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Committee: International Accounting Education Standards Board  

Meeting Location: C P A  C a n a d a  Headquarters, Toronto, Canada 

Meeting Date: October 30 to November 1, 2013 at 08:30 hours 

SUBJECT: Revision of IAESB Framework – Issues and 
Proposals of the Framework Task Force (10/13) 

 

 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

1. The aim of this paper is to: 

 

(i) Inform the IAESB on the Framework Task Force’s initial work on the IAESB 

Framework for International Education Standards for Professional Accountants 

(“Framework”; 2009). 

(ii) Provide initial recommendations and highlight key issues  

(iii) Ask for the Board’s direction and feedback on the recommendations and issues 

presented.  
 

2. This agenda item contains the following materials: 

 

Agenda Item 8-1 Revision of IAESB Framework – Issues and Proposals of the 
Framework Task Force (10/13) 

 

 
Agenda Item 8-2 Revision of IAESB Framework – Marked up version of the 

Framework for International Education Standards for Professional 
Accountants for Level 1 and Level 2 changes (10/13) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Agenda Item 8-3 

 

Revision of IAESB Framework – IAESB Framework Level 3 Issues 
(10/13)  

 

BACKGROUND  

 
3. In December 2009 the IAESB released its Framework for International Education 

Standards for Professional Accountants.  The Framework “sets out the educational 
concepts that underlie the IAESB's International Education Standards (IESs), describes the 
nature of IAESB publications, and affirms IFAC member bodies' obligations relating to 
accounting education” (IAESB press release, Dec 2009). 

 

4. Since the release of the Framework the IAESB has undertaken its International Education 
Standards Revision Project, to revise and redraft the suite of eight International Education 
Standards (IESs) in accordance with its clarity drafting conventions (an Appendix to the 
Framework).  The IAESB agreed that all eight standards should be revised or redrafted with 
the aim of: 

 

 Improving clarity;  

 Ensuring consistency with concepts of the Framework; and  

 Clarifying issues resulting from changes in the environment of accounting education 
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and the experience gained from implementation of the IESs by IFAC member bodies.  

 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

5. Subsequent to the June IAESB meeting, a Task Force was formed to evaluate the extent of 
changes to the Framework.  The Task Force was charged with proposing to the Board a 
way forward with the revisions to the Framework as a result of the Revisions Project.  The 
composition of the Framework Task Force is:  David Simko (Chair), Sue Flis (Secretary), 
Dennis Reigle, Blanca Tapia, Kazue Hiramatsu, Koichi Inoue, Gareth Wellings, and Yoseph 
Asmelash.  The Task Force met in July 2013 and September 2013, via conference call, to 
discuss the way forward.  

 
6. As discussed at the March 2013 Board meeting, the Draft Working Group identified various 

issues with the Framework and categorized these issues into levels.  During the July 2013 
Task Force call, the Task Force agreed to continue to use these categories for the possible 
changes to the Framework.  These categories are as follows:   

 

Level 1  Pure terminology changes, resulting from the IESs Revision project 

Level 2  Minor changes to align content of the Framework with the revised 

standards and the current implementation of the Drafting 

Conventions  

Level 3 Changes of structure and/or content to align the Framework better 

with the revised body of standards; and other issues arising from a 

preliminary review of the Framework 

 
 

7. Additionally, at the July 2013 Task Force call, the Task Force discussed a two-part 
approach to updating the Framework.   
a. Part 1 update would include the changes that have been previously exposed to the 

public or included in a final standard.  Part 1 changes would be updated in the 
Framework and not exposed as part of the Framework Exposure Document (Level 1 
and 2 changes below).   

b. Part 2 update would include the changes that have not been previously exposed to the 
public or included in a final standard.  Part 2 updates would need to be exposed to the 
public and would be part of the Framework Exposure Document (Level 3 changes 
below).   
 

8. After the initial Task Force call in July, the Task Force shared the proposed two-part 
approach to updating the Framework with the CAG at their September meeting.    The CAG 
had mixed views on this two-part approach and provided some additional considerations for 
the Task Force to evaluate. Specifically, the CAG asked the Task Force to consider what 
would be done with the extant Framework during the update period, in light of the fact that 
certain revised standards are complete while others are still in process.  It was determined 
that the existing Framework could not be removed until the extant standards are withdrawn 
and the soonest that would be is July 2015, assuming IES 8 stays on its proposed timeline.   

