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DATE: 12 JUNE 2006
MEMO TO: MEMBERS OF THE IPSASB
FROM: MIKE HATHORN
SUBJECT: IPSASB CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK SUBCOMMITTEE
NATIONAL STANDARDS SETTERS MEETING
ACTION REQUIRED
The IPSASB is asked to:
. note report on the National Standards Setters groupugetio monitor the IASB-
FASB work on the IASB conceptual framework; and
. consider Project Brief prepared for discussion with natiostndards setters and
other authoritative bodies on actioning a collabeeaproject
. discuss collaborative project with participants at meetindParis
AGENDA MATERIAL:
Pages
13.2 Agenda for Discussion with NSS 13.10-13.12
13.3 Draft Project Brief 13.13-13.48

BACKGROUND

The IPSASB Subcommittee

Following its July 2005 meeting, the IPSASB esttidid a subcommittee to monitor the
work of a group of 4 national standards settersSM} reviewing the IASB-FASB joint
Conceptual Framework project for possible publicct@e and not-for-profit entity
implications. The NSS-4 group monitoring the IASBSB conceptual framework project
comprises Australia, Canada, New Zealand and UK.

The IPSASB subcommittee comprises the following memcountries - UK (Chair),
Australia, France, Norway, South Africa and USA.

Mr Kevin Simpkins, who is a former IPSASB membeaas ibeen engaged by the national
standards-setters to prepare reports on IASB dalibas on this project. Mr Simpkins has
provided seven reports, which have been circuletede IPSASB subcommittee members
and are available to other members on request $taff

At the end of each stage of the IASB — FASB deveslept process the NSS group produces
papers drawing out the implications for public sefciot-for profit entities. The NSS-4

group also intends to provide papers to the IASBiast to their deliberations, papers
setting out matters that should be considered &gublic sector/not-for profit entity
perspective.
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My previous reports to IPSASB meetings have ndtedtajor points of reports prepared by
Mr Simpkins — these are summarized in the attachboethis memorandum. Subsequent to
my last report, Mr Simpkins has issued three aololiti reports. Major issues identified in
those reports are also included in the attachment.

The work of the NSS will provide potentially valdalbnput for the IPSASB as it considers
the development of its own Framework. The subcotemivill continue to monitor the
development of the IASB project through the worklef NSS-4 group, and will identify
relevant issues as input for the IPSASB’s own cptwad framework project.

MEETING WITH NATIONAL STANDARDS SETTERS

At the Tokyo meeting in March 2006, members agteeekplore the potential for actioning

a collaborative project on the development of alifuBector Conceptual Framework

(Framework) with National Standards Setters ancerothwuthorities bodies from many

jurisdictions (the term NSS is used here to encawhis broader grouping of standards
setters and other authoritative bodies). That disiom was to include consideration of the
potential to co-ordinate development work with, ahgossible, draw on the resources of
national standards setters and others with theestteand capacity to participate in the
project.

Following the meeting, the IPSASB Chair wrote tanstards setters in member jurisdictions,
and to the Chair of the NSS-4 group monitoring #A8B-FASB Framework project. The
Chair invited these bodies to meet with the IPSABSBParis on July 4 or 5, to discuss
actioning this project. Input was also sought frlt8ASB members on other organizations
that should be invited. Standards setters and ath#oritative bodies from the following
countries have been invited and are expected tipate in the discussion: Canada, China,
Australia, France, Italy, Netherlands, New Zeala®duth Africa, Spain, Switzerland, UK,
USA and the FEE Public Sector Committee. The IA8B the International Task Force on
Harmonization of Public Sector Accounting (TFHPS#l also be represented.

The attached draft Project Brief was prepared layf stnd reviewed by the Conceptual
Framework sub-committee and IPSASB members duriag/Mine.

Attachments 1 and 2 to the Project Brief provideogarview of materials addressed in the
IASB Framework and the definitions and explanatimatuded in the IPSASs. Attachment 3
summarizes the result of a brief survey of IPSAS8hers regarding the existence, nature
and contents of Frameworks in their jurisdictiofl. reflects responses to the survey
document issued on February 6, 2006.). This matbaa been provided previously to
IPSASB members, but may be useful for other pgadiais.

In broad terms the draft project brief proposes: tha

1. The project should be developed with the invimigat of, or on a collaborative basis
with, national standards setters. This will enghe¢ sufficient staff resources are
available to develop the project on a timely baaig] enable the IPSASB to progress
other projects on its agenda. It will also enabhkIPSASB to draw on the significant
knowledge base of national standards setters amthsbodies, and promises to be
the most efficient and effective mechanism to emabtommon Framework to be
developed at the national and international levels.

2. IPSASB staff should act to co-ordinate the depelent and drafting work, support
the subcommittee and liaise with the IPSASB anchttenal standards setters.
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However, staff resources from national standartterseor similar should be sought
to prepare drafts of key documents.

A subcommittee of 4 or 5 IPSASB members andriepoesentatives of the NSS
should be established to review and co-ordinatenads being developed for
consideration by the full IPSASB at each meetimgl @ assist in the presentation of
that material. That subcommittee could work prityash an electronic basis.
However, it would meet for half a day before ed@BASB meeting to finalize views
on papers developed between each meeting. Thersulittee may also meet on
other occasions to review materials if considerecessary.

The Framework should deal with both the cashearedual bases. While the primary
focus of most of the national standards setteesested in a conceptual framework
project will be on the accrual basis, the IPSASBesof standards includes the Cash
Basis IPSAS.

The Framework should not have the same authwoatstatus as an IPSAS, but
should guide the IPSASB in the development of IPSASWill also provide useful
guidance to constituents in the absence of an IR8AS particular topic.

The Framework should deal with the reportingtgnbbjectives of financial

reporting by public sector entities; qualitativecdcteristics of financial information;
the reporting entity; definitions of assets, liélek, revenue, expenses, net
assets/equity (or similar); recognition criteri@aneasurement bases. In the process
of developing exposure drafts on these topics imé@mation needs and the scope of
financial reporting will also be considered, inahglwhether budget reporting,
disclosure of prospective information and reportngservice accomplishments is
included within the scope of financial reporting.

Rather than developing a formal discussion papeonsultation paper as the initial
document in the due process for this project, (@aah stage of the process), the
IPSASB should develop and publish for commentiitgget plan and, subject to
comments received, move directly to the preparaifaxposure drafts of key
aspects of the Framework. This approach providespiportunity for constituents to
provide input on the nature and contents of thgeptpbut does not duplicate efforts
by developing a consultation paper in additionrieegposure draft.

The project brief is a preliminary draft and doed necessarily represent the views of all
IPSASB members. Through the review process IPSA8Bibers have noted that there are
some aspects that will need to be explored furthediscussion at Paris. Those matters
include:

whether a Framework for the cash basis shoulddedad in the project;

whether discussion papers should be prepared beéésetoping exposure drafts;
whether a survey of user needs should precedenawiahe development of any
documents dealing with the objectives of finanoggdorting by public sector entities;
whether the exposure drafts should be developed issuked in three tranches as
proposed, or all together in one group;

whether the grouping of exposure drafts is appabeyi

how the subcommittee is to be established — it i¢ede broadly representative and
balanced. Members noted that because of the signde of this project, it is desirable
that the IPSASB chair be the chair of the subcotemjtor at least a member of it;
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* what resources will the national standards sefisygide. Members noted that it would
be ideal if funds were provided for the IPSASB t@a&ge staff directly and/or if NSS
staff involved in monitoring the IASB-FASB projeatould be allocated to the

collaborative project; and
» whether the timing for completion of the projectas tight/optimistic.
Members and other participants may also identifyitaxzhal matters that need to be drawn
out during discussions in Paris.

An Agenda for the meeting is included at item 1312is Agenda is indicative only, and it is
anticipated that there will be an open discussiah@ draft Project Brief, recurring issues

and next steps in this project.
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Attachment

ISSUES FROM NSS MONITORING REPORTS HIGHLIGHTED IN FIRST THREE
REPORTS OF THE IPSASB SUBCOMMITTEE

Process - the IASB-FASB intend to initially focus @ framework for private-sector
business entities, and at the end of that procassider not-for-profit (NFP) entity

(including perhaps public sector) issues. Thisnigafficient process as all the concepts will
need to be re-debated from the NFP perspectiveaases doubts about whether decisions
once made from a “for profit” perspective will bevisited for NFP implications;

Objectives of financial reporting:

o the proposed revised objectives which focus onsitatiusefulness do not give
sufficient acknowledgement to accountability/stedghiip which is a
fundamental public sector principal; and

o The identification of users as present and potkimy@stors is too narrow for the
NFP and public sector. Similarly, the focus on répg information that assists
users to evaluate the effects of past or futur@tsven future net cash inflows (or
confirm or corrects previous evaluations of sushglso too narrow for the NFP
and public sector, and has implications for thenolauies of financial statements.

The focus of the objectives (assessing/confirmeghdlows) and users (investors, potential
investors, creditors and others to make investraedtcredit decisions) remains very much
on private sector business entities. The focusformation to assess cash flow prospects is
elevated above information about financial perfarog financial position, service
performance and compliance with statutory autresitAs noted above, stewardship and
accountability are not identified as “first ordetjjectives.

The focus on financial reporting, rather than ficiahstatements means the framework
encompasses financial statements, other finamd@mation and non financial information,
and this is a positive from the public sector/matbrofit-perspective perspective.

The IASB is likely to move directly to an exposulft (ED) (tentatively scheduled for

issue March 2006) dealing with “Objectives” and ‘dtative Characteristics”, rather than
first issuing a discussion paper as was initiatlgtemplated. There is a concern that this will
provide less opportunity for the national standael$ers and others to influence the material
from a public sector/not for profit entity perspeet

The Preface to the IPSASSs notes that Governmenh&ssEnterprises (GBES) apply
IFRSs. The current IASB-FASB work does not hightighy matters that might be of
particular importance for GBEs and it is not cledether the IASB-FASB will explicitly
consider whether social policy obligations, thadidive framework, and/or compliance or
other matters might impact on the operations of &Bftse issues that need to be
considered/identified in the development of the BASonceptual Framework; The IPSASB
has written to the IASB to raise this matter.

Whether there should be differences in objectiussr information needs and qualitative
characteristics for smaller or non-publicly accalni¢ entities (NPAES). No differences are
identified at this stage. The Consultant expressasern that the consideration of this area
has not been as thorough as it might have beehdigdussion, of course, is in the context
of private sector business entities).

The explanation of the qualitative characteristiosiponents and process has improved with
further development, and the approach itself igetpd. However, it needs further
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development from both standards setters and pnepargpectives before it is ready for
exposure.

Papers considered by the Boards do not identifydlegauthority of the framework in
GAAP hierarchy.

Communi cations between NSS and the IASB-FASB

In October 2005, the Chairs and senior staff ofNB&S wrote to the IASB proposing that the
IASB consider the applicability of the framework tergal to not-for-profit entities as part of

its ongoing review, rather than at the end of tteggat. This proposal was discussed by the
IASB but ultimately rejected.

ISSUES FROM NSS MONITORING REPORTS HIGHLIGHTED IN FOURTH
REPORT OF THE IPSASB SUBCOMMITTEE

The role/nature of costs and benefitsin the qualitative characteristics:

Papers being considered by the IASB do not dedl thi¢ costs (or benefits) that should be
included in any analysis. Similarly, whether thetsaand benefits might differ for different
types of organizations is not addressed. This robgw given that previous IASB-FASB
papers on qualitative characteristics of finaneglorts have considered whether those
characteristics would differ for different typesarfjanizations, for example small or
medium enterprises.

The IASB paper proposes that the Boards should ébtamequesting more information
from preparers, users and other constituents aheirtexpectations about costs and benefits
of the proposed standards. This makes sense, #iaeit may prolong the due process.

B The definition of an asset

The definition of an asset proposed by the IASB-BAEaff is “An asset of an entity is a
present right, or any other access, to an exigmgomic resource with the ability to
generate economic benefit to the entity”.

This is different from the current IASB definiti@md the current IPSASB definition and
may have significant implications for public secténtities. The meaning of such terms as
“an existing economic resource”, “present rightaoy other access” and “economic
benefits” will be significant when considering ajgption to public sector entities. They will
influence whether a number of rights which pubéctsr entities have access to qualify as
an asset. These may include, for example, fishutgas, radio frequencies and the right to
tax. They may also have implications for dealinthveiervice concession arrangements and

heritage assets.

