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CIPFA, the Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy, is the 
professional body for people in public finance. Our 14,000 members work 
throughout the public services, in national audit agencies, in major accountancy 
firms, and in other bodies where public money needs to be effectively and 
efficiently managed. 

As the world’s only professional accountancy body to specialise in public services, 
CIPFA’s portfolio of qualifications are the foundation for a career in public finance. 
They include the benchmark professional qualification for public sector 
accountants as well as a postgraduate diploma for people already working in 
leadership positions. They are taught by our in-house CIPFA Education and 
Training Centre as well as other places of learning around the world. 

We also champion high performance in public services, translating our experience 
and insight into clear advice and practical services. They include information and 
guidance, courses and conferences, property and asset management solutions, 
consultancy and interim people for a range of public sector clients. 

Globally, CIPFA shows the way in public finance by standing up for sound public 
financial management and good governance. We work with donors, partner 
governments, accountancy bodies and the public sector around the world to 
advance public finance and support better public services. 
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Our ref: Responses/120415 SC0176 
 

Stephenie Fox 
Technical Director 
International Public Sector Accounting Standards Board 
International Federation of Accountants 
277 Wellington Street, 4th Floor 
Toronto 
Ontario M5V 3H2 
CANADA 
Submitted electronically 

 
Dear Stephenie Fox 

Consultation Paper, Reporting Service Performance Information 

CIPFA is pleased to present its comments on this consultation paper, which have been reviewed 
by CIPFA’s Accounting and Auditing Standards Panel.  

General comments 

As noted in successive CIPFA responses on this topic and others 

- CIPFA strongly supports IPSASB’s development of high quality standards for 
public sector financial reporting, whether through the Board’s recent project to 
develop IFRS converged IPSASs or through wholly public sector specific 
IPSASs. 
 

- CIPFA agrees that it is important to broaden the developing Conceptual 
Framework to cover matters which go beyond a focus on financial statements.  

 
In the light of the above comments we would like to strongly reiterate and reinforce CIPFA’s 
support for the aspirations of this project, which together with other IPSASB initiatives will 
provide a more complete view of the financial affairs of government than are presented in 
conventional financial statements.  
 
General comments 

This consultation on Reporting Service Performance Information is one of a number of 
initiatives which relate to reporting that goes wider than financial statements, including 
recent and current exposures drafts ED 46, Reporting on the Long Term Sustainability of a 
Public Sector Entity’s Finances and ED 47, Financial Discussion and Analysis. 
 
The main counterpart of these types of reporting for the private sector is Management 
Commentary on which the International Accounting Standards Board (IASB) issued a non-
mandatory Practice Statement in December 2010. The IASB recognises that, even in the 
context of for-profit reporting where profit measures provide a more uniform basis for 
assessing and comparing the performance of reporting entities, a more complete and useful 
view of performance and position can be provided through narrative and analytical 
commentary, reflecting the perspective of those determining the objectives of the entity and 
directing its activities. 
 
CIPFA recognises that Management Commentary does not fully parallel the wider reporting 
being considered by the IPSASB Board, and that for example Long Term Sustainability is a 
rather different kind of reporting to even more complicated aspects of going concern. We 
also recognise that reporting on service performance information provides additional benefit 
to public sector entities which do not obtain useful information by reporting on profit, and 
that for this reason more developed guidance on such reporting would be helpful.  
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Against this background we can understand why the IPSASB Board has chosen to pursue 
wider reporting through several projects, rather than a single project. We can also see that 
the non-mandatory nature of the IASB practice statement does not necessarily transfer to 
the related IPSASB development for public sector reporting. 
 
However, as the proposed IPSASB conceptual framework has been expanded to encompass 
the wider scope of public sector financial reporting, the projects being considered by the 
Board are correspondingly more likely to capture aspects of reporting which are either 
desirable, or which are necessary for some entities in some circumstances.  As we explain in 
our comments on Preliminary View 1, we would only support mandatory standards on issues 
which are material and significant for all entities, or where a standard can be drafted to 
allow proportionate application or exemption where the cost of reporting exceeds the 
benefit. 
 
Observations on the Preliminary Views 

CIPFA observations on the Preliminary Views presented by IPSASB are set out in Annex A.  

Specific Matters for Comment 

CIPFA responses to the Specific Matters on which IPSASB would particularly value 
comment are set out in Annex B.  

I hope this is a helpful contribution to the development of the Board’s guidance in this 
area. 

Yours sincerely 

 
Paul Mason 
 
 
Assistant Director  
Professional Standards and Central Government  
CIPFA  
3 Robert Street 
London WC2N 6RL  
t: 020 7543 5691 
e:paul.mason@cipfa.org.uk 
www.cipfa.org.uk 
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ANNEX A 
 
CONSULTATION PAPER, REPORTING SERVICE PERFORMANCE INFORMATION 
SPECIFIC MATTERS FOR COMMENT 
 
Preliminary View 1  
 
The reporting of service performance information is necessary to meet the objectives of 
financial reporting (accountability and decision-making) as proposed in the Conceptual 
Framework Exposure Draft (CF–ED 1), Conceptual Framework for General Purpose 
Financial Reporting by Public Sector Entities: Role, Authority and Scope; Objectives and 
Users; Qualitative Characteristics; and Reporting Entity. 
 
 
CIPFA has some concerns that setting out this view in this way does not accord with our 
understanding of how the Objective of GPFR should drive the standard setting process.  
 
When the objective and scope of the IASB conceptual framework were limited to financial 
statements, a question similar to this could often be used as a basis to decide whether a 
topic should be the subject of mandatory standards. However, as the basis of the 
conceptual framework has been expanded to encompass financial reporting, and having 
regard to the wider scope of public sector reporting, the objective is much more likely to 
capture aspects of reporting which are either  
 

• desirable; or  
• necessary in specific circumstances.  

 
The formulation of this Preliminary View in terms of ‘necessity’ results in a much less 
sensitive approach to the objective, which is essentially equivalent to asking ‘would 
mandatory standards in principle be required, notwithstanding practical issues which might 
arise given the current state of financial reporting’. As such, answering this question 
affirmatively would predispose respondents to a view that there should be mandatory 
standards either now or eventually. 
 
Against this background, we suggest that, strictly speaking, reporting on service 
performance is not necessary. 
 
We would however observe that when compared to private sector profit focused financial 
statements, public sector financial statements lack a unified indicator of performance such 
as profit, and for this reason the financial statements of many public sector entities might 
be considered to give a reduced representation of the effectiveness of the reporting entity 
Reporting on service performance is one way, and a very valuable way, of providing a more 
complete view of the performance of an entity substantially engaged in service provision. 
 
CIPFA would therefore encourage the reporting of service performance by all significant 
public sector service providers. 
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Preliminary View 2  
 
Developing a standardized service performance information terminology for the reporting 
of service performance information is appropriate, and should include the seven terms and 
working definitions in Table A on page 14. 
 
 
CIPFA considers that this approach is helpful. We are content with the terminology, much of 
which is well understood in the UK context. The Board may need to consider any comments 
from other jurisdictions in case some of the terms do not transfer helpfully to other cultural 
contexts. 
 
Preliminary View 3  
 
Components of service performance information to be reported are (a) information on the 
scope of the service performance information reported, (b) information on the public sector 
entity’s objectives, (c) information on the achievement of objectives, and (d) narrative 
discussion of the achievement of objectives. 
 
