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SAI/Body Comments Response to comments 

SAI Albania We are pleased to know your initiative on promoting a frame-

work for INTOSAI professional standards to maintain and 

promote the integrity and rigor of the ISSAIs and all other 

pronouncements in the IFPS. The new organic law of 2014 of 

Albanian SAI embraces INTOSAI standards. Since the end of 

2011, the Albanian SAI has intensified and strengthened the 

need for continued institutional development in accordance 

with INTOSAI standards and international best audit practices. 

Since we have e recent experience on standard implementa-

tion and standards setting, We will be very interested on your 

initiative and the follow up process. 

 

We have no further comments on Evaluation and Recommen-

dation to improve INTOSAI`s standard setting report. 

√ 

SAI Australia Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the Due 

Process for INTOSAI’s framework of Professional Standards. 

The paper has been provided to the relevant manager in our 

organisation and we have no comments. 

√ 

SAI Bahrain 

Line 17 

Comment: To specify the pronouncements by adding the 

phrase “in the IFPS” at the end of the sentence. That will also 

ensure the consistency of terms used in the due process doc-

ument. 

 

Agree – will be added. 

Line 16 Comment: The phrase “all pronouncements” is very general, 

while this due process covers pronouncements in the IFPS on-

ly. The pronouncements may be specified by phrasing it as “all 

pronouncements in the IFPS”. 

 

Agree – will be added. 

Line 18-30 Suggestion: Consistency of the standard setting process is a 

main purpose of having a standard due process. And there-

fore, it is suggested to mention the "consistency of the pro-

cess" within the purposes of the due process.  

Agree – a section on consistency will be 

added. 
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SAI/Body Comments Response to comments 

Line 27-28 Correction: “are” to be added in the sentence “The chairs are 

responsible….” 

 

And replace “are” for “and”. 

 

Has been clarified as follows, “The chairs 

that are responsible for the goals of the IN-

TOSAI, are committed to ensuring that work 

is progressing as planned.” 

Line 29 Comment: The phrase “other announcements” is general, 

while this due process covers announcements in the IFPS on-

ly. The announcements may be specified by phrasing it as “… 

other announcements in the IFPS”. That will also ensure the 

consistency of terms used in the due process document. 

Agree – will be added. 

Line 33 Suggestion: to add “revising and withdrawing” along with “de-

veloping” pronouncements, as this due process covers all the 

three processes.  

 

Agree – resolved through this adjustment: 

The following identifies the various steps in-

volved in developing the contents of the 

IFPS. 

Line 71 

Line 89 

Suggestion: to specify the goals, and to be consistent with the 

terms used in this document by adding “of INTOSAI’s strategic 

plan” after the goals numbers. 

 

Agree 

Line 155 Suggestion:  to add “until the final endorsement by INCOSAI” 

after the words “…common forum”. This is because the due 

process in this document covers beyond the common forum’s 

approval and goes until the INCOSAI endorsement. 

 

Agree – will be considered and rephrased. 

Line 165-169 Suggestion: The Due process didn't mention procedures to be 

followed for testing (piloting) the project when needed before 

being endorsed or approved. So in page 5, an additional stage 

can be added to figure 1 about "Testing/ Piloting the Project's 

Draft", even as an (optional) stage, and detailed steps to be 

presented below in the context of the Due process. 

Testing/piloting will be included in the list of 

quality processes referred to under Stage 2: 

The exposure draft. 

Line 178 Correction: to replace “Determined” with “Determine”. 

 

Agree 

Line 205-210 Suggestion: there might be cases that the workgroup may 

conclude that there are no sufficient justifications to go be-

yond this stage (i.e. no need to go for next three stages). We 

suggest to add a pargraph for such cases in this section. 

We think the current text is adequate.  
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SAI/Body Comments Response to comments 

Line 209 Correction: to delete the 3rd “and”. 

 

Agree 

Line 220 Suggestion: to replace “ISSAIs” with “pronouncements in the 

IFPS” as this due process covers all the pronouncements in 

IFPS and not only the ISSAIs. 

 

This specific sentence should be directed at 

users of the ISSAIs and not any of the other 

types of documents that are covered by the 

term “pronouncements”.  

Line 224-227 Suggestion: The two points of the quality processes men-

tioned in these lines are relatively similar. It is suggested to 

combine them in one point. 

 

We will rephrase to clarify the difference be-

tween the two. 

Line 245-250 Comment: Due to the importance of maintaining high quality 

within the due process, and especially in the exposure drafts. 

It is recommended to have a separate point to cover the 

quality of the exposure draft. Suggested wording: “That the 

exposure draft is of high quality and relevant quality process-

es have been performed.” 

 

Agree – will be inserted as bullet 2 in the 

box “Approval of exposure drafts” 

Line 272 Suggestion: Producing a high quality translation is very im-

portant. Therefore, we suggest to include a paragraph on this 

regard such as "A two- stage translation procedure should 

take place: First is the initial translation which should be fol-

lowed by review".    

 

More detailed guidance on translation will be 

developed during the PSC’s next mandate 

period. Such guidance may in due course be 

appended to the due process document.  

Line 315 

Suggestion: We suggest that ISSAI should be changed imme-

diately when the original standard-setting body change the 

standard.    

 

Both in the former version and in this re-

vised due process document, changes of a 

minor or conforming nature follow a simpler 

process and can thus be implemented im-

mediately. Substantial changes do, however, 

require adherence to the process for devel-

oping new pronouncements. 

Line 369 Correction: replace “2.2” with “2.1”. 

 

Agree 

Line 386-389 "Comment: this paragraph states that final endorsement by 

INCOSAI for withdrawing pronouncements is optional (The 

Governing Board may decide whether to refer the proposed 

Having to wait up to three years before an 

obsolute or outdated pronouncement can be 

withdrawn does not seem to serve the inter-



 

5/26 

SAI/Body Comments Response to comments 

withdrawal to the INCOSAI …”. 

 

As all the pronouncements are endorsed by INCOSAI as a final 

step in their development process, then it is important that all 

withdrawals to be endorsed by INCOSAI as well. In our opin-

ion, that shall not be left as an option based on the judgment 

of the Governing Board." 

 

ests of the users of pronouncements. Most 

pronouncements are withdrawn in connec-

tion with the development of new pro-

nouncements with the same numbers, in 

which cases the approval of the withdrawal 

of the former version is considered implicit.  

