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1. OPENING REMARKS & MINUTES 

1.1 Attendance – Jakarta, Indonesia 

 PARTICIPANTS ATTENDEES APOLOGY/ 

NIA* 

 IPSASB Members   

1 Andreas Bergmann (M), Chair X  

  Stefan Berger (TA) X  
    
2 Erna Swart (M), Vice-Chair X   

   (TA)
1
 X (Nov. 2-4)  

    
3 David Bean (M) X  
    
4 Ian Carruthers (M) X  

  Chris Wobschall (TA)  X 
    
5 Marie-Pierre Cordier (M) X  

  Baudouin Griton (TA) X  
    
6 Mariano D’Amore (M)  X 

  Fabrizio Mocavini  X 
    
7 Sheila Fraser (M – Public) X   

  Stuart Barr (TA) X  
    
8 Yosef Izkovich (M)  X 

  Michael Arad (TA)  X 
    
9 Hong Lou (M) X( Nov. 1-2)  

  Yangchun Lu (TA) X  
    
10 Thomas Müller-Marqués Berger (M) X  

  Gillian Waldbauer (TA) X  
    
11 Anne Owuor (M) X  
    
12 Bharti Prasad (M) X  

  Preeti Ja (TA) X  
    
13 Ron Salole (M) X   
  Tim Beauchamp (TA)  X 
    

14 Tadashi Sekikawa (M) X  

  Kenji Izawa (TA) X  
    
15 Isaac Umansky (M)  X 

  Marta Abilleira (TA)  X  
    
16 Frans van Schaik (M) X  
  Thomas van Tiel (TA)  X 
    
17 Ken Warren (M) X  

  Joanne Scott (TA)  X  

                                                 
1
 Jeannine Poggiolini was Technical Advisor for this meeting. 
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 PARTICIPANTS ATTENDEES APOLOGY/ 

NIA* 

    

18 Tim Youngberry (M) X  
  Clark Anstis (TA) X  

 Observers   

ADB Hong-Sang Jung (O)  X 

EC Rosa Aldea Busquets (O)  X 

Eurostat John Verrinder (O)  X 

IASB Warren McGregor (O)  X 

IMF Abdul Khan (O)  X   

INTOSAI Robert Dacey (O)  X 

OECD Jon Blondal (O)  X 

UN Jay Karia (O)   X 

UNDP Daniel Bato (O)  X 

World Bank Simon Bradbury (O)  X 

 IFAC Staff   

IFAC Jim Sylph, Executive Director, 

Professional Standards (S) 
 X 

IFAC –  Stephenie Fox (S) X  

IPSASB John Stanford (S) X  

 Annette Davis (S) X  

 Gwenda Jensen (S) X  

 Joy Keenan (S) X  

 Paul Sutcliffe (S) X  

* NIA –  Not in Attendance 

(M)  Member 

(TA)  Technical Advisor 

(O)  Observer 

(S)  IFAC Staff 

1.2 Opening Remarks 

On behalf of the IPSASB, the Chair thanked the Komite Standar Akustani Pemerintahan 

(KSAP) for hosting the meeting and for organizing the dinner on November 1, 2010. The 

Chair also asked for a moment of silence to remember those who died in the recent 

natural disasters in Indonesia.  

In noting Members’ apologies, the Chair also highlighted the importance of regular 

attendance at meetings, and that absences should be exceptional and due to unforeseen 

and significant events. 

1.3 Approval of Minutes of June 2010 Meeting – Vienna, Austria  

The minutes of the IPSASB meeting held on June 28-July 1, 2010 were approved without 

amendments. 



For IPSASB Approval  Page 5 of 43 

MJK  February 2011 

1.4 Communications and Liaison  

The Chair commended the Members for their significant efforts around the world on 

behalf of the IPSASB to encourage IPSAS adoption, as shown in the communications 

activities report.  

1.5 IASB Summary  

A staff analysis of the potential impacts of the IASB’s workplan on IPSASs was 

considered. It was noted that the Chair had contacted both the incoming IASB Chairman 

and Vice Chairman, and that the Chair had received a supportive response from the 

outgoing IASB Chairman. In addition, it was noted that Frans van Schaik planned to meet 

with the incoming IASB Chairman. 

1.6 Guidelines for Developing IPSASs  

A revised document reflecting changes agreed to at the IPSAS’s June 2010 meeting was 

presented and the IPSASB agreed to an amendment to the document. 

