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Executive Summary

APES 320 Quality Control for Firms/ISQC 1 in itsrnt form has existed in Australia
as a mandatory requirement for members in pubbkctare (or firms) of the accounting
bodies since July 2006. Prior to that (from JuB0®) ISQC 1 requirements were
reflected in APS 5. Accordingly, since 2005 Auk#éma accounting firms have had
mandatory quality control obligations imposed oanthbased on ISQC 1 equivalents and
since 1982 quality control requirements for memberpublic practice have existed in
Australia.

In line with international developments to ISQC AdaAPESB’s mandate to issue
professional and ethical standards for memberf@fAustralian accounting profession,
an exposure draft was issued in February 2009 datephe existing APES 320/ISQC 1.
Subsequently, in April 2009, the Auditing and Asswe Standards Board (AUASB)
issued ASQC 1 which is also based on ISQC 1. Aagahe members of the Australian
accounting profession are concerned this is a dafghn of an already existing
mandatory requirement.

This paper will analyse the key issues that the &Bard needs to consider in respect
of whether Quality Control is a professional angiel requirement for all Firms. It will
analyse the following key considerations and cahelwith proposed recommendations:

The evolution of Quality Control for accountingrfis in Australia;
International perspectives on Quality Control,

The link between ISQC 1 and ISA 220;

Is ISQC 1 an Auditing Standard?;

Legal enforceability;

Impact of AUASB proposal on the Accounting professi

Impact Assessment Studies;

Public interest perspective; and

Conclusion and recommendations.

CoNo~wNE

In 1982 the Australian accounting profession introetl Quality Control requirements for
their members in public practice. Subsequent ® dhavelopment of ISQC 1 at the
international level, the accounting profession iempénted ISQC 1 in Australia in 2005
in order to comply with their IFAC member obligat®

When APESB was established in February 2006, thtute of Chartered Accountants
in Australia (ICAA) and CPA Australia transferrdtktr intellectual property rights to the
existing professional and ethical standards whidhude APS 5/ISQC 1 to the APESB.
APESB then issued APES 320/ISQC 1 in 2006 in aeurd with its mandate.
Subsequently, APESB entered in to a written agreémvéh IFAC to reproduce ISQC 1
in Australia.



At the international level the Code of Ethics aB@QIC 1 are considered two overarching
pronouncement applicable to assurance and nonamEsuengagements based on the
IAASB framework. We note that the existing Austal arrangement of having one
guality control standard applicable to all engagetsiés consistent with the practices of
American Institute of Certified Public AccountarfCPA) and New Zealand Institute
of Chartered Accountants (NZICA).

Whilst the AUASB notes that there is a link betwd8QC 1 and ISA 220, we contend
that there is closer link between ISQC 1 and theleCof Ethics as the very first
paragraph of ISQC 1 state thathis ISQC 1 is to be read in conjunction with relet
ethical requirements Relevant ethical requirements are defined tWir@rily include
Part A and B of theCode of Ethics for Professional Accountan&irther, unlike
Auditing Standards, 1ISQC 1 deals with relevantaghiequirements in depth, acceptance
and continuance of client relationships, leadersai@ human resources etc. which are
all professional and ethical requirements. Itased that most of these areas are linked
with the Code rather than Auditing Standards.

At the international level ISQC 1 is not considera Auditing Standard and right
throughout the IFAC framework and handbook a cléatinction is made between
Auditing Standards and ISQC 1. If ISQC 1 is an angistandard then presumably it
should have an ISA designation.

APES 320/ISQC 1 stipulate firm level controls amdni a practical perspective it is
easier for one standard to stipulate firm leveltaus rather than two standards which
will cause confusion to practitioners especially ewhthe existing quality control
framework is working in an effective and efficientanner. Further, the AUASB
proposal may lead to a non assurance servicesindsas tax services having to consider
two quality control standards when providing sesgido the same client leading to
confusion and unnecessary costs.

Another issue raised by the AUASB is the legal ezdability of APES 320/ISQC 1 as it
is issued by APESB, a non statutory body. Howewtien APES 320/ISQC 1 ED was
issued in 2006, AUASB supported APESB’s issue ofEAB20/ISQC 1 and even
proposed the appropriate wording to highlight tiekdges between the Auditing
Standards and APES320/ISQC 1. Since the issudBfSA320/ISQC 1 in 2006 there has
been no regulatory changes that would impact orefisting quality control framework
in Australia.

