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Approved Minutes of the Meeting of the 
INTERNATIONAL PUBLIC SECTOR ACCOUNTING STANDARDS BOARD 

Held on September 15-18, 2014 in Brussels, Belgium 

1. Attendance, Opening Remarks, and Approval of Minutes 
1.1 Attendance 
 Voting Members Technical Advisors 

Present: Andreas Bergmann (Chair) 

Stuart Barr 

Ian Carruthers  

Robert Dacey 

Mariano D’Amore 

Rachid El Bejjet 

Guohua Huang 

Kenji Izawa  

Aracelly Méndez 

Thomas Müller-Marqués Berger 

Leonardo Nascimento 

Jeannine Poggiolini 

Ron Salole (Deputy Chair)  

Adriana Tiron Tudor 

Wan Selamah Wan Sulaiman 

Ken Warren 

Tim Youngberry 

Abdullah Yusuf 

 

Marc Wermuth (Mr. Bergmann) 

Lindy Bodewig (Ms. Poggiolini) 

Takeo Fukiya (Mr. Izawa)  

Baudouin Griton (Mr. Piolé) 

Yangchun Lu (Mr. Huang) 

Fabrizio Mocavini (Mr. D’Amore) 
(Monday-Tuesday) 

Renée Pichard (Mr. Barr) 

Riaz Rehman (Mr. Yusuf) 

Joanne Scott (Mr. Warren) 

Joanna Spencer (Mr. Youngberry) 

Gillian Waldbauer (Mr. Müller-Marqués 
Berger) 

David Watkins (Mr. Carruthers)  

 

 

 

Apologies: Guy Piolé 

 

Tim Beauchamp (Mr. Salole) 

Aziz El Khattabi (Mr. El Bejjet) 

Rasmimi Ramli (Wan Sulaiman)1 
Juan Moreno Real (Ms. Mendez) 
 

  

1 Nurul Hidayah Zailani attended this meeting in place of Rasmimi Ramli 
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 Non-Voting Observers 

Present: Dinara Alieva (UNDP) 

Jón Blöndal (OECD) (Monday) 

Sagé de Clerck (IMF) 

Derek Dunphy (European Commission) 

Martin Koehler (European Commission) 

Manfred Kraff (European Commission) 

Ian Mackintosh (IASB) (Wednesday) 

Delphine Moretti (IMF) 

Brian Quinn (World Bank) (Monday-Tuesday) 

John Verrinder (Eurostat) 

Apologies: Abdul Khan (IMF) 

Chandramouli Ramanathan (UN) 

Darshak Shah (UNDP)  

 IFAC Staff 

Present: Amanda Botha, South Africa ASB 

João Fonseca, IPSASB 

Stephenie Fox, Technical Director, IPSASB 

James Gunn, Managing Director, Professional Standards (Monday-Tuesday) 

Gwenda Jensen, IPSASB 

Paul Mason, IPSASB 

Ross Smith, IPSASB 

John Stanford, Deputy Director, IPSASB 

Paul Sutcliffe, IFAC 

The Chair welcomed members to the meeting and thanked the European Commission for hosting the 
meeting in Brussels. He introduced the Deputy General Budget, Mr. Manfred Kraff, and welcomed him to 
address the IPSASB. Mr. Kraff welcomed the IPSASB to Brussels and expressed his appreciation for the 
Board’s work. He also wished members well for their deliberations during the meeting. 

The IPSASB reviewed the minutes of the June 2014 meeting noting one amendment to correct an error. 
Members approved the minutes as amended. 

The Chair invited a representative of Eurostat, Mr. Alexandre Makaronidis to provide an update on the 
project to develop European Public Sector Accounting Standards (EPSAS). Mr. Makaronidis noted that a 
study being done by PWC to address technical aspects of EPSASs is almost complete. The EPSAS Task 
Force will meet next in November 2014 and will consider the results. Mr. Makaronidis noted the Task 
Forces’ keen interest in the IPSASB’s projects on the conceptual framework and first time adoption. He 
thanked members Mr. Ian Carruthers and Mr. Thomas Muller-Marques Berger and Chair Andreas 
Bergmann for their contributions to the Task Force. 

The Chair noted the absence of IPSASB member Guy Piolé who has been appointed to a prestigious 
appointment at the Cour des Comptes. Mr. Piolé will resign his seat on the IPSASB effective January 1, 
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2015. He will be replaced by Mr. Michel Camoin who has been approved to replace Mr. Piolé by the IFAC 
Board at the recommendation of the IFAC Nominating Committee. 

The Chair also informed the IPSASB of the appointments and re-appointments effective January 1, 2015. 
Ms. Jeanine Poggiolini has been appointed Deputy Chair for a one year period. Mr. Kenji Izawa and Ms. 
Adriana Tudor Tiron have been re-appointed for three year terms. Lastly, Mr. Rod Monette and Ms. Angela 
Ryan have been appointed to the IPSASB for three year terms. 

1.5 Governance Update (Agenda Item 1.5) 
The Chair welcomed the co-Chairs of the IPSASB Governance Review Group (RG). Mr. Brian Quinn from 
the World Bank provided an update on behalf of the co-Chairs. Mr. Quinn noted that he was presenting to 
the IPSASB initial findings and possible recommendations in advance of a meeting of the RG the week 
following the IPSASB meeting. On that basis all possible recommendations reported are subject to change.  

Mr. Quinn reported that a majority of respondents supported the option that IPSASB stay within the auspices 
of IFAC but have dedicated public interest oversight. Respondents supported this position as the most 
practical and feasible option in the near term. While some suggested it was a medium term option, the 
views of respondents on the preferred long term option indicated no clear consensus. They were split 
between oversight under the IFRS Foundation and independent oversight outside of IFAC or IFRS 
Foundation. 

Mr. Quinn also noted that respondents generally agreed with the proposed remit of the monitoring and 
oversight bodies and a number expressed a preference for single governance body that promotes the public 
interest in standard setting activities. As far as the composition of members, it should be composed of 
individuals acting ex-officio with expertise in public sector financial reporting, and professional engagement 
in organizations that have an interest in promoting high-quality and internationally comparable financial 
information. Proposed members include the RG members (IMF, World Bank, OECD, INTOSAI, IOSCO and 
Financial Stability Board). Other members are to be determined but might include possible members like 
the UN, the IFRS Foundation, PIOB, IFAC and national monitoring bodies. 

Respondents raised a number of other issues that the RG will be considering. These include establishing 
a Consultative Advisory Group (CAG), funding issues and nomination processes. 

The RG will meet on Monday September 22, 2014 in Paris and further recommendations will be made at 
that time. 

Members thanked Mr. Quinn for his presentation and expressed their thanks for moving this initiative 
forward. The Chair noted that many of the draft proposals are consistent with recommendations in the 
IPSASB’s response to the RG consultation. Mr. Jón Blöndal from the OECD spoke as a co-Chair and 
described this as a watershed moment for the IPSASB, nothing that both the imminent approval of the 
conceptual framework and the progress on the governance review are important milestones.  

The Chair thanked the co-Chairs for their presentation. 
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2. Conceptual Framework (Agenda Item 2) 
2.1 Coordinator’s Report 

Timetable 

Members noted the current project plan and timetable.  

IASB Developments 

The Coordinator noted that the IASB had continued its discussions on the development of an Exposure 
Draft at the June and July meetings, and highlighted some of the main areas with most relevance for the 
IPSASB. 

2A. Preface to Conceptual Framework 

The IPSASB considered a further version of the Preface to the Conceptual Framework. The IPSASB 
directed that: 

• The word “compulsory” should be retained in the section, The Volume and Significance of Non-
Exchange Transactions including Compulsory Transfers. Staff had pointed out that the word 
“involuntary” had been used in Chapter 2, Objectives and Users of General Purpose Financial 
Reporting; 

• There should be a clearer statement that interpretation of the going concern principle in the public 
sector should consider the longevity of nation states and the nature of many public sector 
programs discussed earlier in the section, The Nature of Public Sector Programs and the 
Longevity of the Public Sector;  

• A one paragraph discussion of public sector liabilities should be included in the section, The 
Nature of Assets in the Public Sector, the title of which would be amended. This paragraph would 
note that many liabilities are related to the service delivery objectives of public sector entities and 
arise from non-exchange transactions. Liabilities may also arise from governments’ role as a 
lender of last resort and from any obligations to transfer resources to those affected by disasters. 
In addition many governments have obligations that arise from monetary activities, such as 
currency in circulation; and 

• Paragraph 22 highlighting the Policy Paper, Process for Considering GFS Reporting Guidelines 
during Development of IPSASs, which sets out the IPSASB’s process for considering GFS 
reporting guidelines during the development of IPSASs, should be deleted, because it primarily 
related to operating procedures rather than conceptual issues. 

The IPSASB made a number of final structural and drafting changes, including that the section, The Nature 
of Public Sector Programs and the Longevity of the Public Sector, should precede the section, The Nature 
and Purpose of Assets and Liabilities in the Public Sector.   

Vote on Approval 

The IPSASB then approved the Preface. 17 Members voted in favor, one Member voted against with one 
Member absent. The Member voting against the Preface did so because, although he considers the 
Preface to be an important part of the IPSASB’s literature, he does not consider that it should be part of 
the Framework. 
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2B. Elements and Recognition 

The IPSASB considered the following issues: 

• Linkage of Elements to Particular Financial Statements  

• Distinguishing a Present Obligation and Obligations that are not Present Obligations  

• Revenue as Gross or Net Inflows of Resources  

• Title of Section 5  

• Recognition Criteria  

Linkage of Elements to Particular Financial Statements 

Staff noted that the version of Chapter 5 considered at the June meeting included linkages between the 
elements and particular financial statements in the introductory section. The Phase 2 Task Based Group 
considered that these linkages are made, where appropriate, elsewhere in the Chapter and that this level 
of detail is unnecessary in the introductory section. The linkages in the introductory section had therefore 
been deleted. Members confirmed these revisions. 

Distinguishing a Present Obligation from Other Obligations 

The IPSASB noted that public sector entities can have a number of obligations and discussed the distinction 
between a present obligation and other obligations that an entity may enter into. The IPSASB concluded 
that a present obligation is an obligation where an entity has little or no realistic alternative to avoid an 
outflow of resources and that this should be reflected in paragraph 3.2 of Section 3, Liabilities.  

