
 

 

 

 

 

 

Agenda item 6 – 18th PSC Steering Committee 

Background information for discussion session 

 

Since 2020, the PSC secretariat has been leading a review of the INTOSAI Framework of Professional 
Pronouncements (IFPP), also known as the Component One of the Strategic Development Plan (SDP) 
for 2020-2022. We are basing this review on a comprehensive analysis of the framework, 
consultations with INTOSAI bodies involved in the standard setting process, and an extensive survey 
with IFPP users (see progress report). 

Whatever the content of the IFPP, clarity, ease of use and accessibility are key attributes that it should 
aspire to meet. We focused the review on these qualities, and how they may inspire us in further 
developing the framework. Therefore, the final report, to be addressed to the INTOSAI Governing 
Board will set out issues to be addressed – and the principles behind them –when developing the 
IFPP further, in order to better serve its users. 

During this 18th PSC-SC meeting, we wish to get your views on some of the initial conclusions on 
part of the issues to be covered by the report. Participants will be divided into five groups, each 
discussing one of the topics below: 

1. having a principles-based framework applicable to all or most situations that sets out 
objectives, provides clarifications and explanations, but does not say how to do achieve 
them; 

2. creating an aspirational IFPP, where pronouncements (requirements) challenge SAIs to attain 
better results through high quality, robust, relevant, rational; 

3. exploring if elective guidance could be more flexible and more reactive to developments to 
remain relevant (by making changes in due process for GUIDs or having them outside the 
IFPP, for example);  

4. covering in the IFPP – as efficiently as possible – basic requirements for carrying out non-
audit engagements; and 

5. allowing for presenting material in a flexible, innovative and collaborative way through an 
active professional community hosted on an effective IT platform. 

The background information presented here is intended to inform PSC-SC members and serve as 
basis for discussion during the meeting. 

 

Who are the intended users of the IFPP? 

INTOSAI documents are professional pronouncements of the INTOSAI community. They provide 

various categories of material addressing the role and prerequisites for the functioning of a SAI, 

standards for professional practice, and supplementary guidance.  
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Depending on its nature, this material is useful to different categories of users with different needs. 

There is no clear indication at INTOSAI level of who are the users, and how best to satisfy their needs 

in using the IFPP.  

In our discussions, SAIs suggested that INTOSAI considers six user categories: the auditors, 

methodologists, SAI leadership, the legislator, the auditee, and the public (media/academia…). The 

ensuing survey showed that SAIs see the auditors and methodologists to be the most important user 

categories, shortly followed by SAI leadership. The auditees and legislator lag a little behind, both 

seen as equally important. The public received the least priority.  

The INTOSAI has no information of what concerns and priorities the legislators and auditees have in 

respect of the IFPP. We can only assume that: 

• the legislator: 

o is most likely to be interested in clearly set out material on the role of SAIs and what 

they may need to function properly (similar to SAI leadership); and 

o be assured that the work delivered is in line with a robust set of internationally 

recognised standards 

• the auditee prefers to have good access to clear standards on professional practice (similar 

to public sector methodologists and the auditors). 

 

How the IFPP is applied? 

The ISSAIs can be applied in two possible ways. Either through direct use of the standards in everyday 

work, or using the ISSAIs of the hundred series as a basis for developing own or stating consistency 

of national standards with the IFPP. We asked the SAIs to indicate how they use the standards, and 

how they assess their compliance with ISSAI requirements if relevant. 

The survey showed that most respondents declare applying the ISSAIs directly (44 %), which is good 

news for the INTOSAI as a standard setter for the public domain. A similar number of respondents 

stated that they apply national standards consistent with the ISSAIs (23 %), or have developed their 

own ISSAI-based standards (18 %). Some other provided additional details about their specific cases 

how they comply with the ISSAIs, and fall under the latter two categories. This corresponds to the 

results of the recent IDI survey, according to which 86 % of SAIs adopted the ISSAIs1. 

A very small number of those that replied stated that the standards they use are not entirely 

consistent with the full set of the hundred-series ISSAIs. This is because: 

• they must apply such national standards; or  

• the ISSAIs do not satisfy their needs (for reasons such as are a much higher reliance on the 

government’s internal audit function, the ISSAIs not covering all the necessary areas, or for 

reasons of inconsistencies and gaps, which make them difficult to apply).  

This number differs from the figures identified by the IDI, which states that only 16 % of SAIs report 

being fully compliant, and half consider being mostly compliant. One possible explanation is that a 

 
1 IDI Global Stocktaking report 2020 
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lower proportion of SAIs responded to the PSC survey, and was not answered by SAIs that consider 

themselves incompliant. 

INTOSAI should also be mindful of the reasons for which SAIs cannot fully implement the ISSAIs. 

According to IDI, almost half (44 %) do not have sufficient capacities or resources to implement all 

the requirements, and this is likely to mostly apply a robust system for quality control. Some face 

contradictory legal constraints, do not consider all the requirements as necessary and – as also 

identified by the Component One survey – the IFPP does not cover all type of  work SAIs do or the 

requirements are unclear. 