Additionally, there is legal precedence where @oienal standards have been referred to
in judgements as noted in this paper notwithstanthat those professional standards did
not have legislative backing.

AUASB proposed development will effectively dupliea the quality control
requirements for members of the accounting prad@saiho have complied with ISQC 1
since 2005. This is going to create an unreasenbbfden on the members of the



accounting profession especially the vast majarftynembers who work in the smaller
to medium practices. These members have alreadglafmd their quality control
manuals, policies, procedures and documentaticongply with APES 320/1SQC 1.

At the international level it is noted that IFACdenducting a project to develop impact
assessment studies prior to introducing a propetatlard. As the AUASB initiative is

effectively a duplication of an already existing ndatory requirement for members of
the accounting profession, it is not clear from Kl@ASB’s media release issued with
ASQC 1 in April 2009 whether the AUASB undertookdatailed impact assessment
study on the costs and benefits of this duplication

As AUASB has indicated to the APESB that it hasisgues with the existing quality
control framework in Australia, from a public inést perspective it is not clear which
specific issue is being addressed by the issueSQ@ 1.

Accordingly this paper recommends that APESB pre@asubmission to the AUASB
ED and to propose to the AUASB to reconsider tsaasof ASQC 1 or request a scope
exclusion for members of the accounting professiio are already covered by APES
320/ISQC 1.

Technical staff would like to take this opportunity note that since August 2008,
APESB has communicated to the AUASB most of théraal arguments presented in
this paper and APESB’s concerns in respect of tiopgsed changes to the existing
quality control framework in Australia.



1. The evolution of Quality Control for accountingfirms in Australia

For the record, the evolution of Quality Controlr faccounting firms in Australia
occurred in the following manner:

1.

In 1982 the Institute of Chartered of Accountamt#\ustralia and CPA Australia
issued APS &tatement of Quality Control Standagovern the quality control
aspects of their members in public practice (issusance and non assurance
firms). This was supported with guidance in APS 5.

In July 2005 the Institute of Chartered of Accoums$ain Australia and CPA
Australia re-issued APS 5 which was based on Iatenal Standard on Quality
Control (ISQC 1)Quality Control for Firms that perform Audits an&WRews of
Historical Financial Information, and other Assum@m and Related Services
Engagements Accordingly, the Australian accounting profession was
responsible for introducing ISQC 1 in the Australian regulatory environment

in 2005 and it has existed in the Australian envinement since that date

APESB was established in February 2006 and theninsigute of Chartered
Accountants in Australia and CPA Australia transddr the Joint Code of
Conduct, the APS series of standards and guidaoiess rfincluding APS 4 and
APS 5/ISQC 1 dealing with Quality Control) to thePBSB under license
agreement.

Following the establishment of APESB, APS 5 wasseed under the aegis of
the APESB as APES 32Quality Control for Firms (ISQC 1) APES 320
incorporates all the requirements and guidanc&QQ 1 and has been drafted in
a manner to apply to all accounting firms in Auk&raAPESB has also entered in
to a written agreement with IFAC to reproduce ISQI@ Australia.

APESB issued an exposure draft in February 20@ftate APES 320/ISQC 1 in
line with international amendments.

In April 2009 AUASB issued ASQC which is also basedISQC 1. Thus as far
as the members of the accounting profession iserard this will effectively be
a duplication of an already existing mandatory nesqoent.

Prior to the issue of the AUASB exposure draft ASQ@or the last twenty-six years
professional standards have mandated quality contto requirements for all
accounting firms in Australia regardless of whetherthe firm was an assurance
practice or a non-assurance practice These arrangements have served ghblic
interest well and based on our consultations with the professidmodies the
requirements are well understood by practitionerd the profession. The Corporate
regulator ASIC made a presentation to APESB in 2808 we understand that they are



utilising APES 320/ISQC 1 in their inspection pragys of audit practices. During this
presentation to the Board, ASIC did not raise cameén respect of APES 320/1ISQC 1.

Further, the quality review functions of each of three professional accounting bodies
have made presentations to the APESB during 2008¢@9d meetings on the operation
of the quality review programs of the respectivelibe and the results of the quality
review programs. They have also not raised coscermespect of the requirements of
APES 320/1SQC 1.