SAI Costa Rica Con instrucciones superiores y en atención a la invitación reci-

bida el 4 de marzo por "The INTOSAI Professional Standards 

Committe (PSC)" para remitir comentarios y sugerencias del 

documento "Due Process for INTOSAI´s Framework of 

Proffesional Standards", le informamos que de acuerdo con la 

revisión y análisis realizado por el área técnica corre-

spondiente, la Contraloría General de la República de Costa 

Rica manifiesta su total conformidad, ya que constituye un 

documento de gran trascendencia porque logra de manera 

clara y concisa estandarizar el procedimiento y determinar los 

principios de actuación que regirán el desarrollo, revisión y 

eliminación de la normativa profesional que emite la INTOSAI, 

lo cual contribuye a asegurar la calidad y consistencia de ésta 

con las mejores prácticas. 
 

√ 

SAI Czech Republic 

 

Following your e-mail concerning the Due Process for INTO-

SAI’s Framework of Professional Standards I would like to in-

form you that the Supreme Audit Office of the Czech Republic 

agrees with the proposed wording of this document. 

 

√ 

SAI India The revised Due Process provides for standard setting process 

within the INTOSAI, especially taking cognizance of the Com-

mon Forum of Technical Experts. It defines the responsibility 

of all the players in the standards setting process in INTOSAI 

and as such, SAI-India has no comments to offer. 

 

√ 
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SAI/Body Comments Response to comments 

SAI Indonesia  To INTOSAI Professional Standard Committee,  

We highly appreciate the effort made by the INTOSAI Profes-

sional Standard Committee (PSC) along with INTOSAI 

Knowledge Sharing Committee (KSC) and INTOSAI Capacity 

Building Committee to reform the due process of INTOSAI 

standard setting process.  

We do agree that the work of SAIs needs to be credible, that 

the ISSAIs should become an authoritative framework for 

public sector auditing and that they need to be of high tech-

nical quality. Taking into account different needs and capaci-

ties, we observe that the ISSAI framework should become an 

authoritative framework for public sector auditing that is 

structured to be reasonably capable of being implemented by 

SAIs or used by them to determine consistency with their own 

country-specific standards.  

We realized that current due process still face some weak-

nesses especially on classification principles, credibility and 

high technical quality issues. The classifications principles do 

not necessarily reflect the contents of the framework. Up to 

now, there has been no due process to establish the categori-

zation, classification, and content of the material that have 

gone into the framework. There is no clear distinction between 

standards and guidance and no clear drafting procedures for 

the preparation of the documents for the framework. Addi-

tionally, some Guidelines and best practices seem inappropri-

ate to be categorized as proper guidelines or best practices 

because it seems that the documents did not well reflect any 

best practice in accordance with the area of respected theory 

and practice as well as other professional standards and 

guidelines.  

We observe that the new due process, the Revised Due Pro-

cess version 2.1., has already improved the standard setting 

process in many ways especially with the existence of the new 

established body, the Common Forum, that is designated for 
the purpose of assessing and approving pronouncements for 

the INTOSAI’s Framework of Professional Standards (IFPS).  

However, we believe that there are still some issues could be 

considered to improve the Revised Due Process version 2.1. in 

The common forum has elaborated a pro-

posal for a revised ISSAI Framework, which 

is addressing the issues you raise here con-

cerning, among other things, classification of 

documents and consistency. 

 

The proposal will be presented for approval 

in connection with INCOSAI in Abu Dhabi in 

December 2016.  

 

The revised due process introduce the nec-

essary mechanisms to carry such a revision 

through. ASOSAI’s support for these ambi-

tions is noted. 
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SAI/Body Comments Response to comments 

the way to obtain a clearer framework of professional stand-

ards, a ‘single gateway’ for documents into the framework, 

and a better and more reliable due process.  

 
 First of all, there are too many parties involved in the due 

process that potentially could cause delays in the process of 

standard settings. The creation of the Common Forum is in-

tended to ensure “a single entry gate” into the ISSAI Frame-

work and a more uniform approval process for the ISSAIs and 

any other pronouncements included in the ISSAI Framework. 

Hence, with the spirit of the establishment of the Common Fo-

rum to simplify the standard setting process and to clarify the 

responsibilities each parties, we believe that there should be a 

clear organizational arrangement between the committees 

(PSC, CBC and KSC), the Project/Working Groups, and the 

Common Forum. This also needs any adjustments on current 

PSC, CBC, and KSC roles and responsibilities.  

 

The current version of the revised due pro-

cess document reflects what it has been 

possible to achieve agreement on now, 

among the INTOSAI bodies involved in 

standard setting. We agree that it could be 

simpler and involve less parties, yet it pro-

vides the much desired single entry into the 

ISSAI Framework that is so important for 

the quality of INTOSAI’s standard-setting 

activities.  

 Second, with the existence of the Common Forum and the in-

tention that the Common Forum should strengthen INTOSAI 

as an international standard setter and drive the continued 

development of appropriate standards for public sector audit-

ing, the Common Forum should be strengthened functionally 

and organizationally. The Common Forum was jointly estab-

lished by PSC, CBC and KSC, however, the Due Process does 

not mention about to whom the Common Forum should be re-

sponsible for. Common Forum should be independent from the 

PSC, CBC, and KSC to be able to ensure the work of the 

Common Forum unbiased and accountable in terms of select-

ing of the Common Forum membership and work process. The 

Project/Working Groups, after being selected by PSC, CBC and 

KSC, should be directly responsible for the Common Forum in 

which the Common Forum could directly involve in the stand-

ards setting process with the project/working groups (this 
scheme has been utilized by the International Auditing and 

Assurance Standards Board (IAASB) in their standard setting 

process).  

 

Same as above.  

Further development of the forum is fore-

seen by the draft Strategic Plan 2017-2022.  
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SAI/Body Comments Response to comments 

 

 Third, the Common Forum is responsible for the purpose of 

assessing and approving pronouncements for the IFPS as 

specified by the due process. The common forum follows the 

development of draft pronouncements, ensures their technical 

quality and consistency as appropriate, and approves their in-

clusion in the IFPS before they are presented to the INTOSAI 

Governing Board by the respective committee. Hence, the Due 

Process should technically detail elaborate the mechanism to 

perform all responsibilities at all of the stages of the due pro-

cess.  