1.7 Presentation of International Monetary Fund (IMF) 

Carlos Gutierrez, an economist with the Statistics Department of the IMF, presented 

recent developments in government finance statistics, including the need to harmonize 

current statistics manuals with the 2008 System of National Accounts. Mr. Gutierrez 

noted that the IPSASB will be invited to comment on these changes. It was noted that the 

Government Financial Statistics (GFS) have focused historically on the general 

government sector and excluded public corporations (e.g., GBEs).   

In subsequent discussion, the IPSASB noted implications that could arise from this work. 

Points noted were: 

 GBEs and public corporations may not be the same and there may be a need to do 

more work on this issue. 

 Updating the document on the differences between IPSASs and GFS should be a 

priority for the IPSASB. 

2. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
2
 

2.1  Conceptual Framework: Coordinator’s Report  

The IPSASB considered a report from the Project Coordinator dealing with: 

 Project plan and exposure periods; 

 Advisory Panel composition;  

                                                 
2
  The Project Brief for the Conceptual Framework consists of three subject groups. Group 1 addresses: 

the role, authority and scope; objectives and users; qualitative characteristics, and the reporting entity 

(also referred to as Phase 1 – see Item 2.2). Group 2 addresses elements of GPFSs and recognition 

(also referred to as Phase 2 – see Item 2.3), and Group 3 addresses measurement (also referred to as 

Phase 3 – see Item 2.4) and presentation and disclosure (also referred to as Phase 4 – see Item 2.5). 
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 Key Characteristics of Government and Public Sector document; and 

 Flow chart on Reporting Information in Accordance with the Conceptual Framework. 

Project plan and exposure periods 

A revised timetable had been distributed to Members, Technical Advisors (TAs) and 

Observers in July 2010 following the Vienna meeting. The subsequent version, included 

as an appendix to this agenda item, reflected the view of the lead author for the 

Framework Phase 1 ED that four months would be an appropriate exposure period in 

order to align with the meetings for 2011 and therefore permit a first review of responses 

to the ED in June 2011. There were other very minor changes to terminology in the 

project plan, but none with an impact on the timelines.  

The Coordinator highlighted a number of pressure points related to the project plan, 

including, but not limited to: 

 The time between approval of Consultation Papers on Phase 2, Phase 3 and Phase 4 

and the first consideration of responses is about seven months for Phase 2 and  

Phase 3, and about six months for Phase 4 and is extremely tight for a thorough staff 

analysis; 

 There is only one meeting for a review of responses for Phase 2 and Phase 3  and a 

further meeting for approval of a final chapter; and 

 There is only one meeting at which to discuss responses and approve an ED on 

Phase 4 and, with a six month exposure period, the review of responses to the ED and 

approval of a finalized chapter take place at one meeting, which is contrary to the 

general principle applied by the IPSASB that there are at least two meetings for these 

development components for larger projects. 

Members reaffirmed that the consultation period should remain six months for both the 

Phase 2 and Phase 3 Consultation Papers and the ED. The IPSASB noted the points 

raised by the Project Coordinator and acknowledged the aggressive and challenging 

nature of the project plan. The plan would be reviewed at each future meeting. 

Members noted that one option to address this challenge may be some preliminary 

discussions on the development of the ED, while acknowledging that this would need to 

facilitate and not pre-empt subsequent consideration of the responses received to the 

Consultation Papers. 

Standard Setters Advisory Panel 

Staff updated Members on the composition of the Standard Setters Advisory Panel for the 

IPSASB Conceptual Framework (SSAP), noting that, subsequent to the Vienna meeting, 

acceptances had been received from the United States Governmental Accounting 

Standards Board for Bob Attmore, the Chair, and from the International Accounting 

Standards Board for Warren McGregor. Both Bob and Warren are well known to the 

IPSASB and their involvement in the SSAP was welcomed. 
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Staff also noted that the Australian Accounting Standards Board had proposed that the 

terms of reference (ToR) of the SSAP should be amended to state that the comments of 

National Standard Setters (NSS) would be distributed to IPSASB members. It was agreed 

that such an amendment to the ToR would be made. 

It was also suggested that it is important that members of the SSAP are aware of 

comments made by other SSAP members. One Member suggested that an electronic 

―closed forum‖ for SSAP members might be set up, although it was noted that not all 

SSAP members might be comfortable with the technology for such a forum. Staff agreed 

to investigate the possibility of setting-up such a ―closed forum‖. 