C Preliminary viewsin the notion of a reporting entity

The current IASB Framework does not include a robyplanation of the reporting entity
concept. It is intended that as part of this priojlee Framework will clearly articulate the
reporting entity concept adopted by the IASB. TASB and FASB staff have commenced
the process of identifying key aspects of the repgentity for consideration by the Boards.

Aspects identifies so far include that:

» A distinction should be made between an “entityd arfreporting entity” — that is, not
all entities may qualify as reporting entities.

» The capacity to undertake activities, including emake transactions with other parties,
is the defining characteristic of an “entity”, isggective of its legal form.

* The identification of an “entity” as a “reportingtgy” should be linked to user
information needs which in turn are linked to tligeatives of financial reporting.
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» At the general level the purpose of consolidatesbants should be to provide
information about the group that is useful to pnésad potential investors and creditors
and other users in making rationale investmentlicesd similar economic decisions.

Linking the identity of the reporting entity to tlejectives of financial reporting and user
needs seems sensible, at least as a startingip@ny deliberations. However, as identified
in my previous reports, of particular concern te fplublic sector is that the objectives being
proposed by the IASB-FASB at this stage do not givicient acknowledgement to public
sector factors, such as accountability, and idgniskers as present and potential investors
and creditors. The identification of objectives arsers in these terms is too narrow for
applicability to public sector non business entegs.

Government Business Enterprises

The IPSASB Chair wrote to the IASB:

* noting that Government Business Enterprises (GBIes¢ subject to IFRSs and
therefore the IASB Framework; and

» encouraging the IASB to explicitly consider whetlecial policy obligations or other
obligations that may be imposed on GBE's by themtmlling government raised any
specific issues that needed to be dealt with irctdmeeptual framework.

MAJOR ISSUES IDENTIFIED IN NSS MONITORING REPORTS ISSUED
SUBSEQUENT TO LAST REPORT OF IPSASB SUBCOMMITTEE (Reports 5, 6 & 7)

The definition of a liability (from 5 and 7™ reports)

A preliminary definition has been proposed by IABRSB staff as:

“Liabilities of an entity are its present obligat®to other entities that compel potential
outflows or other sacrifices of economic benefits.”

This incorporates some significant changes (botidimg and substance) from existing

liability definitions. Significant issues for publbenefit entities include:

» potential outflows or other sacrifices include naty outflows of cash or other assets,
but also forgone inflows of cash or other assets;

» the notion ofittle alternative to avoid is replaced with notions @bmpel potential
outflows

» the notion of a “stand ready” obligation comes iplay

The IASB and FASB have confirmed their supporttf@ general approach of the definition.

The IASB and FASB continue to explore alternatippraaches to the definition,
commencing with the most basic form and progresgiveilding in detail. In the most basic
definitions, which are those recommended by stiaéf bulk of the explanation is left to
amplifying text.

The recommended definition is: “A liability is agsent economic obligation of an entity”.

The NSS monitoring report noted that with apprdpr@mmentary it is likely that the
definition could apply to the public benefit erggi

The definition of an asset (from 5" and 7" reports)
The definition of an asset continues to evolve. filewing revised working definition was
put forward for consideration by the IASB-FASB:

“An asset of an entity is: (a) cash held by thetgntb) a present right of the entity to cash;
or (c) a present right or other present privileg#e entity to a resource that is capable of
generating economic benefits to the entity, eithiexctly or indirectly.”
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This definition incorporates further changes fraxseng definitions which will need
interpretation in the public benefit entity conté@xtluding the notion of a “stand ready”
asset which may arise under this definition. Th&M®nitoring report noted the need to
include cash or a present right to cash in thend&fn itself raises a concern — would these
not satisfy the definition of an asset unless gadiy included in the definition?
(Subsequently the IASB-FASB confirmed that thesebmoincluded. The IASB-FASB also
agreed that references to directly or indirectlgugtl be included in the commentary rather
than the definition.)

As for liabilities, the IASB and FASB continue trpdore alternative approaches to the
definition, the most basic form which is recommeahbyg staff is “An asset is a present
economic resource of an entity.” Explanations thppear in commentary.

The reporting entity (from 6™ and 7" report)

The concept of the reporting entity is also takshgpe with the IASB and FASB identifying

the following key characteristics so far (considieraof other characteristics continues) - the

reporting entity concept should:

» focus on determining the boundaries of the repgrintity, for both an individual
reporting entity and a group reporting entity; and

* not be limited to those entities that have exteasars who are unable to demand the
information they require and therefore must relyirdormation provided by the entity.

The NSS monitoring report expressed concern tregipears that the concept of a reporting
entity will not be linked to the objectives of fimaial reporting, and therefore user needs, and
that at the concepts level the Boards will not egpra view on who is required to report —
rather this will be a matter for authorities in led@arisdiction.

A preliminary definition of an entity is proposest dAn entity is an economic unit that has
the capacity to deploy resources.”

The NSS monitoring report noted that this impliest tfor financial reporting purposes an
entity is broader than a legal entity (economid)yhias observable boundaries and can be
distinguished from other parties that have an @#ein it (such as investors and creditors)
and has a management function to enable it to enigagusiness activities, such as
acquiring and disposing of assets, incurring atidirsg liabilities, purchasing or selling
goods and services and, more generally, engagitrgnsactions with other parties.

Further research is to occur on whether a pardmgtenrtity is a reporting entity; and whether
the boundaries of a group reporting entity sho@dbased on a concept of control, for
example, a concept that might encompass entitidsr.lsommon control.

The IASB-FASB staff view is that the parent enatyd the group entity are two separate
entities and that separate financial statementiseoparent entity are insufficient to satisfy
user needs.

The NSS monitoring report agreed with this view hoted it is not clear that this flows
naturally from the definition of an entity.

The IASB-FASB staff view is that the conceptuahfiework should define, or at least
contain some discussion of, the meaning of comindl that such a definition needs to
include both a power and benefit component: Thiewiohg working definition from the
IASB consolidation project is being used as a bfasifurther consideration:
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“Control of an entity is the ability to direct tisérategic financing and operating policies of
an entity so as to access benefits flowing frometfitty and increase, maintain or protect the
amount of those benefits.”

The NSS report notes that some complex issuesiariee PBE sector in relation to the
ability to direct the other entity’s financing angderating policies. It also notes that caution
must be exercised in the development of any defmib ensure that the regulatory power of
a government entity does not give rise to contnol eonsolidation where such is not
appropriate.

The IASB-FASB agree with the broad approach propdsgetheir staff, but noted that
consideration of latent control may well raise otissues. Board members also noted that
whether to use control or a broader or differemoept to determine the boundaries of a
group reporting entity is still to be addressedme board members expressed a preference
for a risks and rewards model, while others prafeontrol model.

Distinguishing Liability from Equity

The IASB-FASB staff take the view that a distinatishould be drawn between liabilities
and equity based on whether they do or do not atdithe entity to transfer its economic
resources to others or stand ready to do so. 8tafftake the view that equity should not be
defined explicitly but should be a residual.

The definition put forward by staff after reviewimgprk in many jurisdictions and
considering positions reached on the other elemsnt&quity is the residual interest in the
assets of an entity after deducting its liabilities

These views are supported in the NSS monitoringrteprhich notes that the IPSASB uses
the term “net assets/equity” and defines it sinylas “the residual interest in the assets of
the entity after deducting all its liabilities”.

Measurement 1: Planning

The IASB-FASB commenced consideration of a plartiermeasurement portion of the
conceptual framework project. IASB-FASB staff notkdre is a gap in the frameworks in
relation to measurement and this is an area where than convergence/improvement of
the existing frameworks is called for. Staff propdisat the key milestones in the project are
as follows:

I: Defining and Describing the Properties of Maasoent Bases;
lI: Evaluating Measurement Bases Using the QualéaCharacteristics;
lll: Conceptual Conclusions and Practical Applicas.

Measurement is likely to be a particularly conteas. Therefore, it is proposed that each
phase be accompanied by the issue of due a prdocesments and extensive consultation if
appropriate. This phase is proposed to be complsté&aecember 2010.

The NSS monitoring report supports the processpimposes that the timelines be
shortened.

Item 13.1 Memo on Conceptual Framework
IPSASB Paris, July 2006



ITEM 13.2
page 13.10

Proposed Program for Discussion
IPSASB and National Standards Setters and Other Bodies (NSS)

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK PROJECT
1.30 pm - 3.30pm, Wednesday July 5

at
Ministére de I’Economie, des Finances et de I’Industrie,
139 rue de Bercy, Paris, France

It is intended to be a general discussion of the objectives and operation of a
collaborative project. As a basis for discussion a draft Project Brief is attached.
Participants may raise additional matters during the discussion.

A list of IPSASB members and other participants is attached.

At the end of the day it is intended that the meeting reach initial positions on:
e The objectives of a collaborative project;
e The process to be adopted for project development and resourcing;
e The parties that will actively participate in the project development;
¢ Identification of additional issues/matters to be clarified/agreed prior to
project activation; and
e The next steps in project activation, and responsibilities and timelines.

Proposed Agenda
Time Activity
1.30-1.40 1. Welcome, Introductions and Session Objectives

Mr. Philippe Adhémar, IPSASB Chair

1.40-2.30 2. Discussion of whether to action and resource a
collaborative project.
All Participants

2.30-3.30 3. Comments on Project Brief and proposals for
revisions.
All participants

3.15-3.25 4. Agreement on follow up actions and
responsibilities.
All participants

3.25-3.30 5. Closing remarks
Mr Philippe Adhémar

3.30-3.45 Afternoon Tea

Item 13.2 Agenda for discussion with NSS
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REPRESENTATIVES OF NATIONAL STANDARDS SETTERS AND OTHER

ORGANIZATIONS

(Subject to final confirmation of all attendees)

NAME

REPRESENTING

Mr Wayne Upton

International Accounting Standards Board

Ms Caroline Mawhood

FEE-Public Sector Committee

Ms Lucie Laliberté

International Task Force on Harmonization of
Public Sector Accounting TFHPSA

Professor Giuseppe Farneti

Commissine Enti Pubblici CNDC & CNR, ltaly

Marcello Bessone

Ministerio delle Economia e delle Finanze, Italy

Mr W.G.J Wijntjes Commissie Besluit Begroting en Verantwoording,
The Netherlands

Ms Li Hongxia Chinese Accounting Standards Committee

Mr Jim Paul Australian Accounting Standards Board

Mr Ron Salole

Public Sector Accounting Board (PSAB), Canada

Mr Frank Mordacq

Ministére de I’Economie, des Finances et de
I’Industrie, France

Mr David Bean

Governmental Accounting Standards Board

Ms Joanna Perry

Financial Reporting Standards Board, New
Zealand

Ms Erna Swart

Accounting Standards Board, South Africa

Mr lan Mackintosh

Accounting Standards Board, England

Ms Marianne Andreassen

Norwegian Government Agency for Financial
Management

Mr Beat Blaser

Federal Department of Finance, Switzerland

Mr José Manuel Adan Carmona

Ministry of Economy and Finance, Spain
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IPSASB MEMBERS AND OBSERVERS IN ATTENDANCE

NAME REPRESENTING
Philippe Adhémar, Chair France
Mike Hathorn, Deputy Chair United Kingdom
Carmen Palladino Argentina
Wayne Cameron, Australia
Richard J. Neville, Canada
Pankaj Jain India
Ron Alroy Israel
Tadashi Sekikawa Japan
Mohd. Salleh Mahmud Malaysia
Alejandro Luna Rodriguez Mexico
Frans Van Schaik Netherlands
Greg Schollum New Zealand
Tom Olsen Norway
Erna Swart* South Africa
Ron Points United States of America
Prof. Andreas Bergmann Public Member, Switzerland
John Peace Public Member, USA

Prof. Stefano Pozzoli

Public Member, Italy

Ping-Yung Chiu,

IPSASB Observer, ADB

Gilbert Gelard

IPSASB Observer, IASB

Robert Dacey

IPSASB Observer, INTOSAI

Jon Blondal

IPSASB Observer, OECD

Jayantilal M Karia

IPSASB Observer, UN

Gwenda Jensen

IPSASB Observer, UN and UNDP

Marius Koen

IPSASB Observer, World Bank

*Also representing the Accounting Standards Board, South Africa
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INTERNATIONAL FEDERATION OF ACCOUNTANTS
INTERNATIONAL PUBLIC SECTOR ACCOUNTING STANDARDS B8BRD
DRAFT PROJECT BRIEF
Framework for the Preparation and Presentatiorubfi® Sector Financial Statements

The Public Sector Conceptual Framework Project

BACKGROUND

When it first actioned its standards setting progrthe PSC (subsequently reconstituted as
the IPSASB in November 2004) determined that afrgistask it would focus on

developing a credible core set of IPSASs that cbalddopted by those entities seeking
guidance on financial reporting issues. This apgtogas supported by the funders of the
standards setting program. It also reflected thpeageh of many standards setters - that is,
to develop their knowledge of concepts in conjuwntivith the development of standards
before formally developing and publishing a ConaapEramework.