 
CIPFA agrees that this is a helpful way of thinking about service performance information. 
It is particularly important that there is a link between this information and the objectives of 
the entity preparing the financial statements. However, it is also important that there is a 
focus on key measures of performance that provide the best insight into the effects of the 
services provided, in order to avoid long and voluminous reporting that reduces 
understandability. 
 
Preliminary View 4  
 
The qualitative characteristics of information and pervasive constraints on the information 
that is currently included in GPFRs of public sector entities also apply to service 
performance information. 
 
 
CIPFA expects that the qualitative characteristics and the constraints, which are set out in 
the draft Conceptual Framework, can be applied to GPFSs, established elements of GFPRs, 
and service performance information.  
 
However, additional guidance on the application of the qualitative characteristics and 
constraints is likely to be necessary. This will need to be rather more than the indicative 
guidance in section 6 of the Consultation Paper, much of which concerns the Qualitative 
Characteristics generally and the views of the Board, rather than the specifics of application 
to service performance information. 
 
We note that ED 47, Financial Discussion and Analysis provides such guidance on the 
application of the qualitative characteristics currently listed in IPSAS 1; the ED includes 
guidance on applying QCs to forward looking information, and reliability issues for 
information which may be less verifiable than information in the main financial statements. 
CIPFA has yet to complete its consideration of ED 47, but we can see that this may be 
workable for information in the relatively narrow scope of that proposed standard.   
 
We would expect it to be more difficult to develop similar guidance for non-financial 
information on performance which works across the very wide variety of services and 
performance measures.    
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ANNEX B 
 

CONSULTATION PAPER, REPORTING SERVICE PERFORMANCE INFORMATION 
SPECIFIC MATTERS FOR COMMENT 

 
 
Specific Matter for Comment 1  
 
Should the IPSASB consider issuing (a) non-authoritative guidance for those public sector 
entities that choose to report service performance information, (b) authoritative guidance 
requiring public sector entities that choose to issue a service performance report to apply 
the guidance, or (c) authoritative guidance requiring public sector entities to report service 
performance information? 
 
 
In the light of our comments on Preliminary View 1, CIPFA suggests that IPSASB pursue 
option (a) non-authoritative guidance for those public sector entities that choose to report 
service performance information. 
 
Specific Matter for Comment 2  
 
Do you agree that this project should not identify specific indicators of service 
performance? 

 
CIPFA agrees that this project should not identify specific indicators of service performance.  
 
Specific Matter for Comment 3  
 
Should service performance information included in GPFRs be prepared for the same 
reporting entity as for general purpose financial statements (GPFSs)? 
 
 
In general, CIPFA agrees that the information should relate to the GFPR reporting entity.  
 
However, additional reporting which is not purely focused on the entity may be appropriate 
where, for example, several reporting entities contribute to a combined performance target. 
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Specific Matter for Comment 4  
 
This CP identifies four dimensions of service performance information that are necessary to 
meet the needs of users. These are: 
 
(a) Information on the public sector entity’s objectives, including the need or demand for 
these objectives to be achieved (the “why” dimension); 
 
(b) Input, output, outcome, efficiency, and effectiveness indicators, including service 
recipient perception or experience information (the “what” dimension); 
 
(c) Comparisons of actual performance to projected (or targeted) results, including 
information on the factors that influence results (the “how” dimension); and 
 
(d) Time-oriented information, including comparisons of actual results over time and to 
milestones (the “when” dimension).  
 
Do you agree with these dimensions of service performance information? Are there 
dimensions that should be added or deleted 
 
 
CIPFA agrees with the proposed dimensions, although we consider that these will need a 
degree of fine tuning and refinement when developing an Exposure Draft. For example, the 
‘what’ dimension might be considered to include information on both ‘what’ has been 
provided and with ‘what’ consequences, and ‘how’ efficient and effective the provision was, 
and ‘how’ it was perceived.  
 
 
Specific Matter for Comment 5  
 
Should service performance information be reported (a) as part of the GPFR that is 
currently issued (for example, an annual financial report) but not part of the GPFSs, (b) in 
a separately issued GPFR, or (c) in both a separately issued GPFR and as part of the 
currently issued GPFR? 
 
 
In CIPFA’s view it would normally be helpful to include service performance information as 
part of a GFPR which is currently issued.  
 
However, for entities carrying out a large number of services subject to targeting regimes 
the inclusion of comprehensive service performance information might result in information 
overload. Under such circumstances it might be helpful for full information to be provided in 
a separate GPFR, while overview information could be provided in the GFPR which included 
the GPFSs. 
 

 

013 
SPR



Page 1 of 11 
UN System Task Force_Submission on CP Reporting Service Performance Information.doc 

UNITED NATIONS SYSTEM 
 

 

SYSTEME DES NATIONS UNIES
 

Chief Executives Board 
for Coordination 

Conseil des chefs de secrétariat 
des organismes des Nations Unies 

pour la coordination 
 

 
Submission on the Consultation Paper: Reporting Service Performance 
Information 
 

15 April 2012 

 
Ms Stephenie Fox 
Technical Director  
International Public Sector Accounting Standards Board 
International Federation of Accountants 
277 Wellington Street West 
Toronto Ontario Canada M5V 3H2 
 

Dear Stephenie, 

Consultation Paper: Reporting Service Performance Information  
1 Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Consultation Paper: Reporting 
Service Performance Information (Consultation Paper).  

United Nations System Task Force on Accounting Standards 
2 The United Nations System Task Force on Accounting Standards (Task Force) 
appreciates the work that the IPSASB is carrying out in developing accounting standards 
for public sector entities, including international organizations such as those making up 
the United Nations system.  The Task Force is an inter-agency group consisting of 
directors of accounting, chief accountants and chief financial officers from United 
Nations System organizations.  The comments below represent the views of Members of 
the Task Force. The individual organizations that provided comments on this submission 
and concurred with its submission to the IPSASB are listed in Appendix 1.  Where an 
individual organization disagreed with a particular recommendation but agreed to the 
recommendation going forward to the IPSASB, this has been noted against the individual 
recommendation in Appendix 2.  
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General Comments 
3 The Task Force has the following general comments on the Consultation Paper:    

(a) UN system organizations are moving in the direction of adopting Results Based 
Management (RBM) approach. RBM is a management strategy aimed at improving 
performance and achieving results.  Results Based Budgeting (RBB), currently used by 
the United Nations system organizations, is an important step in that direction.  RBB is 
about formulating programme budgets that are focused on number of targeted results 
which are identified at the outset of the budgetary process, and against which actual 
performance is measured at the end of a budget cycle.  Organizations define RBB in 
different ways; however, all definitions revolve around the concept of aligning resources 
and results.  RBB operates with such terms as objectives (results), performance 
indicators, inputs, outputs and so on.  RBB’s framework includes the following 
processes:    

• Formulating objectives (results); 
• Selecting indicators to measure progress towards each objective; 
• Setting explicit targets for each indicator to evaluate performance; 
• Regularly collecting data on results to monitor performance; 
• Reviewing, analyzing and reporting actual results against targets; 
• Integrating evaluations to provide performance information; and 
• Using performance information for purposes of accountability, learning and 
decision making. 