   

9. The Task Force met again in September 2013, via conference call, to discuss the feedback 
from the CAG and prepare for the October board meeting.   During this call, the Task Force 
agreed to abandon the two-part approach to updating the Framework and propose to the 
Board that they proceed with updating the Framework once for all categories of changes. 
The two-step approach was abandoned by the Task Force based on feedback from the 
CAG that the classification of certain changes was judgmental and the need to make the 
extant Framework available during the update period.   

 

10. The IAESB Chair also shared this approach with the PIOB to obtain their guidance so to 
ensure that it met with due process activities. As of October 11, 2013 the PIOB has not 
rendered a decision and if developments occur in the interim we will report them at the 
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October 2013 meeting. 
 
 
Additional Matters Raised by the CAG 

11. The CAG challenged the Task Force to consider whether the Framework was still a 
meaningful document, now that the revised IESs are nearly complete.  The Task Force 
discussed this during their September 2013 call and continues to believe that the 
Framework is a useful document and serves as guide to the IESs.  The Task Force 
concluded that the Framework should be retained.   
 

12. The CAG also challenged the Task Force to consider whether the Framework should be a 
more aspirational document and contain more forward looking educational concepts.  The 
Task Force discussed this during their September 2013 call and believes it is appropriate to 
incorporate these additional concepts to help support the understanding of the IESs into the 
Framework.  However, the Task Force concluded that any additional concepts incorporated 
into the Framework should be concise and brief. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Level 1 and 2 Changes 

13. Although the Task Force agreed to abandon the two-part approach to updating the 
Framework, they will continue to categorize changes into three levels to facilitate the Boards 
discussion.  Given the nature of the Level 1 and Level 2 changes, the Task Force would like 
to get the Boards concurrence on Level 1 and Level 2 changes early in the process.   

 

14. The Task Force has marked up the existing IAESB Framework for Level 1 and Level 2 
changes.  This document is included as Agenda Item 8-2   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Level 3 Changes 

 

15. In advance of the October Board meeting, the Task Force circulated a list of the Level 3 
changes to the Chairs and Secretaries of all the Task Forces and the Draft Working Group 

Action Requested: 
1. Does the Board continue to believe that the Framework is a meaningful 

document, now that the revised IESs are almost complete?  If not, why?  
  

2. Does the Board support incorporating visionary concepts into the 
Framework?  If not, why?   

 
3. Does the Board support a one-step approach to updating the Framework 

(Level 1, Level 2 and Level 3 changes would be exposed to the public in one 
document)?  If not, why? 

 

Action Requested: 
 

4. Level 1 changes are pure terminology changes resulting from the IESs 
Revisions Project. Level 2 changes are minor changes to align content of 
the Framework with the revised standards and current implementation of the 
Drafting Conventions. Does the Board agree with the proposed Level 1and 
Level 2 changes as depicted in the marked up version of the Framework 
(Agenda Item 8-2)? 
 

5. Are there any additional Level 1 or Level 2 changes to the Framework that 
the Board would like the Task Force to consider? 
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to ensure that a complete list of Level 3 changes has been developed.  The changes 
circulated to the Task Force Chairs are included as Agenda 8-3.  The first part of Agenda 8-
3 summarizes the major level 3 themes.  The Appendix to Agenda 8-3 provides a more 
detailed analysis and comments on “level 3” changes by paragraph.  The detailed analysis 
of Level 3 changes will be addressed and considered by the Task Force during the drafting 
process.   

 

16. Feedback from the Chairs and Secretaries has been received and will be considered by the 
Task Force during the drafting process.    

 

17. The Task Force would like to get the Boards input on the major Level 3 themes so they can 
begin drafting changes to the Framework for Level 3 topics.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PROPOSED WAY FORWARD 
18. The task force will consult with the CAG on issues arising from members’ comments at the 

February 2014 CAG meeting with the aim of preparing a project proposal and a revised 
version of Level 3 changes for IAESB discussion at the April 2014 meeting. 
  