Revenue as Gross or Net Inflows of Resources 

The IPSASB considered whether discussion on the definition of revenue in Section 5 should specify 
whether the increase in net financial position giving rise to revenue is “gross” or “net”. The IPSASB 
recognized that a “gross” approach might not be appropriate in areas such as the disposal of property, 
plant, and equipment where such a definition would require the full disposal proceeds to be recognized as 
revenue, rather than the difference between the disposal proceeds and the carrying amount. Conversely, 
presentation of the “net” position on the face of the financial statements might not meet user information 
needs in certain circumstances, for example, the sale of inventory. The IPSASB concluded that whether 
the increase in net financial position represented by revenue should be presented gross or net should be 
determined at standards level, dependent on which treatment better meets the objectives of financial 
reporting. The Members directed staff to include this rationale in the Basis for Conclusions. 

The IPSASB approved final revised definitions of revenue and expense: 

• Revenue is increases in the net financial position of the entity, other than increases arising from 
ownership contributions; and  

• Expense is decreases in the net financial position of the entity, other than decreases arising from 
ownership distributions.  

Title of Section 4 

Staff noted that at the June Meeting the IPSASB had directed that the title of Section 4 should be shortened 
to Net Financial Position, rather than Other Resources, Other Obligations and Net Financial Position. Some 
Members of the TBG had challenged this change and advocated reverting to the previous title. One of these 
TBG Members, Ron Salole, considered that the shorter title might limit the discretion of the IPSASB when 

 Agenda Item 1.3  
Page 5 of 36 



Approved Minutes September 2014 IPSASB Meeting  
IPSASB Meeting (December 2014) 

developing standards and that the Framework should avoid any implication that the notion of other 
comprehensive income should be used in the public sector. There was some support for reversion to the 
earlier title, although a number of Members favored retaining the revised title in the draft chapter. It was 
agreed to modify the title to Net Financial Position, Other Resources and Other Obligations. 

Recognition Criteria 

In response to a direction at the June meeting Staff had developed specific recognition criteria. The IPSASB 
revised these criteria and determined that the recognition criteria should be:   

• An item satisfies the definition of an element; and 

• Can be measured in a way that satisfies the qualitative characteristics and constraints on 
information included in general purpose financial reports. 

Members acknowledged that there was ambiguity over the extent to which uncertainty over the existence 
of an element would have been addressed in determining whether an item met the definition of an element 
prior to considering recognition. Staff indicated that they still had reservations about the current drafting and 
noted that this issue had been discussed at previous meetings and that it had been decided that 
consideration of the existence of an element extended to all essential characteristics of the definition rather 
than to flows of benefits. It was agreed that the section on uncertainty over the existence of an element 
would be retitled Definition of an Element. 

Page-by-page Review 

The IPSASB carried out a page-by-page review of Chapter 5, Elements in Financial Statements and 
Chapter 6, Recognition in Financial Statements, and identified a number of final drafting and editorial 
changes. The main revisions were: 

• Revision of the text linking a resource and economic benefits in paragraph 2.2 of Section 2, 
Assets, to state that a resource “is the ability to generate” economic benefits and clarifying in 
paragraph 2.5  that “economic benefits are “cash outflows or the reduction of cash inflows”; 

• Deletion of the statement in paragraph 2.5 that “a resource, such as cash, may be used to settle 
a liability or to make an ownership distribution”; 

• Revisions to clarify the relationship between a power and a right in paragraph 2.8; 

• Deletions of the statements in paragraph 5.3 that revenue can also arise through reductions in 
amounts recognized as other obligations in previous reporting periods and that expense can arise 
through reductions in amounts recognized as other resources in previous reporting periods; 

• Deletion of the statement in paragraph 5.4 that “all items that meet the definition of revenue and 
expense and the recognition criteria in Chapter 6 should be reported on the statement of financial 
performance”; 

• The use of acronyms in areas like deferred flows and alternative views should be generally 
avoided; and 

• Revisions to paragraph BC3 on the nature of a resource in order to clarify that the IPSASB 
concluded that a resource represents a right to access benefits, even though those benefits may 
not have flowed to the entity at the reporting date. 
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Vote on Approval 

The IPSASB then approved Chapters 5 and 6. Eighteen Members voted in favor with one Member absent. 

Re-Exposure 

Following approval the IPSASB considered whether parts of Chapter 5 should be re-exposed. The IPSASB 
acknowledged that the decision that other economic phenomena may need to be recognized in order to 
meet the objectives of financial reporting is a major shift from the proposal in the Exposure Draft to define 
deferred inflows and deferred outflows as elements. As such it represented a substantial change to the 
substance of a proposed international pronouncement. On that basis the IPSASB acknowledged that there 
was some case for re-exposure. On balance the IPSASB considered that all the viable options for dealing 
with deferred flows had been raised as part of the due process at Consultation Paper and Exposure Draft 
stages and had been considered thoroughly by the IPSASB. The IPSASB considered that the costs of re-
exposure were unlikely to be commensurate with the benefits. The IPSASB voted against re-exposing the 
chapter. Sixteen Members voted against re-exposure with one Member in favor, one Member abstaining 
and one Member absent. 

2C. Measurement 

The IPSASB considered minor revisions made to the Conceptual Framework’s Chapter 7, Measurement of 
Assets and Liabilities in Financial Statements, which had been approved in principle at the June 2014 
IPSASB meeting. The revisions reflected directions at that meeting, further changes following a review for 
consistency with other parts of the Conceptual Framework and changes following comments from Members 
and TAs on a version circulated in August 2014. The more significant directions were: 

• While acknowledging the rationale for restructuring Tables 1 and 2 summarizing the 
measurement bases for assets and liabilities so that measurement bases for assets aligned with 
their liability counterparts it was decided not to modify the format; 

• In the comparison between replacement cost and market value in paragraph 3.28 of Section 3 to 
amend the wording to state that replacement cost “reflects the cost of replacing the service 
potential of an asset”;  

• Deletion of the reference to government debt in the context of market value in Section 4, Liabilities 
and revisions of the wording on when market value may be appropriate so that it states that 
market value may be appropriate “when the liability is attributable to changes in a specified rate, 
price or index quoted in an open, active and orderly market”; 

• Deletion of paragraph BC16 in the Basis for Conclusions, which stated that a change from 
historical cost “is conceptually warranted only where it is judged that the benefits of doing so 
outweigh the costs of change”; and 

• To carry out some redrafting of paragraphs BC20-BC29 in order to limit the references to IFRS 
13, Fair Value Measurement. 

Vote on Approval  

The IPSASB formally approved Chapter 7. Eighteen Members voted in favor with one Member absent. 

2D. Presentation 

The Coordinator indicated that some revisions had been made to Chapter 8, Presentation in General 
Purpose Financial Reports, which had been approved in principle at the June 2014 IPSASB meeting, in 
accordance with directions at that meeting and following a staff review for consistency with other parts of 
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the Conceptual Framework. The Coordinator had also identified a number of other areas where he felt that 
there was duplication with other chapters of the Framework. He explained that he had indicated these in 
comment boxes, rather than amending text, because a number of the areas had been the subject of 
considerable debate both within the Phase 4 TBG and the IPSASB. Members reviewed the changes and 
the areas identified by the Coordinator. 

The more significant directions were: 

• To delete “national” in the context of the legal requirements in jurisdictions for the translation of 
the original language version of financial statements and other GPFRs, because there may be 
legal requirements in sub-national jurisdictions; 

• To remove the distinction between “high level” and “lower level” decisions in the introductory 
discussion of presentation decisions; 

• To retain paragraphs 2.3-2.6 in the introductory discussion of the nature in information in financial 
statements; 

• To make paragraphs BC6 and BC7, which discussed  possible alignment with the IASB’s 
Discussion Paper, more concise and reduce or eliminate direct references to the Discussion 
Paper; and 

• To redraft part of paragraph BC20 on links in general purpose financial reports with information 
from external sources.  

Vote on Approval  

The IPSASB formally approved Chapter 8. Eighteen Members voted in favor with one Member absent. 

3. Reporting Service Performance (Agenda Item 3) 
The IPSASB carried out an in-depth review of responses to ED 54, Recommended Practice Guideline 
(RPG), Reporting Service Performance Information, and provided direction on development of the RPG. 
Twenty-four responses were received. The review considered constituents’ responses to each of the nine 
Specific Matters for Comment (SMCs) in ED 54.  

Support for ED’s Proposals (SMC 1) and Overarching Issues  

Respondents’ general comments were considered within the context of SMC 1, which asked respondents 
about their overall support for the Exposure Draft’s (ED’s) proposals. The IPSASB noted the high level of 
support for the ED. Twenty of the twenty four respondents stated that they generally agreed with the ED’s 
proposals. The IPSASB noted that the four respondents who disagreed with the ED’s proposals identified 
fundamental concerns, which included disagreement with the IPSASB developing a pronouncement on 
reporting service performance information. 

The IPSASB then discussed respondents’ concerns that the RPG’s provision of guidelines, which do not 
affect IPSAS compliance, is inconsistent with the RPG’s approach to compliance with its “requirements”. 
Some respondents were also concerned that the RPG’s requirements were unclear. Members noted that 
ED 54’s approach is consistent with that established in the IPSASB’s two previous RPGs—RPG 1, 
Reporting on the Long-Term Sustainability of an Entity’s Finances and RPG 2, Financial Statement 
Discussion and Analysis. The IPSASB decided to retain the same wording. The RPG’s Basis for 
Conclusions should be amended to explain the RPG’s approach which involves two ideas; first that an RPG 
is non-mandatory so does not affect IPSAS compliance and, second, preparers can choose to apply part 

 Agenda Item 1.3  
Page 8 of 36 



Approved Minutes September 2014 IPSASB Meeting  
IPSASB Meeting (December 2014) 

of the RPG and, for example, progressively move towards full compliance, at which point compliance can 
be asserted. 

Staff were directed to consider ways to clarify the RPG’s requirements—distinguishing between concepts, 
principles, expectations, and requirements, with requirements being focused more on the information 
presented. The RPG should not attempt to standardize service performance reporting, given the diversity 
of services and reporting context, but focus on achievement of the applicable principles. A comparison 
should be done with RPG 1, which includes a paragraph explaining the RPG’s scope as good practice.  

The IPSASB then considered whether the “assessment of economy” should be included in the RPG’s 
overall objective. The assessment of economy can be important to users, as stated in the Conceptual 
Framework, although separate definition of economy indicators is unnecessary, because input and 
efficiency indicators address economy. Staff were directed to develop a proposal on including the 
assessment of economy as part of the RPG objective. If economy is included in the RPG’s objective then 
(a) it should be clearly distinguished from efficiency, and (b) revisions to the RPG’s wider coverage—so 
that it explicitly addresses information necessary for economy assessments—will be necessary.  