 
The framework of the Consultation Paper closely resembles RBB’s framework on all 
principal points, with a few minor differences, for example, on terminology.  It is 
reasonable to assume that the Consultation Paper was, to a large extent, built on the bases 
of RBB’s frameworks of jurisdictions selected for this project.  At the same time, it is not 
clear whether the IPSAS Board considered the importance (relevance, cost-benefit 
analysis, impact on needs of users and on preparers of the GPFRs and so on) of 
introducing the concept of reporting service performance information in the GPFRs when 
this information is already presented in budgetary reports of public sector entities which 
adopted results-based approach to budgeting.  The Task Force is of the opinion that 
service performance information is more closely aligned with budgetary reporting than 
with financial reporting and that governing bodies, as well as providers of extra 
budgetary resources, have a prerogative for setting reporting requirements for service 
performance information.  In addition, most public sector entities make their budgetary 
reports (including those on budget performance) publicly available, hence it is debatable 
that relocating this information from budgetary reports to the GPFRs (or duplicating it by 
presenting in both reports) is likely to better meet needs of users of GPFRs.  

(b) The Conceptual Framework Exposure Draft (CF–ED 1), Conceptual Framework for 
General Purpose Financial Reporting by Public Sector Entities: Role, Authority and 
Scope; Objectives and Users; Qualitative Characteristics; and Reporting Entity, issued 
by the Board for public comment in 2011 stated that GPFSs and notes thereto remain at 
the core part of the GPFRs, however the latter can report information about the past, 
present, and the future that is useful to users. Such information include financial and non-
financial quantitative and qualitative information about the achievement of financial and 
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service delivery objectives in the current reporting period, and anticipated future service 
delivery activities and resource needs.  IPSAS 1 introduced a concept of reporting on 
achievement of service delivery and financial objectives as supplementary information to 
better meet needs of users for decision-making and accountability. In addition, we note 
that the IPSASB is currently working on issuing the Exposure Draft, Financial Statement 
discussion and analysis, which will build further on the concept of reporting non-
financial information in GPFSs. 

The Task Force is of the view that when the Consultation Paper progresses to the 
Exposure Draft, the latter should clarify the relationship between GPFSs and GPFRs in 
this regard and provide criteria which can be used to clearly distinguish between GPFRs 
as opposed to GPFSs which include non-financial information, including that on service 
performance. We assume that the Exposure Draft will also address implementation issues 
of the transition from GPFSs to GPFRs for those reporting entities who will choose to 
conform to guidance provided by the IPSASB’s final document on reporting service 
performance information. 

(c) Concepts discussed in the Consultation Paper lean heavily towards common attributes 
of public services provided by governments and hence the proposed framework may not 
take into considerations specific challenges of reporting on service performance by other 
public sector entities. The Task Force is of the view that IPSASB should expand 
consideration of issues while progressing the Consultation Paper to Exposure Draft to 
create a framework for reporting on service performance that is applicable and useful to 
all public sector entities.    

 

Specific Matters for Comments and Comments on Further Issues 
4 Our detailed comments on the preliminary views and specific matters for 
comment identified in the Consultation Paper, Reporting Service Performance 
Information (CP) are attached as Appendix 2.   

5 Should you have any queries on our comments, please contact Ms. Dinara Alieva, 
Financial Analyst, System-wide IPSAS Project Team at alievad@un.org.  

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

Chandramouli Ramanathan 

Deputy Controller, United Nations & 
Chair, Task Force on Accounting Standards 

ramanathanc@un.org 
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APPENDIX 1: UNITED NATIONS SYSTEM TASK FORCE ON ACCOUNTING 
STANDARDS  
Task Force Members from the following organizations reviewed this submission and 
concurred with its contents.  

 

Organisation Agree (Disagree) 

1. FAO Agree 

2. IAEA Agree 

3. ICAO Agree 

4. ILO Agree 

5. IMO Agree 

6. ITC Agree 

7. ITU Agree 

8. PAHO Agree 

9. UN Agree 

10. UNDP Agree 

11. UNESCO Agree 

12. UNFPA Agree 

13. UNHCR Agree 

14. UNICEF Agree 

15. UNIDO Agree 

16. UNOPS Agree 

17. UNRWA Agree 

18. UPU Agree 

19. WFP Agree 

20. WHO Agree 

21. WIPO Agree 

22. WMO Agree 

23. WTO (Tourism) Agree 

24. UNWomen Agree 
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APPENDIX 2: REPORTING SERVICE PERFORMANCE INFORMATION 
In response to the IPSASB’s request for comments on these Preliminary Views and 
Specific Matters (presented in the order of appearance in the body of the Consultation 
Paper, hereinafter referred to as CP), please find below comments of the Task Force: 

 

Preliminary View 1 

The reporting of service performance information is necessary to meet the objectives of 
financial reporting (accountability and decision-making) as proposed in the Conceptual 
Framework Exposure Draft (CF–ED 1), Conceptual Framework for General Purpose 
Financial Reporting by Public Sector Entities: Role, Authority and Scope; Objectives and 
Users; Qualitative Characteristics; and Reporting Entity 

Response:  
The Task Force concurs with the view on importance of providing non-financial 
information, including information on service performance, by public sector entities to 
stakeholders and general public to meet objectives of financial reporting.   
 
At the same time, the position of the Task Force on reporting non-financial information, 
including reports on service performance, in the GPFRs remains unchanged as previously 
discussed in the Task Force’s submission on the CF-ED1 prepared in 2011 and in the 
submission on the Conceptual Framework for General Purpose Financial Reporting by 
Public Sector Entities prepared in 2009.  IPSAS Board should not prescribe the content or 
format of non-financial information to be reported.  Governing bodies set requirements 
for non-financial information such as reporting on service performance.  
 
Please also refer to General Comment 4(a) for more on the Task Force’s position. 
 

Specific Matter for Comment 1 
Should the IPSASB consider issuing:  

(a) non-authoritative guidance for those public sector entities that choose to report 
service performance information, 

(b) authoritative guidance requiring public sector entities that choose to issue a 
service performance report to apply the guidance, or 

(c) authoritative guidance requiring public sector entities to report service 
performance information? 

 

Response:  
The Task Force supports option (a). This position is strongly supported by all members of 
the Task Force without exception. Please also see comment submitted on Preliminary 
View 1 of this CP.  
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The Task Force understands the rationale behind a concept of developing a consistent 
framework for reporting service performance information of public sector entities as 
there is currently no commonly accepted form or content of such reporting.  At the same 
time, the role of the IPSAS Board in issuing any authoritative guidance in the area of 
non-financial reporting is highly debatable.  Public sector entities provide services in 
accordance with mandates established by their governing bodies and hence determining 
the scope and format of reporting on service performance should be a prerogative of each 
entity’s governing body.  In addition to receipt of contributions assessed on member 
states, the UN system organizations receive funds from other donors. Agreements for 
extra budgetary resources include specific requirements for service performance 
reporting to providers of funds and recipients of services, which organizations have to 
comply with.  If IPSASB were to issue an authoritative guidance in this area, it might 
compete with requirements established by governing bodies and other donors and 
therefore result in creating an unnecessary burden (including financial implications) on 
preparers of GPFRs to produce multiple sets of service performance information (with 
partially duplicated and overlapped content). 

Please also refer to General Comment 4(a) for more on the Task Force’s position. 

The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) is of 
the view that acceptance of GPFRs would increase with integration of service 
performance information currently reported in budgetary and other documents, but 
acknowledges that it may not be feasible for the Organization to commit to format and/or 
content of such reporting if these are strictly defined.    

