auditing staff is approximately 6% just as in 2017 while IT auditors constitute 
about 2%. Figure 18 shows the total number of audit staff in the region as 11 709 excluding Angola 
figures compared with 2017 figures of 11 893 . Over the four years there has been a sizeable increase 
in the number of regularity auditors, while for the other two groups, namely performance and IT 
auditors, the increase has been marginal as shown in figure 18. 

 

Figure 19: The regional workforce strength in 2018   
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The capacity of SAIs to carry out financial audits in the region is increasing as shown by the increase 
in the number of regularity/financial auditors (see figure 19). Compared with other disciplines, 
performance auditing comes out a distant second even though there is a steady increase in the 
number of performance auditors in the region. The same is true when it comes to the number of IT/IS 
auditors. It is expected that both now and in the foreseeable future the region’s number one priority 
would remain regularity (financial and compliance) audits. This may be attributed to the explicit 
mandate of the majority of SAIs, which is to carry out regularity audits annually, while for performance 
and IT audits the mandates are less explicit. Encouraging though is the fact that there is steady 
movement in terms of building the numbers of performance and IT auditors in the region. 

8.4.  Financial resourcing of SAIs 

Another important indicator of SAI development is in the area of financial resourcing. Just as in the 
previous four years, in 2018 a significant number of SAIs commented that funding constraints caused 
by budget ceilings, budgets cuts and non-release of budget allocations by the executive were 
negatively affecting their audit operations. As a developing region, the majority of SAIs depend on 
donor support to improve and sustain their audit capacities.  

Effective execution of SAI mandates is premised on the availability of adequate resources. Now, the 
question one needs to ask is: what does a well-resourced SAI look like in terms of its resources? The 
objective is to develop a rough indicator of what a well-funded SAI should have in terms of their budget 
against the national budget. For this year, it is assumed that the region only needs a rough indicator 
which may not include such other factors, for instance, outsourced audits whose budgets sit in the 
auditees’ books, in-kind contributions by auditees as well as donor contributions. As such, SAI South 
Africa has been selected for now as a regional benchmark indicator. In 2018, the South African SAI’s 
budget was calculated as 0.20% (2017: 0.23%) of their national budget.  

Out of the 26 SAIs who responded to the questionnaire one SAI did not submit their data. Table 4 
shows the SAIs’ budgets as percentages of their national budgets. Of the remaining 25 SAIs 11 SAIs’ 
calculated percentage budget levels were lower than the 0.20% benchmark. Two SAIs including South 
Africa achieved the benchmark indicator and twelve SAIs exceeded the benchmark indicator. 
However, of the twelve who exceeded the benchmark, the achievement is not sustainable, given that 
the sudden spike was attributed to capital investments and other once-off budget line items. 

   2018 financial resourcing: SAIs’ budget as a percentage of their national budgets 

Description range Benchmark 
indicator 

Number of SAIs Benchmark  

0.01% to 0.04% 0.20% 3 Not achieved 

0.041% to 0.09% 0.20% 2 Not achieved 

0.91% to 0.14%  0.20% 2 Not achieved 

0.141% to 0.19% 0.20% 2 Not achieved 

0.191% to 0.24% 0.20% 8 Achieved 

0.241% to 0,29%    0.20%    1 Exceeded  

0, 291% to 0.34% 0.20% 0 Exceeded 

Above 0,341% 0.2% 7 Exceeded 

Total  25 SAIs  

 
Table 5: Percentages of SAIs’ budgets against their national budgets (One SAI did not submit figures) 

Based on the results of table 5 it can be concluded that the majority of SAIs in the region are not well 

resourced. Consequently, it is possible that the SAIs affected may not be able to reward and recognise 

their staff using competitive market rates. It is of concern, however, that most of the SAIs in the region 
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are underfunded and depend on external donor funding to finance their capacity building initiatives. 

Consequently,  the sustainable implementation of ISSAIs is at risk if the SAIs are not financially 

supported to build their capacities. 
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 : CONCLUSIONS  

9.1  Cross-cutting issues 

In the application of the ICBF methodology instances of overrating by SAIs were identified. The 
overrating of scores in some of the questions resulted in the lowering of the correlation levels to 70%. 
Low correlation levels have the effect of reducing the validity and credibility of the self-assessment 
scores. Thus, a process of engaging the SAIs concerned should be undertaken to help them build 
adequate capacity for carrying self-assessments that produce valid and reliable results. Further, to 
improve the correlation levels SAIs may in future need to deliberately link any increase in self-
assessment scores to the results of QA support visits as part of the validation process. 