Many concepts, definitions and principles are erdeddn specific IPSASs. However, a
document which draws together and makes expliegdltoncepts, definitions and
principles, and identifies, explains and testsrtimterrelationships has not been articulated
and issued.

As the IPSASs gain more prominence and influennd, & the IPSASB deals with more
public sector specific issues, so the need for IP8ASB’s own explicit Conceptual

Framework has increased. In addition, the IPSASBrmav had experience in working with
the concepts in IPSASs. Therefore, work on the IBBAFramework project will be

informed by, and benefit from, work on public se&cpecific projects.

The need for an IPSASB Framework has been recagjbigéPSASB members and
observers, by the IPSASB Consultative Group andthgrs in the financial reporting
community. It is an important component in theratare of standards setters around the
world, will reinforce the ongoing credibility of nlPSASB and will support efficient and
consistent decision making by the IPSASB.

PROJECT OBJECTIVE

The objective of this project is to develop a Puldector Conceptual Framework which is
applicable to the preparation and presentatioreaeal purpose financial statements of
public sector entities. In developing this Framekwhie IPSASB will consider the definition
and nature of general purpose financial statensrdsvhether the Framework should focus
only on financial statements or should encompds®ader notion of general purpose
financial reports.

PROJECT SCOPE

It is intended that the Public Sector Conceptuaht@work will be developed primarily for
public sector entities other that Government Bussrenterprises (GBEs). GBEs are profit
seeking entities. As noted in the “Preface to ima@ional Public Sector Accounting
Standards”, GBEs apply IFRSs issued by the Intenmait Accounting Standards Board
(IASB) and are therefore subject to the IASB’s ‘flRework for Preparation and Presentation
of Financial Statements” (the IASB Framework).
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The operating/performance objectives of profit seglentities in the private sector focus on
sustainable long run profit maximization — in moases, within operating parameters
established by legislation and legal and sociatsoand objectives of being good corporate
citizens. However, the performance objectives oEGBRften include the achievement of
certain non-profit/social policy objectives imposadthem by governments, and their
operations are subject to, and conditioned byagedervice delivery objectives. Arguably
these factors may impact components of the finanejerting framework that applies to
them. It will be important that the IPSASB and tASB ensure that in the development of
the Public Sector Conceptual Framework and theseeViASB Framework there is specific
consideration of whether the social policy objesesithat GBE’s may be subject to will
influence the objectives of financial reporting ®BE’s and/or other components of the
conceptual Framework that applies to them.

IPSASB DUE PROCESS

The IPSASB follows a formal due process for thealigyment of IPSASs. That process
involves the preparation and issuance for commeanhaexposure draft (ED) that identifies
the proposed requirements of an IPSAS and consideraf responses to the ED in the
process of finalizing the IPSAS. The due process raiso include the issuance of
consultation papers prior to the development cEBn

The development of the Conceptual Framework wdbdle subject to this due process, with
consultative documents and EDs of proposed condegitsg developed as considered
appropriate by the IPSASB and issued for commeomi@ents received will then be fully
considered in the process of finalizing the Frant&wo

As noted below, it is proposed that the Public &Conceptual Framework be developed as
a collaborative project with other national stawdasetters and similar bodies, which may
also have their own due process. Documents dewlapepart of this project and issued
domestically by those national bodies may alsoutigest to the national due process.

COLLABORATIVE PROJECT

It is proposed that the Conceptual Framework besldped as a collaborative project with
national standards setters and similar authorgabiwedies which have responsibility for
financial reporting by public sector entities ireithjurisdiction (the term NSS is used in this
document to encompass all such national standatteys and similar bodies that are party
to the collaborative project).

Attachment 3 summarizes the result of a brief suyweIPSASB members regarding the
existence, nature and contents of Frameworks inepla their jurisdictions. (It reflects
responses to the IPSASB survey document issuedebru&ry 6, 2006.) It indicates that
Frameworks are in place or under development inmaber of member jurisdictions. It also
indicates that those Frameworks have a similar remee in respect of scope, nature and
content.

The IPSASB and the NSS have limited staff resoueseslable to progress their already
very heavy work programs. A number of important lmubector specific projects will be
competing for IPSASB meeting time in 2006 and belyon
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Actioning the development of the IPSASB Framewaskagjoint project with a number of
NSS in IPSASB member (and other) jurisdictions pies the opportunity for the
development of a substantially harmonized Framewgrkss a number of jurisdictions, and
has the potential to be a resource efficient mashaffor all that are party to it. It provides
the opportunity for the IPSASB to be informed by tivork already undertaken at the
national level in many jurisdictions and to seekorgces from those national bodies to
support the IPSASB project. This has favorable ues® implications for the IPSASB, and
potentially for the national standards setters s$eues who might otherwise be faced with
the prospect of developing Conceptual Frameworksaich jurisdiction. This may involve
duplication of effort and unnecessary and unintdndéifferences in the national
Frameworks.

A group of 4 national standards setters (NSS-4hwatiblic sector responsibilities is
currently monitoring the IASB-FASB joint project @rpreparing papers that draw out
implications for the public sector of proposed adraents to the IASB Framework for not-
for-profit entities in the public and private sestoAn IPSASB subcommittee is an observer
on that NSS group. As noted in the reports of Bf@ASB subcommittee, in many cases the
monitoring process has identified that current tdcdfanges being proposed to the IASB
Framework do not appear to fit well with public secneeds. Actioning a collaborative
project provides the opportunity for the IPSASB afi8S from other jurisdictions to draw
on the work already done by this group of nati@tahdards setters as appropriate. This has
favorable resource implications for the IPSASB ecbjand all the NSS members who will
be party to it.

Mechanisms for the development of draft documehtsole of the NSS and the operation
of the collaborative process are explored furthedow.

RELATIONSHIP OF THE PUBLIC SECTOR FRAMEWORK DEVELOPED BY
IPSASB TO THE IASB FRAMEWORK

The IPSASs currently on issue are based on IASS$HR the extent that the requirements
of the IASs/IFRSs are relevant to the public secitwe current IPSASs therefore draw on
concepts and definitions in the IASB Framework witiodifications where necessary to
address public sector circumstances.

Attachments 1 and 2 to this Project Brief provideoaerview of materials addressed in the
IASB Framework and in the IPSASs and the defingiand explanations included in the
IPSASS.

The IPSASB decided in 2004 that it would not simiphgrpret the IASB Framework for the
public sector, rather it would develop its own Feavork using the work of the IASB and
other standards setters as appropriate. The IFA€dBagreed that, as resources allow, the
IPSASB should adopt this approach to the developwfats own Framework.

Therefore it is appropriate to consider whethensdtters dealt with in the IASB Framework
are relevant to the public sector, whether the iwayhich those items are dealt with in the
IASB Framework is appropriate for the public sectord whether additional matters should
be included in the IPSASB Framework. Most, if nibt@t the components of the IASB
Framework are likely to be relevant for the IPSASBramework. However, it is arguable
that as the IPSASB develops its objectives of fan@reporting for public sector entities, so
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it will become necessary to consider whether tlopsof financial reporting in the public
sector should encompass concepts related to suttérenas disclosure of budget
information, reporting performance against budgek @sclosure of non-financial
performance indicators. These are concepts thderatandably, are not dealt with, or not
dealt with in great detail, in the IASB Framework.

Having then determined the components of its ovamféwork, the IPSASB will consider
how these components are currently dealt with@nlB#8ASs, the IASB Framework
(including consideration of changes being proposed)in the Frameworks of national
standards setters.

As noted above, the IASB is proposing changesda@tincepts and definitions in its
Framework as part of a joint project with the FASBe 4 national standards setters
monitoring the IASB-FASB joint project have notdwt in many cases the changes being
proposed at this stage do not fit well with pulsiector needs. It is then also appropriate to
consider as part of this project whether concepthe IASB Framework currently reflected
in the IPSAS, and proposed changes therein rerabamant for a Public Sector Conceptual
Framework.

RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS

The development of a Framework is likely to beraglterm project. The original IASC
Framework project was commenced in the early eaghtiith a series of separate projects on
for example, objectives, assets and liabilitiesvds then brought together as a Framework
project in the mid 1980’s and finalized and issireti989.

The current IASB-FASB project was actioned in 204 and is scheduled for completion
in 2010. Significant IASB-FASB staff resources &awhrd meeting time are being allocated
to the current project.

The IPSASB Framework project is also likely to beaurce intensive, in terms of both
IPSASB meeting time and member and staff resoulides|PSASB already has a heavy
work program and additional projects are being wamed for inclusion on the active work
program from 2007. A schedule identifying projectieting of a collaborative Framework
project and key milestones is included later is firioject brief. It anticipates completion and
publication of the Framework in 2010.

While it is anticipated that the IPSASB will haved#tional staff resources in 2007 and
beyond, substantial of those resources are likebetneeded for other projects on the
IPSASB work program. The IPSASB meets three timgsas and has already recently
increased its meeting time from 3 to 4 days. TH®ABB tends to use all of these 4 days for
its technical and liaison projects and activities.

The staff allocation, project development process I SASB meeting time allocation
proposed in this project brief is intended to delilkey outcomes of the project (initial
consultation document, exposure drafts and firrah&work) in a timely and efficient
manner and protect resources for other high pyigrbjects on the IPSASB work program.
It envisages that the equivalent of 1.333 full tisteff be allocated to the project over 3- 4
years — the national standards setters providiagtfuivalent of one full time staff member
(ideally by collectively providing funding for tH® SASB to secure such staff, or by directly
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allocating significant time of their own staff ing form of approximately .5 of the time of
two staff) and IPSASB allocating .333 of one staffmber. In addition, it is proposed that
the IPSASB allocate one full half day of each nmegetduring 2007, 2008 and 2009 as
necessary to progress the project and use a subttemcomprising IPSASB members and
members of the NSS) to undertake initial revievpapbers.

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

As noted above, the IPSASB Framework project ilyiko be resource intensive, in terms
of both IPSASB meeting time and member and stadétiWhile resources from national
standards setters can alleviate the staff resdoottieneck, finding available IPSASB
meeting time is likely to remain difficult.

It is proposed that an IPSASB subcommittee be ksiedol to work with staff in preparing
and reviewing much of the preliminary material§obe discussion of those materials at the
IPSASB meeting. The subcommittee would also opdcat@plement directions of the
IPSASB and coordinate with NSS who were party edbllaborative project. The
subcommittee can then ensure that, within the patens established by the IPSASB, initial
development of viable options and approaches ferdifit concepts could be identified and
developed without consuming Board meeting time.

There are, of course, risks and costs in using@ubgttees. Those risks include that the
subcommittee has a more limited breadth of knowdeatign does the full Board, develops

its knowledge base in advance of the full IPSASBIft forms views and/or discounts some
potential approaches in advance of hearing thetdettahe full IPSASB meeting and that
debates which occur in the subcommittee are dupticat the full IPSASB meeting. There

is also the potential for subcommittees to invohvare use of staff resources, as staff prepare
papers for subcommittee meetings and Board meetings

However, the benefit of the use of a subcommitbesct as a first level filter for Board
papers and as an efficient mechanism for cooraigatctivity with NSS is anticipated to
outweigh the risks identified above. It does méwt mechanisms need to be put in place to
ensure that the subcommittee is established whtload knowledge and experience base,
that the IPSASB discusses and provides guidanéepissues, that papers are developed
within the context of directions provided by thé&SKSB and that full and timely reporting
back to the IPSASB occurs as components of thegrdevelop.

Different subcommittee operating models may be amgnted dependant on IPSASB staff
available and the participation of staff of natibstandards setters in the project
development.