 

Specific Matter for Comment 2 
Do you agree that this project should not identify specific indicators of service 
performance? 

 

Response:  
Agree.  Please see comment submitted on Specific Matter for Comment 1 of this CP. 

In addition, the Task Force is not convinced that establishing specific indicators of 
service performance for such a diverse group of preparers and potential preparers of 
GPFRs is an achievable goal.  A mixed group of public sector entities is in the process of 
adopting IPSAS and/or already reporting in accordance with IPSAS. An attempt to 
identify common tendencies among countless variations of potentially suitable indicators 
of performance bears an inherent risk of following trends observed in the main group of 
GPFRs preparers, i.e., governments.  Such approach, although it may appear to be logical 
for developers of the CP, would be unlikely to produce benefits for enhancing reporting 
of service performance information by many of the public sector organizations adopting 
or reporting in accordance with IPSAS.    

The Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), a member 
of the Task Force, sees value in having access to recommended high-level indicators 
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compiled by the IPSASB based on good practice of performance reporting, but believes 
that mandatory indicators may be inflexible and difficult to apply in practice. 

 

Specific Matter for Comment 3 

Should service performance information included in GPFRs be prepared for the same 
reporting entity as for general purpose financial statements? 

 

Response:  
The Task Force is of the view that public sector organizations should be able to 
determine the reporting entity for which service performance information will be 
prepared.  Service performance information is generally reported by public sector entities 
within a budget execution / programme delivery framework.  Providing service 
performance information within such framework enhances its usefulness to users of 
entity’s GPFRs as it aligns reporting on utilization of resources with reporting on results 
of service delivery.  In addition, as commented earlier in the submission (General 
Comment 4(a)), UN system organizations use Results Based Budgeting approach for 
budget formulation as well as for reporting on budget performance.  RBB’s framework 
incorporates most or all elements of service performance reporting identified in this CP. 

In public sector entities, budgetary formulation and reporting are often not aligned with 
financial reporting in various dimensions, including timing and reporting entity, as 
acknowledged by IPAS 24 “Presentation of budget information in financial statements”.  
Hence service performance information presented in budgetary documents will not 
always be reported for the same entity as per GPFRs.    

Organizations should, therefore, be allowed to choose what presentation is more 
meaningful and easier to analyze for users of GPFRs.  If the IPSASB intends to discuss 
this concept further, the Task Force suggests that a cost-benefit analysis be carried out on 
whether publicly available reports, produced by the same organization or a government, 
would become more useful if service performance reporting is aligned with the reporting 
entity as per GPFRs as opposed to the entity to which resources (used to achieve results) 
were allocated. 

 

Preliminary View 2 

Developing a standardized service performance information terminology for the reporting 
of service performance information is appropriate, and should include the seven terms 
and working definitions in Table A on page 14 (of the Consultation Paper). 

 

Response:  
The Task Force has no reservations against the development of a standardized 
terminology and making it accessible to those public sector entities that choose to report 
service performance information.  However it is imperative that the Board retains a 
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flexible approach that would allow public sector organizations to use other terms 
(including those currently used) that are considered to be more suitable by the reporting 
entity, as long as these terms are clearly defined.  Limiting choice to a single set of terms 
might improve the comparability of information on service performance reported by 
different public sector organizations, but might not result in useful presentation of 
information to users, which is a superior goal of IPSAS-compliant financial reporting.  

 

Specific Matter for Comment 4 
This CP identifies four dimensions of service performance information that are necessary 
to meet the needs of users.  These are: 

(a) Information on the public sector entity’s objectives, including the need or 
demand for these objectives to be achieved (the “why” dimension); 

(b) Input, output, outcome, efficiency, and effectiveness indicators, including 
service recipient perception or experience information (the “what” dimension); 

(c) Comparisons of actual performance to projected (or targeted) results, 
including information on the factors that influence results (the “how” dimension); 
and 

(d) Time-oriented information, including comparisons of actual results over time 
and to milestones (the “when” dimension). 

Do you agree with these dimensions of service performance information?  Are there 
dimensions that should be added or deleted? 

 

Response:  
Based on the understanding that the above list of dimensions is not meant to be 
exhaustive, the Task Force has the following comments: 
 
(a) Dimension (a) calls for reporting in the GPFRs on the need or demand of objectives to 
be achieved by a public sector entity.  As stated in paragraph 4.8 of the CP, linking 
resources committed to providing public services to needs of service recipients helps 
users of the GPFRs understand “whether the level of services provided is appropriate to 
meet the demand for that particular service”.  The Task Force is of the view that 
usefulness of including this linkage in the GPFRs may be overestimated in the context of 
the UN system.  UN system organizations provide similar services in different countries 
in varying conditions.  For example, resources required to achieve “cease-fire” status will 
vary greatly from country to country depending on intensity of military conflict, need to 
establish and maintain buffer zones or border demarcations, number of peacekeeping 
troops being deployed, need for aerial surveillance, landscape and number of security 
check-points and so on.  Need for resources may also increase or decrease from one 
period to another depending on political developments and operational realities in the 
country whereas demand for service may remain unchanged.  In these circumstances, 
establishing a linkage between level of resources and needs of service recipients (rather 
than using a tried and tested linkage between resources and results) as one of the central 
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dimensions of service performance information to be included in the GPFRs is likely to 
complicate users’ analysis rather than assist.  The Task Force agrees with the proposed 
reporting of information on the public sector entity’s objectives but recommends that 
reporting on the need or demand for objectives to be achieved be made optional. 
 
The UNHCR considers the link between needs and resource requirements to be important 
to the Agency and the recipients of their service who are mainly individuals.  
 
The UNESCO notes that public sector entities which choose to report their objectives 
may be liable to define the need for these objectives. The link between resource and need 
is generally reviewed at an organizational level.   
      
(b) Discussion of the CP on proposed dimension (b) refers to possibly including “service 
recipient perceptions of or experiences with the quality of services” in the output and 
outcome indicators (paragraph 4.11).  This information is deemed to be important to hold 
an entity accountable for improving quality of the services.  This element of dimension 
(b) may be less logical for UN system organizations than for governments.  For example, 
if a UN system organization distributes food to malnourished children in a military 
conflict zone (where no alternatives or benchmarks exist); polling results from local 
population on their satisfaction with food distributing service is unlikely to serve as 
effective tool in assessing organization’s overall performance from point of view of cost-
benefit.  UN system organizations use elaborate internally developed performance 
measurement and evaluation systems, which can be applied to monitoring and evaluation 
of a single project, programme containing several projects, thematic evaluation and 
programme evaluation.  Some organizations provide technical assistance through a 
cohesive national programme framework, specifically designed for individual 
beneficiaries, and actively involve target groups, funding agencies, executing agencies 
and beneficiary governments in the performance management process, including but not 
limited to quality monitoring.  The Task Force, therefore, has no objections against 
proposed reporting on input, output, outcome, efficiency, and effectiveness indicators but 
believes that reporting service recipient perception or experience information should be 
optional. 
 
(c) The Task Force concurs with the position proposed by dimension (c) that “external 
and internal factors other than the service delivery itself may influence service 
performance” and hence such factors should be reported (paragraph 4.14 of the CP).  UN 
system organizations report on external factors in their workplan / budget performance 
documents.  However, factors that influence results cannot be expected to be directly 
linked to the delivery of services or isolated in relation to a specific service as further 
discussed in paragraph 4.15 of the CP. 
 