This report identifies quality control management as a universal prerequisite for the sustainable 
delivery of ISSAI-compliant audit services by SAIs. It was observed that the establishment of quality 
control systems appeared to have challenges at both the institutional and audit engagement levels. 
SAIs should prioritise the following four areas: 

▪ SAIs should establish robust quality control management systems to govern and ensure the 
production of high-quality audit services. 

▪ Timely submission and publication of audit results by SAIs enable effective support to their 
respective governments to improve performance, enhance transparency, ensure accountability, 
fight corruption and foster the efficient and effective use of public resources for the benefit of 
citizens. As such, SAIs should communicate their audit results in good time and submit or table 
and widely distribute their annual audit report to Parliament within the statutory deadlines.  

▪ SAIs should continue to work towards becoming model organisations that lead by example by 
annually reporting on their own performance and publishing such reports in Parliament.  

▪ At the centre of SAIs’ performance is the development of effective leadership teams. 
Consequently, the development of leaders and leadership teams should be pursued intentionally 
at both the regional and SAI levels. 

9.1.1. Independence and Legal Framework  

In this domain the regional target of achieving level 3 and above of the ICBF has been achieved. There 
have been significant improvements in the legislation of ISSAI-compliant SAI legal frameworks over 
the past years. However, the majority of SAIs are still encountering challenges when it comes to 
operationalising their independence. For example, the majority of those SAIs that fall under Boards 
and Commissions still encounter challenges because some Boards do not allow their SAIs to recruit, 
promote and make financial decisions without their authority and approval. The following areas 
indicate specific gaps and challenges encountered by SAIs: 
▪ SAIs need continuous support from the region and development partners on how to ensure their 

financial and administrative independence. 

▪ To address constraints brought about by SAI Board/Commission approval requirements, guidance 
needs to be provided to SAIs on how role clarity of Boards/Commissions can be achieved without 
infringing on the independence of the SAI. On the other hand, the region and development 
partners need to develop mechanisms that support SAIs in ensuring their financial and 
administrative independence both from the executive and the Boards they fall under.  

▪ Independence, as it relates to the appointment, tenure and removal from office of the Head of 
the SAI: Although the majority of SAIs indicated that they were fully satisfied with the provisions 
in their legal frameworks, there was still a significant number of Heads of SAIs who were not 
appointed for a fixed term but instead were appointed till they reached their retirement ages. SAIs 



 

 

50 AFROSAI-E State of the Region: ICBF Self-Assessment Report for the Year 2018 

 

may need to engage their stakeholders to facilitate the review or amend laws with a view to 
limiting the period in which heads of SAIs remain in office. 

▪ Although the majority of SAIs in the region fall under the government’s public service, in the spirit 
of transparency and accountability, Parliament or another appropriate body should appoint SAIs’ 
external auditors.  

9.1.2. Organisation and Management 

There were satisfactory marginal improvements in the Organisation and Management domain. For 
instance, SAIs had progressed significantly in establishing strategic and operational plans and other 
governance related tools, systems and structures to effectively execute their mandates. Currently, it 
is a welcome development that a number of SAIs were in the process of updating or developing new 
strategic plans. However, SAIs still encounter challenges and gaps when it comes to ensuring the 
content quality of their plans, implementing and reporting on the achievement of the goals and 
objectives of these plans. For example, the operational plans of several SAIs were not appropriately 
linked to the SAIs’ strategic goals or objectives. Thus, the region should continue to implement SAI-
level support to build the required capacity to enable SAIs to link their operational plans to their 
strategic objectives. 
 
The establishment of robust operational management governance structures, systems and processes 
is a prerequisite for enhanced transparency and accountability. On the other hand, good governance 
practices demonstrate and support leadership effectiveness in SAIs and assist in their quest to become 
model organisations that lead by example. However, establishment of effective monitoring and 
evaluation mechanisms was identified as a weak area in most SAIs. SAIs also corroborated the 
observation when they commented that the area required focused attention by SAI leadership teams. 
To strengthen the governance structures of SAIs both the region and SAIs need to continue to 
prioritise: 

▪ The establishment and regular review of SAIs’ quality control policies to regulate and guide 
the operations of the SAI at both the institutional and audit engagement levels; 

▪ Regular and continuous review and monitoring of internal control systems and reporting the 
key results in SAIs’ own performance reports; 

▪ Regular assessment of the SAI’s integrity control system using such tools as the IntoSAINT or 
other relevant tools; 

▪ Establishment and regular review of SAIs’ ICT strategies that are aligned to strategic goals and 
or objectives; 

▪ Establishment of robust monitoring and evaluation systems to regularly collect information 
and results on the effectiveness of different SAI policies, structures, systems and processes. 

