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In April 2013 the Accounting Standards Advisory Forum 
(ASAF) held its first meeting. Before the meeting the Euro-
pean members of ASAF met with the National Standard Set-
ters in Europe in the EFRAG Consultative Forum of Standard 
Setters to discuss the initial European views on the direction 
of the IASB Conceptual Framework project. In April and May 
the IASB discussed the Conceptual Framework again. This 
newsletter summarises how the input of the ASAF is now 
reflected in the IASB’s tentative decisions – including the 
decision to provide a 180-day comment period.

At the April meeting ASAF members were asked to provide 
input on measurement, presentation in the statements of 
profit or loss and other comprehensive income, and uncer-
tainty.

MEASUREMENT

Some ASAF members (including the European delegation) 
supported the IASB’s initial view that the most relevant 
measurement would depend on how an entity uses an as-
set or settles a liability. One non-European member, however, 
thought that this would reduce comparability and thought 
that overarching principles were needed so measurements 
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ASAF
The ASAF serves as a technical advisory body to 
the IASB and consists of various members of the 
global accounting standard-setting community. 
The European members are EFRAG and the National 
Standard Setters of Germany, Spain and the United 
Kingdom.

could be added together to get an aggregate that made 
sense. Also, a European member noted that in deciding on 
measurement, links between assets and liabilities had to be 
taken into account.
After the meeting, the IASB has not made any tentative deci-
sions to change its initial view.

Presentation in the statements of profit or 
loss and comprehensive income

Based on the IASB’s tentative decisions, the discussion pa-
per (the DP) will present proposals for how to distinguish 
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between profit or loss and other comprehensive income by 
describing what types of items could be presented in other 
comprehensive income. Some ASAF members thought that 
in order to be able to apply this distinction on a consistent 
basis, the IASB should define profit or loss, other comprehen-
sive income or performance of an entity. However, some IASB 
members questioned whether that would be possible.

uncertainty

All members of the ASAF agreed with the tentative IASB pro-
posal to consider two types of uncertainty. Uncertainty relat-
ed to the existence of an asset and liability and uncertainty 
regarding the outcome of an asset and liability. However, 
members had different views on how to deal with uncertainty 
when recognising assets and liabilities. 

The current Conceptual Framework includes recognition cri-
teria stating that an item should (only) be recognised if it is 
probable that any future economic benefit associated with 
the item will flow to or from the entity. The European del-
egation thought that such recognition thresholds should be 
maintained although it should be discussed how the thresh-
olds should be set and whether they should be similar for as-
sets and liabilities (see also the Bulletin Uncertainty). Other 
ASAF members disagreed: they thought that the Conceptual 
Framework should not include any recognition thresholds. Af-
ter the ASAF meeting the IASB tentatively decided that there 
should be no recognition criteria regarding outcome uncer-
tainty and existence uncertainty. Instead the DP may propose 
that the IASB should not require recognition of an asset or a 
liability if the IASB concludes that such recognition would 
not be (sufficiently) relevant considering the cost constraint. 

General and other issues

ASAF members were also provided with an opportunity to 
express what additional issues they thought should be con-
sidered in the DP.

The role of the business model
The European delegation and other ASAF members thought 
that the role of the business model should be discussed in 
the DP, and the IASB has afterwards decided to include such 
a discussion. However, the DP would not define the term 

‘business model’.

Unit of account
Some ASAF members (including the European delegation) 
thought that the DP should explain what the unit of account 
should be and consider the effect of this. The IASB has af-
terwards tentatively decided to include a short discussion 
on the issue in the DP, but has not made any decisions to 
propose specific principles for how to determine the unit of 
account. 

Other issues
Other issues presented by the ASAF members included: the 
role of prudence (and consequences of removing the refer-
ence to it); more guidance on derecognition; the role of the 
going concern assumption; how to solve the current debt/
equity issues; the perspective of which financial statements 
are prepared; consequences from having the assessment of 
stewardship as an objective of financial reporting; assump-
tions about and common information needs of users; intra-
group transactions; whether payments received in advance 
is financing; how to determine ‘cost’; disclosure overload; 
what subtotals could be presented; and how to consider fi-
nancial statements in the context of other sources of infor-
mation. The IASB chairman thought that the IASB could not 
handle all of these issues at this point. 

Comment period
The IASB had originally envisaged a comment period of 120 
days on the discussion paper. The view of many ASAF mem-
bers (including the European members) was that the com-
ment period should be 180 days. At its meeting in May, the 
IASB decided to follow this recommendation. 

Next discussion of the Conceptual Frame-
work by the ASAF
 
No further ASAF discussions of the Conceptual Framework 
are planned before the DP is issued.  However, during the 
comment period, an ASAF meeting will be held where mem-
bers can provide their views on the issues considered in the 
discussion paper.
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http://www.efrag.org/Front/p285-2-272/Bulletin--Uncertainty.aspx