(d) The Task Force supports the thrust towards reporting time-oriented information as 
proposed in dimension (d) and believes that public sector entities should be encouraged 
to report such information.  At the same time, there should be an option not to provide 
time-oriented information for those planned/targeted results which can not be 
accompanied by measurable and/or reliable estimated and actual results, which are 
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representative of the progress achieved.  Existing practices in UN system organizations 
on reporting time-oriented information (including RBB) encourage provision of a 
baseline and planned/targeted results on quantifiable performance indicators.     

 

Preliminary View 3 
Components of service performance information to be reported are:  

(a) information on the scope of the service performance information reported,  

(b) information on the public sector entity’s objectives, 

(c) information on the achievement of objectives, and  

(d) narrative discussion of the achievement of objectives. 

 

Response:  
The Task Force agrees with the proposed list of main components of service performance 
information.  United Nations System organizations currently present this information in 
their financial, budgetary and other program delivery reports, many of which are publicly 
available documents. However alignment of the service performance information with 
the entity (reporting entity or entity to which resources were allocated) and location of 
information (within or outside the GPFRs) should be determined by governing bodies.      
 

Preliminary View 4 

The qualitative characteristics of information and pervasive constraints on the 
information that is currently included in GPFRs of public sector entities also apply to 
service performance information. 

 

Response:  
The Task Force recommends that the IPSASB expands its discussion of the practical 
application of this preliminary view when this CP is issued as an Exposure Draft.  The 
discussion should focus on cost-benefit analysis of compliance with the proposed view.  
In addition, the Task Force believes that public sector entities should be able to present 
service performance information in documents other than GPFRs; for example, in 
budget/work plan performance reports.  If information on service performance is 
presented in documents other than GPFRs, it is likely to follow the principles and 
structure established for such documents, which may or may not comply with qualitative 
characteristics of information and pervasive constraints on the information that is 
currently included in GPFRs. 
  
Additionally, the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), a member of the Task 
Force, notes that use of a qualitative characteristic of verifiability should be further 
discussed with a focus on the process of verifying information on service performance 
presented by reporting entities. This should be further analysed in relation to four 
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dimensions of information that are necessary to meet the needs of users included in the 
Specific Matter for Comment 4. 
  
The International Labour Organization (ILO), also a member of the Task Force, 
recognizes that qualitative characteristics of information and pervasive constraints are 
very general; and compliance with them should not be problematic for the Organization. 

 

Specific Matter for Comment 5 
Should service performance information be reported:  

(a) as part of the GPFR that is currently issued (for example, an annual financial 
report) but not part of the GPFSs,  

(b) in a separately issued GPFR, or  

(c) in both a separately issued GPFR and as part of the currently issued GPFR? 

 

Response:  
The Task Force is of the view that public sector entities should be allowed to present 
service performance information in documents other than GPFRs (including those 
currently prepared) as mandated by governing bodies or if by doing so they can achieve a 
clearer, more structured presentation and/or present information in a more suitable 
context (for example, in budgetary reports or results-based management reports). There is 
a general understanding and agreement among organization-members of the Task Force 
that service performance information should not be required or expected to be reported in 
the GPFSs beyond the scope of additional information required by IPSAS 1. 
  
The Task Force is aware that the IPSASB is following the project on auditor reporting to 
enhance the communicative value and relevance of the auditor’s report undertaken by the 
International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board (IAASB).  It would greatly 
enhance quality of the discussion when this CP is issued as an Exposure Draft if the latter 
would include preliminary views of the IAASB on the role/responsibility of auditors 
relating to information contained in GPFRs overall, and to service performance 
information in particular.   
 
The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) highlights that service 
performance information is often reported for periods other than those covered by the 
GPFRs, mainly due to multi-year nature of programmes and projects. Such timing may 
better meet needs of users and should be taken into account while considering time 
alignment of service performance information with that of the GPFRs.  
 
Although the Task Force remains opposed to the idea of mandatory inclusion of service 
performance information in the GPFRs, the United Nations Industrial Development 
Organization (UNIDO) and UNESCO would prefer option (b) if a choice had to be made 
between reporting on service performance in a separately issued GPFR or in the currently 
issued GPFR.   
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Comments on the IPSASB Consultation Paper 

On Reporting Service Performance 

 

 

Specific Matter for Comment  
 

Explanation 

  

1.  
Para 1.11 
IPSASB should consider issuing an 
authoritative guidance requiring public 
sector  entities to report service 
performance information ©. 

Mandatory reporting will enhance compliance  

  

2. Para 2.3 
No. I do not agree that this project should 
not identify specific indicators of service 
performance 

There is need to identify specific indicators of 
service performance to enable 
measurement/assessment from one period to 
another and comparison with other public sector 
entities either in same jurisdiction or in different 
jurisdictions 

  

3. Para 2.4 
Yes. Service Performance information 
included in GPFRs should be prepared for 
the same reporting entity as for the 
general purpose financial statements 
GPFSs. 
 

While same information will be prepared the level 
of detail should vary. For the GPFSs too much 
detail should be avoided for ease of the 
reader/user of the financial statements but 
enough to support the financial statements. 

  

4.  Para 4.18 
Yes I agree with these dimensions f service 
performance   
 
 

I would consider inclusion of other dimensions for 
instance information on the status of the economy 
as this will influence funding of the services, 
resource allocation and utilization, hence service 
performance   

  

5. Para 7.9 
Service Performance should be reported in 
both a separately issued GPFR and as part 
of the currently issued GPFR 

Inclusion of service performance information in 
the currently issued GPFR gives more information 
to the reader and enhances understanding of the 
entity’s performance since one can relate the 
service performance with the financial 
performance, and ease of reading from one report. 
The entity should have good systems that will 
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allow extraction of reports/information with 
sufficient detail to be included in the currently 
issued GPFR and still allow same information 
included in a separate GPFR in more details.   

  

 

Prepared by  

Felicitas T Irungu 

KENYA 

N.B  Please note these are my personal views on this paper 
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1058, rue Louis-Alexandre-Taschereau 

Québec (Québec) G1R 5T2 

 

 April 13, 2012 
 
 
Ms. Stephenie Fox 
Technical Director 
International Public Sector Accounting Standards Board 
International Federation of Accountants 
277 Wellington Street West 
Toronto, Ontario M5V 3H2 
 
 
RE: Consultation Paper – Reporting Service Performance Information 
 
Dear Madam, 

Please find enclosed our comments on the consultation paper referred to above. 

In general, we disagree with the IPSASB proposal to issue recommendations aimed at 
regulating the disclosure of information on the service performance of public sector 
entities.  In our view, the proposed recommendations for service performance reports do 
not fall within the field of expertise of standard-setting organizations. In addition, in a 
context of limited resources, accounting standard-setters should concentrate their efforts 
on the financial information presented in financial statements. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, should the IPSASB decide to go ahead with the publication 
of the proposed guidance, we believe it should be published in a separate guide as good 
practice and not as recommendations in the standards published by IPSASB.  Considering 
our preferred form of publication, our views on the preliminary views and specific matters 
for comments are given below. 