9.1.3. Human Resources 

The development levels in the Human Resources domain have been static. For instance, a decrease in 
the number of SAIs on level three and above was recorded this year. This can also be attributed to the 
absence of administrative independence particularly for those SAIs that fall under the public service. 
As such, the constraints associated with absence of financial independence in several SAIs may also 
constrain the recruitment, development and retention of qualified and competent staff. On the other 
hand, SAIs should seek to corroborate and partner with the public service with the view that the HRM 
functions are delegated to them.  
 
SAIs need development support in the implementation of the Integrated Competency Framework, HR 
strategy and planning, monitoring and evaluation of HR processes, implementation of knowledge 
management systems, HR retention and reward and recognition policies. SAIs may also need support 
in developing and implementing professionalisation programmes.  
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As reported in the previous year, the sustainability of development interventions is of concern due to 
funding constraints. For example, the main challenge facing training and development programmes 
may be funding constraints as well as absence of qualified and competent know-how at the SAI level. 
On the other hand, the issue of small SAIs who cannot afford to sustain the rollout of such staff 
development programmes and the establishment of fully-fledged HR functions is a perennial challenge 
that requires different innovative approaches to address it. 

9.1.4. Audit Standards and Methodology 

There is satisfactory progress in the production of ISSAI-compliant audit tools and services by SAIs. 
SAIs are satisfactorily implementing ISSAIs and other international good practices to the satisfaction 
of key stakeholders. The new FAM & CAM programme being driven by the Secretariat has been well 
appreciated by SAIs in their comments. There has been satisfactory progress in the customisation and 
rolling out of the FAM, CAM, ITAM and the Performance Audit Manual (PAM) by SAIs. However, it is 
critical to continue supporting SAIs to build their audit capacities at both the institutional and the audit 
engagement levels.  
 
The region is encouraged to continue the development of sustainable capacities across their audit 
disciplines. Existing technical gaps around the establishment of quality control management systems, 
training of the technical staff, monitoring the effectiveness of the same systems as well as 
computerising the audit processes including use of CAATs require prioritisation at both the regional 
and SAI levels. Of significance is the establishment of appropriately resourced internal QA functions 
that carry out reviews across all the audit disciplines within the SAIs. SAIs also need to continue 
prioritising the development of adequate capacity to draw up and implement overall annual audit 
plans that are linked to strategic and operational plans.  
 
Over the past four years it has been observed that a considerable number of SAIs stated that the MDAs 
in their countries were not required by law to submit annual financial statements for audit. On the 
other hand, a number of SAIs were not issuing within the Westminster model that issues an opinion 
on the consolidated accounts only. This policy issue of non-submission of annual financial statements 
by MDAs for audit and issuing of consolidated audit opinions affecting a number of SAIs in the region 
may require affected SAIs to continue engaging the executive and the legislature with a view to 
enacting enabling legal provisions that will specifically require all MDAs to submit financial statements 
for audit and issuing separate audit opinions per MDA. On the other hand, audit of the main integrated 
financial management expenditure and revenue systems of the country needs to be prioritised. SAIs 
should be encouraged to actively seek the development of appropriate technical capacity (if they do 
not have it) to annually audit the IFMS. 
 
In the performance auditing discipline, material delays in the production and publishing of reports due 
to constraining legal provisions and long review and management processes have been observed. 
Affected SAIs may need to continue to engage the authorities concerned to amend legal provisions 
that affect the procedures and timing that govern the tabling of performance audit reports. While SAIs 
are busy with customising the FAM, CAM and PAM there is a need to prioritise integration of IT/IS 
audits into the three main audit types. This calls for SAIs to continue to prioritise the development of 
IT/IS audit capacity to mitigate the risk of issuing incorrect audit opinions to governments. 
 