Introduction to the Conceptual Framework and Key Characteristics of Government 

and the Public Sector 

Staff noted that, following the Vienna meeting, staff had developed a general 

Introduction to the Conceptual Framework document and a further document on the Key 

Characteristics of Government and the Public Sector (the Key Characteristics 

document). The general introduction was considered as part of Agenda Item 2A. Staff 

explained that the aim of the Key Characteristics document is to signpost aspects of the 

nature of the public sector that are likely to have an impact on the approach in the 

Conceptual Framework, without going into detail, which would be provided in 

Consultation Papers. Staff proposed that the Key Characteristics document should be 

made available on the website with the Framework Phase 1 ED and other documents 

approved at the meeting. Staff did not propose that the document should be exposed for 

comment. 

Members felt that staff was underestimating the significance of this document. They 

considered that it should be subject to a formal due process involving a consultation and a 

review of responses. The finalized Key Characteristics document would also be included 

in the completed Conceptual Framework. 

It was directed that, in order to convey the importance of the budget in the public sector, 

Section Six on ―The Importance of the Budget‖ should be brought forward in the 

document and located after Section Two on ―The Volume and Financial Significance of 

Non-Exchange Transactions‖. It was also suggested that: 

 The section on ―The Regulatory Role of Government‖ should be made clearer and 

strengthened; 

 The explanation of GBEs should be modified to reflect the fact that many GBEs do 

not make profits. It was suggested that some of the European Commission’s 

terminology on public undertakings might be used; and 

 In the discussion of non-exchange transactions there might be reference to a 

government role in economic regeneration and to the fact that governments make 

decisions on the distribution of resources among different sectors of the economy. 

Members, TAs, and Observers also made a number of editorial suggestions. A version of 

the document will be made available on the internet with the Framework Phase 1 ED and 
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the Phase 2 and Phase 3 Consultation Papers; it will be made clear that this version is a 

staff draft and has not been approved by the IPSASB. A revised version will be brought 

to the March 2011 meeting for approval and formal exposure. 

Flow chart – Reporting Information in Accordance with the Conceptual Framework 

Staff highlighted the Flow Chart, Reporting Information in Accordance with the 

Conceptual Framework and noted that the flow chart had been substantially modified by 

Ian Carruthers, Paul Sutcliffe and John Stanford following the Vienna meeting and 

circulated on the intranet. It had been further revised to reflect comments that had been 

raised by Members and TAs. The general view was that the flow chart is useful in 

assisting an analysis of how the different phases of the Conceptual Framework interact 

and that it should be further developed. However, there was also a general view that it 

would be premature to expose it for public comment at this stage and therefore that it 

should not be in included in the Phase 2 Consultation Paper. 

Task Based Groups 

The composition of the Task Based Groups for the four phases of the Conceptual 

Framework are as follows: 

 TBG 1: Sheila Fraser and Frans van Schaik 

 TBG 2: David Bean, Ian Carruthers, Ron Salole and Ken Warren 

 TBG 3: Marie-Pierre Cordier, Tadashi Sekikawa and Erna Swart 

 TBG 4: Thomas Müller-Marqués Berger, Mariano D’Amore and Tim Youngberry 

2.2 Approve Exposure Draft of Phase 1 of the Conceptual Framework for General 

Purpose Financial Reporting (Framework Phase 1 ED) (Agenda Item 2A) 

The IPSASB considered agenda materials that included: 

 A covering memorandum identifying outstanding issues identified by IPSASB 

Members, Technical Advisors, Observers and members of the Standard Setters 

Advisory Panel (SSAP) on the draft Framework Phase 1 ED circulated to IPSASB 

Members and Observers and SSAP members for review out of session; 

 A summary of those comments and staff views thereon;  

 Marked-up and clean copies of the draft Framework Phase 1 ED; 

 A summary of IPSASB working decisions on the contents of the Framework Phase 1 

ED made during the review of responses to the Consultation Paper CP#1 and review 

of previous drafts of the Framework Phase 1 ED; and  

 A copy of all comments received on the draft Framework Phase 1 ED circulated out 

of session to IPSASB Members and Observers and members of the SSAP. 

Staff also provided Members with a verbal report that included an update on:  

 Ongoing discussions with the EU, IMF and INTOSAI observers on the IPSASB; and 
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 The Conceptual Framework of the International Accounting Standards Board (IASB), 

issued in September 2010.  

In addition to a number of editorial amendments, Members directed that: 

 The draft Framework Phase 1 ED be amended as outlined below; and 

 Staff revise the draft Framework Phase 1 ED for these amendments and present key 

sections of the updated draft for review during the course of the meeting.  

General Matters of Form and Style  

 The title of the draft Framework Phase 1 ED is to be shortened to read: ―Conceptual 

Framework for General Purpose Financial Reporting by Public Sector Entities: 

– Role, Authority and Scope;  

– Objectives and Users; 

– Qualitative Characteristics; and 

– The Reporting Entity‖. 