Preliminary View 1: The reporting of service performance information is necessary to meet 
the objectives of financial reporting (accountability and decision-making) as proposed in 
the Conceptual Framework Exposure Draft (CF-ED 1), Conceptual Framework for General 
Purpose Financial Reporting by Public Sector Entities: Role, Authority and Scope; 
Objectives and Users; Qualitative Characteristics; and Reporting Entity. 

We are of the view that the scope of the conceptual framework proposed in the exposure 
draft on the conceptual framework should have been limited to information of a financial 
nature contained in the financial statements. Accounting standards are authoritative in 
matters of accounting and presentation of financial information in financial statements 
and, accordingly, the scope of the conceptual framework should have been limited to this 
area. Consequently, we believe that the scope of the Consultation Paper – Reporting 
Service Performance Information - is also too broad. 

 

…2 
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Preliminary View 2: Developing a standardized service performance information 
terminology for the reporting of service performance information is appropriate, and should 
include the seven terms and working definitions in Table A on page 14.  

We agree with this view. This will promote common understanding and greater 
comparability. 

Preliminary View 3: Components of service performance information to be reported are (a) 
information on the scope of the service performance information reported, (b) information 
on the public sector entity’s objectives, (c) information on the achievement of objectives, 
and (d) narrative discussion of the achievement of objectives. 

We agree with this view.  

Preliminary View 4: The qualitative characteristics of information and pervasive 
constraints on the information that is currently included in GPFRs of public sector entities 
also apply to service performance information. 

We agree with this view. 

Specific Matter for Comment 1: Should the IPSASB consider issuing (a) non-authoritative 
guidance for those public sector entities that choose to report service performance 
information, (b) authoritative guidance requiring public sector entities that choose to issue 
a service performance report to apply the guidance, or (c) authoritative guidance requiring 
public sector entities to report service performance information?  

Option (a) is to be preferred. We firmly believe that if the IPSASB were to publish guidance, 
its application should not be mandatory for those public entities that decide to publish a 
service performance report.  

We believe that the public sector has the necessary expertise to decide on the nature of 
the information to be disclosed as far as reports on its service performance are concerned. 
Accordingly, non-binding guidance is clearly the preferred option. 

Specific Matter for Comment 2: Do you agree that this project should not identify specific 
indicators of service performance? 

We agree that the project should not identify specific service performance indicators. 

IPSASB publications are international in scope and are designed for entities that operate in 
a wide variety of socio-economic environments. It is preferable that the project not 
identify specific indicators that may not be relevant or applicable. However, examples 
could be given in an appendix. 

Specific Matter for Comment 3: Should service performance information included in GPFRs 
be prepared for the same reporting entity as for general purpose financial statements 
(GPFSs)?  

…3 
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The information in service performance reports need not necessarily cover the same 
accounting entity as the financial statements. Moreover, we believe that service 
performance reports should be published separately from the financial statements. 

Specific Matter for Comment 4: This CP identifies four dimensions of service performance 
information that are necessary to meet the needs of users. These are:  

(a) : Information on the public sector entity’s objectives, including the need or demand 
for these objectives to be achieved (the “why” dimension); 

The segment “including the need or demand for these objectives to be achieved” of 
the wording should be removed. 

In many cases, the decisions are political or budgetary. It is not the purpose of 
service performance reports to establish why public sector entities have chosen 
these objectives. 

(b) : Input, output, outcome, efficiency, and effectiveness indicators, including service 
recipient perception or experience information (the “what” dimension);  

The segment “including service recipient perception or experience information” of 
the wording should be removed. 

This introduces considerable subjectivity and, therefore, other people may have a 
very different view. 

(c) : Comparisons of actual performance to projected (or targeted) results, including 
information on the factors that influence results (the “how” dimension); and  

The segment “including information on the factors that influence results” of the 
wording should be removed. 

It will be difficult in some situations to identify the factors that had an impact on 
actual results. 

(d) : Time-oriented information, including comparisons of actual results over time and 
to milestones (the “when” dimension). 

We agree with this wording. 

Specific Matter for Comment 5: Should service performance information be reported (a) as 
part of the GPFR that is currently issued (for example, an annual financial report) but not 
part of the GPFs, (b) in a separately issued GPFR, or (c) in both a separately issued GPFR 
and as part of the currently issued GPFR? 

Option (b) is to be preferred. 

…4 
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By keeping service performance reports separate from the reports currently produced, such 
as the annual report, the specific objectives of the two publications will be more obvious 
for users. In addition, in a separate publication, the content will be easier to refer to than 
if it were added to an existing document.  

We hope that our comments will be helpful as you continue your work. 
 
Yours truly 

 
 
 
 
 
 
André Miville, CA Vicky Lizotte, CA  
Director General,  Director, Standards 
Professional Practice, 
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April 13, 2012 
 
Technical Director 
International Public Sector Accounting Standards Board 
International Federation of Accountants 
277 Wellington Street West, 6th Floor 
Toronto, Ontario 
M5V 3H2 
 
Dear Sir/Madam: 

 
 Re: Consultation Paper – Reporting Service Performance Information 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Consultation Paper – Reporting Service Performance Information. 
 
The Province strongly believes that IPSASB should only consider non-authoritative guidance for public sector 
entities that choose to report service performance information.  IPSASB should only offer general guidance on 
reporting service performance information.  Similar to PSAB’s SORP 2 the guidance should not be prescriptive 
and should not be intended as a template for reporting all service performance information.  Addressing the non-
financial performance of a public entity and linking it to the financial performance of the entity is extremely 
complex.  It requires a significant amount of judgment and knowledge to present relevant information to the 
users. 
 
However the Province does believe that providing a common approach and language on information that should 
be communicated to users can contribute to an enhanced level of relevance in the information being provided. 
 
Preliminary Views: 
 

1) The reporting of service performance information is necessary to meet the objectives of financial reporting 
(accountability and decision-making) as proposed in the Conceptual Framework Exposure Draft. 

 
The Province does not view the reporting of service performance information as “necessary” to meet the 
objectives of financial reporting.  Reporting service performance information for some financial statements 
is not appropriate.  For example it would not be useful to report service performance information on the 
consolidated financial statements of governments since governments have numerous ongoing objectives.  
Service performance information is more useful for departmental or public sector entity reports. 

 
2) Developing a standardized service performance information terminology for the reporting of service 

performance information is appropriate, and should include the seven terms and working definitions in 
Table A on page 14. 

 
The guidance provided by IPSASB is helpful but should not be prescribed for all GPFRs. 

 
3) Components of service performance information to be reported are (a) information on the scope of the 

service performance information reported, (b) information on the public sector entity’s objectives, (c) 
information on the achievement of objectives, and (d) narrative discussion of the achievement of 
objectives. 

 
Finance Comptroller’s Division Provincial Comptroller 
 715 – 401 York Avenue 
 Winnipeg, Manitoba  R3C 0P8 
 Phone:  945-4919 

Fax:       948-3539 

 E-mail:  betty-anne.pratt@gov.mb.ca 
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The Province agrees with this preliminary view. 

 
4) The qualitative characteristics of information and pervasive constraints on the information that is currently 

included in GPFRs of public sector entities also apply to service performance information. 
 

The Province agrees with this preliminary view.  Materiality, the cost-benefit of preparing the information, 
and the trade-off between relevance and reliability should always be considered when reporting on 
performance information. 
 

Specific Matters for Comment: 
 

2) Do you agree that this project should not identify specific indicators of service performance? 
 