The following is proposed as a working model far #stablishment and operation of the

subcommittee and its interaction with the IPSASHB BISS:

. Composition of the subcommittee — the subcommitiemmprise 4 to 5 IPSASB
members and two representatives of national stdsdaatters who provide resources
in support of the project. (Technical advisorsR&ASB and NSS subcommittee
member will also be welcome to participate.) Thieceummittee will be chaired by
the IPSASB Chair if feasible, or other IPSASB menibaot;

. Working procedures — the IPSASB will establishdat@arameters for each stage of

the project based on a key decisions questionnairsisnilar issues papers prepared
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by staff. Staff will be responsible for preparatmidrafts of key documents which
will be subject to initial review by the subcomra#t The subcommittee chair will

assist in presentation of papers to each IPSASRBingeand will report on progress
on other papers at each IPSASB meeting;

» Subcommittee materials — papers for subcommittaewewill be developed by staff
consistent with directions of the IPSASB as penabdll subcommittee papers will
also be made available to all IPSASB members atebgnated member of each of
the participating NSS with an interest to monitevelopments. These papers will be
made available through the IPSASB web page;

* Subcommittee meeting arrangements - the subcoeenitill conduct its business
primarily by electronic means, but will meet fohalf day before each IPSASB
meeting to ensure some discussion occurs on addaeee basis, and if necessary
following each IPSASB meeting to plan follow upians based on directions of the
IPSASB. This is intended to make most effective afsmember’s meeting and travel
time. Additional meetings may be scheduled as retedbject to availability of
members (travel, accommodation and other coste todi by participants);

* Publication of exposure drafts and other materi#the issuance of documents for
comment (exposure drafts and/or other consultgapers) will be subject to the
usual voting rules of the IPSASB. Once approvetheyiIPSASB for release at the
international level, documents may also be relebdgatie NSS for domestic review
together with any contextual commentary consideexessary by the NSS in each
jurisdiction.

MATTERSTO BE DEALT WITH IN THE PROJECT

A Framework for the Cash Basis and a Framework For The Accrual Basis

The Framework of the IASB deals with only one badiaccounting — the accrual basis.
This approach is reflected in the Frameworks afiddiads setters in IPSASB member
jurisdictions — see attachment 3. It reflects thase standards setters issue standards for
financial reporting under the accrual basis of aotimg.

Discussions of the development of a Public Seatamiéwork by the IPSASB have focused,
explicitly or implicitly, on a Framework for prepatron and presentation of financial
statements under the accrual basis of accountimgy. the IPSASB Framework project will
develop a Framework for application when the addraais is adopted is generally accepted.

However, the IPSASB has developed a comprehensigl Basis IPSAS as well as a series
of accrual IPSASs. Therefore it is appropriate thatiPSASB also articulate the conceptual
underpinnings of its approach to financial repgrtimder the cash basis of accounting.

While the concepts to be dealt with under a casisbaay not be as extensive as for accrual,
there may be some common elements and some conmmamdg- for example components
of a conceptual framework for the cash basis va#tahto deal with such matters as the
objectives of financial reporting, reporting entitige definition of cash and presentation and
disclosure (including disclosure of third partytleehents). While some concepts will be
similar for the cash and accrual Frameworks (f@negle, notions of reporting entities),
others are likely to differ from the equivalent cepts for the accrual basis in some respects.
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Therefore, the cash and accrual concepts shoudedreas separate stand alone Frameworks
and concepts for each framework identified and @arpd independently.

While the IPSASB may issue its Public Sector CotwaFramework as one document
including both the cash and accrual Frameworksnaawl provide some commentary on the
movement from cash to accrual basis of financijabreng, the cash and accrual concepts
will not be interdependent and the cash and acémaheworks will be stand alone
components. This will also facilitate use of thariework as developed by the IPSASB by
those NSS which currently develop standards ontieuthe accrual basis or only under the
cash basis.

In anticipation that the greatest interest andrjgyi@f the IPSASB and NSS will be to
develop the Framework that underpins the accrusszd reporting, it is proposed that the
conceptual underpinnings of the cash basis be dpeélas the last phase of the project.

Components of the Framework

As illustrated in attachment 3, Conceptual Framéwstiave been developed and/or are
being developed and improved in many jurisdictiomsently represented on the IPSASB.
In some cases those Frameworks have been devdtppgly to public sector entities.
Frameworks have also been developed in other jatisds not currently represented on the
IPSASB.

Frameworks in member jurisdictions deal with objexs, qualitative characteristics, assets,
liabilities, revenue (currently under developmenCianada), expenses, equity/net assets,
recognition criteria, measurement bases (desceatily in Australia) and financial
statements (Australia and Canada have requirermeaiggle the Framework). A number, but
not all, also deal with characteristics of the mipg entity and the scope of financial
reporting. In some jurisdictions, Frameworks mapalddress concepts of capital and
capital maintenance, non-financial performance napp (service efforts and
accomplishments), management analysis and diseyssimmunication, and accounting for
interests in other entities.

The IASB Framework also deals with many of thesemonents: for example it includes
consideration of objectives, qualitative charastass, the elements of financial statements
for presentation of financial position and perfonoa (assets, liabilities, expenses, income -
which encompasses revenue and gains-, equityggmémn criteria, underlying
assumptions of going concern and the accrual bagiasurement bases and capital and
capital maintenance. The current review of the IA&Bnework includes consideration of
the reporting entity, purpose and status/authoifityre framework and presentation and
disclosure.

Clearly there is a consensus about the core iteatshould be dealt with in Conceptual
Frameworks: objectives, qualitative characterisgétsments of financial statements (assets,
liabilities, revenue, expenses, equity/net assetepgnition criteria, measurement bases, and
presentation and disclosure. However, given thatsusf public and private sector financial
statements and certain of their information needsy differ, there may well be some
differences in the definition and consequencesiede concepts — for example, whether
private sector objectives which focus on use drimal statements as predictors of future
cash flows and whether notions of equity/net assgdpted in the private sector are
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applicable in the public sector will need to belexgd and tested as part of the
developmental process.

There is also a case for including concepts oféperting entity and the scope of financial
reporting in the public sector within the IPSASExfework, and for clarifying the purpose
and authority of the Framework itself.

Reporting Entity

Notions of reporting entity and what may be encosspd within a particular reporting
entity, whether at the individual entity or conslalied economic entity level, may be well
understood in the private sector and in statistiepbrting bases in the public sector.
However, they are not as well developed for finah@porting consistent with accounting
principles in the public sector. In addition, tHgextives of statistical reporting models and
accounting reporting models differ. Consequentlyay well be that notions of the
reporting entity that are appropriate for financgporting consistent with statistical
reporting models will differ from the notions theate appropriate for accounting reporting
models. The IPSASB Framework should provide neggédbnce in this area.

Scope of Financial Reporting

The following items may well impact on the scopdiéncial reporting in the public sector
and may extend that scope beyond that conventiooafisidered as applicable to financial
reporting by private sector for-profit entitiesnmany jurisdictions.

(a) Performance Reporting
The focus of conceptual frameworks for financigdaeing by private sector entities is
primarily or exclusively on the disclosure of infaation about the current financial position
and immediate past financial performance of themapy entity, often as input to better
enable users to form views about the likely futiimancial performance of the entity or
economic entity. Statistical financial reporting aets also focus on the disclosure of the
financial characteristics of performance as inputeiconomic analysis and decision making.
However, public sector entities operate to achsareice delivery and social policy
objectives as well as financial objectives. Assesgsof the performance of public sector
entities, including their financial performancennat be isolated from their achievement of
service objectives - this is particularly, but eatlusively, so for non GBE’s. There is then a
strong case that general purpose financial repuagsaded to discharge the accountability of
a public sector reporting entity will encompass mally the financial characteristics of their
performance, but also the achievement of theiriseelivery objectives — that is,
information about non-financial characteristicsledir performance.

Whether disclosures of non-financial charactesstitperformance are included within the
Public Sector Conceptual Framework, whether ac@ogistandards should be developed to
deal with these matters, and how such informatimukl be disclosed will need to be
considered in the process of developing the Framewdis consideration is likely to
encompass the disclosure of performance indicatwlsexplanatory narrative which may be
included as notes to the financial statements aranagement discussions and analysis
(MDA) or operations review which accompany thoseaficial statements and may (or may
not) be subject to audit.
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(b) Budget Reporting
Most governments prepare and issue as public daasia otherwise make publicly
available, their annual financial budgets. The miadtpcuments are widely distributed and
promoted. They reflect the financial characterssb€the government’s plans for the
forthcoming period and form the basis of finandata used to compile the national
accounts of most countries. Monitoring and repgron budget execution necessary for
ensuring compliance with Parliamentary (or simikujhorization and is the central
component of the process that provides for govenmraed parliamentary (or similar)
oversight of the financial dimensions of operatidiaking budget data publicly available is
necessary to enable transparent reporting of thergment’s financial intentions and of its
use of taxes. In many respects, and for many eaftesers, the budget documents are the
most important financial statements issued by govents.

Budget reporting models often embrace the notiocoaimitments. While there is not a
generally accepted single definition of this teitnis generally acknowledged as the
government’s responsibility for a possible futuedbility based on a contractual agreement.
In many jurisdictions, reporting commitments had ha important role in financial
reporting in the public sector.

As part of the process of developing the Publia@eConceptual Framework it will be
necessary to explore and clarify whether presemtatf budget data as general purpose
financial statements (GPFS) and reporting on budgeipliance within GPFSs is within the
scope of financial reporting in the public sectarthis context, it will be necessary to clearly
distinguish between budget formulation and presiemaf budget data as GPFSs, and the
role of commitment accounting in the Framework.

(c) Prospective Financial Information and Reportmghe Sustainability of
Government Programs

Many governments initiate social benefit prograntended to provide benefits to
constituents over the long term. These programsoadne funded by revenues raised from
constituents in the future in the form of taxes godernment charges, and/or by transfers
from other levels of government. The financial cansences of these programs and the
resources to be generated in the future to funah tlaee unlikely to be captured by concepts
of assets, liabilities, revenues and expenses wdreltonstructed to ensure that the
economic consequences of past transactions antsesambe reported on a reliable and
consistent basis in financial statements that @ogest to audit.

Profit seeking entities which operate in a competienvironment may make disclosures of
prospective financial information based on assuomgtabout events that may occur in the
future and possible actions the entity may takevéier, any such disclosures are likely to
be broad and limited in detail. This is becausg thay include commercially sensitive
information about future plans and strategies winigly undermine the competitive
advantage of an entity and its ability to achidseorofit objectives, to the detriment of stock
holders and other stakeholders.

However, the potential loss of commercial advantagmt a significant factor in assessing
whether such disclosures should be made by putttosentities. Disclosure of prospective
financial information may be a necessary adjunafiermation recognized in the financial
statements consistent with the objective of finah@porting by such entities. Such
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disclosure may include financial information abthé long term sustainability of programs
at different levels of service delivery.

Governments are already responding to this potant@mation need of users of their
financial statements. For example, in some jurtgaiis government entities are required to
disclose forecasts of long range cash inflows artlaws for major classes of social
benefits, information about the present value airel benefits to be provided to current and
anticipated beneficiaries and key assumptions Uyidgrthose forecasts and estimates. In
addition, some governments provide “whole of goweent” information useful as input to
assessments of the extent to which current soolaligs are sustainable, including the
projected impact of those policies on taxation,t@etfal the government’s overall financial
condition. Such information may be included in “geational reports” which are presented
as part of the budget process; or as separatetsegyat papers on projected revenues,
expenses and cash flows under existing policies.

Development of the public sector framework will lube consideration of whether the
disclosure of prospective financial informatioraisiecessary component of general purpose
financial reporting in the public sector and islined within the scope of general purpose
financial reporting.

Relationship to Concepts in the System of National Accounts (SNA)

Accounting and statistical bases for reportingriitial information have different objectives,
focus on different reporting entities and treat ednansactions and events differently.
However, they also have many similarities in treatitndeal with similar transactions and
events and in some cases have a similar type oftrsppucture. There is then merit in
considering the concepts, including for exampleamst of measurement and performance
reporting, underlying the statistical reporting ratsqd and the potential for convergence
therewith, in the development of the IPSASB Franmdgwo

The overarching model for financial reporting ofalfor macroeconomic statistical analysis
is the System of National Accounts, 1993 (1993 SNAdtistical models of financial
reporting in various jurisdictions around the waal@ broadly harmonized with the SNA.
Currently, the 1993 SNA is being updated, withdbgective of publishing a revision in
2008. The IPSASB has been contributing to the 2(ftfate of the SNA through its
involvement in the international Task Force on Hamiation of Public Sector Accounting
(TFHPSA). The mandate of the TFHPSA included eragitig convergence between
accounting and statistical bases of financial repgwhere feasible and desirable, and
providing input to the 2008 update of the SNA. Aniner of proposed changes to the 2008
SNA will contribute to ongoing convergence of aaaiing and statistical bases of financial
reporting.

Purpose and Authority of the Framework
The authority of the Frameworks in IPSASB membasglictions differs — see attachment 3.