Some respondents recommended that the RPG include additional guidance such as illustrated case studies 
for reporting service performance or extensive examples. The IPSASB decided that the RPG should not 
provide additional guidance.  

Definitions of Terms (SMC 2) 

The IPSASB considered respondents’ comments on the seven defined terms in ED 54. Responses included 
recommended revisions to terms and recommended additional definitions. Staff were directed to improve 
the definition of “effectiveness” and remove reference to “existence” within the definition of an “outcome”. 
Other definitions were retained without revision. The IPSASB decided that additional definitions were not 
needed, since the terms proposed were either already defined in IPSASs or did not add to the RPG’s 
coverage and understandability. Staff had noted that some of respondents’ comments could better be 
addressed by adding to narrative related to the defined terms rather than through additional definitions or 
amended definitions. 

Reporting at Different Levels of Government (SMC 3) 

The IPSASB considered respondents’ comments on ED 54’s coverage of reporting at different levels of 
government. Some respondents were concerned that this could result in overly detailed, onerous reporting 
by controlling entities. The IPSASB directed that the RPG should make clear that controlling entities should 
report against their own objectives rather than simply report on what has been done by controlled entities. 
The controlling entity should focus on high level indicators, which could, for example, be broad outcomes 
towards which the controlled entities’ services contribute and the specific contribution made by the 
controlling entity.  

Some respondents also disagreed with the ED’s alignment of the reporting entity for service performance 
information with the reporting entity for the financial statements. They argued that service performance 
information should allow scope for reporting entities aligned with policy areas, budgets or governmental 
programs, which could involve cross-boundary reporting. The IPSASB noted that the Consultation Paper 
(CP), Reporting Service Performance Information, included an SMC on reporting entity. Responses 
received on ED 54 had not raised new issues from those considered during the review of responses to the 
CP. The IPSASB confirmed the ED’s approach to reporting entity, and directed that the Basis for 
Conclusions acknowledge the trade-off between service performance reporting that applies the same 
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reporting entity boundary as for the financial statements and flexible boundaries that provide scope for 
cross-boundary reporting.  

Reporting Frequency and Reporting Period (SMC 4) 

Most respondents supported ED 54’s proposal that service performance information be presented annually 
and use the same reporting period as that for the financial statements, unless users’ needs require a 
different period. The IPSASB confirmed this approach. Staff proposed revisions to the RPG in response to 
respondents’ recommendations that the RPG should: (a) require additional disclosures when a different 
reporting period is used, (b) place limitations on the extent of the reporting period difference, and (c) include 
explicit allowance for more frequent reporting. IPSASB members had different views on whether these 
revisions should be made. Generally additional disclosures should be very critically reviewed to avoid 
disclosure overload. Staff were directed to review the RPG’s approach to reporting period and frequency 
against that taken in IPSAS 1, which addresses the same issues within the context of the financial 
statements.  

Presentation principles (SMC 5) 

The IPSASB noted that respondents generally agreed with the ED’s proposed presentation principles. 
Concerns and recommended revisions were aimed at improving rather than fundamentally changing the 
principles. The IPSASB confirmed the ED’s principles and referred specific revisions to staff for further 
consideration.  

Reports Separate from Financial statements—Factors and Information (SMC 6) 

The IPSASB noted that respondents generally agreed with ED 54’s factors for consideration and 
information to disclose when service performance information is presented in a separate report from the 
financial statements. Respondents recommended additional factors and additional disclosures. The 
IPSASB indicated agreement with “proximity to actual-budget comparisons” as an additional factor for 
consideration. The additional disclosures did not gain strong support.  

Information Presentation within a Report (SMC 7) 

The IPSASB confirmed ED 54’s approach to presentation within a report, noting that respondents generally 
agreed with that approach. ED 54 does not specify a particular style of presentation, but allows entities or 
jurisdictions to choose an appropriate presentation style, applying the ED’s principles.  

Information for Display and Disclosure (SMC 8) 

After considering respondents’ views on the ED’s identification of information for display and disclosure the 
IPSASB directed that the RPG should focus on application of principles rather than specify detailed 
information requirements. In particular, the IPSASB supported retention of paragraph 80’s approach of 
proposing disclosures for consideration, rather than requiring a standard detailed set of disclosures.  

Choice of Performance Indicators (SMC 9)  

The IPSASB confirmed the ED’s approach of providing principles and guidance for entities’ choice of 
performance indicators, rather than requiring entities to report particular performance indicators, noting that 
most respondents had agreed with that approach. Staff will consider respondents’ specific suggestions on 
ways to improve this coverage during further development of the RPG.  

Next Steps 

The next step is for staff to develop, with support from the TBG, a draft RPG for the IPSASB’s consideration 
at its December 2014 meeting.  
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4. Strategy and Work Plan (Agenda Item 4) 
The Technical Director led the discussion of the IPSASB’s strategy and work program consultation. The TD 
provided an overview of the responses noting that thirty-two comment letters were received. At this meeting 
the comments related to question 1 through 7 were considered for the first time. At the December meeting 
comments will be further considered, including comments of a general nature and those related to question 
8 on the work program. It is intended that the IPSASB will approve a revised strategy for 2015 forward in 
December along with a new work program for 2015-2019. The Chair noted that particular projects to be 
added to the work program in stages may be approved in the December meeting. 

It was noted that overall respondents expressed strong support for the IPSASB and provided a number of 
constructive comments. The TD also highlighted respondent 007, the New Zealand External Reporting 
Board (XRB). That respondent pledged further staff support for the IPSASB on a future project to be 
determined by the board. The respondent expressed some preference for leading a project on revenues, 
both exchange and non-exchange, recognizing it is the board’s decision which projects are initiated. The 
Chair asked the New Zealand member to reiterate his thanks to the CEO and Chair of the XRB. 

Members discussed the responses to question 1 on the proposed strategic objective. Staff noted that the 
IPSASB had proposed a strategic objective focused in the role of accrual-based IPSASs in strengthening 
public financial management. Overall there was strong agreement by respondents on the strategic objective 
and the role the IPSASB has globally in public financial management. On this basis the IPSASB agreed 
that the strategic objective was generally supported. 

Staff had proposed some editorial amendments. The IPSASB reviewed the staff proposals and agreed that 
one of the changes was an improvement. The revised strategic objective is: 

Strengthening public financial management and knowledge globally through increasing adoption of 
accrual-based IPSASs by: 

(a) developing high-quality public sector financial reporting standards; 

(b) developing other publications for the public sector; and 

(c) raising awareness of the IPSASs and the benefits of their adoption. 

The IPSASB then discussed responses to question 2 on proposed outcomes. Respondents on these 
outcomes expressed some support but the IPSASB discussed a number of comments on the proposals. 
Some respondents had questioned whether the two outcomes were both needed and suggested that the 
second outcome related to increased awareness of IPSASs might be the result of the first outcome rather 
than a separate outcome. The IPSASB also discussed whether the word “full” in the first outcome is 
appropriate noting that it would be difficult to reflect the “full” economic reality. Some members also 
questioned the IPSASB’s ability to influence stakeholders’ understanding and there was an overall sense 
that the outcomes should be reconsidered in the context of what the IPSASB can control. 

One member proposed a revised approach to determining outcomes based on considering the following 
questions: 

• what is the intended result 

• who is the target group 

• what activities do we do 

Members directed staff to reconsider the two outcomes and, based on considering the questions above, 
develop a single outcome. This might be phrased in terms of whether public sector entities are more 
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accountable and are making better decisions. Members wanted to be sure that outreach is emphasized as 
one of the ways that a reworded single outcome could be achieved. Members also noted the linkages to 
the strategic objective. Members highlighted specific text in the strategy document that might be 
incorporated into a single outcome and directed staff to review this. This text was: 

“Credible and transparent financial reporting is in the public interest. It has the potential to improve 
decision-making in the public sector, facilitate holding governments more accountable to their citizens 
and enhance global fiscal stability and sustainability. “ 

Members then discussed responses to question 3 related to outputs cautioning that with changes to the 
outcomes some related changes to outputs may be necessary. Some members wondered if the second 
output related to outreach was necessary but others thought it important to be separately identified. Some 
also thought that any plan for outreach should be targeted. Staff were directed to reconsider the outputs 
based on the revised outcomes.  

Responses to question 4 related to feedback mechanisms were discussed. Members generally agreed with 
the staff assessment of comments related to the due process. It was highlighted that many of these would 
be necessary as part of the governance and oversight review. Members discussed comments received on 
the need for an interpretations committee. The staff recommendation was that this not be pursued at this 
time based on the resource requirements. Members in general agreed with not establishing an 
interpretations committee but their reasons were diverse. Many were not convinced of the need for an 
interpretations committee. Members discussed the view that often this is more of an issue of implementation 
challenges on first time adoption rather than strictly speaking a matter of interpretations. On balance 
members agreed that it is not appropriate at this time to establish an interpretations committee. 

As far as post-implementation reviews, members noted that these are often valuable and provide good 
information though they cautioned that they can be resource intensive. Some also expressed reluctance to 
have any policy, similar to IASB that requires a post-implementation review noting that a blanket approach 
should not be implemented. Members highlighted the possibility of leveraging off the work of others 
including for example academics, to get information on implementation issues. 

The IPSASB discussed enhancing the use of technology and social media in its due processes and agreed 
that staff should pursue approaches such as webinars and virtual roundtables as feedback mechanisms. 
They also agreed that exposure on social media is important. Related to this, members discussed generally 
the issue of holding roundtables. Given the costs involved members directed staff to consider other options 
in addition to ensure appropriate feedback is being obtained. The need for targeted outreach was discussed 
including working with national standard setters and the International Forum of Accounting Standard Setters 
(IFASS). Members were interested in the possibility of establishing a dedicated forum for public sector 
standard setters to facilitate dialogue. The IPSASB directed staff to consider whether this might be feasible 
as an enhancement of feedback mechanisms.   

Members then discussed the factor for prioritizing projects that were the subject of question 5 in the 
consultation paper. Members agreed with the staff analysis that the five key factors presented received 
strong support and that they should be retained.  

Members discussed the responses related to the cash basis IPSAS. Members agreed not to make a 
decision on the future of the cash basis IPSAS until December, noting that this needs to be considered in 
the context of work plan discussions. Members generally agreed that responses indicated some relevance 
for the cash basis IPSAS and asked staff to provide a summary in December of the task force review 
results. Members wanted to understand the tensions in the adoption of the cash basis IPSAS and have a 
better understanding of the challenges. It was noted that the progress on the first-time adoption project may 
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assist with some of the challenges. The IPSASB agreed to further discuss the future of the cash  basis 
IPSAS in December while indicating that withdrawing the cash basis IPSAS is not seen as a viable 
alternative at this stage. Further analysis will focus on retaining the cash basis IPSAS but deciding whether 
or not to finish the review project.  