 

The due process provides that the further 

regulation needed can be established at the 

initiative of the PSC.  

 

It is not practical to include excessive details 

in the official INTOSAI document that is to 

be made available in 5 languages and en-

dorsed by INCOSAI. 

 Finally, to improve the standard setting process, if we com-

pare the Revised Due Process 2.1. with the IAASB standard 

setting process, there are three critical processes that should 

be added to INTOSAI Due Process to improve credibility and 

quality on the INTOSAI pronouncements. The first critical is-

sue is communicating the work with the stakeholder. IAASB 

standard setting process consists of four stages: Research 

Programs; Developing a Proposal for Publication; Re-

deliberations and finalization; and Post implementation Re-

views. For the first three of IAASB stages, IAASB involves 

communication and consultation with public and interest par-

ties. For Research Programs level, IAASB release request for 

information or research paper to elicit comments from interest 

parties to help IAASB in decision-making. In developing a pro-

posal for publication, IAASB issues exposure draft for public 

consultation and the IAASB may also undertake additional 

outreach activities such as meetings, discussion forums, 

webcasts and podcasts and roundtable meetings and also in-

clude establishment of a consultative group for major projects 

(e.g. expert or specialist advisory groups); and IAASB debates 

and develops proposals in public meetings. At the Re-

deliberations and finalization stage, IAASB proceed to consider 
constituent feedback from the consultative process. In some 

cases, the IAASB may decide to re-expose proposals  

before proceeding to a finalized pronouncement. INTOSAI due 

process should be added with releasing request for infor-

The IAASB is supported by a professional 

staff made available by IFAC.  

 

INTOSAI has not devoted any of the organi-

zation’s budgeted means to standard-

setting.  

 

The proposed due process therefore reflects 

that all work has to be carried out by SAIs 

that wish to contribute with their own 

means. It does however provide a step in 

the direction of an improved process that is 

more in line with INTOSAI GOV 9200 and 

the many other INCOSAI decisions on the 

importance of INTOSAI’s standard-setting.  

 

If the due process was to include the same 

stages as the IAASB’s process a more pro-

fessional supporting function would need to 

be established by INTOSAI.  

 

The relevant way for ASOSAI to pursue the 
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SAI/Body Comments Response to comments 

mation and consultation from interest parties at every stage of 

standard setting process to help the Common Forum in deci-

sion-making since the Revised Due Process 2.1 only set public 

comments up at Exposure Draft stage.  

The next critical issue is on detailing the task on the exposure 

draft. Due process should provide detail of how the project 

groups and subcommittee performing the detail task on the 

stages of The Exposure Draft in which the quality processes of 

the developing of the Draft pronouncements may include in-

volvement of expertise in the different types of audits and en-

gagements that is relevant for the draft and involvement of 

technical expertise on specific subject matters. This may be 

achieved through existing specialised working groups in INTO-

SAI, consultancy by external experts or other means.  

The last critical issue is on Post implementation Reviews. 

IAASB conduct Post Implementation Reviews of each new 

standard or major amendment (usually after two years). The 

post implementation review process can also be initiated in 

other circumstances such as regulatory changes or concerns 

raised by other parties. INTOSAI needs to add this stage on 

the due process to better adjust the pronouncements with any 

significant changes to the pronouncements.  

We believe that all inputs above could enrich the improve-
ment of the new INTOSAI Due Process. INTOSAI-GOV 9200 
stated that a successful standard-setting due process produc-
es high-quality standards that yield relevant, reliable, neutral, 
consistent, and comparable financial statements that meet 
the needs of users. To achieve this goal, the standard-setting 
process must be rigorous, transparent, objective, and partici-
patory. An independent standard-setting body ensures that 
the standards are not arbitrarily changed to suit the prefer-
ences of the current management, which could potentially 
result in inconsistent or misleading financial statements. 

need for a more credible and professional 

standard-setting function would therefore be 

to raise the issue with the INTOSAI Finance 

and Administration Committee and the Gov-

erning Board.  
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INTOSAI General Secretary Thank you for the version 2.1 of the Due Process for INTOSAI 

Professional Standards and offering the opportunity to com-

ment on it. 

 

The draft document with the proposed changes in comparison 

to the Due Process as approved in 2010 reflects the develop-

ments and experiences with the ISSAIs over the last years. I 

am convinced it will contribute to achieve a clearer INTOSAI 

framework of professional standards in benefit of all members 

SAIs and will provide an even better and reliable process to 

foster INTOSAI’s reputation also as standard setter for the 

public sector. 

 

There are the two following issues I would like to raise: 

 

 

 1. In the presented draft Due Process the approval of all pro-

nouncements of the products of the IFPS lies with the Com-

mon Forum. The documents states „ISSAIs and other pro-

nouncements, they are subject to a review process and ap-

proval by a common forum that is responsible for all pro-

nouncements in the IFPS“.  

 

For example under point 2 of the Due Process the approval of 

„Individual projects“ lies in the competency of the Common 

Forums such as the „process to developing pronouncements, 

approval of project proposals, approval of exposure drafts, 

approval of endorsement versions, approval of revised pro-

nouncements, approval of withdrawal pronouncements, ap-

proval of withdrawal of pronouncements“.  

 

The Due Process establishes that: „The term ‘common forum’ 

refers to the single INTOSAI body that is designated for the 

purpose of assessing and approving pronouncements for the 

IFPS as specified by this due process. The common forum is 

established jointly by the PSC, CBC and KSC. The common fo-
rum follows and guides the development of individual draft 

pronouncements, ensures their technical quality and con-

sistency as appropriate, and approves their inclusion in the 

IFPS before they are presented to the INTOSAI Governing 

The proposal of the General Secretary has 

been followed – the following is added: 

 

The appointment of new members for FIPP 

shall be presented to the INTOSAI Govern-

ing Board for final endorsement. 