The IASB Framework is of a lesser authority tharl/® or IFRS developed to deal with a
specific transaction or event. However, the IASBrirework does guide the selection of
accounting policies when an IAS/IFRS has not bestabdéished on a particular matter. It is
then a relevant source of guidance to managemesati@cting accounting policies to deal
with circumstances not specifically dealt with mI&RS.
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At the international level, it is likely that theipciples reflected in a Framework will be too
broad to apply authoritatively to all transactiowd dealt with specifically in an IPSAS —
this is particularly so given the potential for&@nd institutional conventions to differ in
different jurisdictions and for different practicand policies to apply in jurisdictions which
may apply IPSASs.

Establishing authoritative requirements for rectgnj measurement and disclosure of
particular transactions in specific IPSASs will emesthat these requirements are subject to
due process. It will also provide the IPSASB wikle topportunity to include appropriate
transitional provisions in each IPSAS to respondptacticalities of implementation, in
different jurisdictions and thereby ensure thatehe an orderly adoption of the IPSAS.

It is therefore intended that the IPSASB Framewake similar authority to that of the
current IASB Framework. Such a Framework will be udfe to the IPSASB and its
subcommittees in guiding decisions and deliberatiarthe standards setting process, and to
users of IPSASs who will be faced with establishaggounting policies for matters not
specifically dealt with by IPSASs.

DUE PROCESS

Consultation Paper and Exposure Drafts

The IPSASB has initiated a number of its major @ctg with a consultative document,
whether an Invitation to Comment (ITC), Researchdreor Study. Similarly, in a number

of jurisdictions a discussion paper or series stdssion papers has set the ground work for
the development of the Conceptual Framework.

At the international level, the IASB commencedaitginal Framework project with the
issuance of a series of EDs in the early 1980’sdar&s not propose issuing a Discussion
Paper as its first step in the revision of its Feamrk.

The publication of a Consultation Paper on the IBBAramework would draw valuable
input from constituents, particularly on the sturetand content of the Framework.
However, the development of such a paper is likelpke considerable IPSASB and
subcommittee meeting time and consume substatafdrssources. This would delay the
issue of any exposure draft(s). In addition, issaesed in a Consultation Paper may also be
dealt with in an exposure draft.

Therefore the IPSASB will move directly to prepargosure drafts of the key components
of the Framework. This will enable it to take adteaye of the recent and current
development work undertaken in member jurisdictiang by the NSS and IPSASB
subcommittee monitoring the IASB developments. Sarclhpproach will build and maintain
momentum for the project, and avoid duplicatingeff of the IPSASB and its constituents
in dealing with issues in both the Consultationd?amd the exposure draft(s). However, to
ensure constituents are provided with the oppdstuaiprovide input on such matters as the
nature, scope and components to be addressed knaireework, the Project Brief will be
further developed after review by the IPSASB and&N$the July 2006 IPSASB meeting,
and the revised Project Brief together with a prtban including key milestones will be
issued as a consultation document with requestdorment on such matters as the
components of the Framework, its authority andpitoeess and timing for its development.
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In addition, each ED will include a comprehensivasiB for Conclusions and Introduction to
assist readers to fully understand each compomehit@relationship to other components of
the Framework.

The IPSASB subcommittee will then review feedbac#t prepare for consideration by the
IPSASB and NSS any recommendations for amendntasatptoposed that the project plan
be revised following this meeting and approvecatNovember 2006 IPSASB meeting.
Feedback and subcommittee recommendations thereda be considered by IPSASB at
the March 2007 meeting. However, preliminary wonkabjectives and qualitative
characteristics which are common to all Frameweodtmences 2006.

Exposure Drafts

The components of the Framework are interconneatiegisions about the objectives and
scope of financial reporting will influence the mlents of financial statements and the extent
to which other information is included in generaflgose financial statements or general
purpose financial reports. There is then a sougdraent that the components should be
developed together and the full framework issuednasxposure draft.

However, notwithstanding these arguments, is iregdritiat exposure drafts be developed for
each major component of the Framework and issysarately. This is proposed largely as a
practical response to project management issueasaad acknowledgement that
constituents and the IPSASB and NSS will wish & s&d be provided with the opportunity
to comment on, the Framework as it develops. Tlillsa¥8o enable later stages of
development to be informed by responses to ther&ifsof exposure drafts.

In terms of sequences and groupings it is proptssdhe components of the framework be
grouped as follows — these groupings are baseleoaexpectation that staff resources as
proposed above will be allocated to the projectigylPSASB and NSS and that the initial
focus of the Framework project will be on the cgrtsainderpinning the accrual basis:

First group of exposure drafts

(@ Objectives of financial reporting. This willegh influence what might be included as
the “elements” of financial statements and whaeothformation may be included
within the scope of financial reporting, and therefpotentially be the subject of
IPSASSs developed by the IPSASB.

(b) Quialitative characteristics of financial infaation — these are characteristics that all
information included within the general purposefinial statements or report will
need to possess.

(c) Characteristics of the reporting entity - timd establish the criteria for determining
which groups of activities, whether legal or adrsirative units or other
organizational arrangements, are reporting entinesare therefore subject to
IPSASSs. This component will also explore the basisvhich the boundaries of a
reporting entity should be established and theeafdrich assets, liabilities,
revenues, expenses and other elements should e, its financial statements.

Consideration of the objectives of financial repagttogether with the qualitative
characteristics will also illuminate notions of will be included in primary financial
statements and in notes thereto. This will guidieiamce consideration of the scope of

Item 13.3 Draft Project Brief
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financial reporting and whether financial reportinghe public sector may encompass
additional information in supplementary statememtd reports.

Second group of exposure drafts

(d) Definition and recognition of the elements iofhcial statements — this exposure
draft will identify and define the elements thas¢ aeported in financial statements
and the criteria that will need to be satisfiedtfair recognition. These will include
assets, liabilities, revenues, expenses and nabiomst assets. They may also include
other notions such as gains and equity which arleded in the IASB Framework
and the Frameworks of many national standardsrsette

(e) Measurement bases and attributes — this expasaft will deal with bases of
measurement that may validly be adopted for theetes that are recognized in the
financial statements. It is not intended that trenkework mandate requirements
about the measurement bases to be adopted inisge@timstances. This will be
dealt with by individual IPSASs which deal with sgie transactions and events and
are themselves subject to the full due proceshieR#his exposure draft will note the
implications of the objectives of financial repadi the qualitative characteristics of
financial information and the recognition critefta measurement bases that may be
adopted.

Third grouping of exposure drafts

() Presentation and disclosure — this exposurt (baseries of exposure drafts) will
deal with the nature and content of the primargriicial statements and notes thereto.
It will also deal with matters related to the scopé&nancial reporting such as
additional information that may be disclosed ag pathe financial statements, or in
supplementary reports issued with the financidkestants. Material considered as
part of, or with this exposure draft, may alsoeassues such as: the inclusion within
the financial reporting package of budget/prospedinancial and other information,
compliance with budgets, and the disclosures atheuachievement of service
objectives. It may also include consideration &f lilcation and audit status of such
information. (As the project develops it may be rappiate to consider whether a
separate statement on the scope of financial iegosill be necessary.)

This grouping of issues largely reflects that beadgpted by the IASB in its joint project
with the FASB except that the IASB project, at tangerms of the initial project plan,
proposed that exposure drafts on the elementaafdial statements be issued before the
definition of the reporting entity and an exposdraft dealing with the purpose and status of
the Framework be issued towards the end of thegtrd] he timing of the definition of the
reporting entity in the public sector has beena&ted in this plan because notions of the
reporting entity are less well developed for finahoeporting in the public sector. An
exposure draft on purpose and status is not indludée above schedule because it is
intended that this be clearly established in tlogegot brief which will itself be issued as a
Consultation Paper — subject to responses to tyarPthis proposal may need to be
revisited.

TIMING AND KEY MILESTONES
It is anticipated that the framework will be conmtplkby 2010. Key milestones are as
follows:

Item 13.3 Draft Project Brief
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2007 — Group 1 exposure drafts developed and issued

2008 — Group 2 exposure drafts developed and issued
Responses to Group | exposure drafts analyzed. Goemps of Framework finalized,
subject to final review.
Development of Group 3 exposure drafts commences.

2009 — Group 3 exposure drafts developed and issued
Responses to Group 2 exposure drafts analyzed. @mmnis of Framework
finalized, subject to final review.
Cash Basis framework exposure draft developed sswkd.

2010 — Responses to Group 3 exposure drafts amlalZoemponents of Framework
finalized, subject to final review as part of thall'package”.
All components of accrual Framework reviewed, aonéid and Framework finalized
2010 (or early 2011).
Responses to Cash Basis framework exposure dvatrred and Framework
finalized (or early 2011).

It is projected that the Framework will be finalizey the end of 2010 or early 2011, with
the final complete document published in 2011. Thi tight schedule. It follows closely
behind the timing for the IASB Framework which igmrently scheduled for completion
during 2010 (thought recent reports of the NSS gmoonitoring the IASB-FASB project
indicate that timelines may be pushed out).

Item 13.3 Draft Project Brief
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Conceptual Framework Development Schedule

Proposed Actions/timing

July 2006

IPSASB and national standards setteeeagraction a
collaborative project.

Agree preliminary project brief, and tentative véean
project resourcing and operating procedures.

Subcommittee established.

August/September 2006

IPSASB subcommittee work mdtional standards
setters to formalize proposed project brief anduessng
and operating procedures.

October/November 2006

National standards settet3SRBASB agree formal
arrangements at respective meetings in
October/November.

Proposed project plan comprising approved projaet,b
operating procedures and key milestones issued as a
IPSASB Consultative Paper in November 2006 with
comments requested by end of February 2007.

Work commences on first components of the framewa
- Objectives and Qualitative Characteristics wiach
common to all Frameworks.

March 2007

IPSASB subcommittee consider comments on
Consultation Paper prior to full IPSASB meeting and
makes recommendations to IPSASB regarding any
further revisions to the project brief and projpletn.

Subcommittee materials and recommendations also
provided to all participating NSS.

IPSASB approves commencement of works on report
entity.

Subcommittee considers staff reports on progress on
development of first group of EDs and reports to
IPSASB.

July 2007

IPSASB considers first group of exposiredts and
provides direction for further development. Work on
second group of EDs commences.

October/November 2007

IPSASB reviews and approzesrsl draft of group 1
EDs

March 2008

IPSASB reviews first draft of Group 2€D

Item 13.3 Draft Project Brief
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Proposed Actions/timing

July 2008

IPSASB reviews second draft of Group ZHPSASB
reviews responses to Group 1 EDs.

of cash basis Framework ED commences.

Development of Group 3 EDs commences. Development

October/November 2008

IPSASB reviews third drafGodup 2 EDs and approve
for issue.

IPSASB reviews first draft of cash basis ED.

IPSASB reviews first draft of Framework components
based on group 1 EDs.

2S

March 2009

IPSASB considers first draft of Grou[3s.

IPSASB reviews and agrees Framework components
based on Group 1 EDs.

July 2009

IPSASB considers second draft of Gro&b3 and
approves for issue.

IPSASB considers responses to Group 2 EDs.

November 2009

IPSASB considers first draft of Fraomx components
based on Group 2 EDs.

IPSASB considers second draft cash basis ED and
approves for issue.

March 2010

IPSASB considers responses to Groups3 ED

IPSASB considers revised Framework components ba
on Group 2 EDs.

IPSASB considers responses to cash basis ED.

ased

July 2010

IPSASB reviews all components of accRramework.

IPSASB reviews first draft of cash basis Framework.

November 2010/early 2011

IPSASB approves accruastaamework and cash
basis Framework. Document finalized post IPSASB

meeting.

Item 13.3 Draft Project Brief
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Concepts and other matters addressed in current IAB Framework
and in the Accrual IPSASs

IASB Framework

IPSASs

Introduction
Purpose and Status
Scope
Users and Their Information
Needs

No separate IPSAS Framework. IPSAS 1 and Pre
to IPSASs provide a brief overview of the users of
general purpose financial statements.

The IASB Framework (IASBF) provides details on
major groups of users and the reasons for reqges
financial information.

face

i

n

Objective of Financial Statements
Financial Position,
Performance and Changeg
in Financial Position

The IASB Framework identifies the objectives of
each individual financial statement.

5 IPSASSs include a detailed exposition of the obyecti

for a cash flow statement in IPSASCash Flow
Satement. The IPSASSs provide a broad overview (
the objective of financial statements in IPSAS de S
item 13.4 “Definitions and concepts”: for objectve
of financial statements.