The Technical Director indicated that in December an analysis of responses on specific projects for the 
work plan would be brought to the board. In addition staff will consider the directions from this meeting with 
the goal that in December the IPSASB will finalize a new strategy and approve some projects to be added 
to the work plan.  

5. Presentation by Ian Mackintosh (Agenda Item 5) 
Ian Mackintosh, the Vice Chairman of the IASB, gave an update of IASB activities, particularly focusing on 
the Conceptual Framework project, key projects in the work program and the research agenda. Ian 
responded to a number of questions from Members. Andreas Bergman thanked Ian for a very interesting 
and topical presentation.  

6. Interests in Other Entities (Agenda Item 6) 
General comments 

In June 2014 the IPSASB considered responses on EDs 48 to 52 Interests in Other Entities and provided 
directions on key issues arising from the analysis of responses to EDs 48 to 52. At the September 2014 
meeting the IPSASB considered constituents’ detailed comments on the EDs and the proposed changes 
to the draft standards in response to those comments. Specific comments on the draft standards are noted 
below. Staff agreed to follow up with the members proposing changes to ensure that the agenda papers for 
the next meeting address their concerns as approval of the standards will be sought in December. 

The IPSASB considered the order in which the proposed standards should be issued, including a 
suggestion that the standard dealing with consolidated financial statements be issued as the first in the 
sequence. Views on this suggestion were mixed but some members considered that the order in which the 
EDs were issued remained appropriate. The IPSASB agreed that staff should exercise judgment in applying 
the policy on definitions (with key definitions being included in relevant standards).  

The IPSASB also discussed the effective date of the standards and agreed that a two year period between 
the date of issue and the effective date appeared appropriate. 

Staff noted that any further comments on the draft standards subsequent to the meeting would be welcome 
and requested that they be provided by 17 October 2014.  

Separate Financial Statements (Agenda Items 6.1 and 6.2) 

The IPSASB noted the changes made in response to respondents’ editorial and other comments on ED 48 
Separate Financial Statements and was generally in agreement with the way in which the proposed 
changes had been incorporated in the draft standard.  

Specific comments on the draft standard (agenda item 6.2) were: 

(a) Paragraph 6: A member queried the use of the words “could elect” in the definition of separate financial 
statements. This definition had been revised to reflect the wording in Equity Method in Separate 
Financial Statements (Amendments to IAS 27) issued by the IASB in August 2014.  
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(b) Paragraph 14: The IPSASB agreed that the explanation of how a controlling entity, that is not an 
investment entity, accounts for its investment in a controlled investment entity in its separate financial 
statements should be clarified. The IPSASB agreed that the explanation should refer to the treatment 
of the controlled investment entity’s investments measured at fair value and its other assets and 
liabilities.  

(c) Paragraph 30: A member noted that the discussion of comparatives should be consistent with the 
IPSASB’s proposals in ED 55 Improvements to IPSASs 2014. The proposals in ED 55 did not include 
all of the IPSASB’s proposals regarding comparatives.  

Consolidated Financial Statements (Agenda Items 6.3, 6.3.1 and 6.4) 

The IPSASB noted an updated comparison of concepts of control in ED 49 Consolidated Financial 
Statements and a pre-publication version of the Government Finance Statistics Manual 2014 (GFSM 2014). 
The IPSASB agreed that the comparison set out in agenda paper 6.3.1 was useful in terms of documenting 
the current extent of alignment. The IPSASB noted that the GFSM 2014 is expected to be published shortly 
but that a research agenda will be established to consider possible future changes. The IPSASB agreed to 
consider whether there are any further opportunities for alignment in the context of its ongoing project on 
alignment. 

The IPSASB noted the changes made in response to respondents’ editorial and other comments on ED 49 
Consolidated Financial Statements and was generally in agreement with the way in which the proposed 
changes had been incorporated in the draft standard (at agenda item 6.4). In particular, members were 
supportive of the proposed changes to the discussion of control, power and benefits to address autopilot 
situations as these situations do occur in some jurisdictions.  

The IPSASB agreed that the Basis for Conclusions should acknowledge the IPSASB’s discussions in June 
2014 on implementation issues associated with preparing consolidated financial statements (editorial 
comments are noted below). The IPSASB also agreed that any proposals to develop guidance on 
consolidation implementation issues, including the application of uniform accounting policies, should be 
considered in the context of discussions on the future work program.  

Specific comments on the draft standard were: 

(a) Paragraphs 5(a)(iv), 5(c), 53 and AG99: The IPSASB noted that the draft standard had been revised 
to reflect the IASB’s proposals in ED 2014/2 Investment Entities–Applying the Consolidation Exception 
(Proposed amendments to IFRS 10 and IAS 28). The IPSASB did not support including these changes 
prior to the finalization of the IASB’s amendments. Staff should continue to monitor this IASB project 
and provide an update to the IPSASB in December. If the changes are not picked up in this standard 
they could be considered in the context of an improvements project;  

(b) Paragraph 6.2: Replace the reference to “consolidated financial statements” with another term such 
as “aggregated financial statements”. Remove the encouragement to apply the principles in the 
standard to the extent applicable. Instead, explain that an entity may use the guidance in the standard 
to prepare aggregated financial statements but they would not be in compliance with the standard;  

(c) Paragraph 10: Omit the words “seeks to obtain” from the definition of benefits in paragraph 10 but 
keep this idea in the supporting text;  

(d) Paragraph AG54: Reconsider whether the draft standard provides sufficient and appropriate guidance 
on liquidation rights, having regard to the previous guidance in IPSAS 6 paragraph 36; and  
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(e) Basis for Conclusions: Consider whether the discussion of implementation issues and materiality in 
the Basis for Conclusions could be reduced. Specifically, omit paragraph BC55 which noted the 
location of guidance in various standards.  

(f) Examples 27 and 31: Refer readers to the standard dealing with joint arrangements for assessments 
of joint control.  

The IPSASB noted that prior to the next meeting further work will be undertaken to:  

(a) Consider in more detail whether the draft standard deals appropriately with autopilot situations 
(including examples and guidance identified by members);  

(b) Consider the use of the term “binding arrangements” (with a view to ensuring consistency across the 
standards in this project); and  

(c) Address the outstanding comments from respondents on the illustrative examples (as only some 
comments had been considered prior to September meeting). 

Investments in Associates and Joint Ventures (Agenda Items 6.5 and 6.6) 

The IPSASB noted the changes made in response to respondents’ editorial and other comments on ED 50 
Investments in Associates and Joint Ventures and feedback from the IPSASB in June 2014. 

The IPSASB reviewed the following sections of the draft standard (agenda item 6.6) which had been 
changed to reflect the decisions of the IPSASB in June 2014: 

(a) Clarification of the scope: paragraphs 4 and 10-11; 

(b) Modification of guidance on initial cost of residual interests (to include reference to IPSAS 29): 
paragraph 27(b); and 

(c) Clarification of how the requirements in the proposed Standard apply to investment entities: 
paragraph 26.  

The IPSASB agreed with (a) and (b) above. However the IPSASB requested that clarification in 
paragraph 26 be combined with paragraphs 24 and 25 to make it clear that investment entities will have 
elected to account for their interests in associates and joint ventures at fair value.  

The IPSASB agreed with the changes made in response to respondents’ editorial and other comments and 
the way in which these changes had been incorporated in the draft standard.  

The IPSASB noted that in June 2014 the IASB had issued ED 2014/2 Investment Entities–Applying the 
Consolidation Exception (Proposed amendments to IFRS 10 and IAS 28) which proposed to clarify how a 
non-investment entity investor should account for its interests in joint ventures or associates that are 
investment entities. IASB ED 2014/2 proposed that a non-investment entity investor (i) would retain the fair 
value measurement applied by an investment entity associate but (ii) would be prohibited from retaining the 
fair value measurement applied by an investment entity joint venture. The IPSASB agreed that, consistent 
with its proposals for the retention of the fair value measurement of an investment entity controlled entity, 
a non-investment entity investor would retain the fair value measurement applied by both an investment 
entity associate and an investment entity joint venture. Although this change responded to the proposals in 
IASB ED 20104/2, it also responded to requests from respondents to IPSASB EDs 48 to 52 for greater 
clarity regarding the application of the investment entity exception.  
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Joint Arrangements (Agenda Items 6.7 and 6.8) 

The IPSASB noted the changes made in response to respondents’ editorial and other comments on ED 51 
Joint Arrangements and was generally in agreement with the way in which the proposed changes had been 
incorporated in the draft standard. 

Specific comments on the draft standard (agenda item 6.8) were: 

(a) Paragraph BC5: The IPSASB agreed that the Basis for Conclusions should document the rationale for 
changing to the equity method of accounting for joint ventures but considered that the rationale should 
be shorter than the explanation set out in the agenda papers. It was suggested that the IPSASB’s 
rationale was the same as the IASB’s rationale. 

Disclosure of Interests in Other Entities (Agenda Items 6.9 and 6.10) 

The IPSASB considered changes made to the draft standard Disclosure of Interests in Other Entities in 
response to feedback from the IPSASB at its June 2014 meeting. These were: 

Issue 1: Non-quantifiable ownership interests. The IPSASB agreed to require the disclosure of non-
quantifiable ownership interests in other entities and confirmed the wording of the proposed 
disclosure paragraphs and paragraph BC8; 

Issue 2: Cross-referencing of documents outside the financial statements. The IPSASB confirmed that 
the additional sentence in paragraph 13 regarding the use of cross referencing to disclosures 
in other statements should be included in this draft standard. The IPSASB agreed that this 
sentence should also be added, by way of a consequential amendment, to IPSAS 30 
paragraph AG6;  

Issue 3: Investments held for sale/ temporarily controlled investments. The agenda paper outlined 
possible presentation and disclosure proposals. The majority of the IPSASB indicated a desire 
to focus solely on disclosure but the Board did not support the proposals in the agenda papers. 
The IPSASB noted that there is a difference between requiring disclosure of assets which may 
have been held by the entity for some time and which have now been identified for sale and 
requiring disclosures about interests in other entities that have recently been acquired and 
which are intended to be held only until they are sold or otherwise disposed of. It is the latter 
group that the IPSASB wishes to focus on. The proposed disclosure should also capture 
disposals other than sales. There was a suggestion that the IFRSs for SMEs might contain 
some useful ideas. Staff are to bring new disclosure proposals to the next meeting.  