Again, in this year SAIs commented that funding constraints and inadequate technical skills were 
challenges that limited the development of audit capacity in the region and specifically in IT/IS audit. 
To build and maintain future and present sustainable capacity SAIs are encouraged to take the 
professionalisation route as well as continue the development of their management and leadership 
teams who will guide the implementation of the relevant change agendas across all audit disciples. 
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9.1.5. Communication and Stakeholder Management 

Over the past four years the Communication and Stakeholder Management domain has seen 
incremental improvements of SAI scores. More SAIs are establishing communication functions that 
are staffed by qualified communication practitioners. The improvement in the aggregate domain 
average may be attributed to improved awareness and prioritisation by SAIs of the importance of 
engaging key stakeholders. SAIs should strive towards communicating and promoting the value and 
benefits to society they are creating through the delivery of their audit services.  
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APPENDICES



Appendix 1: AFROSAI-E INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY BUILDING FRAMEWORK (ICBF): A GENERIC FORMAT OF THE INSTITUTIONAL PERSPECTIVE 
FIVE DOMAINS WITH ELEMENTS FOR ALL FIVE THE LEVELS IN THE FRAMEWORK (ICBF) 

INDEPENDENCE AND LEGAL FRAMEWORK ORGANISATION AND 

MANAGEMENT 
HUMAN RESOURCES AUDIT STANDARDS AND METHODOLOGY COMMUNICATION AND STAKEHOLDER 

MANAGEMENT 

INDEPENDENCE OF THE SAI 
➢ Appropriate and effective 

constitutional/statutory/legal 
framework 

➢ Financial autonomy 
➢ Managerial and administrative 

autonomy 
➢ Appropriate human, material 

and monetary resources 
 
INDEPENDENCE OF THE HEAD OF SAI AND 

MEMBERS OF COLLEGIAL INSTITUTIONS 
➢ Security of tenure 
➢ Legal immunity in the normal 

discharge of their duties 
 
SUFFICIENTLY BROAD MANDATE 
➢ A broad mandate and full 

discretion in the discharge of 
SAI functions 

➢ Direct submission of reports to 
Parliament 

➢ Access to information 
➢ Discretion in selection of audit 

issues 
➢ Freedom to decide on content, 

timing of audit reports and to 
publish and disseminate them 

LEADERSHIP AND DIRECTION 
 
STRATEGIC PLANNING 
 
ANNUAL OPERATIONAL PLANNING 
 
ORGANISATION OF THE SAI 
➢ Organisational 

development 
➢ Existence of a 

performance auditing 
function 

➢ Existence of an IS audit 
function 

➢ Existence of an IT 
support function 

 
INTERNAL CONTROL SYSTEM 

in line with international     
standards 

 
USE OF RESOURCES 
➢ A management 

information system (MIS) 
tracking key 
management 
information 

➢ A time recording system 
to enable reporting of 
staff costs 

 

HUMAN RESOURCE AND 

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

POLICY  
     Including: 
➢ Recruitment 
➢ Remuneration 
➢ Performance management 

system  
➢ Career development 
➢ Training 
➢ Staff welfare 
➢ Professional development 
➢ Job rotation 
➢ Retention  
➢ Exit 
 
DEVELOPMENT PLANS 

Aligned with: 
➢ Strategic plan  
➢ Annual operational plan  
 
MANAGEMENT OF PERSONNEL 
➢ Recruitment    
➢ Development 
➢ Staff welfare 
➢ Performance appraisals 
➢ Retention 
➢ Filling of vacant posts  
➢ Exit 

ANNUAL AUDIT PLAN  
     Covering: 
➢ Assessments of constraints 
➢ Current issues and stakeholder 

expectations 
➢ Risk assessments in place for 

prioritising audit risk 
➢ Clear statement of audit coverage 
➢ Activity plans for regularity and 

performance audits 
➢ Addressing of backlogs 
 
AUDIT MANUALS 
➢ Aligned to international standards  
➢ Connected to a training 

programme 
➢ Reviewed and updated regularly 

 
QUALITY CONTROL MEASURES AND QUALITY 

ASSURANCE 
➢ SAI policy and procedures 
➢ Roles and responsibilities 
➢ Type of review specified and 

planned, including nature, scope 
and frequency 

➢ Implementation of a quality 
assurance handbook or guidance 
for full compliance with 
international standards 

COMMUNICATION POLICY AND 

STRATEGY COVERING INTERNAL AND 

EXTERNAL COMMUNICATION  
     Based on: 
➢ Legal framework 
➢ Vision, mission and values 
➢ Stakeholder analysis 