The most popular method for assessing IFPP compliance is quality assurance or other similar 

evaluative work (79 %), using the SAI Performance Measurement Framework (47 %), external peer 

reviews (44 %) and the iCATs (19 %). Other examples included the use of tools developed by the 

AFROSAI-E, reviews by national regulators or private firms, or ISO 9001 certification. 

However, INTOSAI should also be mindful of the fact that even five years after the introduction of 

the IFPP, a full 26 % of INTOSAI members are not familiar with the transition from the ISSAI 

framework2. This was also apparent from the discussions we held and survey responses, where users 

– some of which established members of INTOSAI working bodies – clearly continue to refer to the 

original framework.  

This lack of awareness most prominently applies to SAIs of the CAROSAI, CREFIAF, and PASAI. In this 

context it should be noted that: 

• many represent small nations and may have limited resources to follow all developments;  

• some are still developing their capacities or function in challenging or complex contexts; and  

• a significant proportion of CAROSAI and PASAI members are not direct INTOSAI members, 

which may limit their exposure to INTOSAI communication. 

However, according to the IDI3, developing countries are more likely to adopt ISSAIs directly as 

standards. 

 

The purpose of the IFPP 

The declared purpose of the IFPP is to foster credibility and relevance of public audit by setting 

internationally recognized professional principles and standards that promote excellence in the 

application of methodology, and support the effective functioning of Supreme Audit Institutions in 

the public interest. 

To explore what purposes users assign to the IFPP, we listed several statements and asked survey 

respondents to mark to which extent they find them important. Among the most popular – all of 

which were clearly marked as very important – were: 

• helping SAIs ensure that their work is of good quality (87 %); 

• serving as a credible basis to develop own standards and manuals (85 %); 

 
2 IDI Global Stocktaking Report 2020 

3 IDI Global Stocktaking Report 2020 
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• demonstrating to stakeholders that they follow or comply with a professional approach (80 

%) 

• helping to harmonise SAI practices worldwide (77 %); 

• a practical resource for auditors when doing financial, compliance and/or performance audit 

work (75 %) 

• a source of guidance when an issue arises that is not or only partially covered by a SAI’s own 

or national standards (74 %); and 

• support to capacity building in SAIs (70 %). 

Users also listed other universal purposes they assign to the IFPP, such as are  enhancing transparency 

of the audit process, strengthening the generation of public value for the users of a SAI’s output, 

helping develop the public audit profession, helping the other standard-setters to understand public 

sector audit.  

This input confirms the users’ appreciation of the IFPP, and could be considered as input to defining 

a wider purpose of the IFPP.  

 

The meaning of having a principles-based framework 

One of the stated objectives for the IFPP is to establish a principles-based framework. However, there 

is no clear description within the framework – nor a common understanding among its users – of 

what this means. 

In the wider world ‘principle-based’ standard are those that set out what to be achieved, but not how 

to achieve them (which would be considered a ‘rule-based’ approach).  A principles-based approach 

is generally the only practical option where the variety of users and situations in which they are used 

is wide (as in the case of INTOSAI) making it difficult to provide ‘rules’ for all scenarios. 

A principles-based framework can therefore be simple and short, with little need for frequent 

updating. However, this simplicity and brevity should be achieved at the expense of clarity. This is 

why requirements – and key concepts in general – should be set out clearly and complemented with 

clear explanations.  

This could also help INTOSAI to focus on producing the much-desired subject matter guidance and 

other elective supporting material providing examples and good practice.  

Discussions and notably the survey among IFPP users showed that most respondents favour applying 

a ‘principles-basedʼ approach. In this context: 

• 57 % considered that pronouncements should set out what should be achieved (the 

objective), but not how it should be achieved (the rules and procedure). Some of the 

arguments explicitly mentioned were easier application across different jurisdictions with 

unique environments, stability, as well as shorter documents easier to read; 

• the sentiment was that these requirements should be complemented by explanatory 

material, which does not set out one possible way of implementing things. This should be 

left to the professional judgement of the auditor, to adapt to local circumstances; and 

• for some respondents, principles-based should be understood as requirements being 

sufficiently general to be applied to any area or subject matter (38 % in the survey). This 

understanding well complements the one expressed above.  
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On the other hand, a small number of respondents considered that IFPP should not pursue being 

ʻprinciples-basedʼ, almost exclusively for the fear of this resulting in stripping the pronouncements 

down to a handful of requirements with little or no corresponding explanation. This, however, should 

not be the case, as also explained before. 

One SAI considered that the IFPP should not be ‘principles-based’, suggesting instead that 

requirements focus on safeguarding the credibility of INTOSAI, the ISSAIs and SAIs, on 

accommodating for the many different engagements, the unique national circumstances, 

maintaining the quality of audit, and that they are based on professional concepts.  

These suggestions make full sense and can serve as aspiration for the IFPP. In fact, they represent 

some of the underlying principles for the IFPP framework, and therefore do not contradict the 

principles-based approach as described in this section.  