Issue 4: Unconsolidated structured entities. The IPSASB noted that the draft standard included 
disclosure requirements regarding unconsolidated structured entities. Members noted that 
most of the types of structured entities that are found in the private sector are also found in the 
public sector and that staff have found it difficult to identify public sector specific examples. 
Members were asked to provide staff with possible examples of structured entities found in the 
public sector but not the private sector.  

The IPSASB noted the changes made in response to respondents’ editorial and other comments on ED 52 
Disclosure of Interests in Other Entities and was generally in agreement with the way in which the proposed 
changes had been incorporated in the draft standard. 
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First-time Adoption (Agenda Item 6.11) 

The IPSASB noted that now the proposed standards on interests in other entities and first-time adoption 
are close to being finalized it is necessary to consider how this will affect the proposals on first-time 
adoption. 

The IPSASB:  

(a) Noted that the process for dealing with transitional exemptions and provisions in the proposed 
standards on interests in other entities and first-time adoption of accrual basis IPSAS will depend upon 
the order in which these standards are issued. Staff will work on the assumption that all of the 
standards will be approved in December; 

(b) Noted the staff assessment of the relevance of the IFRS 1 investment entity requirements for the 
IPSASB’s first-time adoption proposals;  

(c) Noted the staff view that no further due process is necessary, taking into consideration that the 
changes are not significant; and 

(d) Noted that the exact wording of the first-time adoption proposals in relation to interests in other entities 
will be included in the December agenda papers.  

7. First Time Adoption of IPSASs (Agenda Item 7) 
At this meeting the IPSASB was asked to: 

• Confirm initiatives highlighted at previous meetings as to how the IPSASB can assist first-time 
adopters in their transition to accrual accounting.  

• Consider matters relating to transitional relief for interests in other entities and the preparation of 
consolidated financial statements during the relief period. 

• Consider an alternative classification of the transitional exemptions and provisions between those 
that a first-time adopter may elect to apply, and those that a first-time adopter has to apply on the 
date of adoption of accrual basis IPSASs. 

• Consider and review the first draft of the proposed IPSAS pronouncement.  

Initiatives to assist first-time adopters in their transition to accrual accounting 

At the June meeting the IPSASB debated various ways in which first-time adopters could be assisted in 
their transition to accrual accounting. These proposals were again highlighted and confirmed by the IPSASB 
at this meeting.  

It was agreed that the discussion on other initiatives that can be undertaken by the IPSASB should be 
considered as part of the discussion on the IPSASB’s strategy at the December 2014 meeting.  

It was agreed that the IPSASB should then also consider whether Study 14 Transition to the Accrual Basis 
of Accounting: Guidance for Governments and Government Entities and similar publications, should be 
updated with newly issued pronouncements.  

It was also confirmed that the IPSASB is mandated to issue public sector pronouncements only, and not to 
develop case studies or training material.  

Transitional relief for interests in other entities and in preparing consolidated financial statements 

Providing a three year relief period for the initial recognition and/or measurement of interests in other entities 
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The IPSASB noted the comment from respondents that questioned why no transitional relief was provided 
in ED 53 for the classification and identification of interests in controlled entities, associates and jointly 
controlled entities on the date of adoption of accrual basis IPSASs. 

The IPSASB noted that in the absence of specific relief provided in IPSAS 6, Consolidated and Separate 
Financial Statements, IPSAS 7, Investments in Associates and IPSAS 8 Interests in Joint Ventures, a first-
time adopter is required to recognize and/or measure its interests in another entity as a controlled entity, 
associate, jointly controlled entity or another investment on the date of adoption, while, on the other hand, 
three year relief is provided for the recognition and/or measurement of financial assets. It therefore seems 
as if the transitional relief provided for the recognition and/or measurement of financial assets is inconsistent 
with the requirement to recognize and/or measure investments in other entities on the date of adoption. 

The IPSASB supported staff’s proposal to provide relief to a first-time adopter for the initial recognition 
and/or measurement of its interests in other entities. The IPSASB agreed that three year relief is necessary 
to allow entities that have not gathered the necessary information on the date of adoption, sufficient time to 
appropriately classify its interests in other entities between investments in controlled entities, joint ventures 
or associates.   

The IPSASB also agreed with the proposed wording to be included after paragraph 44, 47 and 50 that 
provides the three year relief.  

It was also agreed that the disclosure requirement in ED 52 Disclosure of Interests in Other Entities, that 
requires additional disclosure on interests in entities that have not been recognized because they cannot 
be quantified, should be considered in relation to the three year relief provided. It was noted that, if at the 
end of the three year relief the interest could not be recognized and/or measured because it could not be 
quantified, the proposed IPSAS should clarify that the first-time adopter should follow the disclosures in the 
other IPSASs once the transitional relief has expired. The IPSASB agreed that this clarification should be 
included in the proposed IPSAS.  

Preparing consolidated financial statements where a first-time adopter has elected to apply a three year 
relief period to not eliminate inter-entity balances, transactions, revenue and expenses, and/or where it 
elects to apply relief the for recognition and/or measurement of interest in other entities 

The IPSASB noted respondents’ comment to the Exposure Draft on whether three year transitional relief 
should not also be provided from the preparation of consolidated financial statements where a first-time 
adopter has elected not to eliminate some, or all of the inter-entity balances, transactions, revenue and 
expenses between entities within the economic entity following the adoption of accrual basis IPSASs.  

The IPSASB noted that preparing consolidated financial statements during this relief period will merely 
result in an aggregation of balances, transactions, revenue and expenses between the entities in the 
economic entity and had concerns about such aggregated statements being referred to as consolidated 
financial statements. 

Some members questioned whether the disclosure requirements in the proposed IPSAS will provide users 
with sufficient information to understand the extent to with the first-time adopter has elected to adopt the 
transitional relief in relation to the elimination of some, or all of the inter-entity balances, transactions, 
revenue and expenses. 

Other members noted that where a first-time adopter has elected not to eliminate certain inter-entity 
balances, transactions, revenue and expenses, the financial statements presented could not be referred to 
as “consolidated financial statements”. However, entities can practically not through an IPSAS be required 
to not prepare consolidated financial statements.  
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Following this discussion, the IPSASB agreed that where a first-time adopter has elected not to eliminate 
some of the inter-entity balances, transactions, revenue and expenses, and/or where it has elected to apply 
relief for the recognition and/or measurement of its interest in other entities, it cannot present financial 
statements as consolidated financial statements until the inter-entity balances, transactions, revenue and 
expenses have been eliminated, and/or its interests other entities have been recognized and/or measured 
appropriately.  

It was agreed that the proposed wording to be included after paragraph 44 should be amended to “….shall 
not present financial statements as consolidated financial statements….”. It was also agreed that the last 
part of the (c) “…..in full” should be deleted.  

It was further agreed disclosure requirements should be included in the proposed IPSAS that will explain 
to users why the financial statements are not presented as consolidated financial statements during this 
transitional period, and to disclose what is included in the reporting entity so as to avoid misrepresentation.   

Illustrative draft of an alternative classification of the transitional exemptions and provisions 

As agreed at its June 2014 meeting, the IPSASB asked staff to prepare an illustrative draft of an alternative 
classification of the transitional exemptions and provisions between those that a first-time adopter may 
elect, and those that a first-time adopter are required to apply on the adoption of accrual basis IPSASs.  

Some IPSASB members supported the format used in the Exposure Draft and noted that it provided a 
clearer distinction between those exemptions and provisions that will affect fair presentation and the ability 
to assert compliance with accrual basis IPSASs, and those that do not.  

Others members were of the view that the alternative format will be easier to understand, especially if the 
proposed Appendix are to be included. 

After some debate, the IPSASB agreed that the format used at the Exposure Draft phase should be retained 
as most of the respondents to ED 53 supported that format.  

The IPSASB agreed that the Appendix summarizing which transitional exemptions and provisions should 
be applied and which may be applied, along with an indication of the impact on fair presentation and the 
ability to assert compliance with accrual basis IPSASs, should be included in the final IPSAS 
pronouncement. It was agreed that the Appendix will assist first-time adopters to understand the impact of 
applying certain transitional exemptions and provisions.   

It was further agreed that the Implementation guidance should be amended to explain the impact of 
selecting the transitional exemptions that do, and do not  affect fair presentation and the first-time adopter’s 
ability to assert compliance with accrual basis IPSAS. 

Review of the first-draft of the proposed IPSAS on First-time Adoption of Accrual Basis IPSASs 

The IPSASB then conducted a page-by-page review of the first draft of the proposed IPSAS that 
incorporated the amendments as agreed at the June 2014 meeting. 

The IPSASB agreed that two additional paragraphs should be included in the scope section of the proposed 
pronouncement to clarify that during the transition to accrual basis IPSASs, a first-time adopter needs to 
consider the requirements in this IPSASs, but when the transitional period is complete, the requirements in 
all the other accrual basis IPSASs should be applied before assessing compliance with accrual basis 
IPSASs. It should be clear that the standard covers both transitional IPSAS financial statements and the 
financial statements prepared from the date of first time full adoption of IPSAS. 
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The IPSASB also agreed that the proposed IPSAS should clarify that a first-time adopter should assess 
whether there is an indication that an asset is impaired, not only when the asset is recognized and/or 
measured, but also when the transitional exemptions and provisions that provided a three year relief, have 
expired. This clarification should be included in paragraphs 97 and 107.  

It was agreed that the heading “Presentation and Disclosure” should be amended to “Disclosures”. 

It was also agreed that the disclosure requirements in paragraphs 126 and 127 should be combined and/or 
separated between (a) general disclosures, for example those disclosures that relate to an explanation of 
the transitional exemptions and provisions that affect, and not affect fair presentation and the ability to 
assert compliance, and (b) those disclosure requirements that relate to specific transitional exemptions and 
provisions that were adopted, for example the transitional exemptions and provisions that have been 
adopted for the recognition and/or measurement of certain assets and/or liabilities. 

The IPSASB also agreed that the inclusion of paragraph 133 in relation to changes in accounting policies 
should be reconsidered.     

The IPSASB noted that three additional illustrative examples were included in the Implementation 
Guidance. The IPSASB agreed with these additions and did not identify any additional illustrations or 
examples that should be added to the Implementation Guidance.   

Certain other editorial amendments were agreed. 

Way forward 

It was agreed that at its December 2014 meeting, the IPSASB will consider and review the second draft of 
the proposed IPSAS, with the objective to approve the pronouncement as a final IPSAS. 