 

The common forum has been named Forum 

for INTOSAI Professional Pronouncements 

(FIPP). It is required that FIPP, shall be sub-

ject to appropriate governance: 

 

The PSC and the chairs of the CBC and KSC 

ensure the effective governance and opera-

tion of FIPP in line with FIPP’s terms of ref-

erence and establish the appropriate mech-

anisms in that regard. The PSC’s terms of 

reference define the relevant mechanisms of 

governance to enable the PSC to follow and 

develop the functioning of FIPP and to en-

sure that FIPP contributes to reliable and ef-
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Board by the relevant committee. The chairs of the PSC, CBC 

and KSC ensure the effective governance and operation of the 

common forum in line with the forum’s terms of reference and 

establish the appropriate mechanisms in that regard. The 

PSC’s terms of reference may define further mechanisms to 

enable the PSC to follow and develop the functioning of the 

common forum and to ensure that the forum contributes to 

reliable and effective standard setting in accordance with the 

objectives defined for goal 1 in INTOSAI’s Strategic Plan“. 

 

Although the final approval of all products lies with the Gov-

erning Board and the Congress, the current draft foresees that 

all prior approvals are realized by the Common Forum, thus 

taking these important and decisive decisions regarding INTO-

SAI standards without the prior or immediate involvement of 

the PSC, CBC and KSC. It should be guaranteed in the Due 

Process that the PSC and also the CBC and KSC can really ex-

ercise their guiding (“Common Forum works under the guid-

ance of Goal Chairs”) and steering as well as oversight role. 

Now it seems that the Common Forum is entitled to take all 

the decision under point 2 of the Due Process regarding the 

pronouncement of the IFPS without any further guidance or fi-

nal approval by the Goal Chairs.  

 

Taking into account that at present is it foreseen that the 

composition of the Common Forum lies within the competency 

of the PSC, CBC and KSC, the Common Forum has too high-

ranking and far reaching competencies. In any case the ap-

proval of the composition and chair of the Common Forum 

should lie in the hands of the Governing Board, thus offering 

the Governing Board the possibility to exercise influence on 

this new Forum with very broad competencies as far as INTO-

SAI standard setting is concerned.  

 

fective standard setting in accordance with 

the key strategies defined for goal 1 in IN-

TOSAI’s Strategic Plan. 

 

The General Secretary is right in pointing 

out that the PSC in collaboration with KSC 

and CBC should be able to exercise a steer-

ing and guiding role. The experience since 

2010 has been that this is not the case un-

der the current due process where the tech-

nical approvals were split between three dif-

ferent steering committees. The due process 

therefore provide for better means includ-

ing: 

- a strategic development plan for the 

framework of pronouncements 

- a common forum – FIPP - that will 

have the time and technical compe-

tencies needed to ensure the plan is 

applied to the individual drafts and 

leads to a clearer set of standards 

 

The due process reflects that there will be 

different needs for different projects with 

regard to how various parties within the 

PSC, KSC and CBC are involved. The due 

process therefore provide strong guarantees 

that enables the chairs of the PSC, CBC and 

KSC to ensure the appropriate involvement 

of the committees and their working groups. 

 

 

 

 

 2. It seems that the Common Forum in collaboration with PSC, It has been clarified that: 
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CBC and KSC now elaborates proposals and initiatives for new 

pronouncements of the IFPS. Thus existent Sub-Committees, 

Working Groups and Task Forces will no longer have the pos-

sibilities to present their own proposals but will only be able to 

elaborate ISSAIs or INTOSAI GOVs upon decision of the 

Common Forum. This procedure can easily lead to a loss of 

readiness and cooperation under the member SAIs to actively 

engage in the elaboration of the products or take the respon-

sibility to chair a Working Group or Subcommittee.  

 

The strategic development plan shall assem-

ble all initiatives to develop, revise or with-

draw professional pronouncements. Any IN-

TOSAI member or other interested party 

may provide suggestions in this regard for 

consideration and prioritisation in the plan-

ning process.  

 

Note also that: 

- the due process specifies that the use of 

the term PSC, CBC and KSC refers to the full 

committee structure including working 

groups and task-forces.  

- the strategic development plan for the 

framework is to be endorsed by the INTOSAI 

Governing Board.  

- the proposal does not affect the current 

responsibility of working groups to maintain 

the pronouncements they have developed 

(cf. the existing due process). 

 

SAI Iraq Based on the aim and purpose of the due process referred to 

in the introduction, we suggest to add the following paragraph 

within the purpose of the due process, “to support knowledge 

sharing on a larger scale by presenting and discussing SAIs’ 

different experiences which differ from one environment to 

another while proposing the project proposal or presenting the 

obstacles that may interrupt application of a draft proposed 

ISSAI when reviewing the draft exposure given that each SAI 

gives feedback on the draft ISSAIs in conformity with possible 

application in its specific environment. 

 

Agree - this aspect will to some extent be 

covered in the initial assessment/project 

proposal. Text has been added to stage 1  to 

reflect this purpose of the initial assessment.   

  

 In stage 1: the project proposal, which referred to the purpose 

of the initial assessment, we think that some project proposals 

could be a revision project for an existing standard. The pro-

Agree – resolved through addition of the 

text referred to above. 
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posal aims at carrying out essential revisions according   to 

what is mentioned in Stage 4\the final pronouncements, “the 

new pronouncements are posted on www.issai.org and replace 

any existing pronouncements”. Accordingly, we argue that the 

purpose of the initial assessment needs to include the follow-

ing statement, “attempting to present any difficulties in apply-

ing some standards or their urgent need for essential revi-

sions. 

 

SAI  Iraq It would be suitable in the draft due process to mention the 

executive body that will undertake feedback receiving func-

tions on the draft ISSAIs and the means of communication 

with it.  

 

Also, it is advised to create an e-mail account to answer any 

questions or inquiries that may arise by the stakeholders con-

cerned with commentaries on the draft ISSAIs due to lan-

guage and translation gap which sometimes could prevent 

clear understanding of a subject in question. 

 

The working groups that have developed the 

respective pronouncements are the ones 

that receive feedback. Questions concerning 

the drafts should be directed to those who 

have developed them. 

When exposure drafts are posted on is-

sai.org, the responsible working group in-

vites all interested parties to provide their 

comments to the draft. Contact details ap-

pear from the front page of the exposure 

draft. All comments received and the work-

ing group’s responses to comments received 

are subsequently – after expiry of the expo-

sure period – posted on issai.org.  

 

In the longer term, the common forum 

would also be an obvious candidate for an-

swering questions of the nature described by 

the SAI of Iraq.  