It is in this context that participants stated that the INTOSAI (through the IFPP) should not be the 

driving force in deciding how audit should be done, but a force in helping SAIs implement their 

mandates through a common framework.  

 

Should (not) IFPP be aspirational? 

A principal question for the entire IFPP is where and how to set the bar for its users to achieve to 

state ISSAI compliance. The options are to: 

• establish the bar at the level of current practice, reflecting how audits are currently done. 

This would be unambitious, but could allow a broad number of users to comply, and even 

attract new users; or 

• push users to aim for more, to be aspirational. It could take an effort for some users to 

achieve, but it would not be impossible given support for capacity building, also through 

the generous support from INTOSAI donors.  

This was one of the main reasons for consulting pure IFPP users, with no involvement or even 

knowledge of the standard setting process. For instance, we asked if a separate set of standards – a 

ʻlight standardsʼ approach – should be applied for SAIs auditing in challenging environments or 

facing other difficulties. This was not accepted as a valid approach. On the contrary, it was argued 

that all SAIs face challenges of their own regardless of their maturity or the environment in which 

their operate.  

The general view in discussions we held was that rather than reflecting common acceptable 

practice, pronouncements should set the bar high enough to ensure high quality audits and 

therefore serve as an aspiration. Establishing the ʻminimum to be achievedʼ is a key challenge for 

INTOSAI as the standard setter. 

 

Making the IFPP more accessible 

The IFPP is a framework made available in the public domain and for the benefit of both public audit 

professionals, as well as the users of our output. This is in the spirit of the INTOSAI’s underlying belief 

that shared experience is mutually beneficial. In turn, the quality of the framework and its contents 

– notably clarity, relevance and usability – reflects directly on the credibility of INTOSAI. 
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The IFPP website (issai.org) is the main source for accessing IFPP content. Over 90 % of survey 

respondents stated that the IFPP is available in at least one of their languages, or in a language with 

which they can work, and 83 % use issai.org directly. The others either use another national website 

that provides the relevant translation, or have translated them themselves.  

The IFPP provides direct access to all INTOSAI-developed pronouncements except for those 

concerning the audit of financial statements. These are covered by the ISAs, developed and 

maintained by the IAASB, to which INTOSAI refers as to relevant authoritative standards.  

As INTOSAI has no responsibility for their content (although is represented in the consultation board), 

the ISAs are accessible to any user from the IAASB’s site. This is where the most up-to-date version 

can be found at any time. While during the discussion sessions some users mentioned their 

availability only from the IAASB’s site as an inconvenience, none of the 127 survey respondents raised 

this as an issue. 

For administrative convenience, the IFPP renumbers the ISAs for them to be able to appear as ISSAIs 

of the 2000 series (e.g. ISA 810 is renumbered to ISSAI 2810). This happens even if they do not appear 

in the IFPP website physically (see the paragraph above).  

Such duality in numbering has no practical benefit and can confuse users and stakeholders. Such a 

renumbered ISSAI can be seen as having been adapted by INTOSAI, which is not the case. Firstly, the 

ISAs already reflect on most needs of public sector auditors. Secondly, IFPP provides specific context 

through its Financial Audit Practice Notes, which is a separate pronouncement currently under 

review. 

While most users in the survey (85 %) prefer to give each applicable ISA an ISSAI number, only 45 % 

of respondents indicated referring only to the ISSAIs in their reports. This could be seen that the 

renumbered ISSAIs are seen as nice to have, but not a necessity. 

During the time INTOSAI has been developing the framework, the world has changed significantly. 

There are now many new opportunities arising from developments in communication and 

information management technologies. INTOSAI strives to be at the forefront of such developments 

and to lead by example. 

Taking these issues into account, learning from practical experience and feedback received, the 

review has shown that the IFPP should be: 

• easy to access and intuitive to use, notably in facilitating the identification of all relevant 

material (which is not the case now); 

• attractive for potential new users, particularly young auditors who have been brought up in 

an ‘online’ world; 

• adapted to the needs of other user categories, such as is SAI hierarchy, legislators, and the 

public (incl. media) 

• supportive of cooperation and discussion among practitioners 

Modern communication technology and techniques could facilitate guidance and other supporting 

material to be made available to the community. More importantly, it could facilitate direct feedback 

on its utility, clarity and technical robustness. Such scrutiny could provide a wider, more informed 

and up-to-date input then can ever be achieved with the current exposure process (which could also 

be retained as part of the ‘public goods’ QP) and transparency in general. 
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It would seem reasonable to provide the IFPP in a way that is accessible and user-friendly to more 

users, including new generations of auditors, and make the framework future-ready. This is challenge 

in printed documents, but more feasible with modern ways of presenting the material that can reflect 

users’ needs. The paper and pure electronic version could co-exist, the latter allowing for a various 

methods of sorting material (by process, by engagement type, by assurance type, by audit-type; see 

also the previous section). 

 

  


	The meaning of having a principles-based framework
	Should (not) IFPP be aspirational?