  

Action Requested: 
 

6. Does the Board agree that the Framework should be revised for the Level 3 
changes? If not, why? 
 

7. Does the Board agree with the major Level 3 themes in Agenda item 8-3?  If 
not, why? 

 
8. Are there any additional major Level 3 themes that are not included in 

Agenda item 8-3 that should be added for consideration by the Task Force 
as potential changes to the Framework? 
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Appendix 1:  Activity from prior IAESB meetings  
 

October 2012 IAESB Meeting 

 

1. At the October 2012 Board meeting, the DWG highlighted to the Board that, whilst the 
Revision Project had seen consistent alignment with the content of the Framework, over the 
lifetime of the project the Board’s thinking on certain concepts had evolved, and the use of 
specific terminology had been confirmed.   Because the IAESB Framework was developed 
and released prior to the commencement of the Revision project there was now some 
inevitable inconsistency between the Framework and the revised standards.   
 

2. The Board therefore agreed that the role of DWG be extended to include a review of the 
Framework document in detail and to make recommendations to the IAESB in respect of 
the required conforming changes related to the following, and possibly other terms identified 
through a detailed review process: 

 

i. Audit professional (consider rewording) 

 ii. Best practice (consider whether this should be good practice in framework) 

iii.  Capabilities – update text to conform to new definition that eliminates “professional 
knowledge” 

iv.  Competence 
v.  CPD – differs from definition in IES7 and ED of IES8 
vi.  General education – use of “foundation” may cause confusion with the new 

proficiency levels 
vii.  Professional knowledge – professional competence used in new IESs. 

 
March 2013 IAESB Meeting 

 

3. Prior to the March 2013 IAESB Meeting, the DWG met via teleconference and agreed an 
overall approach to the review process.  Individual members then conducted a detailed 
review of the Framework, these reviews were then reviewed and key issues identified.  The 
DWG agreed the proposed way forward as presented in this issues paper via email 
discussion. 

 

4. The DWG reflected on the range of possible changes that might be considered to the 
Framework under a conforming review in the light of the Revisions Project.  The DWG 
determined that these issues ranged from straightforward terminology changes, through to 
more substantive structural, content and conceptual changes, and that therefore it would be 
necessary to classify these changes in order for the Board to consider them effectively. 
 

5. The DWG decided upon the following classification for the possible changes to the 
Framework: 

 

Level 1  Pure terminology changes, resulting from the Revisions Project 

Level 2  Minor changes to align content of the Framework with the revised 

standards and the current implementation of the Drafting 

Conventions  

Level 3 Changes of structure and/or content to align the Framework better 

with the revised body of standards; and other issues arising from a 

preliminary review of the Framework which the DWG wish to raise to 

the attention of the Board. 
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This following sections sets out the recommendations of the DWG for the Board’s consideration and 
identifies the issues on which the DWG are seeking the Board’s feedback.  

 
Level 1 changes recommended 

6. The DWG have identified the following terms in the Framework which need to be updated to 
align with the revised standards:  

 

Existing term Revised term 

Accountants Professional accountants 

Prospective accountants Aspiring professional accountants 

“Audit Professional”  or 

“Audit manager” 

Audit Engagement Partner 

“Education” or “Accounting 

education” 

Professional accounting education 

Education programs for 

accountants 

Professional accounting education programs 

Other interested parties Other stakeholders 

“Competence” or 

“Capabilities” 

Professional competence 

“Knowledge” or 

“Professional knowledge” 

Technical competence 

Knowledge, skills and 

values 

Technical competence, professional skills, 

and professional values, ethics and attitudes 

Outcomes Learning outcomes 

“Develop” or “Change and 

expand” 

Develop and maintain 

Acquiring, maintaining and 

renewing 

Developing and maintaining 

Company accounts Financial statements 

 
7. The DWG asked the Board if they agreed that the Level 1 changes were appropriate and 

whether there were any additional Level 1 changes for the DWG to consider.  The Board 
agreed that the changes were appropriate and no additional changes were brought to the 
attention of the Board.  

 

Level 2 changes recommended 

 

8. The DWG recommends making the following Level 2 changes in order to align the content 
of the Framework with the revised standards:  

 

(i) In a number of places the Framework uses the words ‘must’ and ‘should’.  These 
words have been specifically avoided in the drafting of the standards and it is 
therefore recommended that they are also removed from the Framework. This change 
requires some minor redrafting. 

(ii) In the Introduction section, there is reference to ‘the requirements to qualify and work 
as a professional accountant’.  There has been continued difficulty in Board 
discussions with the concept of qualification given the diversity of licensing regimes in 
place globally, so the DWG recommends that this wording is redrafted to remove the 
reference to qualification. 