AUASB'’s proposed standard will effectively duplieathe requirements of APES
320/ISQC 1 for the accounting profession. Memlo¢ithe three professional accounting
bodies have adopted the existing version of APEFISRC 1 for nearly 5 years. As
such AUASB'’s proposal is likely to cause confusitor professional accounting
practices and make them incur additional costseaalpy the smaller to medium
practices.

2. International perspectives on Quality Control

At the international level, the IAASB considers tha the Code of Ethics and ISQC 1
are two overarching pronouncements (refer paragraph4 of the International
Framework for Assurance Engagements) and that pradioners who perform
assurance engagements are governed by these two mwancements (Refer
Appendix A). The IAASB also considers that the Code of Ethiosl SQC 1 are
applicable to assurance engagements as well akedetervice engagements (refer
Appendix B). Paragraph 12 of the International Feevork for Assurance Engagements
clearly states that related services engagements; as agreed upon procedures
engagements and compilation engagements areasstrance engagements. Thus the
IAASB acknowledges that quality control has a wideope than assurance engagements
and_appliegven in the non-assurance context.

We note that the American Institute of Certifiedbfai Accountants (AICPA) and the

New Zealand Institute of Chartered Accountants Q&) have issued quality control

requirements as applicable to firms in public preceind made no distinction between
firms providing assurance or non-assurance servidass in USA and New Zealand the
same quality control standard applies to all pcastilassurance and non assurance).

The New Zealand quality control standard is issaed Professional Standard (PS 1). PS
1 is based on ISQC 1 and is applicable to assurandenon-assurance engagements
(refer NZ framework of pronouncements in Append)x C

Accordingly, consistent with APES 320/ISQC 1, theplecable quality control

pronouncements issued by the IAASB, AICPA and NZI@Wicate that the relevant
guality control pronouncements are applicable fasusance and non-assurance
engagements.



3. The link between ISQC 1 and ISA 220

One of the arguments put forward by the AUASB tplaate 1ISQC 1 for the members
of the accounting profession is the strong linkaeetn ISQC 1 and ISA 220. However, if
this argument is logical, then the same case doellchade for the Code of Ethics (issued
internationally by the IESBA and in Australia byetrAPESB).ISQC 1 contains a
statement in paragraph 1 that“This ISQC is to be read in conjunction with relewa
ethical requirements which are defined to includeu®s A and B of the IFAC Code of
Ethics.”

Further, as noted previously the IAASB considees @ode of Ethics and ISQC 1 as two
overarching pronouncements. We note that the badkgr information on the
International Federation of Accountants (IFAC) Hanok which describes the IAASB
role indicates that IAASB development of qualityntol standards is an additional
obligation rather than a primary obligation (refgpendix D). Thus it is possible that if
a professional standards board existed at thenetienal level then the quality control
standard would be issued by that board and notAASB. It should be remembered
that at the international level consideration o #pecific regulatory environment in
which a standard is issued is not a critical cagrsiion and it becomes more of an issue
for the relevant local standard setter.

4. 1s ISQC 1 an Auditing Standard?

We note that the AUASB has issued ASQC 1 as an atidg standard. It should be
noted that the IFAC handbook makes a clear distingbn between the ISA’s and
ISQC 1. If ISQC 1 is an auditing standard then thd AASB would not have to make
this distinction right throughout the IFAC Framewor k and handbook If ISQC 1 is
an auditing standard then it should have an ISA degnation.

Further, ISQC 1 deals with relevant ethical requieats, leadership, acceptance and
continuance of client relationships and specificg&gements, human resources,
engagement performance etc which are all profeakand ethical requirements.

In AUASB’s submission to APESB, it is noted that ABB’s issue of ASQC 1 is in
accordance with its strategic direction to haveardgo any programme initiated by the
IAASB for the revision and enhancement of its AundjtStandards.

The relevant paragraph of AUASB'’s strategic di@ttstates:
In addition, the AUASB should have regard to arggpamme initiated by the IAASB for

the revision and enhancement of ISA and make apptegonsequential amendments to
AUSs.



Accordingly, it is submitted that the above statetregppears to only cover ISAs and not
ISQC 1.