(including prioritisation) 
➢ SWOT or similar analysis 
➢ Gap analysis considerations 

 
CHANNELS OF COMMUNICATION  
      Between:  
➢ SAI and Parliament 
➢ PAC and Judiciary 
 
AD HOC MEETINGS  
     With:  
➢ Ministry of Finance and 

oversight bodies 
 
INTERNAL COMMUNICATION 

Including: 
➢ Alignment of staff to SAI’s 

vision, mission, goals and 
objectives 

➢ Implementation of effective 
information sharing practices 
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INDEPENDENCE AND LEGAL FRAMEWORK ORGANISATION AND 

MANAGEMENT 
HUMAN RESOURCES AUDIT STANDARDS AND METHODOLOGY COMMUNICATION AND STAKEHOLDER 

MANAGEMENT 

 
EFFECTIVE FOLLOW-UP MECHANISM  

at the SAI on its recommendations 
 
SAIS REPORTING ON THEIR OWN ACTIVITIES 

AND USE OF RESOURCES 
 
OVERSIGHT AND ACCOUNTABILITY  

The Parliament or an oversight 
body appoints the SAI’s external 
auditors 

 
CODE OF ETHICS 

and its monitoring 

     
TRAINING ASPECTS WITH  
 MONITORING AND                                                                                                                          

EVALUATION MECHANISMS  
      For:  
➢ New entrants 
➢ Management 

development 
➢ On the job training 
➢ Secondments to other 

SAIs 
➢ Audit/accounting  

qualifications 
➢ Coaching and mentoring 

process 
 
CAPACITY TO TRAIN ITS STAFF 
    To: 
➢ use information  
➢ develop knowledge 
➢ develop skill 
 

 
QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCESSES PERFORMED 

BY OTHERS 
 
AUDIT IT-TECHNIQUES  

Such as:  
➢ Electronic working papers 
➢ Computer assisted audit 

techniques (CAATS) 
 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SAI’S 

COMMUNICATION STRATEGY  
for the audit process with the 
auditees 

 
COMMUNICATION  
     With:  
➢ Relevant experts 
➢ Professional bodies 
➢ Relevant journals 
➢ Internal audit 
➢ Other public sector audit 

institutions 
 
SAI REPORTING  

Should include: 
➢ Follow-up on previous 

recommendations 
➢ Standard structure of reports, 

user-friendly with materiality 
considerations 

 

 
PROMOTION OF THE SAI  
     Via:  
➢ Engagement with: 

> Media 
> The public 
> Academic institutions 
> International community 

and organisations 
➢ Use of effective information 

sharing practices 
 
AUDIT PERFORMANCE AND RESULTS 

Such as: 
➢ Audit coverage of 

expenditure 
➢ Number of signed and issued 

or published performance 
audit reports 

➢ Number of/percentage of 
performance auditors in 
relation to total audit staff 

➢ Integration of IS audit in   
regularity and performance                                                  
audit 

➢ Coverage of IS audit 
➢ Time for submission of the            

annual audit report to 
Parliament from the 
beginning of the year 

➢ Time for implementation of                   
the recommendations 

➢ Key stakeholders’ view on the 
benefit of the audit 



Appendix 2: Country-level presentations 2018 

Appendix 2 shows the development levels in accordance with the institutional capacity building 
framework (ICBF) within the AFROSAI-E region. The values are based on annual self-assessment 
questionnaires for the four years from 2015 to 2018. 
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Appendix 3: Quality assurance questions – average for all countries per question 

The white fields are left out in the subset of QA questions 

2018 Year 

The Head of SAI has developed and implemented effective system(s) of delegating authority and holding managers to 

account for their actions in a manner that promotes a culture of quality in all the SAI’s work. 

The Head of SAI has implemented measures to ensure that the SAI's managers and staff can carry out the audits 

according to international standards and other requirements (legal, competence, ethics, resources, supervision etc) 

The SAI has developed an IT/IS audit strategy for its IT/IS audits 

The SAI has an IT support function with at least one (1) IT person for every 30 staff members 

The SAI has approved internal control policies, rules and regulations and procedures that are clearly documented and 

applied in promoting an effective internal control environment 

The SAI has implemented a time recording system, which enables reporting on costs of staff 

The SAI has implemented a quality control management system for regularity audits based on ISSAIs and other good 

practices. 