The Province agrees that IPSASB should not identify specific indicators of service performance. 
 

3) Should service performance information included in GPFRs be prepared for the same reporting entity as 
for general purpose financial statements (GPFSs)? 

 
The Province does not agree with this specific comment.  The boundaries for service performance 
reporting should be left to the reporting entity and should not be prescribed by IPSASB. 

 
4) This CP identifies four dimensions of service performance information that are necessary to meet the 

needs of users. 
 

The Province agrees that IPSASB’s four dimensions of service performance are helpful to meet the needs 
of users but they should not be viewed as necessary. 

 
5) Should service performance information be reported (a) as part of the GPFR that is currently issued (for 

example, an annual financial report) but not part of the GPFSs, (b) in a separately issued GPFR, or (c) in 
both a separately issued GPFR and as part of the currently issued GPFR? 

 
The inclusion of service performance legislation should be left to the reporting entity.  If practical the 
reporting on service performance information should be included in the annual report that includes the 
GPFS.  However the issuance of GPFS is usually directed by legislation.  The information required for 
service performance reporting may not be available until well after the legislated deadline for GPFS.  

 
Conclusions: 
 
The Province wants to take the opportunity to emphasize that future guidance on reporting performance 
information should be non-authoritative.  Reporting on performance information goes well beyond the scope of 
financial reporting.  Reporting on performance information is unique to each reporting entity and too complex for 
developing authoritative prescriptive guidance.  
 
We would like to again thank you for the opportunity to comment on this issue. 
 
 
Yours truly, 
 
 
 
 
Betty-Anne Pratt, CA 
Provincial Comptroller 
Province of Manitoba 
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Lindsey Fussell 
Director, Financial Management & Reporting  

Tel: 020 7270 5960  
Fax: 020 7451 7603 

Lindsey.fussell@hmtreasury.gsi.gov.uk  
 www.hm-treasury.gov.uk  

1 Horse Guards Road 
London  

SW1A 2HQ 
 

 
 

 13 April 2012 

 
 

Stephenie Fox 
Technical director 
International Public Sector Accounting Standards Board 
International Federation of Accountants 
277 Wellington Street West 
Toronto, Ontario M5V 3H2 
Canada 
 

Dear Stephenie 
 

IPSASB Consultation Paper – Reporting Service Performance Information 

1. The UK Treasury welcomes the opportunity to respond to the consultation paper 
(CP) on reporting service performance information. 

2. We note that the consultation paper has been released as part of a wider project to 
develop a consistent framework for reporting service performance information of public 
sector entities. While we support the role that such a framework might play, it will need to 
be flexible enough to reflect the diversity in performance information reporting across 
various jurisdictions. 

3. We commend the quality of the CP, which clearly sets out the issues on which 
comment is sought. Such clarity has enabled us to form developed views on each of the 
Specific Matters for Comment, which are in the annex.  

4. We believe that reporting performance information is useful, if not essential, for 
users of General Purpose Financial Reports (GPFRs), and consequently performance 
information should be reported in all organisations’ GPFRs. Whether or not any eventual 
guidance issued by IPSASB would enhance performance reporting would depend on both 
its content and status (i.e. whether it is voluntary or mandatory) and IPSASB will need to 
come to a firm view on this. Our tentative view is that performance reporting should be 
required but that its form and content should be flexible. 

 

 

SPR 019



UNCLASSIFIED 

UNCLASSIFIED 

2 

 

5. Another conceptual issue is that the proposed set of principles may not be sufficient 
to support the construction of different performance measurement frameworks (and the 
characteristics of the metrics) that are required for different purposes and for different 
groups of users of performance information. For example, the principles that might be 
used to report public accountability are likely to differ in nature from those used in 
reporting on management of a service. Linked to this, the CP does not appear to recognise 
that public bodies are not always established for the main purpose of service delivery to 
end users. 

6. While it would be useful to describe a set of performance reporting principles to 
encourage organisations to present performance information, this should not be at the 
expense of closing the door to developments in good practice. This could mean that some 
jurisdictions’ performance reporting regimes would not be compliant with the principles in 
their current form, even though these regimes are sufficiently developed to report 
information outside of GPFRs that meets the proposed qualitative characteristics of IPSAS. 

7. We recommend that the CP acknowledges that performance reporting can take 
many forms and, consequently, any performance reporting principles or guidance should 
be sufficiently flexible to accommodate these different forms. This might usefully include 
commentary on when organisations are expected to follow the principles set out in the CP, 
and when they might not be applicable. 

8. One potential solution might be to require entities to disclose details of the 
performance framework in place and the principles underpinning it, rather than seeking to 
prescribe a universal model. This disclosure could then be by way of reference to some 
published statement or standard.  This would of course be dependent on the outcome of 
discussions about which organisations should follow the principles.   

9. Notwithstanding this, I do believe that there is a role for the guidance in the CP in 
meeting the aim of reporting performance information in GPFRs, and I attach an annex in 
which we respond to the Specific Matters for Comment.  

10. If you would like any further information on any aspect of this response, or to 
discuss the contents of this letter please contact Chris Wobschall in the first instance 
(chris.wobschall@hmtreasury.gsi.gov.uk, +44 (0)20 7270 4508), whom of course you know as 
the Technical Adviser to the UK IPSASB member. 

Yours sincerely 

 

 
 

LINDSEY FUSSELL 
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Annex 1 

Specific Matters for Comment 
 

1:  Should the IPSASB consider issuing (a) non-authoritative guidance for those public 
sector entities that choose to report service performance information, (b) authoritative 
guidance requiring public sector entities that choose to issue a service performance 
report to apply the guidance, or (c) authoritative guidance requiring public sector entities 
to report service performance information? 
 
Option (c) is preferred – the IPSASB should issue authoritative guidance requiring public 
sector entities to report service performance information.  
 
On the presumption that service performance information would form part of a GPFR (see 
Specific Matter for Comment 5), all public sector entities should be required to report this 
information. Authoritative guidance supports the qualitative characteristic of 
comparability, as all public sector entities would be required to report information based 
on consistent guidance. 
 
However, we believe that there should be flexibility for public sector entities. This could be 
achieved by drawing the parameters more widely and more on a principled basis and it 
could also be achieved through a ‘comply or explain’ approach 
 
2:  Do you agree that this project should not identify specific indicators of service 
performance? 
 
We agree that the project should not identify specific indicators of performance. Given the 
likely differences in service performance information across (and perhaps even within) 
jurisdictions, there is a significant risk that identification of specific indicators within any 
guidance could result in reporting that does not accurately represent the service 
performance. 
 
This may be exacerbated where an entity has outsourced the delivery of a particular 
service to an external service provider, but is still required to report on the performance of 
that service. The external service provider may report performance information differently 
from the responsible entity. Therefore the requirement to use specific indicators may not 
be practicable, as the service performance information may not be suitable for translation 
to specific entities. 
 
However there may be an opportunity to include guidance on different themes of 
indicator. For example, it may be useful to include examples of both quantitative and 
qualitative indicators. Such guidance might be more usefully included within an appendix 
as application guidance, or even as a supplementary guidance document. 
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3.  Should service performance information included in GPFRs be prepared for the same 
reporting entity as for general purpose financial statements (GPFSs)? 
 