Df

Underlying Assumptions
Accrual Basis
Going Concern

As specified, IPSASs deal with the accrual and th
cash bases of accounting.
The notion of going concern is outlined in IPSAS ]

D

Qualitative Characteristics
True and Fair View/
Fair Presentation

Qualitative characteristics are included as Append
2 to IPSAS 1. They are drawn from the IASB
Framework, but do not reproduce it fully. See the
attachment to this item for more information about
differences in the qualitative characteristics.

Elements of Financial Statements
Financial Position
Assets

Liabilities

Equity

Performance

Income

Expenses

Broadly speaking, the elements are the same.
However, the IPSASs define contributions from
owners and distributors to owners which are not
included in the IASB Framework.

There are also differences in some of the defimgtio
For example, assets include reference to ‘service
potential’ in addition to ‘economic benefits’. IPSA

use the term “net assets/equity” while IASB uses {
term “equity”.

The IPSASs do not define income and interpret th
definition of revenue more broadly than in the IAS

framework (to include gains).

h

e

Item 13.3 Definitions and concepts in the
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IASB Framework

IPSASs

Recognition of the Elements of
Financial Statements:

The Probability of Future Economig
Benefit

Reliability of Measurement
- Recognition of Assets

- Recognition of Liabilities
- Recognition of Income

- Recognition of Expenses

The IASBF establishes general criteria for the
recognition of all elements of financial statements
Recognition criteria for certain elements of finahc
statements is included in specific IPSASs that dea
with the particular transaction or event. Thesteoa
are consistent with the general criteria for rectgm
of elements in IASBF.

Measurement of the Elements of
Financial Statements

The IASBF notes that different measurement bases
may be adopted. The IPSASs generally reflect the
same requirements as in the IASs/IFRSs. However,
for items acquired at no or nominal cost, (this is
being updated to non-exchange transaction) the
IPSAS framework provides additional guidance.

Concepts of Capital and Capital
Maintenance
- Concepts of Capital
- Concepts of Capital
Maintenance and
Determination of Profit

Not referred to in IPSASS.

Item 13.3 Definitions and concepts in the acctB&IASs
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Concepts and other matters addressed in current IAB Framework and in the
Accrual IPSASs — terminology/explanation difference

The Preface to International Public Sector Accoyghtbtandards (IPSASs) notes that most
IPSASs are based on International Accounting Stalsdd herefore, the IASB’Bramework

for the Preparation and Presentation of Financial Satements (IASBF) is a relevant reference
for users of IPSASs. However, in developing IPSASSsne public sector context has been
added to the IPSASs that differ from the concepesiun IASBF.

Financial Statements
In certain cases, the IPSASs use different termogylto the IASBF. The table below
identifies differences in key terms.

In IPSAS IASB Conceptual Framework

Entity Enterprise

Reporting date Balance sheet date

Statement of Financial Position Balance Sheet

Statement of Financial Performance Income Statement

Statement of Changes in Net Assets/Equity Stateofgdhanges in Financial Position
Net Assets/Equity Equity

Revenue only Income and Revenue

IPSASs apply to all public sector entities except §overnment business enterprises.
Government business enterprises apply IASs/IFRSs.

Preparation of Financial Statements: the UnderlyingAssumptions

Basis of Accounting

Financial statements prepared under IASBF use axtyual accounting. However, IPSASs
encompass (as specified) both the accrual andb@ssts of accounting.

Going Concern

Financial statements are prepared on the assumgiainthe entity is a going concern.
IPSASs and IASBF contain similar guidance for asisgswhether an entity is a going
concern or not. However, IPSASs include additiczygblanations to place the notion in a
public sector context.

Qualitative Characteristics

1.  Understandability
IASBF notes that financial information should beddily understandable by users’.
IPSASs (see IPSAS 1, Appendix 2) stipulate thafiotimation is understandable when
users might reasonably be expected to comprehendnéaning”. However, the
characteristic of understandability is essentitiilyy same in both frameworks.

2.  Rdiability
Reliable information satisfies five criteria - fafiil representation, substance over form,
neutrality, prudence and completeness. IPSASs (83AAppendix 2) uses slightly
different words to note that faithfully representadormation should reflect the

Item 13.3 Definitions and concepts in the acctB&IASs
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substance of the transactions rather than just ldgal form. ‘Substance over form’ is
a criterion used in both the IASB and IPSAS frameso

IASBF provides more guidance on prudence than BA® 1, Appendix 2 — IASBF
notes that uncertainties surrounding events andumistances are recognized by
disclosure and by exercise of prudence in the patjpa of financial statements.
IASBF defines prudence and warns against exerci@indence to a degree that affects
the reliability of financial information.

3. Comparability

While the notions are not different and there iscmoverlap, IASBF provides more
guidance on comparability. The IASBF emphasizest tee measurement and
presentation of financial effect of like transan8cand other events must be carried out
in a consistent way throughout an enterprise aredt tmne for that enterprise and in a
consistent way for different enterprises. IASBFoalsxplains that the need for
comparability should not be confused with mere amiiity and should not be allowed
to impede the introduction of improved accountimgndards or policies when more
relevant and reliable alternatives exist.

Fair Presentation
IASBF notes that financial statements are freqyeaéscribed as showing a ‘true and fair
view’ or ‘presenting fairly’, while the IPSAS onlyses the term ‘fair presentation’.

The Elements of Financial Statements

Definition of Elements
The IPSASs include the same “elements” as in th&BRA with some terminology
differences and, in the case of assets, the imeius ‘service potential’ in the definition.

In the IASBF, ‘income’ comprises ‘revenue’ whichlimited to ordinary activities. In the
IPSASs income is not defined, ‘revenue’ is not tadito ordinary activities and gains are
presented as revenue. Similarly, expenses in tBA33 encompass both expenses from
ordinary activities (as defined in the IASBF) anddes. In current IPSASSs, the definition of
“extraordinary activities” includes an extra criter requiring the transactions to be ‘outside
the control or influence of the entity’.

Equity is used in IASBF as the residual interesth&f assets after deducting all liabilities
while in the IPSASs the term used is net assetgjeddany public sector entities do not
have share capital, but are separate reportingesntwned by another public sector entity.
The structure of a public sector entity’'s net agsquity may include contribution by
owners, aggregate accumulated surpluses or defcits reserves. For the IASs/IFRSs
terminology such as capital, retained earningsrasdrves is used.

Recognition of Elements of Financial Statements
Under IASBF, an item that meets the definition wfedement should be recognized if:
o |t is probable that any future economic benefésogiated with the item will flow to
or from the enterprise; and
o the item has a cost or value that can be, measetadly.

Item 13.3 Definitions and concepts in the acctB&IASs
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The IPSASs do not have general recognition critgréeause there is no framework) - rather,
the IPSASs identify specific recognition criteria ttertain elements of financial statements
such as exchange revenue, property, plant and regaipand provisions. The criteria used
are similar to those in their equivalent IASs.

Measurement of Elements of Financial Statements

Both frameworks include the same measurement bdsetorical cost, current cost,
realizable value, fair value and present value wpesparing financial statements. The
definitions of measurement bases are also simmltra two frameworks.

In regards to items acquired at no or for nominasdtg, the IPSASs provide additional
guidance that these items should be measured aifae as at the date it was acquired.

(The term “no or nominal costs” is being replacedhwa reference to non exchange
transactions.)

Item 13.3 Definitions and concepts in the acctB&IASs
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ATTACHMENT 2

Definitions, Concepts and “Framework” issues — Acanal IPSASs
Source

Accrual Basis

Accrual basis is a basis of accounting under wirighsactions and other events IPSAS 1.6
are recognized in the financial statements in #meod when they occur (and not

only when cash or its equivalent is received odpalhe elements recognized

under accrual accounting are assets, liabilities, assets/equity, revenue and
expenses.

SCOPE

International Public Sector Accounting StandarddS@ASs) apply to all public  Preface to
sector entities that prepare financial statemetRSASs do not apply to :Egﬁgsizeof
Government Business Enterprises and to other irgbom presented in an '
annual report or other documents.

Objective of Financial Statements
Financial statements that are issued for usersatieainable to demand financiallPSAS 1.13, 14,
information to meet their specific information neeare deemed to be general 2
purpose financial statements (GPFS). The objectofeGPFS are to provide
information about the financial position, perforroarand cash flows of an entity
that is useful to a wide range of users in makind @valuating decisions about
the allocation of resources. Specifically generatppse financial statements
provide:
o a predictive or prospective role;
o information on solvency of the entity (providingfermation on the flow
of resources); and
o information to evaluate the performance in ternisservice costs,
efficiency and accomplishments.

Reporting Entity

Implicit in the IPSASs is that the reporting entégmcompasses resources and
entities controlled by the reporting entity.

Financial Statements

A complete set of financial statements includeseliewing components: IPSAS 1.19
(a) statement of financial position;

(b) statement of financial performance;

(c) statement of changes in net assets/equity;

(d) cash flow statement; and

(e) accounting policies and notes to the finanstialements.

The Elements of Financial Statements
The definitions of elements extracted from the Géwyg are stated below: Glossary, IPSAS
Assetsare resources controlled by an entity as a regybast events and from 1.6 and other

which future economic benefits or service poterdia@ expected to flow to the ;';Séirsi:tz
entity. (Note Glossary

Item 13.3Definitions, Concepts and Framework issues
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Source

Liabilities are present obligations of the entity arising frpast events, the to be updated
settlement of which is expected to result in anflowt from the entity of following the

resources embodying economic benefits or servitential. 'mpg%‘gggf”ts

Contributions from ownermeans future economic benefits or service potentia
that has been contributed to the entity by pagdidernal to the entity, other than
those that result in liabilities of the entity, tlestablish a financial interest in the
net assets/equity of the entity, which:

(@) conveys entitlement both to distributions alufe economic benefits or
service potential by the entity during its life,chudistributions being at
the discretion of the owners or their represengatiand to distributions
of any excess of assets over liabilities in thenewd the entity being
wound up; and/or

(b) can be sold, exchanged, transferred or redeemed

Revenusds the gross inflow of economic benefits or sesviotential during the
reporting period when those inflows result in aor@gase in net assets/equity,
other than increases relating to contributions fowmers.

Expensesare decreases in economic benefits or servicenfiateduring the
reporting period in the form of outflows or consump of assets or incurrences
of liabilities that result in decreases in net &gsguity, other than those relating
to distributions to owners.

Net assets/equitig the residual interest in the assets of theyeafter deducting  IPSAS 1.12
all its liabilities.

Recognition of the Elements of Financial Statements

The IPSAS s do not have a general “Framework” type for recognizing the IPSAS 19.22,
elements of the financial statements. Rather, theognition criteria are 9:28, 19,33,
identified in individual IPSASs. To date, IPSASsvéalealt with recognition 113 16:19
criteria in specific IPSASs such as property plantl equipment, inventories,

leases, investment property, exchange revenue @visions. Current EDs on

issue will extend coverage to non-exchange reveaneé,assets from all non-

exchange transactions.

Recognition of Exchange Revenue

Revenue from the sale of goods should be recognitezh all the following  IPSAS 9.28

conditions have been satisfied:

(@) the entity has transferred to the purchasesit@ficant risks and rewards
of ownership of the goods;

(b) the entity retains neither continuing manadenaolvement to the degree
usually associated with ownership nor effective tadnover the goods
sold,;

(c) the amount of revenue can be measured reliably;

(d) itis probable that the economic benefits ovise potential associated with
the transaction will flow to the entity; and

(e) the costs incurred or to be incurred in respédhe transaction can be
measured reliably.

Item 13.3Definitions, Concepts and Framework issues
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Source

Recognition of Property, Plant & Equipment IPSAS 17.13
An item of property, plant and equipment shoulddmognized as an asset when:
(@) it is probable that future economic benefitservice potential associated
with the asset will flow to the entity; and
(b) the cost or fair value of the asset to thetgotin be measured reliably.

Recognition of a provision 19.22
A provision should be recognized when:
(@) an entity has a present obligation (legal orstictive) as a result of a past
event;
(b) itis probable that an outflow of resources ething economic benefits or
service potential will be required to settle théigddion; and
(c) areliable estimate can be made of the amduthiecobligation.

Although each standard outlines specific critenare@cognizing certain items,
there is a common thread evident. For an itenmetoebognized,
a) a probable outflow/inflow of economic benefitsservice potential into
the entity has to be evident; and
b) the amount recognized are to be reliably esaiateasured.