SAI Kazakhstan The SAI Kazakhstan would like to inform you that we have no 

proposals to the draft of the Due Process for INTOSAI’s 

Framework of Professional Standards. 

√ 

SAI Latvia 

 

 

 

The State Audit Office of the Republic of Latvia would like to 

express its highest gratitude to the PSC Steering Committee 

and especially the Chair of the Professional Standards Com-

mittee, Ms Nanna Henning, for the work and commitment for 

Agree –this suggestion will be passed on to 

the incoming chair of the PSC and the com-

mon forum. 

http://www.issai.org/
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increasing the overall audit quality. 

With reference to the invitation to comment on the Due Pro-

cess for INTOSAI’s Framework of Professional Standards I’d 

like to inform you that the State Audit Office of the Republic of 

Latvia has reviewed the revised standard-setting process.  

In this regard we do not have any commentaries concerning 

the wording of the document however we would like to sug-

gest adding a point on the form of the amended documents. 

Currently when SAIs receive a proposed ISSAI or GOV draft 

update they have to individually look-up for previous versions 

of the concerned document and to compare them. This is be-

lieved to be a time-consuming and inefficient process which 

may raise uncertainty during the planning process. In our 

opinion it would be essential to ensure that for the conven-

ience of readers of the amended documents with the latest 

corresponding track-changes would be available. 

We would like to suggest introducing the practice for amend-

ing documents in which the proposed draft documents to be 

track-changed – which is a common practice within the Inter-

national Federation of Accountants (IFAC) and until this mo-

ment has been successfully implemented for reviewing of the 

Practice Notes of ISSAIs on financial audit as well.  

Such a practice would benefit SAIs by allowing comparing the 

revised version with the original-previous versions of docu-

ments. It is important since for an SAI to be able to set a 

timeframe for updating of the methodology practice it needs 

to have appropriate tools for comparing and assessing wheth-

er it should be done as soon as possible or could it be post-

poned until the annual update of the methodology practice 

which is to take place whatsoever.  
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In the meantime a traceable record of changes to the docu-

ment would create conditions for a faster reviewing of the 

changes to certain ISSAI documents as well as increase the 

overall institutional awareness of the existing changes to the 

standards.  

We sincerely hope that you will find our suggestions useful.  

SAI Lithuania Thank you for sending the Revised Due Process for INTOSAI's 

Professional Standards for our consideration. 

  

We would like to inform that we do not have any comments or 

remarks from our side regarding the revised document. 

 

√ 

SAI Malta 

 

Line 84 

One might include in the draft paper the basis for INTOSAI 

Governing Board endorsement of the general strategy and 

working plan for the development of the IFPS as per para-

graph commencing in line 84.  This could incorporate the IN-

TOSAI Governing Board’s conclusion as to whether the due 

process employed by PSC in conjunction with chairs of the 

CBC and KSC to develop the strategy and work programme 

has been followed effectively and with proper regard for the 

public interest.  It might also comprise the opinion of the IN-

TOSAI Governing Board on the appropriateness of the items 

on the work programme and an evaluation of the complete-

ness of the strategy and work programme from a public inter-

est perspective.  It might be also state that annually, the PSC 

in conjunction with the chairs of the CBC and KSC discuss the 

following year’s work programme with the INTOSAI Governing 

Board. 

 

The due process document should not, in 

our opinion, determine how the Governing 

Board should organize its work. 

 

The responsibilities and work tasks of the 

Governing Board are – in broad terms - in-

cluded in INTOSAI’s Statutes.  

Lines 86-87 

 

After the sentence as per lines 86 and 87 i.e.“Decisions on the 

content of the plan shall be taken by the PSC in conjunction 

with the chairs of the CBC and KSC and shall be based on pro-

posals elaborated by the common forum,” the following may 

be added:  

 

The section – beginning in line 84 – on the 

strategic development plan for the IFPS will 

be expanded to include text on the organiza-

tion of an open consultation among all rele-

vant parties in INTOSAI and external stake-

holders. 
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as well as following a review of national and international de-

velopments affecting public sector auditing, in particular in 

their sphere of competence, by the various Working Groups or 

a consultative body.  

 

Lines 96-98 The Standard may amplify more the procedure to be followed 

when there is a change in the classification principles. (Kindly 

refer to lines 96 to 98). 

We do not see any immediate need for fur-

ther amplification. 

 One might also include the procedure to be adopted when the 

request for a change in the existing framework of standards is 

made by an external stakeholder. 

Same comment as above.  

Line 193-195 One is to consider the possibility that, if an existing working 

group within the PSC, CBC or KSC wishes to develop pro-

nouncements for the IFPS (as contemplated in line 109 of the 

Paper), it is to ensure that the proposal would be included in 

the Strategic Development Plan for the IFPS.  Moreover, in 

addition to obtaining approval from the PSC, and chairs of 

CBC and KSC as stipulated by lines 193 to 195 of the paper, 

the Working Group would ensure that the change is endorsed 

by the INTOSAI Governing Board. 

It has been clarified that: 

 

The strategic development plan shall assem-

ble all initiatives to develop, revise or with-

draw professional pronouncements. Any IN-

TOSAI member or other interested party 

may provide suggestions in this regard for 

consideration and prioritisation in the plan-

ning process.  

 

The strategic development plan is endorsed 

by Governing Board. 

Lines 201-211 

Lines 243-250 

It may be recommended that meetings held to approve pro-

ject proposals (lines 201 to 211) and to approve the issue of 

Exposure Drafts (lines 243 to 250) by the common forum be 

broadcast over the Internet or recorded and archived on 

www.issai.org website.  Moreover, meeting agenda papers of 

every meeting of the common forum, including any draft pro-

nouncements prepared for the review of the common forum 

and minutes of the immediately preceding meeting of the 

common forum are to be published on the www.issai.org web-
site in advance of each meeting of the common forum. 

The suggestions to increase the transparen-

cy of the standard-setting process will be 

passed on to the incoming chair of the PSC. 

 

Having limited resources and relying 100% 

on in-kind contributions may, however, be 

an obstacle for implementing all the sugges-

tions made. 

Line 220-221 The sentences commencing in line 220 and ending in line 221 

may be reworded as follows: “Consultations with users of the 

ISSAIs and users of the resulting SAI audit reports.  This may 

We think the current text is adequate. 
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be achieved through an established advisory group or in other 

ways such as a public forum, a round table, or the issue of a 

consultation paper.” 