5. Legal enforceability

Another argument to be considered is the legalrea&bility of APES 320 as it is issued
by the APESB (non statutory body) and the exisfvugliting and Assurance Standards
cross refer to APES 320. Similar to issue 3hi$ targument is logical then the same
argument exist for the Code of Ethics (APES 110jcths referred to in a similar
manner in most Auditing pronouncements issued ByAHASB.

Further, when APES 320/ISQC 1 was initially isswedan Exposure Draft in 2006,
AUASB supported APESB’s issue of ISQC 1 and conteckas follows:

Overall, the AUASB supportive of the APESB’s efftatadopt conforming amendments
made to the International Standard on Quality Coh(iSQC 1) following the issue of

the International Standard on Auditing ISA 230 (Red) Audit Documentation.

However, concern is raised regarding the statentkat the professional standard will

have “the force of law”. Specific paragraphs habeen identified and suggestions
proposed under” Specific Comments by Paragraph Narindt attachment A.

Force of Law status

In the background section of the ED the followitegesment is made:

“To the extent that those force of law auditingrstards make reference to the quality
control requirements for firms issued by a profesal accounting body, APS 5 will also
have the force of law in respect of Corporations Awudits.”

We acknowledge that generic reference has been teadeality control requirements
for firms in the explanatory guidance paragraphsha following Auditing Standards.

* ASA 200 Objective and General Principles GoverrangAudit of a Financial
Report at explanatory guidance paragraph 8 andriot# 2: and

e ASA 220 Quality Control for Audits of Historical r@ncial Information at
explanatory guidance paragraph 6 and 45 and foariot

The APESB needs to clearly state that while AP8€s aot explicitly have the force of
law, reference made to ‘quality control requirensefor firms’ in legally enforceable

Auditing Standards indirectly gives content of ABSthe same level of legally
enforceability as the explanatory guidance in whisbch reference is included.
Furthermore, it is only in the conduct of auditsdareviews under Part 2M.3 of the
Corporation Act 2001, that the “quality control regements for firms” included in APS

5 have any form of legal enforceability. Pleaseereb ASA 100 Preamble to AUASB
Standards for understanding, interpreting and appmyASA 200 and ASA 220.



Based on the above comments from the AUASB, APES®&rporated appropriate
amendments to APES 320/ ISQC 1 Exposure Draft 620

Further, historically courts have considered praifgsal standards in their judgements
and the lack of statutory legislation has not hiedethe courts from interpreting
professional standards and referring to them inr flnelgements. A few examples of
legal precedence are APSStatement of Insolvency Standaridsthe recent case of
Dean-Willcocks v Companies Auditors and Liquidatorsciplinary Board [2006] FCA
1438 and APS 11Statement of Forensic Accounting Standard©rrong Strategies V
Village Roadshow [2007] VSC 1.

6. Impact of AUASB’s proposal on the Accounting préession

The impact of the AUASB’s proposal on accountinggpitioners and firms is that from
January 2010 there would be two quality controhdgads applicable for firms that
perform assurance and non assurance services.tAsobthese standards are based on
ISQC 1 this will cause confusion to the practitimefirms and the general public.
Further, the quality control standards stipulate firm level controls, and from a
practical perspective it would be easier for one andard to stipulate firm level
controls rather than two standards to stipulate fim level controls causing confusion.

Another aspect to consider is that non assuraneesdines in a firm typically provide
services to the assurance service line and the BJABroposed standard is likely to
cause a burden on such service lines. The mosnoonexample is tax services.

The impact of the AUASB’s proposed standard is thathese non assurance service
lines, such as tax services, would now have to cafex two quality control standards
when they provide services tothe same clientcausing unnecessary costs and
confusion. For example, consider a client to whom both audil &ax services are
provided by the same accounting firm. If the AUABBposal goes ahead then during
the audit process, the tax service line will prevadtax provision review to the assurance
team and presumably would have to use ASQC 1. T¥ten the firm has to do the
financial year end tax return process, as that walknot be covered by ASQC 1, they
will have to refer to APES 320.

Thus Australia will be in an undesirable positidrhaving two quality control standards
for professional accounting work performed to tAme client.



7. Impact Assessment Studies

It is noted that IFAC has recently commenced a lbgweent process in consultation with
the standard setting Boards of IFAC of assessiegipact of introducing a proposed
standard.