Service performance information should normally be linked to the GPFS entity, but it does 
not have to be. So, for example, the service performance information could be provide 
with group accounts and not for all ‘subsidiary’ entities, so that it is linked to the group 
GPFS, but not to each entity’s separate GPFS. It could also be linked to aspects beyond the 
competency of the financial statements, but clearly linked to the remit of the entity. Thus a 
health body might need to address social care issues to make sense of their performance 
indicators and that body may not have expenditure specific to some of its performance 
measures. 
 
On balance, we believe that group service performance information is preferable to each 
subsidiary entity reporting, but also recognise that this might need to be supplemented 
with information beyond the group. In any case, the principle of ‘comply or explain’ should 
again apply.  
 
To support this approach, we believe it is important that any future standard should 
provide clarity on the definition of a public sector entity’s reporting boundary (e.g. this 
might mean those services over which the entity has direct ‘control’). Such definition 
should then help reporting entities in applying judgement to determine the breadth of 
service performance information to be reported. 
 
4. This CP identifies four dimensions of service performance information that are 
necessary to meet the needs of users. These are: 

 
(a) Information on the public sector entity’s objectives, including the need or 

demand for these objectives to be achieved (the “why” dimension); 
(b) Input, output, outcome, efficiency and effectiveness indicators, including service 

recipient perception or experience information (the “what” dimension); 
(c) Comparisons of actual performance to projected (or targeted) results, including 

information on the factors that influence results (the “how”) dimension); and 
(d) Time-oriented information, including comparisons of actual results over time 

and to milestones (the “when” dimension). 
 
Do you agree with these dimensions of service performance information? Are there 
dimensions that should be added or deleted? 
 
We agree that the four dimensions proposed could represent one set of possibilities, but 
also recommend inclusion of a fifth – the “what next?” dimension; future needs are indeed 
addressed in the document. 
 
This dimension would require presentation of information focussing on future plans (not 
necessarily time-specific) and could be referenced by users of future GPFRs to assess 
whether performance targets and expectations have been met. 
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We do recognise that this dimension does not necessarily need to be separate from the 
four set out above – indeed the “what next” dimension could be incorporated into each of 
the four proposed dimensions. We do believe though that some form of forward-looking 
information would be useful for users of GPFRs. 
 
5.  Should service performance information be reported (a) as part of the GPFR that is 
currently issued (for example, an annual financial report) but not part of the GPFSs, (b) in 
a separately issued GPFR, or (c) in both a separately issued GPFR and as part of the 
currently issued GPFR? 
 
If the GPFR includes the GPFS, then the service performance information might usefully be 
reported in the GPFR, which should also be consistent with information presented in the 
GPFS. Our preference is therefore for option (a). A further perspective on this is that by 
reporting service performance information within a document that is produced in a 
disciplined framework, including audit scrutiny, there is potentially more of an incentive to 
ensure that the information is accurate. 
 
The Service Performance information also complements the information presented in a 
GPFS in that the data is historic and covers the same reporting period. Inclusion of relevant 
and complementary information in one publication should be of benefit to users of the 
GPFR / GPFS. This might not always be the case, however, particularly if Service 
Performance Information relates to a different timeframe from that covered by the GPFS. 
 
This is not meant as a barrier to reporting service performance information elsewhere. 
Reporting entities should have freedom to present information in a separate GPFR if this 
best suits the reporting needs within that jurisdiction. Consideration should be given to 
what (if any) assurance review these separate reports might be subject to. 
 

SPR 019



SPR 020



SPR 020



SPR 020



SPR 020



SPR 020



SPR 020



SPR 020



SPR 020



1 

 

                                                       
 

ZAMBIA INSTITUTE OF CHARTERED ACCOUNTANTS 

 

Accountants Park  

Plot 2374, Thabo Mbeki Road 

P.O. Box 32005 

Lusaka 

ZAMBIA 

 

Telephone: + 260 21 1 255345/255356/255361, Fax + 260 21 1 255355 

E-mail: techzica@coppernet.zm 

       zica@coppernet.zm 

 

 

13
th 

April 2012 

 

The Technical Director 

International Public Sector Accounting Standards Board 

International Federation of Accountants 

277 Wellington Street West, 6
th

 Floor 

Toronto, Ontario M5V 3H2  

CANADA 
 

 

Dear Stephenie, 

 

Comments on Consultation Paper - Reporting Service Performance Information  

 

The Zambia Institute of Chartered Accountants welcomes the opportunity to comment on the 

Consultation paper entitled “Reporting Service Performance Information”, issued by the 

International Public Sector Accounting Standards Board (IPSASB).   

 

We commend the IPSASB on its efforts towards developing a conceptual framework for 

public sector financial reporting to provide information about a reporting entity that is useful 

to users for accountability and decision-making purposes. We support all four (4) preliminary 

views reached by the International Public Sector Accounting Standards Board as included on 

pages 4 and 5 of the Consultation Paper, we have got no divergent views. 

 

Our specific comments on the Consultation paper (Reporting Service Performance 

Information) are as follows: 
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Question 1  

 

Should the IPSASB consider issuing (a) non-authoritative guidance for those public sector 

entities that choose to report service performance information, (b) authoritative guidance 

requiring public sector entities that choose to issue a service performance report to apply the 

guidance, or (c) authoritative guidance requiring public sector entities to report service 

performance information? 

 

Comment  
We are in support of option (c), authoritative guidance requiring public sector entities to 

report service performance information would help ensure that users have the information 

necessary for assessing the service performance of a public sector entity and comparability 

would be enhanced. 

 

 

Question 2  

 

Do you agree that this project should not identify specific indicators of service performance?  

 

Comment 

 

We agree that the project should not identify specific indicators of service performance, 

because services which are normally provided by public sector entities are diverse and 

complex. However, we feel each industry should submit its specific indicators of service 

performance to its regulators and non-compliance should attract a penalty. 

 

 

 

Question 3 

 
Should service performance information included in GPFRs be prepared for the same reporting 

entity as for general purpose financial statements (GPFSs)? 

 

Comment 

 

The Institute is of the view that; service performance information included in GPFRs should be 

prepared for the same reporting entity as for general purpose financial statements (GPFSs). 

 

 

Question 4 

 

This CP identifies four dimensions of service performance information that are necessary to 

meet the needs of users. These are:  

(a) Information on the public sector entity’s objectives, including the need or demand for 

these objectives to be achieved (the “why” dimension);  

SPR 021



3 

 

(b) Input, output, outcome, efficiency, and effectiveness indicators, including service 

recipient perception or experience information (the “what” dimension);  

(c) Comparisons of actual performance to projected (or targeted) results, including 

information on the factors that influence results (the “how” dimension); and  

(d) Time-oriented information, including the comparisons of actual results over time and to 

milestones (the “when” dimension).  

Do you agree with these dimensions of service performance information? Are there 

dimensions that should be added or deleted? 

 

Comment 

 

We do agree with the proposed four (4) dimensions of service performance information, the 

identified dimensions are essential to meet the needs of users. 

 

 

Question 5 

 
Should service performance information be reported (a) as part of the GPFR that is currently 

issued (for example, an annual financial report) but not part of the GPFSs, (b) in a separately 

issued GPFR, or (c) in both a separately issued GPFR and as part of the currently issued GPFR? 

 

Comment 

 

We support option (a) “service performance information should be reported as part of the 

GPFR”, for easy reference. 

 

 

The Institute will be ready to respond to any matters arising from the above comments. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

 

Musonda Boniface 

  

Technical Officer 
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