 

Lines 213-256 One might include under stage 2 of Section 2 (Lines 213 to 

256) that an exposure draft is to be accompanied by an ex-

planatory memorandum that highlights the objective(s) of and 

the significant proposals contained in the draft international 

standard, as well as the common forum’s view on the main is-

sues addressed in the development thereof. 

 

This information will appear from the project 

proposal that has been approved by the 

common forum and which will be posted on 

issai.org. Or it may be included in the ac-

companying material referred to under 

Stage 2. 

Lines 264-266 When the Working Group decides that a re-exposure of the 

pronouncement will be required (as per lines 264 to 266), it 

has to seek the approval of the common forum. 

The sentence will be rephrased as follows: 

“The working group considers – and consults 

with the common forum – whether the 

changes made to the exposure draft are so 

that …… “ 

Lines 284-288 It might be advisable that for each final release of a new or 

revised ISSAI (as per lines 284 to 288), the PSC issues a sep-

arate document explaining its basis for conclusions with re-

spect to comments received to the exposure draft in addition 

to the executive summaries.  Such document is to be pub-

lished on the www.issai.org website. 

 

All comments received and the responses 

provided by the working group that has 

been responsible for developing the pro-

nouncement are published on issai.org.  

 

We think the timing of the publication of re-

sponses to comments made is appropriate, 

since it gives those who have commented 

time to discuss the conclusions made with 

the relevant working group, before the final 

pronouncement is presented for approval.  

 

Executive summaries are generally worked 

out when endorsement versions of 

new/revised pronouncements have been fi-

nalized and approved at INCOSAI.  

Lines 308-346 It may be worthwhile to make clear under Section 2.2 titled 

The process for revising pronouncements (editorial changes) 

(lines 308 to 346), that when the underlying IFAC’s Interna-

tional Standard on Auditing to an ISSAI on Financial Audit is 

If minor or conforming, such changes should 

follow the procedure outlined in Section 2.1. 

If substantial changes are to be implement-
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revised, the relative Practice Note may need to be revised as 

well, and this in our opinion, preferably has to follow the pro-

cedure outlined in Section 2.1. 

 

ed in the Practice Notes following changes in 

the ISAs, however, such changes should, as 

indicated, follow the procedure for develop-

ment of new pronouncements.  

SAI Myanmar With regards to your e-mail dated 7th March 2016 for com-

ment on the "Due Process for INTOSAI's Framework of Profes-

sional Standards' (Revised version of INTOSAI's former due 

process), we would like to inform you that we have normally 

no comments on this draft after we went through this draft. 

√ 

SAI Portugal We really appreciate the results obtained through your dedica-

tion and commitment to the Due Process, concerning the  pro-

cedures by which INTOSAI pronouncements are included in 

INTOSAI’s Framework of Professional Standards. Therefore, 

we would like to congratulate you on the quality of the work 

produced and let you know that we don’t have any comments.  
 

√ 

SAI Qatar I am directed to the e-mail on the above subject and state 

that there are no comments and suggestions to offer on the 

revised  Draft Standards. 

√ 

SAI Sweden Thank you for a well done job with the Due Process. 
 

The Swedish NAO has no further comments at this stage. 

√ 

SAI Switzerland Thank you for your efforts and the invitation to comment on 

the Due Process for INTOSAI’s Framework of Professional 

Standards (revised version of INTOSAI’s former due process).  

  

The Swiss Federal Audit Office has nothing to add or to 

amend.  

 

√ 

SAI The Netherlands Following the invitation in your letter of 4 March 2016 we 

herewith provide our comments and suggestions on the draft 

version of the revised due process for INTOSAI’s Framework 

of Professional Standards – just in time!  

 

√ 
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We believe that the current text on the due process is an im-

portant step towards a sound and reliable due process. How-

ever, we would like to address the following points: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. The Professional Standards Committee (PSC) is the single 

body responsible for achieving the objectives defined under 

Goal 1 (Professional Standards) – materialized in the IFPS . 

How does this relate to: 

 The proposal that the ‘common forum’, designated 

for assessing and improving pronouncements for 

that IFPS, is established and governed jointly by 

the (chairs of the) PSC, the CBC and KSC? 

 The proposal that these three chairs keep a consol-

idated record of the status and progress of all IFPS 

pronouncement-related projects?  

 The proposal that these three chairs refer the final 

pronouncements to the Governing Board?  

 

We perceive a certain risk of blurring of responsibilities on the 

professional standards. If the PSC is indeed considered as the 

sole responsible committee for the (development of) profes-

sional standards, it could also be seen as solely responsible for 

the establishment and functioning of the common forum and 

the IFPS-projects – in conjunction with the (chairs of the) CBC 

and KSC. The same applies for referring the final versions of 

the pronouncements to the Governing Board. The governing 

board could decide on any issues where the CBC and/or the 

KSC might have a different point of view than the PSC.  

 

The document reflects: 

- that most of the current content of INTO-

SAI’s framework of professional standards 

have been produced by working groups that 

are not part of the PSC. 

- INTOSAI’s goals on standard-setting, ca-

pacity development and knowledge sharing 

are closely connected    

 

This is an issue that has been much dis-

cussed, and the current “division” of respon-

sibilities represents the outcome of the dis-

cussions. It should be noted, however, that 

the three goal chairs are at the same time 

responsible for ensuring effective govern-

ance of the common forum. 

 2. To encourage public input to the development of profes-

sional standards, the due process could include the step of 

sending a news message on the availability of new preliminary 

drafts or exposure drafts to relevant stakeholders – in order to 

alert them on the opportunity of reacting. 

The working groups are encouraged to for-

ward invitations to comment on exposure 

drafts, not only, to the members of INTO-

SAI, but also to relevant stakeholders, see 

the last paragraph under Stage 2. 

 

When exposure drafts are posted on is-

sai.org, all subscribers to the free ISSAI E-
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mail Update Service (currently around 600) 

are alerted of the opportunity to comment. 

The current list of subscribers include sever-

al external stakeholders. 

SAI USA  This letter provides the U.S. Government Accountability Of-

fice’s (GAO) comments on the Due Process for INTOSAI’s 

Framework of Professional Standards guidance recently re-

leased for review.  