A progress report was recently presented at theSBAational Standard Setters meeting
in Vancouver and the IESBA Board meeting in Newkydrhe IFAC impact assessment
includes an analysis of the costs and benefitetobducing a proposed standard as well
as consideration of the following factors by thievant IFAC Standard setting Board:

 Set out in clear and simple language the natura gfroblem the proposed
standard is going to address;

» the objective(s) of the IFAC Standard setting baardddressing the problem;

» the information used to inform the analysis of dtipéions;

» the final decision(s) of the board in regard topheblem

* Document and communicate the process noted above.

As the AUASB is in effect duplicating an already esting mandatory requirement
for the accounting profession it is not clear fronthe AUASB media release whether
a cost benefit analysis has been performed in asseg) the impact on the members
of the accounting profession in introducing a propeed standard ASQC 1.

Further, it should be noted since the introductadnAPES 320/ISQC 1 which was
effective from 1 July 2006, all firms in Australieve gone through a process of updating
their quality control manuals, procedures and dantation to be in line with APES
320/ISQC 1. If the AUASB proposal with ASQC 1 gadeead, then these firms will need
to incur further costs for which we do not beli¢gkie benefit has been demonstrated.

8. Public interest perspective
APES 110Code of Ethics for Professional Accountadé&dine Public Interest as

The public interest is defined as the collectivé-lweing of the community of people and
institutions that the Members serve. The accountgmofession’s public consists of
Clients, credit providers, governments, employensployees, investors, the business and
financial community, and others who rely on theecbyity and integrity of Members to
assist in maintaining the orderly functioning ohumerce.



APESB is guided in its activities by “the publictenest.” APESB standards are
developed with this as the overarching objectivasd®l on our discussions with the
AUASB they acknowledge that they have not idendifeny issues with the existing
guality control arrangements, nor have they haeatified any gaps between ISQC 1 and
APES 320. Further we have not been made aware yofpeoblems with the existing
arrangements such as audit failures, which may k@&l to conclude that there are
problems with the existing quality control framewor

Thus it is not clear how duplicating the quality catrol requirements for the
accounting profession serves the public interest ithe absence of a specific public
interest issue that requires the change from the &ting quality control framework .

AUASB’s proposal will inevitably result in two stdards in Australia dealing with
qguality control as the AUASB does not have theigbilo issue standards for non
assurance practices.

Conclusion and Recommendations

APES 320/ISQC 1 in its current form has existedesi@006 (and predecessor quality
control requirements have existed since 1982) amded on feedback from the
professional bodies and the regulator, it is fuomgtig well in mandating the professional
obligations of accountants who provide public actmg services (assurance and non-
assurance). As noted above the IAASB, AICPA and@¥Zkpproach in applying the
guality control requirements is similar to the éxig arrangements in Australia in the
sense that it is applied to assuranceramtassurance engagements.

As APESB has the capacity to mandate standards fall firms (whether assurance
or non-assurance) the technical staff view is thahe existing arrangements should
be retained especially when it has not been demorated why a change from the
existing arrangements is warranted.

Technical staff recommends the following to the iBloa

» Technical staff to draft a response to the AUASB@&sure Draft; and

* To propose to the AUASB to reconsider the issuA®QC 1 or to exclude the
Accounting profession from ASQC 1, as the Accoumtprofession has been
complying with ISQC 1 equivalents since 2005 arat the duplication of ISQC 1
imposes an unreasonable burden on members of ¢barang profession.



Appendix A

Selected Extracts from International Framework for Assurance Engagements issued
by the IAASB

Ethical Principles and Quality Control Standards

4. In addition to this Framework and ISAs, ISRES EBAES, practitioners who
perform assurance engagements are governed by:

(a) The IFAC Code of Ethics for Professional Acdants (the Code),
which establishes fundamental ethical principlegimfessional
accountants; and

(b) International Standards on Quality Control (I8§), which establish
standards and provide guidance on a firm’s systéquality control.

Scope of the Framework

12. Not all engagements performed by practitiorsgesassurance engagements.
Other frequently performed engagements that doreet the above definition
(and therefore are not covered by this Framewarkjude:

» Engagements covered by International StandardR&dated Services,
such as agreed-upon procedures engagements andlatams of
financial or other information.

e The preparation of tax returns where no conclugionveying assurance
is expressed.

e Consulting (or advisory) engagemersisch as management and tax
consulting.