Measurement of the Elements of Financial Statements IPSAS 1.129,
The measurement basis (bases) used in IPSASsritastoost, current cost, 13-20, Glossary
realizable value, fair value or present value) fah@ basis on which the whole

of the financial statements are prepared.

The defined measurement bases in IPSASs are:
Fair valueis the amount for which an asset could be exchingea liability
settled, between knowledgeable, willing partieanmrarm’s length transaction.

Current replacement coistthe cost the entity would incur to acquire déisset on
the reporting date.

Net realizable valuas the estimated selling price in the ordinary rseuof
operations less the estimated costs of completimh the estimated costs
necessary to make the sale, exchange or distributio

Market valueis the amount obtainable from the sale, or payaie the
acquisition, of a financial instrument in an actiarket.

The “reach” of financial statements - Accountingli®les and Notes to the
Financial Statements
The information contained in the financial statetses unlikely to enable all the IPSAS 1.16
objectives (stated above) to be met. Thereforeplsugentary information,  1.23-24
including non-financial statements is encouragedbeoreported alongside the
financial statements to provide a more comprehengicture of the entity’s
activities during the period. Examples would imtdu
o presenting additional information to assist usams assessing the
performance of the entity, its stewardship of assaid making and
evaluating decisions about the allocation of resesirand

Item 13.3Definitions, Concepts and Framework issues
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Source

o disclosing information about compliance with légfive, regulatory or
other externally-imposed regulations. Knowledgenof-compliance is
likely to be relevant for accountability purposeslanay affect a user’s
assessment of the entity’s performance and directiduture operations.

o presentation options under “Presentation of Budget Information in
Financial Statements may extend this reach.

Underlying Assumptions

Of the four usual assumptions underlying finangthtements, the IPSAS
framework refers to two explicitly. These are gooancern and consistency of
presentation. Consistency (comparability) is alsssented as part of reliability
characteristic. The accrual assumption is impiicilPSASs and the prudence
concept is now presented as part of the relialzligracteristic:

Going Concern

Financial statements are normally prepared on $eamption that the entity is a IPSAS 1.43-44
going concern and will continue in operation ancetres statutory obligations

for the foreseeable future. In assessing whetheretitity is a going concern,

preparers of the financial statements take int@@acall available information

for the foreseeable future, which should be attJdag is not limited to, twelve

months from the approval of the financial stateraent

Consistency of Presentation
The presentation and classification of items infthancial statements should be IPSAS 1.47
retained from one period to the next unless:

€)) a significant change in the nature of the cjpmma of the entity or
a review of its financial statement presentatiomdestrates that
the change will result in a more appropriate presgt@n of events
or transactions; or

(b) a change in presentation is required by anrnateonal Public
Sector Accounting Standard
Qualitative Characteristics of Financial Statements
Qualitative characteristics are the attributes thake the information provided IPSAS
in financial statements useful to users. The fquincipal qualitative 1-Appendix2
characteristics are understandability, relevarelgbility and comparability.

Understandability
Information is understandable when users mightomasly be expected to
comprehend its meaning. Users are assumed tosheaasonable knowledge of
the entity’s activities and the environment in whit operates, and to be willing
to study the information.

Relevance
However, the materiality criteria, still appliesarmation is relevant to users if it
can be used to assist in evaluating past, presdature events or in confirming,
or correcting, past evaluations. The relevancafoimation is affected by its
timeliness, nature and materiality. Informationnisterial if its omission or
misstatement could influence the decisions of usesgle on the basis of the
financial statements.

Item 13.3Definitions, Concepts and Framework issues
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Source

Definitions and Concepts — Cash Basis IPSAS

Cash Basis

Cash basis means a basis of accounting that rexesgtransactions and other events only when
cash is received or paid. Financial statementsgpeepunder the cash basis provide readers with
information about the sources of cash raised dutiegperiod, the purposes for which cash was
used and the cash balances at the reporting date.

Reporting Entity
The IPSAS requires the reporting entity to repasicit controls.

Financial Statements
General purpose financial statements include the¥ong components:
(a) a statement of cash receipts and payments which

() recognizes all cash receipts, cash payment<asil balances controlled by the entity;
and
(i) separately identifies payments made by thiadies on behalf of the entity; and

(b) accounting policies and explanatory notes.

The measurement focus in the Standard is balarfoemsb and changes therein. Notes to the
financial statements may provide additional infotiora about liabilities, such as payables and
borrowings, and some non-cash assets, such agables, investments and property, plant and
equipment.

Qualitative Characteristics

The cash basis standard uses the same qualitdism@cteristics as in IPSAS framework

(IPSAS 1.Appendix 2). The only exception is thelegion of a paragraph in the prudence

assumption providing guidance on practicing cautsich that assets and revenue are not
understated and liabilities and expenses are netstated. (Please refer to the comparison
between the accrual basis IPSAS framework andABBF to note the difference between the

IASBF and the qualitative characteristics in IPSASs

Going Concern

The requirement to make an assessment of the 'srlbylity to continue as going concern and

to disclose information about the entity’s abiltty continue is included in the section in the

Cash Basis IPSAS. Fair presentation is not mendiongéhe Standard. These are both required
in the accrual IPSASs.

Understandably, the elements, measurement andméiongof the elements of the financial
statements do not reflect the accrual basis ofiattowg.

Item 13.3Definitions, Concepts and Framework issues
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ATTACHMENT 3

SUMMARY TABLE OF RESULT FROM SURVEY — March 2006

Where appropriate/necessary please include a brigfote on the conceptual framework in your country orthe following page.

Country ARG AUS CAN FRA IND ISRL ITAL JAPN MAL MEX NETH ‘ Nz NOR S.AFR | SWIT UK USA

1. In your country is there a Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
conceptual framework (CF) for
accounting standards?

2. If Yes, does it:

a) apply to public sector? N Y Y Y N Y N Y N N Y N N | N* | Y
b) also apply to private sector? Y Y N N Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N
Are there separate CFs for the
public and private sectors? N* Y N N Y N Y Y N N Y | nla| N* | Y
3. Are there plans for further Y Y [ Y? N Y Y N N Y N Y N Y Y Y

developments which impact the
public sector? Please attach a brjef

overview.

4. Is the CF (A) authoritative or A A DP | A gui | A* | A A A A |A**
(B)a guide only? B* B B de

5. Does the CF deal with: b)

a) the cash basis? N N N N Y accr| b) N N N

b) the accrual basis? Y b) Y Y Y Y ual | Acc| Y Y b) Y Y
c) both cash and accrual bases N N N C N N rual | N | N/A N | ***
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Country ARG AUS CAN FRA IND ISRL ITAL JAPN MAL MEX NETH ‘ NZ NOR S.AFR SWIT UK USA

6. Does the CF deal with: Y
a). Reporting Entity Y N3 | Y N Y N Y Y N N Y N
b). Objectives Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
c). Qualitative Characteristics Y Y| Y Y Y| Y Y Y'Y Y Y Y Y
d). Definitions of: -

Assets, Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y| Y*

Liabilities, Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y*

Revenues, Y N1 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y*

Expenses,. Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y*

Equity/net assets Y Y| Y Y| Y Y Y Y Y Y Y| Y*

Other terms (indicate in notes) ) Y4 N Y N N Y Y | Y*
e) Recognition criteria Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y| Y
f) Measurement bases N Y Y| Y| Y Y Y| Y| Y| Y Y Y Y'Y
g) Financial statements N Nb Y Y Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
h) Scope of financial reporting N Y N Y N Y Y Y Y N Y Y
i) Frequency of presentation N N N Y N N Y N Y Y) | N N
7. Are other Matters addressed Y* Y6 Y N N N Y N Y Y Y

A
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In some cases, members provided additional comnmmtramework in their country.
Those notes are identified below (they only idgmibtes in English):

ARG — Argentina (2002 comment)

The Inter-American Development Bank has requested\tational Accounting Office of
Argentina to harmonize Argentinean public sectorcoaating standards with
International Public Sector Accounting Standardse Taw of Financial Administration
states that the National Accounting Office shallthve body responsible for the issuance
of any regulations for the national public sector.

AUS — Australia (2006 Comment)

With effect from 1 January 2005, Australia has daddpthe International Accounting
Standards Board’s (IASB’s) Framework for the Prapan and Presentation of Financial
Statements (Framework), modified to include limitgdditional guidance on not-for-
profit entities in the public and private sectorfhe Australian Framework applies to
entities in both the public and private sectors afconsequence of issuing an Australian
equivalent to the IASB Framework, the following Awadian Statements of Accounting
Concepts were withdrawn:

e SAC 3 Qualitative Characteristics of Financial imiation

» SAC 4 Definition and Recognition of the Elementd-ofancial Statements

However, the following Statements of Accounting Cepts were retained:
* SAC 1 Definition of the Reporting Entity
e SAC 2 Objective of General Purpose Financial Repgrt

SAC 1 was retained because the IASB Framework do¢snclude a concept of a
reporting entity. SAC 2 was retained as guidarceamplify the discussion of the
objective of financial statements in the IASB Fravoek.

In relation to Question 4, the concepts in the falstin Framework are not set out as
requirements.  However, like International FinahcReporting Standards, some
Australian Accounting Standards require applicatiminthe Framework in specific
circumstances. The Australian equivalent to IAQ\&ounting Policies, Changes in
Accounting Estimates and Errors outlines a hienaittchbe followed in developing an
accounting policy when an Australian Accountingr8i@rd does not specifically address
the transaction. The Framework is an integral péathis hierarchy. In addition, the
Australian equivalent to IAS 1 Presentation of Ritial Statements specifies application
of the accrual basis of accounting (except for déshli information), and describes the
accrual basis as recognition of assets, liabiligegity, income and expenses when they
satisfy the definitions and recognition criteria those financial statement elements in
the Framework.

In relation to Question 3, the Australian Framew@kincomplete. The Australian
Accounting Standards Board (AASB) will monitor tjwent project of the IASB and US
Financial Accounting Standards Board to completel arpdate their conceptual
frameworks, and will develop a revised Australiararhework in the light of that
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international project. That revision will apply émtities in both the private and public
sectors.

In relation to Question 2, the AASB has yet to decwhether to develop a separate
Statement composed of additional guidance for apehtities in the public and private
sectors, as the UK Accounting Standards Board (ABBWoing with its Proposed
Interpretation for Public Benefit Entities in respef the ASB’s Statement of Principles
for Financial Reporting. The Financial Reportingu@cil (the federal government body
that oversees the AASB) has commissioned resebathntay lead to consideration of
whether the AASB should retain its policy of issgisector-neutral pronouncements.
The outcome of that research has the potentiatad ko changes in the content and
structure of Australian pronouncements, including tonceptual framework applicable
to public sector entities.

Question 6(f) was answered in the negative becalbmugh the Australian Framework
(like the IASB Framework) discusses measuremergdyaisdoes so only in a descriptive
sense, not normatively.

In relation to Question 7, the Australian Framewdike the IASB Framework) also
discusses concepts of capital and capital maintenan

CAN — Canada (2006 Comment)

1) Canada’s conceptual framework for the publictaedoes not currently include a
definition of revenue though a general revenue geitmn principle is included in the
general standards of financial statement presentati This gap is currently being
addressed with completion scheduled for Novemb@620

2) Canada’s conceptual framework for the publid@edoes not constitute a financial
reporting standard, however, where the Public $estaounting Handbook is silent on
an issue, any proposed solution must be consistéhtthe conceptual framework if
those financial statements are to be describe@aadibeen prepared in accordance with
GAAP.

3) Canada has a separate financial reporting stara@ddressing the reporting entity
Section PS 130Gover nment Reporting Entity.

4) Definitions of ‘Financial Asset’, ‘Non-Financi#isset’ and ‘Tangible Capital Asset’
are also given in the public sector conceptual &aork. The first two definitions
necessary to providing a key measure of finan@diopmance for Canadian governments
— the measure of ‘Net Debt'.

5) The conceptual framework does discuss what nmétion must be portrayed in the
financial statements as well as naming those fila&istatements. However a separate
financial reporting standard (Section PS 1Zfancial Statement Presentation) gives
the actual directive as to what financial statemehbuld be prepared.

6) Canada’s conceptual framework for the publict@eprovides discussion on user
identification and user information needs. Furthbe framework acknowledges the
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‘benefit vs cost’ constraint when complying witlastiards for example, in considering
disclosure of information beyond that required gy $tandards.

ISRL — ISRAEL (2006 Comment)

In July 2005, the board of directors of the IsrAetounting Standards Board (private
sector), approved a decision in respect of fullgmobn of all IFRS's in Israel as of the
year 2008.

One of the steps towards the adoption of IFRS's adption of the International
Framework for the Preparation and presentation inarieial Statements in October,
2005.