(iii) In a number of places the Framework refers to ‘professional accountants’, where in 
the view of the DWG it is the intention of the Board to also include ‘aspiring 
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professional accountants’.  

(iv) Where the Framework refers to ‘roles’, the DWG recommends this be aligned with the 
IPD definition which uses the phrase ‘a role of a professional accountant’ 

(v) In the section on ‘Learning and development’ the Framework refers to ‘self-directed 
and unstructured gaining of knowledge’.  The DWG recommends this should be 
expanded to cover all elements of professional competence, i.e. technical 
competence, professional skills, and professional values, ethics and attitudes. 

(vi) In the ‘Initial Professional Development’ section there is reference to the concept of 
assessment.  The DWG recommends that this is aligned with the IES 6 definition of 
assessment (note, however that as the IES 6 definition refers to both IPD and CPD it 
may be necessary to adapt the definition for use in this specific instance). 

(vii) In the ‘Initial Professional Development’ section there is reference to the concept of 
integration.  The DWG recommends that this is redrafted to be consistent with the 
way in which integration is now described in the draft IESs. 

(viii) In the ‘Assessment: Measurement of the Effectiveness of Learning and Development’ 
section there is reference to ‘validity’ and ‘reliability’ as characteristics of 
measurement approaches.  The DWG recommends that the IES 6 definitions of these 
terms are used.  However, see the more substantive Level 3 issue below about this 
section. 

(ix) In the section on IEPSs there is reference to ‘generally accepted good practice’.  The 
DWG view is that the Board has simply referred to ‘good practice’ elsewhere in the 
body of IAESB literature, and the term ‘generally accepted’ is redundant and can be 
deleted. 

9. The DWG asked the Board if they agreed that the Level 2 changes were appropriate and 
whether there were any additional Level 2 changes for the DWG to consider.  The Board 
agreed that the changes were appropriate and no additional changes were brought to the 
attention of the Board.  
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Level 3 issues identified 

 

10. Level 3 issues identified are the most substantive in nature and the Board will need to 
discuss whether such changes would fall within the scope of ‘conforming amendments’.   At 
this stage therefore the DWG are not making specific recommendations for change on 
these matters, but raising them to the attention of the Board for initial discussion and 
direction.   

 

11. In identifying these issues the DWG have considered that the Framework “establishes the 
concepts that the IAESB uses in its publications”.  The DWG notes that, given the evolution 
of the Board’s thinking over the duration of the Revisions Project, there are some topics 
within the Framework which are either not fully aligned with the revised standards or are no 
longer relevant to the revised body of standards.  In addition there are some topics which 
might now be expected to be addressed in the Framework but which are currently missing.   
 

12. The major Level 3 issues identified by the DWG are discussed below. 

 

Definitions of ‘professional accountant’ and ‘aspiring professional accountant’ 
 

13. The Framework currently references the existing IFAC definition of a professional 
accountant.  There has been a lengthy and unsuccessful project to redefine the professional 
accountant at an IFAC level.  The IAESB is now considering its own definition (see separate 
Agenda Item) at this March 2013 meeting.  If the Board approves a changed definition of 
professional accountant then it will be important that the Framework reflects this. 
 

14. The Framework does not currently make reference to the concept of the ‘aspiring 
professional accountant’.  This is a term which has emerged from the Revisions Project, 
and is used extensively in the standards addressing IPD. The Board may therefore wish to 
include some content to explain this role alongside that of the professional accountant, in 
line with the Glossary definition. 

 

Educational concepts section 
 

15. Although the Level 1 and Level 2 changes  to the ‘Educational Concepts’ section proposed 
above seek to align terminology in the section with the revised standards there is broader 
issue present.  IESs 2, 3 and 4 are now written as outcomes based standards, and a 
number of concepts are fundamental to this approach – learning outcomes, competence 
areas, and proficiency levels - none of which are explained in the current Framework.   
 

16. In addition, it is hard to completely align the existing content with the current terminology 
being used.  For example in some instances the overall concept of ‘competence’ can be 
directly replaced with ‘professional competence’, but in other instances this term 
‘competence’  is being used quite specifically – e.g. ‘a desired competence for a 
professional accountant working in a financial accounting role may be the ability to produce 
a set of company accounts…’.  In this second situation it appears that the ‘desired 
competence’ is in fact a learning outcome under the revised standards. 
 