The SAI’s quality control management system for regularity clearly defines the roles and responsibilities of all team 

members, team leaders, audit managers and engagement partners, as well as pre-issuance reviewers where applicable 

 

The SAI’s quality control monitoring measures for regularity clearly specifies the requirements for the planning of types 

of reviews, including nature, scope and frequency 

The SAI has implemented quality control measures for regularity audits when it comes to the need for a quality assurance 

handbook/guideline for full compliance with international standards (ISSAIs) 

The SAI has implemented a quality control management system for performance audits based on ISSAIs and other good 

practices 

The SAI’s quality control management system for performance audit clearly defines the roles and responsibilities of all 

team members, team leaders, audit managers and engagement partners, as well as pre-issuance reviewers where 

applicable 

 

The SAI’s quality control monitoring measures for performance audit clearly specifies the requirements for the planning of 

types of reviews, including nature, scope and frequency 

 

The SAI has implemented quality control measures for performance audits when it comes to the need for a quality 

assurance handbook/guideline for full compliance with international standards (ISSAIs) 

The SAI has been peer reviewed/quality assessed during the year by SAIs outside the AFROSAI-E region 

The SAI has been peer reviewed/quality assessed during the year by AFROSAI-E 

The SAI has been peer reviewed/quality assured during the year by SAIs in the region but not as part of the regional 

programme 

The SAI is using tools such as electronic working papers 

The SAI is using tools such as computer assisted audit techniques (CAATS) 

The SAI has integrated IT/IS audit in performance audit and regularity audit 

The SAI's annual IT/IS audit coverage in % of the number of national IS systems 
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Appendix 4: Scoring of quality assurance questions compared to the results of quality 

assurance support visits  

Questions compared to the four quality assurance reviews carried out in the year 2018. Comparisons between 
the reviews and the results from the survey scores shown in table 5 in the report. 

1. The Head of SAI is appointed for a sufficiently long and fixed term to comply with the requirement that “The Head of SAI, and (where 
relevant) members of collegial institutions… (are) given appointments with sufficiently long and fixed terms, to allow them to carry out their 
mandates without fear of retaliation” 

2. The relevant and applicable legislative framework(s) specifies, “…. the conditions for appointments … removal … of the Head of the SAI, and 
(where relevant) members of collegial institutions … by a process that ensures their independence from the executive” (e.g. with the approval 
of the legislature, and where relevant, the Head of State; removal only for just cause/impeachment, similar protections to those that apply to 
a High Court Judge) 

3. The executive does not take part in the preparation of the SAI’s budget appropriation or the final decision on the SAI’s budget 

4. The SAI submits an annual report on its own performance to Parliament and other key stakeholders 

4.1 The Head of SAI, top and senior management set appropriate tone and direction for the whole organisation by documenting and 
disseminating the SAI’s vision and core values and promoting these in the SAI’s public activities as well as to all staff 
4.2 The SAI has developed and implemented an annual operational plan based on its strategic plan  
4.3 The SAI has implemented an annual operational plan based on assessments of risks in the environment and expectations from 
stakeholders 
4.4 The operational plan is linked to the SAI budget and there is evidence to prove that all planned activities have been allocated adequate 
resources and cover all the functions and types of audits that will be carried out.  
4.5. The SAI has implemented a system for monitoring and evaluation of the annual operational plan  

5.1 The SAI developed and implemented an HR plan ensuring the required institutional capacity (right staff with the right competencies) 
5.2 The SAI has adopted and implemented the Integrated Competency Framework for SAI Audit and Non-Audit professionals which defines 
the knowledge, skills and behavioural competencies required to function effectively in the SAI environment  
5.3 The SAI has developed and implemented an overarching integrated HR strategy that supports the SAI’s strategic intent 
5.4 The SAI has developed and implemented an attraction and recruitment policy to hire, place and induct staff with the relevant 
competencies to operate competently and effectively in the SAI 
5.5 The SAI has developed and implemented a performance management policy which defines the planning, monitoring and reviewing of the 
performance of staff and their overall contribution to the SAI 
 5.6 The SAI has implemented a system to monitor and evaluate all the different aspects of the Human Resource development strategy and 
policies the results of which are included in its annual performance report 

6.1 The SAI has developed and implemented a training and development policy to realise individual potential, to improve productivity as well 
as individual and team performance 
6.2 The SAI has implemented training programmes for new entrants 
6.3 The SAI has developed and implemented a Leadership Framework and leadership and management programmes to ensure the cultivation 
of leaders/managers who motivate and inspire a culture of high performance  
6.4 The SAI has implemented on-the-job training programmes for all its staff  
6.5 The SAI has implemented training programmes to assist its staff to obtain professional qualifications in relevant disciplines 
6.6 The SAI has implemented a system to monitor and evaluate the return on investment and effectiveness of training and development 
initiatives 