Following the discussion on the Exposure Drafts that deal with interests in other entities, it was agreed that, 
as the proposed IPSAS is likely to be issued with, or shortly before the IPSAS pronouncements that deals 
with interests in other entities, the revised draft will include the transitional exemptions and provisions 
impacting a first-time adopter from the proposed Exposure Drafts on Separate Financial Statements, 
Consolidated Financial Statements, Investments in Associates and Joint Ventures, Joint Arrangements and 
Disclosure of Interests in Other Entities (ED 48 to ED 52). 

It was also agreed that the proposed effective date of the proposed IPSAS should be 1 January 2017. 

8. Public Sector Combinations (Agenda Item 8) 
The IPSASB discussed an Issues Paper on Public Sector Combinations. The Issues Paper considered the 
classification of public sector combinations. 

Combinations Not Under Common Control (NUCC) and Combinations Under Common Control (UCC) 

The Issues Paper proposed that the primary distinction between public sector combinations should be 
between those UCC and those NUCC. The Issues Paper also proposed a single classification for public 
sector combinations UCC. It was questioned whether this was the correct principle to follow, and whether 
this approach reflected the economic substance of the combination. It can be argued that if the combination 
is in substance an acquisition, even though it is UCC, it should be accounted for as an acquisition. 

Other Members questioned whether acquisitions UCC occur. These Members considered that there is only 
one type of combination UCC, and that the classification should reflect this. Members considered 
combinations UCC are in essence reorganizations and that reflecting this in the classification would address 
constituents’ concerns that the IPSASB had not dealt with government reorganization transactions in the 

 Agenda Item 1.3  
Page 20 of 36 



Approved Minutes September 2014 IPSASB Meeting  
IPSASB Meeting (December 2014) 

Consultation Paper (CP). The IPSASB used the term “reorganizations” to describe combinations UCC that 
are not acquisitions to distinguish them, at this stage, from amalgamations (which will only occur NUCC). 
The IPSASB considered that recognition and measurement may differ for reorganizations and 
amalgamations NUCC and until these issues have been considered, it is important to consider 
reorganizations and amalgamations separately. The IPSASB noted that reorganizations would be 
accounted for using the pooling of interests methodology (i.e., using carrying amounts) or some variation 
of this. 

The question was raised as to whether the IPSASB should exclude the possibility of acquisitions UCC 
merely because Members were unable to identify any examples. This comment was accepted. The IPSASB 
agreed that the default treatment for combinations UCC is as reorganizations, but that combinations UCC 
should be treated as acquisitions in the rare cases where this reflects the substance of the combination. 
Some Members noted that there is a risk of some entities seeking to structure a combination to achieve a 
particular outcome and that this would need to be addressed in an Exposure Draft. 

Acquisitions and Amalgamations NUCC 

At its June 2014 meeting, the IPSASB directed staff to consider the factors proposed by respondents to the 
CP for distinguishing acquisitions from amalgamations. Staff was directed to consider whether these 
provided a clear basis for determining when control was gained through a combination and the combination 
therefore meets the definition of an acquisition. 

The Issues Paper discussed the factors identified by respondents to the CP, along with others identified by 
staff. The Issues Paper distinguished between those factors that were helpful in determining whether one 
operation has gained control and those that did not assist this determination. The Issues Paper concluded 
that a basket of factors would need to be considered. The IPSASB discussed each of the factors in turn. 

Factors recommended for inclusion in the ED 

The IPSASB agreed that whether consideration is transferred is relevant to determining whether a 
combination is an acquisition or an amalgamation. 

The IPSASB agreed that whether a combination is an exchange transaction or a non-exchange transaction 
is relevant to determining whether a combination is an acquisition or an amalgamation. However, Members 
considered that this is linked to the previous factor. The IPSASB considered that transactions involving an 
exchange, transactions involving consideration, transactions at market value and transactions with 
commercial substance were all subsets of acquisitions. 

The IPSASB agreed that a change in sector as a result of the combination is a useful indicator, but directed 
staff to undertake more work on this factor. Some Members questioned whether this factor should be 
considered to be conclusive. Staff presented the case where after a combination with a private sector entity, 
two public sector entities NUCC gain the majority of the voting rights in the combined entity. Although the 
combined entity is not controlled by either public sector entities NUCC, the majority of its equity is under 
public ownership. This combination would meet the CP definition of an amalgamation, because none of the 
combined entities gained control. Nevertheless, as the public sector as a whole owned the majority of equity 
in the combined entity, there was a change in sector of the economic entity. 

Therefore, staff were directed to consider whether the key factor is a change in economic entity, change in 
control or change in ownership. 
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The IPSASB agreed that whether a combination is voluntary or involuntary is a useful indicator in some, 
but not all, combinations but only in conjunction with other factors. The IPSASB also considered that 
whether a combination is voluntary or involuntary should be disclosed. 

The IPSASB did not agree that the nature of a jurisdiction was a relevant factor. The IPSASB considered 
that the nature of a jurisdiction was not a factor in itself, but influenced how factors would be applied. 
Consideration of the nature of a jurisdiction is not capable of being applied in practice. 

Factors not recommended for inclusion in the ED 

The IPSASB agreed that political control is not a relevant factor in distinguishing between acquisitions and 
amalgamations. The IPSASB noted that political considerations may need to be taken into account when 
considering other factors. 

The IPSASB considered that combinations at market price is a factor linked to exchange transactions, along 
with consideration and commercial substance. 

The IPSASB agreed that distinguishing between acquisitions NUCC and all other combinations was an 
alternative classification approach, rather than an indicator. The IPSASB therefore agreed with the staff 
proposal that this is not a relevant factor in distinguishing between acquisitions and amalgamations. The 
IPSASB noted that combinations UCC may involve transactions with owners which is not the case with 
combinations NUCC. 

The IPSASB agreed that the operation of government through budgets, legislation, decrees etc. is not an 
indicator of whether a combination is an acquisition or an amalgamation. It will, however, along with political 
control, influence how other factors are applied. 

The IPSASB agreed that whether an entity is engaged in directing public policy or in non-market activity is 
not relevant to distinguishing between an acquisition and an amalgamation. 

The IPSASB did not identify any additional factors to be considered. 

The IPSASB agreed that a basket of factors needs to be taken into account in determining whether a 
combination is an acquisition or an amalgamation. 

Joint Ventures 

The Issues Paper proposed, in line with the CP, that joint ventures be excluded from the scope of the 
project. The Issues Paper noted that this would be the only type of combination to be excluded. The IPSASB 
debated whether the formation of a joint venture should be included in the scope of the project. The Board 
directed staff to undertake further research and to reconsider this issue at the December 2014 meeting. 

Next Steps 

The Issues Paper set out items to be discussed at the December 2014 meeting. The IPSASB agreed that 
staff should also: 

• Further develop the rationale for the proposed approach of treating combinations UCC as 
reorganizations by default with acquisitions as an exception, based on the discussions at the meeting. 

• Discuss the reporting entity level and the respective accounting treatments. 

• Investigate whether a residual financial interest in an entity, a change in ownership or a change in 
control influences the classification of a combination. This was discussed when the Board debated a 
change of sector as a factor. The Board noted that changes in sector could occur without any public 
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sector entity gaining control, and consideration of ownership may indicate the substance of the 
combination. 

9. Public Sector Financial Instruments (Agenda Item 9) 
Proposed structure (comprehensive Consultation Paper (CP)) 

The IPSASB discussed the structure and content of the CP and re-affirmed the previous decision to proceed 
with a comprehensive CP covering all topics, including statutory receivables. The IPSASB noted that some 
of the topics might be combined in the future. However, work should continue to address all the topics in 
scope of the project in the CP. 

The IPSASB agreed that the introductory chapter of the CP should be updated to include a fuller explanation 
as to how this project has evolved, in order to communicate to constituents why the CP is covering the 
topics in scope and the public sector importance of these issues. 

The IPSASB agreed that the structure of the CP should be: 

Chapter 1: Introduction and Objective; 

Chapter 2: Monetary Gold; 

Chapter 3: Currency and Coin Issued by the Entity; 

Chapter 4: IMF Special Drawing Rights and Other IMF Transactions; 

Chapter 5: Statutory Receivables; 

Chapter 6: Statutory Payables; and 

Chapter 7: Securitizations. 

Monetary Gold – Definition 

The IPSASB discussed the proposed definition of monetary gold, which states that monetary gold is “Gold 
bullion assets held by monetary authorities as reserve assets”. 

The IPSASB agreed that the components of the definition need to be defined. The IPSASB also directed 
staff to consider the GFS and SNA definitions of monetary gold and to converge with those definitions to 
the extent possible. Some IPSASB members expressed concerns whether it would be possible to use the 
GFS and SNA definitions without some modification, given the definition refers to financial assets, which is 
a defined term in IPSAS. More work needs to be undertaken by staff to ascertain the extent of convergence 
possible. Further, some IPSASB members cautioned that adoption of the definitions in GFS and SNA may 
imply accounting conclusions that the IPSASB has yet to reach because similar terms have different 
meanings in IPSAS and GFS/SNA. 

The IPSASB further directed staff to consider monetary gold in the context of the current definitions in the 
IPSAS financial instruments standards, specifically the contractual nature (if any) of monetary gold, and 
situations where exchanges of physical gold may be net settled in cash in order to ascertain whether 
monetary gold meets the definition of a financial instrument or financial asset. A member also raised a 
question whether monetary gold might be considered a cash equivalent. 
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Scope 

The IPSASB directed staff to consider the different types of physical gold and gold instruments and the 
purpose for holding them and then systematically analyze each stream of transactions using the Conceptual 
Framework. 

A member expressed a view that the CP should focus on the economic substance of the transactions. The 
IPSASB noted that a full consideration of the types of gold instruments, the nature of such instruments and 
the intention for which they are held needs further exploration. For example, gold coins might be considered 
a financial asset in the scope of the financial instruments standards as they are cash or they might be 
considered to be inventory for the entity which mints such coins. A more detailed analysis of the types of 
classes of gold needs to be developed in the CP. 

The IPSASB noted that monetary gold and currency in circulation are chapters in the CP where the topics 
and issues may overlap and staff should consider this linkage in future work on these chapters. 

Measurement 

The IPSASB noted that a measurement objective should be developed for different types of gold, given the 
different perspectives of users. 

The suitability of an exit value for the measurement of monetary gold was questioned. An example was 
provided where the Swiss government sold monetary gold, because it was no longer required as a reserve 
asset. This raises a question of whether an exit value is always the most relevant measurement basis, 
where gold ceases to be a reserve asset and meets the definition of inventory. 

The intention for holding monetary gold and its relationship to financial capacity needs to better developed 
and linked to a clear measurement objective. 