17. A further example of the challenges in this section is the discussion of ‘an appropriate level 
of competence’ – which in the draft revised standards could be regarded as a ‘level of 
proficiency’.   Clearly this remains an area that the Board is debating in the context of the 
current drafts of IES 2, 3 and 4 and how those standards incorporate proficiency levels. 
 

18. The Board may therefore wish to consider a more detailed review and revision of this 
section of the Framework, to ensure it fully supports and aligns with the concepts set out in 
the revised standards. 

 
  



Agenda Item 8-1 
 

Page 9 of 11 
Prepared by David Simko, Sue Flis & Task Force members 

General education 

 

19. General education is currently described as part of Initial Professional Development; 
however this has been a source of continued debate at the Board, particularly through the 
drafting of IES 3.  The description of general education in the Framework positions it as a 
‘foundation for coping with the demands of professional accounting education and practical 
experience’.  Previous Board discussions have highlighted significant diversity of practice 
across jurisdictions in relation to general education, which have demonstrated that general 
education may often commence prior to entry to a professional accounting education 
program (the start of IPD), and that general education may also continue concurrently with a 
professional accounting education program. 
 

20. There is significant content on general education in extant, which may be helpful to users of 
the IESs, which it does not appear, will be carried forward to the revised IES 3.    
 

21. The Board has identified that general education remains an important concept on which the 
Board should provide guidance, and therefore plans to include a guidance project on the 
topic in the next Strategy and Work Plan. 
 

22. The Board may also wish to consider the opportunity to reposition general education in the 
Framework.   This could include de-coupling general education from IPD to address the 
confusion this seems to create, whilst re-emphasizing the importance of general education, 
possibly through the inclusion of more discussion on the topic, drawing on the extant IES 3 
content.  

 

Assessment: Measurement of the Effectiveness of Learning and Development 
 

23. The section of the Framework on Assessment: Measurement of the Effectiveness of 
Learning and Development is likely to be assumed to be directly related to the principles of 
assessment set out in IES 6.  However, although there is some overlap with IES 6 content, 
it addresses the key issue of input and output measures which are core to other standards 
including IES 5 (Initial Professional Development - Practical Experience) and IES 7 
(Continuing Professional Development). 
 

24. The section sets out three measurement approaches – input measures, process measures 
and output measures.  It is noted that process measures are not referred to in the revised 
body of standards, and therefore may be redundant.  It does not mention the ‘combined 
approach’ which does feature alongside input measures and output measures in a number 
of standards. 
 

25. This section does set out characteristics of measurement approaches, two of which are also 
principles of assessment under IES 6.  It does not however address all 6 principles of 
assessment set out in IES 6. 
 

26. It is also noted that, while the title of this section refers to measuring the effectiveness of 
learning and development, under the revised standards these measurement approaches 
appear to be more directly related to measuring achievement of professional competence or 
learning outcomes. 
 

27. The Board may therefore wish to consider a more detailed review and revision of this 
section of the Framework, and determine if it should address assessment concepts aligned 
with IES 6, or if it address the current measurement approaches underpinning the main 
body of revised standards.   
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Part Two – IAESB Publications and IFAC Member Body Obligations 

 

28. The DWG have identified a number of issues with this section for Board consideration: 

 

(i) This section combines two apparently separate concepts, publications and IFAC 
member body obligations into a single section.  It is not clear how these two topics are 
related to each other. 

(ii) There are a number of key concepts related the standards which are not explained 
currently – for example there is no reference to the standards setting requirements for 
IFAC member bodies, or to the standards being principle based. 

(iii) There is no mention in the section on IFAC publications of the ‘Basis of Conclusions’ 
document which accompanies each standard on release. 

(iv) There is no description of the IAESB due process that is followed in the development of 
publications, including the exposure process. 

(v) The content on IFAC member body obligations does not appear to be well aligned with 
the revised SMO 2, and misses the opportunity to discuss the responsibilities of the 
IFAC member body in situations where they do not control the implementation of some 
or all of an IES.   