GAO supports the concepts and principles of the proposed Due 

Process for INTOSAI’s Framework of Professional Standards 

guidance. This guidance aligns with the 2017-2022 strategic 

plan, and enhances the credibility of INTOSAI standards. Such 

credibility is essential for stakeholders to have confidence that 

the audit work performed by SAIs can be relied upon to pro-

vide an appropriate level of oversight for government ac-

countability – and SAI reports can be used by stakeholders in 

assessing the quality of government entities’ financial and per-

formance information.  

We would like to commend you on the efforts of your commit-

tee to revise this important guidance for developing, revising, 

and withdrawing ISSAIs and other pronouncements. Staff at 

GAO have reviewed this guidance and have developed the en-

closed detailed comments for your consideration as you final-

ize the guidance for presentation at INCOSAI in 2016. We ap-

preciate your consideration of our comments on this important 

document as we work together on issues of mutual interest. If 

you wish to discuss any of our comments or need further in-

formation please feel free to contact Beryl H. Davis at Da-

visBH@gao.gov. 

√ 

Introduction 

Paragraph 5 

Using Due Process Only for Documents Determined to be 

Standards. The “Introduction” section states that the process 

is applicable to all ISSAIs and GOVs. The Common Forum is in 

the process of developing recommendations for distinguishing 

between different categories within the standards framework 
that will essentially provide clearer distinctions between 

standards and guidance. While it is envisioned that the stand-

ards would require the robust due process explained in the 

draft document, other INTOSAI papers identified as guidance 

The proposal has been followed by adding 

the following to the draft:  

 

The requirements provided for by this due 

process shall apply to all pronouncements 

classified as ISSAIs. The classification prin-

ciples may define exemptions from specific 

requirements of due process for other cate-
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might be better processed in a simpler, more efficient manner.  

Our suggestion is to include in the “Introduction” sec-

tion a caveat as to its applicability only to those docu-

ments identified as standards by INTOSAI.  

gories of pronouncements.   

 

 

Page 2 

Paragraphs 15-30 

Consider adding a reference related to the “consistency” pur-

pose by adding the following language to Stage 1:  

• Ensures that all pronouncements follow a quality con-

trol process where consistency with other pronounce-

ments is achieved.  

 

Agree – the suggested text will be added. 

Pages 5-6 

Paragraphs 160-210 

Consider adding guidance regarding timeframes to the project 

proposal area information. For example, the proposal could 

help clarify the expected timeframes for development of 

standards. This is important because without certain time 

structures or limitations, projects may grow in length and use 

up more resources than anticipated.  

 

More detailed – separate - guidance on the 

elaboration of project proposals including 

timelines may be prepared later. This sug-

gestions will be passed to the incoming PSC 

chair and common forum.  

  

It should be recognized, however, that pro-

jects may grow in length for many valid rea-

sons like, for instance, am unexpected need 

for re-exposure. 

Page 5 

Paragraph 170 

Consider explaining that the working group prepares the initial 

assessment and project proposal. This is implied later in para-

graph #200, but it would be helpful to explain earlier in the 

document. 

 

We have not been able to improve the text 

further on this point. The process of clarify-

ing the project organization is part of the 

purpose of the initial assessment (In prac-

tice, working groups have often been formed 

during this process). 

Page 5 

Figure 1 

Consider adding information to expand on or clarify the rela-

tionships between committees, subcommittees, working 

groups, and the Common Forum as you explain the 4 stages 

for developing pronouncements. This could be achieved by:  

1. Enhancing figure 1 to show the parties involved at each of 

the 4 stages. We suggest that this graphic or flowchart be 

simpler than the one included in appendix I, or  

2. Adding narrative information to clarify the roles and re-
sponsibility of each group under each of the 4 stages.  

We have not been able to improve the text 

further – the narrative is provided in the fol-

lowing sections on each stage of the pro-

cess. 

Page 6 

Paragraph 190 

Consider revising sentence as follows:  

Dependent Depending on the scope and purpose of the pro-

ject, the proposal may refer the include a reference that 

Agree – will be changed. 



 

22/26 

work will be performed by to an existing working group 

(subcommittee) within the PSC, CBC or KSC or that a special 

working group will be established (project group) to carry-

out the project.  

Page 6 

Paragraph 200 

Consider revising sentence as follows:  

When the working group has completed the initial assessment 

and developed the project proposal, it is referred by the chair 

of the PSC, CBC or KSC to the common forum for approval. 

the chair of the PSC, CBC or KSC will refer the project 

proposal to the common forum for approval.  

Agree – will be changed. 

Page 8 

Paragraph 280 

Consider adding guidance to clarify and expand on what pro-

cesses or procedures are followed by the chairs of the PSC, 

CBC and KSC to assure the Governing Board that due process 

has been followed for each project presented. For example, 

explain what procedures are performed to help ensure that 

consistency among goals and other related information has 

been achieved.  

 

Page 8 

Paragraph  295 and 300 

Information on the working group’s decision about the fre-

quency and appropriate maintenance of the standard is cur-

rently placed under stage 4; The final pronouncement.  

Should this information be included separately under a section 

entitled “Maintenance of Pronouncements” or if this infor-

mation is developed along with the standards or the proposal, 

would it be better placed before stage 4?  

Agree. Will be placed under Stage 4, and a 

new headline will be added, After the en-

dorsement. 

Page 10 

Paragraph 350 

Please clarify what is meant by withdrawn…”in accordance 

with this due process (cf. section 2.1)”.  

 

A typo – text should be moved up and read: 

Pronouncements that have been replaced by 

an endorsement version with the same doc-

ument number, in accordance with this due 

process (cf. section 2.1), are considered 

withdrawn without further decision. 

SAI Vietnam This is regarding the invitation for comment on due process 

for INTOSAI Professional Standards.  

On behalf of SAI Vietnam, we would like to convey our sincere 

thanks and high appreciation for your contribution towards the 

professional development of INTOSAI community. For the giv-

en document, we have no comment on it and have already 

forwarded the material to relevant departments in our office 

for perusal of application.  

√ 
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Once again, thanks for your work and look forward to future 

chance of cooperate with you.  