7.1 The SAI has implemented a quality control management system for regularity and performance audits based on ISSAIs and other good 
practices 
7.2 The SAI’s quality control management system for regularity and performance audit clearly defines the roles and responsibilities of all 
team members, team leaders, audit managers, and engagement partners as well as pre-issuance reviewers where applicable 
7.3 The SAI’s quality control monitoring measures for regularity and performance audit clearly specifies the requirements for the planning of 
types of reviews, including nature, scope and frequency 
7.4 The SAI has implemented quality control measures for regularity and performance audits when it comes to the need for a quality 
assurance handbook/guideline for full compliance with international standards (ISSAIs) 

8.1 The SAI has implemented a communication policy and strategy based on the SAIs legal framework, vision, mission and values  
8.2 The SAI has implemented a communication policy and strategy based on stakeholder analysis (including prioritisation) 
8.3 The SAI has implemented a communication policy and strategy based on a SWOT, gap or similar analysis considerations  
8.4 The SAI is monitoring the implementation of the communication policy/strategy and reporting on the outcomes in the annual 
performance report   

9. The SAI is continually optimising its organisation 

10.1 The SAI has regularity and performance audit manuals which are compliant with ISSAIs and other good practices 
10.2 The SAI’s training programmes for regularity and performance auditors are based on its regularity and performance audit manual 
10.3 The SAI’s regularity and performance audit manuals are implemented, reviewed and updated on a regular basis 
10.4 The SAI’s regularity and performance audit manuals are customised to fit the country SAI’s specific country prerequisites 
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Appendix 5: Number of auditors in the region 

Number and percentage of the total number of regularity, performance and IS auditors 2015-2018 [note that estimates were used for Angola based on 2013 2016 figures]. 

COUNTRY 
SAI 

Regularity auditors Performance auditors IS auditors 

2016 2017 2018  2016 2017 2018 2016 2017 2018 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Angola 124 98% 124  120  0 - 0  0  3 2% 3  0  

Botswana 115 83% 115  150  20 15% 20  30  3 2% 3  15  

Eritrea 64 98% 71  95  - - 0  6  1 2% 1  1  

Ethiopia 323 81% 358  450  74 19% 68  74  0 - 2  2  

Gambia 49 96% 54  63  2 4% 4  6  0 - 0  3  

Ghana 1177 96% 1783  1231  43 3% 48  49  11 1% 18  17  

Kenya 762 91% 922  1123  54 6% 54  38  23 3% 21  23  

Lesotho 114 87% 118  132  17 13% 15  14  0 - 0  0  

Liberia 209 91% 204  240  12 5% 9  11  9 4% 9  9  

Malawi 160 84% 119  187  20 11% 18  19  10 5% 14  17  

Mauritius 172 93% 164  171  12 7% 11  12  0 - 0  0  

Mozambique 216 96% 216  202  8 4% 8  10  0 - 0  0  

Namibia 93 83% 106  129  19 17% 19  17  0 - 4  5  

Nigeria 1236 99.8% 1504  1305  0 - 43  40  3 0.2% 3  0  

Rwanda 112 88% 121  146  14 11% 14  16  1 1% 4  3  

Seychelles 28 97% 30  36  - 0 7  7  1 3% 0  0  

Sierra Leone 96 88% 94  120  13 12% 12  13  0 - 0  0  

Somalia 37 77% 81  35  3 6% 0  0  8 17% 2  0  

South Africa 2832 92% 2488  1578  82 3% 83  90  149 5% 141  166  

South Sudan  70 87% 94  122  10 13% 3  5  0 - 0  3  

Sudan 1016 97% 856  1041  24 2% 108  170  12 1% 22  12  

Swaziland 57 79% 57  64  11 15% 11  7  4 6% 4  4  

Tanzania 776 95% 710  640  38 4.8% 37  30  2 0.2% 2  2  

Uganda 239 84% 268  319  35 12% 45  43  11 4% 12  12  

Zambia 276 91% 319  377  20 7% 20  17  7 2% 7  3  

Zimbabwe 195 89% 238  271  19 6% 20  24  6 3% 15  5  

 