The Israeli Government Accounting Standards Bodhe# (sraeli GASB) has been
established In the End of 2005. One of its mangagoals is to adopt the International
Public Sector Accounting Standards (Copyright 1@B)0 As an integral part of the
adoption process, the Israeli GASB will adopt a €piual Framework after one will be
published by the IPSASB.

JAPN - Japan (2006 Comment)

Accounting Standards Board of Japan (ASBJ), thewnting standards setter for private
sector entities issued Discussion Paper on Conakeptamework in July 2004. The DP
was developed by Working Group of ASBJ and doesneaessarily represent formal
view of Board of ASBJ. The DP has been under “figsting” since the issuance. The
DP is considered when ASBJ develop or amend stdadart DP itself might be revised
by the result of this field testing process. ASBdras not to finalize the CF project in a
few years.

Since ASBJ is the accounting standards setterrfeate sector entities, the DP may not
impact directly on public sector. However, this tiee first and only authoritative

document regarding CF of accounting standards parlaThe DP may have impact on
public sector to some extent. My answer in this stjpenaire is based on my
understanding of the DP issued by ASBJ.

The Japanese Institute of CPAs (JICPA) set up ge€trdeam to discuss CF for the
public sector in 2001. However, the PT did not heaonsensus in many aspects. Points
of discussion during intensive talks in the PT éme and half years were summarized
into “Discussions on CF for public sector accougitim March 2003. The document is
open to the public through JICPA website to aintdoeg discussions on CF of public
sector accounting. It is in my opinion that, trecdment has not influence so much on
developing public sector accounting standards soJ#&PA currently does not have a
plan to further develop CF for public sector.
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Malaysia (2006 comment)

In Malaysia, there are two accounting standardsrsethat are:

0] Malaysian Accounting Standards Board (MASB)ge taccounting standards
setter for private sector entities and

(i) Public Sector Accounting Standards Committ&SASC). the accounting
standards setter for public sector entities

MASB formulates accounting standards within themieavork of accrual basis of
accounting whereas PSASC formulates accountingdatda within the framework of
cash basis of accounting.

MASB is established under the Financial Reportimgy 2097 (the Act) as an independent
authority to develop and issue accounting and firdmeporting standards in Malaysia.

The MASB, together with the Financial Reporting Rdation (FRF), make up the new
framework for financial reporting in Malaysia. Thizew framework comprises an
independent standard-setting structure with reptasen from all relevant parties in the
standard-setting process, including preparers,susegulators and the accountancy
profession.

The Public Sector Accounting Standards Committeestablished in the year 1992 in
order to enhance accountability and improve statsdaf government financial reporting.
Public Sector Accounting Standards Committee iparsible for issuing of Government
Accounting Standards (GAS) in Malaysia. Public 8eétccounting Standards applies to
Federal Government and all States Governments.

MEX — Mexico (2002 comment)

The legislation applicable to the Superior Audistitution was changed a few months
ago. It establishes that the Superior Audit Ingttu will have the responsibility for
issuing (or at least approving) accounting stargldod the public sector. The current
private sector statement of concepts does not dpphe public sector.

NETH — The Netherlands

Public sector:

There is not one single body responsible for pubéictor accounting standards in the
Netherlands. Various ministries develop accounstapdards for governmental entities
within their jurisdiction. The Ministry of Interngkffairs develops accounting standards
for the 12 provinces and 458 municipalities in thauntry. The Ministry of Internal
Affairs also develops accounting standards forahepolice departments. The Ministery
of Transport, Public Works and Water Managemeneligs accounting standards for
the 27 waterboards in the Netherlands. Furtherneare) Ministry establishes tailormade
accounting standards in separate contracts with e&dts agencies. The Ministry of
Finance develops standards for the central govarhateministries.

Consequently, there is not one overriding conceégtaanework for financial reporting
by all Dutch public sector entities. There is, hwer one conceptual framework in the
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public sector: the accounting standards developetthd Ministry of Internal Affairs for
the provinces and municipalities are based on @epnal framework. | answered the
guestions in the survey table for this concepttahework.

Other Matters addressed: Apart from the items maet in the table, this conceptual
framework gives a brief guidance on the budgetthadperating and financial review.

Companies and non-profit organizations.

The Dutch Accounting Standards Board (DASB) develapcounting standards for non-
listed companies and non profit organizations. ®SB developed a conceptual
framework for these accounting standards.

Listed companies follow IFRS, as all listed comgann the European Union do.
NZ — New Zealand (2006)

*The Conceptual Framework is authoritative but legally enforceable.

Up until the decision to adopt IFRS New Zealand lmdplace a single concepts
statement - New Zealand’'s Statement of Concepts General Purpose Financial
Reporting. This was issued in 1993 and some nan@ndments were made in 2001.

In 2004 New Zealand adopted IFRS. New Zealandvatpnts to IFRS are mandatory
for reporting periods commencing on or after 1 2dapW2007, with early application
permitted from 1 January 2005.

New Zealand has adopted the IASB Framework as #e Kealand Equivalent to the
IASB Framework for the Preparation of Financialt&t@ents. This Framework will
supercede the Statement of Concepts and is apiglibgball entities adopting the New
Zealand equivalents to IFRS.

The NZ Framework is based on the IASB Frameworkhe NZ Framework is an
essential component of New Zealand financial repgqronouncements as it establishes
definitions and recognition criteria that are apg@lin other pronouncements.

The IASB Framework was developed for applicatiompbyfit-oriented entities. The NZ

Framework includes material additional to thathe tASB Framework to ensure that it
can be applied by all reporting entities requiredptepare general purpose financial
statements that comply with generally accepted watong practice in New Zealand. In
order to preserve the integrity of the IASB Framewand to enable this NZ Framework
to be readily updated for future revisions of tA&B Framework, changes to the text of
the IASB Framework have been minimized.

In adopting the IASB Framework for application &g tNZ Framework, the following
changes have been made.

€) The discussion in paragraphs 1-4 has beeneckvcs reflect the purpose of the
proposed NZ Framework and the role of the FRSBa@aphs NZ 4.1 to NZ 4.4).

(b) The description of a complete set of finanatements has been amended for
consistency with NZ IAS 1 Presentation of Finan&tdtements (paragraph 7).
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(c) A discussion acknowledging the role of non-ficial and supplementary
information has been included (paragraph NZ 7.1).

(d) Additional paragraphs have been inserted tcmawledge the range of entities
that are required to prepare general purpose fiabetatements (paragraphs NZ 8.1 to
NZ 8.3).

(e) A discussion of two additional users of finaha@tatements (funders or financial
supporters, and elected or appointed represergathas been inserted (paragraph NZ
9.1).

)] A discussion of the role of financial statensem demonstrating accountability
has been included (paragraphs NZ 14.1 and NZ 14.2).

(9) A discussion of various types of non-finan@at supplementary information has
been included (paragraphs NZ 20.1 to NZ 20.8).

(h) Additional guidance for public benefit entgién respect of materiality has been
inserted (paragraph NZ 30.1).

0] An additional paragraph discussing “future emmic benefits” and “service
potential” has been inserted (paragraph NZ 49.1).

()] Additional guidance has been inserted stativag tn the context of public benefit
entities, references to contributions from (or rifisitions to) equity participants should
be read as contributions from (or distributionséqgyity holders acting in their capacity
as equity holders (paragraph NZ 70.1).

(K) A brief discussion of the elements of non-fioiah statements has been included.
The NZ Framework requires that the quality of ti@imation presented in non-financial
and supplementary information should be considexgti regard to the qualitative
characteristics and constraints on those qual@atharacteristics discussed in paragraphs
24 to 45 of the Framework (paragraphs NZ 101.1ZdlR1.3).

0] A brief rationale for the New Zealand specifiections has been included as an
Appendix.

Projects to revise the Framework

The NZ FRSB is actively monitoring the IASB projeotrevise the Framework. New
Zealand Institute staff are on IASB-FASB projedcrterevising the Framework.

In addition the FRSB is monitoring the project &view the revised IASB Framework
from a public sector perspective. The FRSB plansvork with standard setters from
other jurisdictions and expects that this work a#isist the FRSB in considering what
approach to take to the adapting the revised I1ASBvéwork for application to public

benefit entities in New Zealand.

NOR — Norway (2006 Comment)

Norway has a set of codified basic accounting |jpies for private sector that have
many similarities to a CF. The responses are basdbe basic principles. The principles
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have previously been implicit used as basis fouings accounting standards, but were
explicit stated in the new accounting act from 1999

SWIT — Switzerland (2006 Comment)

The Swiss Foundation for accounting and reporteapmmendations, the issuer of Swiss
GAAP FER, has issued a conceptual framework witreti@ctive date of 01 January
2006. This framework, as well as the standardsynly applicable for private sector
companies. It is only authoritative for companipplging Swiss GAAP FER.

There are currently discussions between the vastalkeholders, whether a Swiss Public
Sector Accounting Standard should be developedléNaiger entities like the federal

government, large states and cities have decidegty the IPSASS, it remains unclear
whether a national standard could prove to be hefpf the numerous small and very
small entities. A draft project brief suggests ndiate such a potential project with the
development of a conceptual framework.

SAFR - South Africa (2006 comment)

The South African conceptual framework applicablehte private sector is based on the
International Accounting Standards Board’'s Framéwdor the Preparation and
Presentation of Financial Statements. The Southc#ir Public Sector Accounting
Standards Board’'s Framework for the Preparation &mesentation of Financial
Statements is based on the private sector framewaotkhas been updated to reflect the
public sector perspective.

South Africa’s conceptual framework for the puldictor does not constitute a financial
reporting standard, however, where no financiabrgpg standard exists on an issue, any
proposed solution must be consistent with the cutoed framework if those financial
statements are to be described as having beenrpdepaaccordance with GRAP.

As with IFRS, the reporting entity has not beenradsed.

We are monitoring developments at the IASB and widlke the necessary public sector
amendments when the IASB project is finalized.

UK — United Kingdom (2006 Comment)

In 1999 the UK Accounting Standards Board issuedStatement of Principles for
Financial Reporting. This applies straightforwardly the private sector, and has
substantially influenced UK public sector standsetting.

The UK ASB has developed, but has not issued ial fiarm, guidance on how the
private sector Statement of Principles should h@iegh to non-profit or ‘public benefit’

entities. After a discussion paper released in 2@08ill exposure draft “Statement of
Principles for Financial Reporting: Proposed Intetation for Public Benefit Entities”
was issued for comment in August 2005.
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The Statement of Principles is authoritative far rivate sector inasmuch as it sets out
principles which must be considered in the develapinof UK GAAP. Its status will
need to be reviewed in the light of adoption ofconvergence with IFRS in the UK
jurisdiction. As of 2006, the Statement of Prinegplremains extremely influential for
public sector standard setters, particularly aanfanal reporting for central government is
required to have due regard to UK GAAP.

In addition to the points listed, the StatemenPaohciples also considers accounting for
interests in other entities.

US — United States of America (2006 comment)

There are two bodies responsible for public seatmounting standards — the Federal
Accounting Standards Advisory Board (FASAB), whislsues concepts and standards
for the federal government and its agencies, aadsbvernmental Accounting Standards
Board (GASB), which issues concepts and standardstdte and local governments and
their agencies. FASAB has issued three Statemdntsederal Financial Accounting
Concepts (SFFAC) whilst GASB has issued three Quiscgtatements.

*GASB’s current work program includes two conceptiramework projects, one on
financial statements elements and one on recogniiopd measurement attributes.
FASAB is currently requesting comments on its psggbwork plan, which includes a
project to develop a concepts statement on theegltnof financial statements.

**Both the FASAB’s and the GASB’s concepts statetsesre considered to be “other
accounting literature” in the authoritative hietayc

***\Would have application to the cash basis to theent that encompasses a cash flow
statement.

In developing the elements concepts, the GASBop@sing definitions for inflows and
outflows that will encompass multiple measurememtuses and deferral accounts.
Deliberations on the recognition and measuremenbuatte concepts are scheduled to
being the fourth quarter of 2006.

The statements currently on issue are:

SFFAC 1 Objectives of Federal Financial Reporting;

SFFAC 2 Entity and Display;

SFFAC 3 Management’s Analysis and Discussion — Episg

GASB Concepts Statement No. 1 Objectives of Firsrieporting;

GASB Concepts Statement No. 2 Service Efforts accbAplishments Reporting; and
GASB Concepts Statement No.Gymmunication Methods in General Purpose External
Financial Reports That Contain Basic Financial Statements.
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