The IPSASB expressed a view that, as the project is at the CP stage, it is inappropriate to put forward firm 
conclusions about which approaches are appropriate. In developing the CP there is a need to explore the 
reasons for holding gold, link those reasons to measurement objectives, and fully discuss potential options. 

The IPSASB further considered that there should be a stronger link to users’ needs in developing the CP. 
For example, the Swiss National Bank uses a current value basis to measure monetary gold, which leads 
to very volatile annual gains/losses of potentially several billion dollars each year. This volatility may not be 
useful in meeting users’ information needs on the Bank’s resources and claims against those resources. 
Further after the Bank made a decision to sell some of its holdings of monetary gold, it took several years 
to sell the gold. This raises another area for further consideration and development in the CP. 

An IPSASB member noted the importance of a acknowledging in the CP that some jurisdictions, such as 
South Africa and the US, are currently valuing monetary gold using a statutory rate. 

A member noted that it was most important to define the different reasons governments hold gold, and 
relate a measurement objective to each reason. 

Derecognition 

The IPSASB again reaffirmed that the CP should not reach conclusions on accounting treatments such as 
how to treat unrecognized gains and losses on monetary gold if a current value basis is used.  

Further work needs to be undertaken on the derecognition point for each stream of transactions; is it the 
decision to sell or the point of sale? Again the example of the sale of gold by the Swiss National Bank was 
given where it took 4 or 5 years to sell the gold, after the decision to do so was made. 
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Disclosures 

The IPSASB noted that a consideration of users’ needs and disclosure objectives will be based on such 
needs. Staff should consider the recent IASB literature on disclosure objectives. 

The IPSASB noted that this project is a good test case for how the Conceptual Framework is applied and 
can demonstrate to constituents the impact of the Framework on standards development. 

10. Social Benefits (Agenda Item 10) 
Staff presented an Issues Paper and a draft Consultation Paper (CP). The IPSASB discussed the papers 
and provided direction on the further development of the CP. The discussion focused on new material 
before addressing the revisions of the material presented at the June 2014 meeting. 

Chapter 6 – Option 2: Social Contract Approach 

The CP described the social contract approach. The CP considered the counterparty to the social contract 
to be society as a whole. The obligation on society as a whole is to provide taxes and other sources of 
revenue. The Issues Paper sought the IPSASB’s views on these proposals, and the proposal that under 
the social contract approach, a public sector entity should only recognize legal obligations as liabilities. 

The IPSASB noted that it is important to include this option in the CP to demonstrate to respondents that 
the Board has considered the operation of the social contract. The IPSASB also noted that the basis of this 
option as it was presented in the 2008 CP was the notion of solidarity, underpinning the legal obligation 
approach. However, the IPSASB acknowledged that there are difficulties with this approach that will need 
to be discussed in the CP. These include: 

• Recipients of social benefits are individuals and households, not society as a whole. Some 
members considered individuals and households may therefore be the counterparty to the social 
contract. 

• The social contract may operate differently for different generational cohorts (for example, 
children; those of working age; and those of retirement age). Intergenerational issues may need 
to be addressed. 

• The social contract approach takes the view that it is not appropriate to recognize a large liability 
without the related asset. Such an approach will be more likely to be appropriate and sustainable 
if the population of recipients is equal or close to the population of resource providers. To the 
extent the social contract approach relies on such or similar assumptions, the financial reporting 
implication would be that information should be provided over the robustness of these 
assumption, and the associated risks to the program. This may lead to a disclosure based 
approach. 

• The approach appears to recognize a liability dependent on its financing. This is contrary to how 
IPSASs usually address recognition. 

• The assumption behind this approach is social benefits are going to be paid for by resource 
providers. This is a testable assumption. It may be appropriate to recognize a liability when it 
becomes legally binding or when it becomes onerous (i.e., when the assumption that resource 
providers can finance the social benefits does not hold). This may be difficult to apply in practice. 

• As shown in the analysis in Appendix B, the social contract approach is the least consistent with 
the Conceptual Framework. 
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Staff will incorporate these ideas in the draft CP to be presented at the December 2014 meeting. 

Chapter 7 – Option 3: Social Insurance Approach 

The IPSASB noted that the social insurance approach had been developed by reference to the IASB’s ED 
on Insurance Contracts. 

Contributory Schemes 

The CP proposed that the social insurance approach should only be applicable to contributory schemes. 
The IPSASB supported this proposal, but identified further issues to be addressed. The Board noted that 
contributions could take a number of forms, and that this would need to be explored. Contributions could 
be in cash or in kind. The CP referred to imputed contributions. The meaning of the term needs to be 
clarified, and the CP needs to acknowledge that some (but not all) imputed contributions involved the 
transfer of cash from a public sector entity to a social security fund. Some contributions are treated as 
general taxation by the receiving government. The CP should consider whether this is significant, and 
whether applying the social insurance approach regardless of how the contributions are treated meets the 
financial reporting needs of users. 

The IPSASB noted that the social insurance approach implied a mixed approach to accounting for social 
benefits, whereas the other approaches identified in the CP could be applied to all social benefit programs. 
The Board acknowledged that different programs operated in different ways, so a mixed approach may be 
appropriate. 

Initial Recognition 

The IPSASB supported the proposal in the CP that, for those programs designed to be fully funded from 
contributions, a surplus on the program should be recognized in surplus or deficit over the period of the 
program. A deficit would be analogous to an onerous contract and would be recognized immediately. 

Other programs may be designed to operate with a tax subsidy. The CP discussed different treatments of 
the resulting deficit – immediate recognition in surplus or deficit; recognition in surplus or deficit over the 
period of the program; or considering the tax subsidy as part of the cash flows. The IPSASB noted that 
some programs may receive government loans, rather than subsidies, and that this may need to be 
reflected in the CP. 

The IPSASB noted that the uncertainty regarding future cash flows, and hence the deficit, increased for 
programs of longer duration. The Board agreed that initial recognition should take place at the earlier of the 
first contribution falling due and the start of the coverage period. Examples would help readers of the CP 
understand the accounting implications of each of the treatments discussed. The Board noted that the 
different treatments reflected different perspectives. Immediate recognition reflected an assets and 
liabilities led perspective. Recognition over the period of the program reflected a revenues and expenses 
led perspective. Treating the tax subsidies as cash flows reflected a different view of how the entities 
involved operated. These perspectives should be explained in the CP. 

Risk Adjustment 

The IPSASB agreed that paragraph 7.23 of the CP should be reworded to say that assumption price may 
influence contribution rates rather than saying that it is likely to influence contribution rates. Such decisions 
have a political dimension. The IPSASB agreed the CP should ask respondents whether assumption price 
or cost of fulfillment should be used as the measurement basis, rather than set out a proposal. 
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Coverage Period 

The IPSASB agreed that this section of the CP should refer to actuarial assumptions. In the example given, 
the point at which a person is re-employed will also be relevant; the example currently refers only to the 
point at which they become unemployed. 

Nature of Contribution 

The IPSASB agreed that the CP should explore when a scheme was a social insurance program and when 
it was an insurance contract. The CP should also include criteria for determining whether social insurance 
accounting meets user needs for financial reporting. It is important that the organizational entity should not 
drive the accounting, and that the CP considers the underlying service being provided, not the form. 

Discount Rate 

The IPSASB noted that statistical reporting uses consistent discount rates for accounting for employee 
benefits and social benefits. This is consistent with the approach proposed in the CP. The IPSASB also 
noted that further discussion of discount rates may be required as some countries have zero or negative 
interest rates. 

Subsequent Measurement 

The IPSASB agreed that the CP should include a Specific Matter for Comment on subsequent 
measurement as it is a big issue. The CP should also discuss how significant reform of a program should 
be treated. 

Chapter 2 – Social Benefit Programs and Appendix A – Examples of Social Benefit Programs 

The IPSASB agreed that there should be separate subsections on service delivery and administrative 
arrangements. Staff were directed to review the flow of the text and the relationship with the definitions and 
classification approach in Chapter 3. 

The IPSASB supported the provision of the examples in Appendix A, and agreed that each example should 
have its own section on the application of the CP. Some Members agreed to provide revised wording for 
examples from their jurisdiction. Prior to the publication of the CP, the entities referred to in the examples 
should be asked to confirm the CP is accurate. 

Chapter 8 – Presentation 

The IPSASB supported the inclusion of the chapter on presentation. The Board agreed that the CP should 
seek to identify the overall presentation objective and ensure disclosures meet user needs. The CP should 
follow the structure of the Conceptual Framework and respond to the 3 aspects of presentation included in 
the Conceptual Framework. 

Chapter 9 – Social Security Funds, Composite Programs and Other Issues 

The IPSASB agreed that Social Security Funds should apply any future IPSAS in the same way as any 
other entity. The IPSASB noted that, historically, many Social Security Funds have adopted fund 
accounting. Fund accounting is not considered in in the Conceptual Framework and has not been adopted 
in the IPSASB’s literature, but it may be helpful for the CP to recognize the history. 

The IPSASB discussed the concept of Composite Social Security Programs and noted that IPSAS 25 may 
need to be reviewed at some stage. The IPSASB agreed that if staff and Members do not identify any 
Composite Social Security Programs, the CP should ask whether such programs exist. 
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The IPSASB noted that some guarantees can be accounted for under insurance accounting as well as 
IPSAS 19 and IPSAS 29. Each standard has different requirements. The CP should also note that some 
entities may need to account for amounts receivable under a guarantee. 

The IPSASB agreed that the CP should set out the rationale for deciding whether a Social Security Fund 
was controlled or not, rather than including a presumption. The Board noted that it may be difficult to 
determine whether a fund is controlled, and that some may fall outside of the public sector. 

Appendix B - Evaluation of Options against the Objectives of Financial Reporting and the QCs 

The IPSASB agreed that Appendix B was helpful and should be retained. The Board suggested extending 
the table to include the Conceptual Framework discussion of user needs. This may prove helpful in further 
developing the presentation chapter of the CP. 

The IPSASB noted that, following the approval of the Conceptual Framework at this meeting, the Board will 
need to develop an approach to assessing future projects against the Framework. The Appendix may prove 
to be a useful starting point for those discussions. 

Appendix C – Implications for Existing IPSASs 

The IPSASB discussed Appendix C and agreed that it was premature to include the implications for existing 
IPSASs in the CP. A paragraph should be added to the CP to inform readers that an IPSAS on social 
benefits is expected to result in consequential changes to other IPSASs, and that these will be incorporated 
into an ED. The IPSASB noted that the Appendix will be a useful internal document. 

Revised Chapters 

Chapter 1 – Introduction 

The IPSASB noted that the responses to the 2008 ED provided valuable insights regarding user needs and 
the information that users found useful. The IPSASB agreed that this should be referred to in the 
introduction. 