STRUCTURE OF PRONOUNCEMENTS
ISSUED BY THE INTERNATIONAL AUDITING
AND ASSURANCE STANDARDS BOARD

Appendix B

IFAC Code of Ethics for me-es:h;ull Accountanis

Services Covered by FAASE Pronoumcemenis

150Cs 1-99 International Standards on Quaslity Contrel

International Framework for Assurance Engagements

Andgits mnd Reviews of Historleal
Financlal Mformation

I5As 100-959
Internatlonal Standards
on Auditing

LAPSs 1000-1589
Intermational Auditing
Practice Statements

ISHEs 200026593
International Standards
on Review Engagements

IREPSs 270021998
Reserved for
International Review
Engagement Practice
Statements

Assurance Engagements Oither than
Audlits or Reviews of Histarical Financial
 Myformation

ISAEs 3000-3599
International Séandards on Assurance
Engagements

TAERSs 3700-3039
Reserved for
International Assurance Engagement
Practlee Statements

Reloted Services

[SRSs 40004699

Services

International Standards on Related

IRSPSs 4700-4959
Bezerved for

Practice Statements

Internativnal Related Services




ETHICAL AND PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS

Appendix C

Cade of Ethics/Code of E.lhlr.:s: Independence

Professional Standards

PS-1: Quality Control
P5-2: Client Monies

Explanatory Foreword to Engagement
Standards

Frameworlk for Assurance

Engagemenis
Aredits and Assurance
Reviews of Engagements Other
Historical than Audits oy
Reviews of Historical
ISREs (NZ) ISAEs (NZ)
ISAs (NZ) w
. International Standards International Standards
Intemational Standards on Review on Assurance
on Auditing Engagements Engagements
Mew Zealand) (Mew Zealand) Mew Zealand)

Non-Assurance
Engagements

ENGAGEMENT STANDARDS

= Agreed Upon Procedures

» Compllation of Financial Infarmation
» Opinions on Accounling & Reporting

Maters
* Business Valustion
& Insalvency

Guidelnes




Appendix D

BACKGROUND INFORMATION OM THE
INTERNATIONAT. FEDERATION OF ACCOUNTANTS

IFAC?s Public Tnterest Activity Commitiees (FIACs) — the International Auditing and
Assurance Standards Board, Intermnational Accounting Education Standards Board,
International Ethics Standards Board for Accountants, and the Compliance Advisory
Panel — are subject to oversight by the Publie Interest Oversight Board (PIOB) (sce
belawr),

The terms of reference, due process and operating procedures of the IFAC standard-
setting boards are available from the IFAC website at htpa/fwoww.ifac.org.

IFAC actively supports convergence to I8As and other standards developed by its
independent standard-setting boards and the Intemnational Accounting Standards Board.,

Auditing and Assurance Servyices

TheInternational Auditing and Assurance Standerds Board (TAASB) d evelops ISAs and
International Standards on Review Engagements, which deal with the audit and review
of historical financial information; and International Standards on Assurance
Engagements, which deal with assurance engagements other than the audit or review of
historical financial information. The IAASB also develops related practice statements.
These standards and statements serve as the benchmark for high quality auditing and
assurance standards and statements worldwide. They establish standards and provide

. guidance for auditors and other professional accountants, giving them the tools to cope
with the increased and changing demands for reporis on financial information, and
provide guidance in specialized areas.

In addition, the IAASB develops quality control standards for firms and engagement
teams in the practice areas of audit, assurance and related services.

Ethics

The Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants (the Code), developed by IFAC’s
International Ethics Standards Board for Accountants, establishes ethical requirements
for professional accountants and provides a conceptual framework for all professional
accountants to ensure compliance with the five fundamental principles of professional
ethics, These principles are integrity, objectivity, prafessional competence and due care,
confidentiality, and professional behavior. Under the framewaork, all professional
accountanis are required to identify threats to these fundamentsl principles and, if there
are threats, apply safeguards to ensure that the principles are not compromised. A
member body of IFAC or firm conducting an audit using 1SAs may not apply less
stringent standards than those stated in the Code. i

Publie Sector Financial Reporting

IFAC’s International Public Sector Accounting Standards Board focuses on the
development of high quality financial reporting standards for use by public sector
entities around the world, It has developed a comprehensive body of IPSASs setting out
the requirements for financial reporting by governments and other public sector
organizations. The IPSASs represent international best practice in financial reporting by