 

World Bank The document clearly lays out the overall process of develop-

ment and management of standards in a logical manner and 

we believe will contribute to strengthening of the quality and 

relevance of public sector auditing standards. To assist in 

strengthening the governance arrangements for these stand-

ards, we offer the following comments for consideration. 

 

 

 Role of the PSC: We suggest that there could be greater 

clarity on the role of the PSC in the overall governance, devel-

opment and management of standards. The document clearly 

defines that the development of the proposal, consultation, 

exposure and finalization for a standard lies with the sub 

committees of PSC, CBC or KSC responsible for the standard 

and that the Common Forum plays the quality assurance role 

from the inception to the finalization of the Standard.  We 

note two roles of the PSC - deciding as to whether to provide 

directions on the organization and composition of a project 

group developing a standard and, in conjunction, with the 

chairs of the CBC and KSC on giving directions to the Common 

Forum prior to the approval of the project proposal.  

 

As the Professional Standards Committee of INTOSAI, we 

suggest that the Committee would have the key roles of over-

seeing the appropriate composition of the Common Forum to 

ensure appropriate resources, expertise and representation; 

 

monitoring the proper due processes in the development and 

management of the standards framework and its standards; 

 

final endorsement of standards, their amendment and/or elim-

ination.   

The due process reflects the close interde-

pendence between INTOSAI’s standard-

setting and the related goals on capacity 

building and knowledge-sharing. In the cur-

rent situation the KSC and CBC have con-

tributed with a substantial part of the pro-

nouncements included in the framework of 

standards. The chairs of KSC and CBC are 

members of the PSC’s Steering Committee.  

 

The governance of the forum is not exten-

sively regulated in the due process. It has 

been clarified that the governance may be 

further elaborated on in the terms of refer-

ence of the PSC, which defines the PSC 

Steering Committee. 

 

The nomination and appointment of mem-

bers is regulated in the forum’s terms of ref-

erence and is organized by the goal chairs. 

We have followed the Secretary General’s 

suggestion that the appointment of mem-

bers are endorsed by the Governing Board.  
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 Prioritization of standards projects: The document does 

not provide for a prioritization process in case of competing 

demands for standards development.  The Common Forum 

plays a role in approving whether a standard should be devel-

oped or not.  However, there may be situations where multiple 

standards need to be developed with limited resources and 

there is a need for prioritization.  We suggest that a process 

that allows for a well-thought through vetting of proposed pro-

jects and selecting those of most importance, significance and 

relevance for public sector auditing is important to ensure that 

scarce resources are appropriately applied and that the con-

cerns of all stakeholders are taken into account in standards 

development.   

 

It has been clarified that the strategic devel-

opment plan provides for the prioritization 

process: 

 

The strategic development plan shall assem-

ble all initiatives to develop, revise or with-

draw professional pronouncements. Any IN-

TOSAI member or other interested party 

may provide suggestions in this regard for 

consideration and prioritisation in the plan-

ning process. The planning process shall in-

clude public consultations to encourage in-

put from all interested parties at least every 

three years. 

 

 Transparency and Openness: In the spirit of transparency 

and openness, we suggest that consideration be given to 

opening some of the meetings related to standard setting, to 

the public.    

 

(Included in the list of proposals that are 

considered through other means than the 

due process)  

 

 

Less demanding process for documents with lower sta-

tus than ‘professional standards’: The document puts for-

ward the proposal for a less demanding process for documents 

with lower status than ‘professional standards’.  However, we 

suggest that there needs to be a clearly defined framework of 

what constitutes as ‘less than professional standards’ before 

moving to a new, less stringent process.   

 

Agreed. The solution has therefore been to 

include the following possibility for the fu-

ture: 

 

The requirements provided for by this due 

process shall apply to all pronouncements 

classified as ISSAIs. The classification prin-

ciples may define exemptions from specific 

requirements of due process for other cate-

gories of pronouncements.   

 

 

INTOSAI Finance and Ad-

ministration Committee 

On behalf of the Chair and Vice Chair of the INTOSAI Finance 

and Administration Committee (FAC), I would like to extend 

the Committee’s appreciation for the opportunity to provide 

√ 



 

25/26 

consultation on proposed revisions to the Due Process for IN-

TOSAI’s Framework of Professional Standards guidance.   

 

The FAC appreciates the PSC’s contributions to this Commit-

tee’s Task Force on Strategic Planning and its efforts to ensure 

consistency between the draft INTOSAI Strategic Plan for 

2017-2022 and these revisions.   

 

Comments from individual SAIs on these revisions may have 

been communicated separately to you.   

 

There are no additional comments from the FAC on these revi-

sions.  

 

General changes made 

 

 

 

 

Name of the ‘common forum’ 

The proposed name has been settled by the goal 

chairs following a discussion in the forum. 

The name Forum for INTOSAI Profes-

sional Pronouncements (FIPP) is intro-

duced and used throughout the docu-

ment 

 

INTOSAI’s framework of professional pro-

nouncements 

The draft used IFPS to refer to INTOSAI’s framework 

of professional standards. A better solution is needed 

as a consequence of the name of FIPP and the pro-

posal for improvement of the framework elaborated 

by FIPP 

 

The use of ‘IFPS’ has been replaced so 

the document instead refers to INTO-

SAI’s framework of professional pro-

nouncements 
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List of suggestions that may be utilized in other ways 

 

The due process will be an official document in 5 languages. The document provides that the PSC may decide on any further procedures on practical 

matters in relation to the due process and the publication of draft documents and final pronouncements on www.issai.org.  

 

The following inputs may be relevant for the purpose of such more detailed procedures: 

 

Consider adding guidance regarding timeframes to the project proposal area information. For example, the proposal could help clarify the expected 

timeframes for development of standards. This is important because without certain time structures or limitations, projects may grow in length and 

use up more resources than anticipated.  

 

Suggestion: Producing a high quality translation is very important. Therefore, we suggest to include a paragraph on this regard such as "A two- 

stage translation procedure should take place: First is the initial translation which should be followed by review".    

 

The due process does not name the form in which te common forum approves the documents, e.g. project proposals; whether it is done at meetings, or 

via written procedure, or any.    

 

Similarly, what I lacked is the time frames, e.g. minimum and maximum time the common forum should have for approving project proposals and exposure 

drafts. This is very useful for subcommittees or project groups when developing their time frames.  

 

 

 

18. april 2016, kl. 12.00 