Members questioned whether the detailed descriptions of the Qualitative Characteristics (QCs) in the 
Framework needed to be included. Some Members considered the analysis in Appendix B was sufficient; 
others considered it useful to discuss the QCs before the individual options were discussed. The IPSASB 
directed staff to review the section and to consider whether it would be better located at the end of Chapter 
4. If the material is retained, references to the discussion of user needs should be included. 

Chapter 3 – Scope and Definitions 

The IPSASB reiterated that the chapter needed to be linked to Chapter 2, or the two chapters merged. 

The IPSASB noted the revised diagram and supported its inclusion. Some Members found the diagram and 
the related definitions difficult to follow and the Board directed staff to work with the IMF observer to improve 
the diagram. The IPSASB also agreed that it would be helpful to include an explanation of why the System 
of National Accounts classification was helpful in classifying and accounting for social benefits under 
IPSAS. 

The IPSASB also agreed that the reference (in paragraph 3.2) to social benefits provided under an 
exchange transaction being within the scope of IPSAS 19 should be removed. 

Chapter 4 – Identification of Approaches and Chapter 5 – Option 1: Obligating Event Approach 

The IPSASB had no further comments on Chapters 4 and 5. 
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11. Closing Remarks and Conclusion of Meeting 
In advance of the closing of the meeting Mr. Manfred Kraff addressed the IPSASB congratulating them on 
the completion of the public sector conceptual framework and noting its importance in the context of the 
development of EPSASs. Mr. Kraff thanked Martin Kohler of the EC and Leah Weselowski of the IPSASB 
for their strong support in undertaking arrangements for the meeting. He noted that the completion of the 
conceptual framework is historic and closes a gap in the accounting literature for the public sector. Mr. Kraff 
expressed the thanks and congratulations of the Director General and the Commissioner to the IPSASB for 
their work. The Chair thanked Mr. Kraff for the hospitality of the EC in hosting the meeting and for the strong 
support of the EC for IPSASs. 

The Technical Director thanked the members, technical advisors and observers for their participation in the 
conceptual framework project highlighting the team effort that has been needed for its completion. The TD 
noted that in the eight years of the project many staff and national standard setters had contributed to the 
Board’s discussions and development processes. She asked that the Board recognize specifically the 
efforts of the IPSASB Deputy Director John Stanford as project coordinator and lead author of chapters on 
elements and measurement. The TD highlighted Mr. Stanford’s’ dedication to the IPSASB’s work and his 
expertise in bringing the project to completion. 

The meeting concluded on September 18, 2014. 
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12. Appendix 1 – September 2014 Action List 

Action Required Person(s) 
Responsible 

Date to be Completed 

1. Conceptual Framework—General John Stanford  

• Complete integration of all chapters of Conceptual 
Framework 

 October 31  

2. Conceptual Framework—Preface John Stanford  

• Update for final directions at September meeting 
and integrate into final Framework 

 October 21 

3. Conceptual Framework—Elements John Stanford  

• Update for final directions at September meeting 
and integrate into final Framework 

 October 21 

4. Conceptual Framework—Measurement John Stanford  

• Update for final directions at September meeting 
and integrate into final Framework 

 October 21 

5. Conceptual Framework—Presentation John Stanford  
• Update for final directions at September meeting 

and integrate into final Framework 
 October 21 

6. Service Performance Gwenda Jensen  

• Draft RPG and issues paper for December meeting  November 21 

7. Interests in Other Entities Joanne Scott  

• Members to provide any further comments on draft 
standards to staff 

 October 17 

• Staff to liaise with members that raised issues 
during the September meeting or subsequent to 
that meeting 

 October 30 

• Circulate draft standards and issues paper as 
agenda item for December meeting 

 November 14 

8. First Time Adoptions of IPSASs Amanda Botha  

• Amend draft IPSAS  October 2014 

• Submit draft to TBG for input  November 5 

• Comment from TBG on draft IPSAS due   November 14 

• Submit meeting papers to IPSASB   November 21 

9. Social Benefits Paul Mason  

• Develop first draft of Issues Paper and revised 
Consultation Paper and circulate to TBG 

 October 31 

• Revise Issues Paper and Consultation Paper and 
circulate as agenda item for December meeting 

 November 21 
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Action Required Person(s) 
Responsible 

Date to be Completed 

10. Public Sector Financial Instruments Ross Smith  

• Follow up on IPSASB discussions on chapter on 
monetary gold 

 October 15 

• Develop drafts of chapters of Consultation Paper 
and circulate to TBG 

 November 5 

• Revise agenda items and circulate as agenda item 
for the December 2014 meeting 

 November 21 

11. Public Sector Combinations Paul Mason/ João 
Fonseca 

 

• TBG conference call (to be confirmed)  October 14 
• Develop first draft of next Issues Paper and 

circulate to TBG 
 November 4 

• Revise Issues Paper and circulate as agenda item 
for December meeting 

 November 20 

12. Strategy and Work Plan Stephenie Fox  

• Revise draft strategy, including strategic objective, 
outcomes and outputs, to reflect directions 

  

• Further analyze response to work program 
priorities, including considering key factors 
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13. Appendix 2 – Voting Record 

13.1 – Vote #1– Approve Conceptual Framework – Elements (Chapter 5) 

 
Agenda Item 2B Minutes Item 2B Date Vote Taken September 15, 2014 

Description Final Standard 
Conceptual 
Framework-

Elements 

Approved at 
meeting 

Final Standard  ■ ED  □ CP □ Other □ 

 

IPSASB MEMBER FOR AGAINST ABSTAIN ABSENT TOTAL 

Andreas Bergmann, Chair √     

Ron Salole, Deputy Chair √     

Stuart Barr √     

Ian Carruthers √     

Robert Dacey √     

Mariano D’Amore √     

Rachid El Bejjet √     

Guohua Huang √     

Kenji Izawa √     

Aracelly Méndez √     

Thomas Müller-Marqués 
Berger √     

Leonardo Nascimento √     

Guy Piolé    √  

Jeannine Poggiolini √     

Adriana Tiron Tudor  √     

Wan Selamah Wan Sulaiman √     

Ken Warren √     

Tim Youngberry √     

Abdullah Yusuf √     

TOTAL 18 0 0 1 19 
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13.2 – Vote #2– Approve Conceptual Framework – Recognition (Chapter 6) 

 
Agenda Item 2B Minutes Item 2B Date Vote Taken September 15, 2014 

Description Final Standard 
Conceptual 
Framework- 
Recognition 

Approved at 
meeting 

Final Standard  ■ ED  □ CP □ Other □ 

 

IPSASB MEMBER FOR AGAINST ABSTAIN ABSENT TOTAL 

Andreas Bergmann, Chair √     

Ron Salole, Deputy Chair √     

Stuart Barr √     

Ian Carruthers √     

Robert Dacey √     

Mariano D’Amore √     

Rachid El Bejjet √     

Guohua Huang √     

Kenji Izawa √     

Aracelly Méndez √     

Thomas Müller-Marqués 
Berger √     

Leonardo Nascimento √     

Guy Piolé    √  

Jeannine Poggiolini √     

Adriana Tiron Tudor  √     

Wan Selamah Wan Sulaiman √     

Ken Warren √     

Tim Youngberry √     

Abdullah Yusuf √     

TOTAL 18 0 0 1 19 
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13.3 – Vote #3– Approve Conceptual Framework – Measurement (Chapter 7) 

 
Agenda Item 2C Minutes Item 2C Date Vote Taken September 15, 2014 

Description Final Standard 
Conceptual 
Framework-

Measurement 

Approved at 
meeting 

Final Standard  ■ ED  □ CP □ Other □ 

 

IPSASB MEMBER FOR AGAINST ABSTAIN ABSENT TOTAL 

Andreas Bergmann, Chair √     

Ron Salole, Deputy Chair √     

Stuart Barr √     

Ian Carruthers √     

Robert Dacey √     

Mariano D’Amore √     

Rachid El Bejjet √     

Guohua Huang √     

Kenji Izawa √     

Aracelly Méndez √     

Thomas Müller-Marqués 
Berger √     

Leonardo Nascimento √     

Guy Piolé    √  

Jeannine Poggiolini √     

Adriana Tiron Tudor  √     

Wan Selamah Wan Sulaiman √     

Ken Warren √     

Tim Youngberry √     

Abdullah Yusuf √     

TOTAL 18 0 0 1 19 
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13.4 – Vote #4– Approve Conceptual Framework – Presentation (Chapter 8) 

 
Agenda Item 2D Minutes Item 2D Date Vote Taken September 15, 2014 

Description Final Standard 
Conceptual 
Framework-
Presentation 

Approved at 
meeting 

Final Standard  ■ ED  □ CP □ Other □ 

 

IPSASB MEMBER FOR AGAINST ABSTAIN ABSENT TOTAL 

Andreas Bergmann, Chair √     

Ron Salole, Deputy Chair √     

Stuart Barr √     

Ian Carruthers √     

Robert Dacey √     

Mariano D’Amore √     

Rachid El Bejjet √     

Guohua Huang √     

Kenji Izawa √     

Aracelly Méndez √     

Thomas Müller-Marqués 
Berger √     

Leonardo Nascimento √     

Guy Piolé    √  

Jeannine Poggiolini √     

Adriana Tiron Tudor  √     

Wan Selamah Wan Sulaiman √     

Ken Warren √     

Tim Youngberry √     

Abdullah Yusuf √     

TOTAL 18 0 0 1 19 
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13.5 – Vote #5– Approve Preface to Conceptual Framework 

 
Agenda Item 2A Minutes Item 2A Date Vote Taken September 18, 2014 

Description 
Preface to 
Conceptual 
Framework 

 
Approved at 

meeting 

Final Standard  □ ED  □ CP □ Other ■ 

 

IPSASB MEMBER FOR AGAINST ABSTAIN ABSENT TOTAL 

Andreas Bergmann, Chair √     

Ron Salole, Deputy Chair  √    

Stuart Barr √     

Ian Carruthers √     

Robert Dacey √     

Mariano D’Amore √     

Rachid El Bejjet √     

Guohua Huang √     

Kenji Izawa √     

Aracelly Méndez √     

Thomas Müller-Marqués 
Berger √     

Leonardo Nascimento √     

Guy Piolé    √  

Jeannine Poggiolini √     

Adriana Tiron Tudor  √     

Wan Selamah Wan Sulaiman √     

Ken Warren √     

Tim Youngberry √     

Abdullah Yusuf √     

TOTAL 17 1 0 1 19 
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