 

29. In considering a way forward it is important to note the following: 
c. The Framework document is an authoritative IAESB pronouncement that the PIOB 

has approved in 2009 as one that has followed appropriate due process activities.   

d. Changes in terminology or phraseology resulting from the IESs Revisions Project 

can be included in an Annual Improvements document which would need to be 

exposed to obtain comments from the public during a period of 60-90 days. 

e. Adding or changing concepts, principles or content to a pronouncement should be 

recognized as a project that requires the discipline of developing a project proposal 

and allocating a task force so as to ensure appropriate purpose while avoiding 

possible scope creep and inefficient use of resources.   

 

30. Level 1 and 2 changes are considered changes in terminology or phraseology and could be 
included within an Annual Improvements document. 
 

31. Level 3 changes that including adding or changing concepts, principles or content to a 
pronouncement, are considered to create substantial changes to a pronouncement.   
 

32. In situations where there is substantial changes made to a pronouncement it is expected 
that the pronouncement be exposed to obtain public comments for a period of 90 to 120 
days.  The PIOB provides some guidance on examples of types of situations where 
substantial changes made to a pronouncement would cause a Public Interest Activity 
Committee (e.g., IAESB) to consider exposure. 

 

“…., for example:  substantial change to a proposal arising from matters not aired in the 

exposure draft such that commentators have not had an opportunity to make their views 

known to the PIAC (e.g., IAESB) before it reaches a final conclusion; substantial change 

arising from matters not previously deliberated by the PIAC (e.g., IAESB); or substantial 

change to the substance of a proposed international pronouncement.   

 
33. The DWG asked the Board in light of the Level 1, Level 2 and Level 3 issues identified by 

the DWG, should the IAESB be revising the Framework and if so, what form should the 
revision take.  The Board agreed that the Framework should be revised.  However, no 
agreement was reached as to the form the revision should take.  It was agreed that David 
McPeak would mark up the Framework for Level 1 and Level 2 changes and share the 
marked up version with the PIOB to get their opinion on how to proceed.  A discussion with 
the PIOB will occur in September 2013.   
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Appendix 2 – Level 1 definitions 

Term  Definition 

Professional 
accountant 

A person who is a member of an IFAC member body. [under review- see 
Definition of a Professional Accountant agenda item] 

Aspiring professional 
accountant 

An aspiring professional accountant is an individual who has commenced a 
professional accounting education program as part of IPD  

Audit Engagement 
Partner 

The partner or other person in the firm who is responsible for the audit 
engagement and its performance, and for the auditor’s report that is issued on 
behalf of the firm, and who, where required, has the appropriate authority from 
a professional, legal, or regulatory body. (IAASB)  

Professional 
accounting education 

Professional accounting education is education and training that builds on 
general education, and imparts (a) technical competence, (b) professional 
skills and (c) professional values, ethics, and attitudes.  

Professional 
accounting education 
programs 

Professional accounting education programs are designed to support aspiring 
professional accountants to develop the appropriate professional competence 
by the end of IPD. They may consist of formal education delivered through 
degrees and courses offered by universities, other higher education providers, 
IFAC member bodies, and employers, as well as workplace training.  

Professional 
competence 

The ability to perform a role to a defined standard. 

Technical 
competence 

Technical competence is the ability to apply professional knowledge to 
perform a role to a defined standard.  

Professional skills The intellectual, personal, interpersonal, communication, and organizational 
skills that a professional integrates with technical competence and 
professional values, ethics, and attitudes to demonstrate professional 
competence.  

Professional values, 
ethics and attitudes 

Professional values, ethics, and attitudes are defined as the professional 
behavior and characteristics that identify professional accountants as 
members of a profession. They include the principles of conduct (i.e., ethical 
principles) generally associated with and considered essential in defining the 
distinctive characteristics of, professional behavior. 

Learning outcomes Definition to be drafted. 

Financial statements A structured representation of historical financial information, including related 
notes, intended to communicate an entity’s economic resources or obligations 
at a point in time and of the changes therein for a period of time in accordance 
with a financial reporting framework. The related notes ordinarily comprise a 
summary of significant accounting policies and other explanatory information. 
The term “financial statements” ordinarily refers to a complete set of financial 
statements as determined by the requirements of the applicable financial 
framework, but can also refer to a single financial statement.  
 
The financial statements subject to audit are those of the entity, prepared by 
management of the entity with oversight from those charged with governance. 
(IAASB) 

 

 

 

 

 

 