 The style, content and title of the updated appendices dealing with the IASB 

Framework and statistical bases of financial reporting included in the second 

distribution of Framework Phase 1 ED materials, are appropriate. A brief sub-title is 

to be added to each appendix and the appendices are to be placed following the Basis 

for Conclusions of each section of the Framework Phase 1 ED. Whether the 

appendices should be combined in the final Conceptual Framework will be revisited 

as the Conceptual Framework is being finalized;  

 Amendments to the text to clarify that GPFRs may include both quantitative and 

qualitative information and may encompass financial and non-financial information 

are appropriate; and 

 Throughout the Framework Phase 1 ED, the references to financial statements and 

their notes is to be amended to read financial statements including their notes.  

The Introduction Section to the Exposure Draft  

 The ―Introduction‖ should be re-titled to distinguish it from the paper identifying key 

characteristics of the public sector which is being developed separately by staff. 

Members noted that the section provides information about the ―Conceptual 

Framework Project‖ and the title should reflect that. Members confirmed that this 

section is to be included in the Consultation Papers dealing with Phase 2 and Phase 3 

of the Conceptual Framework. After some discussion, Members agreed that a cross-

reference to the staff paper identifying key characteristics of the public sector should 

not be included in this, or other, sections of the Framework Phase 1 ED;  
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 After discussion of the revisions to the Framework Phase 1 ED presented by staff 

during the course of the meeting, Members directed that there should be no 

acknowledgement that the IPSASB encourages adoption of the accrual basis in the 

text of the Conceptual Framework, in introductory material, or in the Basis for 

Conclusions. Members agreed that the Framework should focus on the concepts that 

underpin the accrual basis of financial reporting, and the IPSASB’s support for 

adoption of the accrual basis should be included in promotional and other materials 

issued separately from the Conceptual Framework;  

 References to the cash basis of accounting and plans to consider concepts that 

underpin the cash basis at a later date should be deleted; 

 The section dealing with project development should be restructured to initially focus 

on the purpose of the Framework and updated to acknowledge that the IPSASB is 

developing the Conceptual Framework with input from the SSAP; 

 Some Members were of the view that explanation of matters to be dealt with by Phase 

2 of the project should be revised to clarify that the focus of this phase of the project 

is on the elements of financial statements such as those currently dealt with by IPSAS 

1, “Presentation of Financial Statements‖. After discussion of the revisions to the 

Framework Phase 1 ED presented by staff during the course of the meeting, and 

consideration of a number of alternative explanations including whether the reference 

should be to elements of general purpose financial reports. Members agreed that the 

original wording should be retained; 

 References to the section of Framework Phase 1 ED dealing with the objectives of 

financial reporting are to be updated to reflect that the section also deals with the 

users of GPFRs; and 

 The number of specific matters for comment (SMC) is to be reduced and the 

remaining SMCs are to be restructured to focus on the broad matters dealt with by 

each section of the Framework Phase 1 ED. However, Members agreed that the 

SMC’s should seek comments on the use of the term ―faithful representation‖ rather 

than ―reliability‖, and the appropriate classification of ―materiality‖. 

The Role, Authority and Scope of the Conceptual Framework  

 Paragraph 1.7, which deals with the authority of the Framework, is to be repositioned 

to follow paragraph 1.1, which deals with the role of the Framework. The first 

sentence of paragraph 1.7 is to reflect that the Framework will not override IPSASs—

the word ―existing‖ is to be deleted;  

 The second sentence of paragraph 1.2, which refers to users relying on an 

independent standard setter to establish appropriate principles for application in 

preparing the financial reports upon which they must rely, is to be deleted. The 

sequence of the remaining two sentences is to be reversed; 

 In paragraph 1.5, a footnote is to be added to the explanation that GPFRs of public 

sector entities include, but are more comprehensive than, financial statements 
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including their notes. That footnote is to explain that references to inclusion of 

particular information in GPFRs does not mean inclusion of that information in every 

GPFR that may be prepared; 

 The term ―communication‖ is to be retained in paragraph 1.6; 

 In paragraph 1.7, the phrase ―specifically refer to‖ is to be deleted; 

 The acknowledgement in paragraph BC1.4 that the IPSASB is aware that the 

requirement of IPSASs have been applied effectively and usefully in the preparation 

of some special purpose financial reports is appropriate and should be retained 

without change; 

 In paragraph BC1.2, ―overturned‖ is to be replaced with ―amended‖; 

 In paragraph BC1.3, the reference to IPSAS 3 is to be deleted; and 

 Paragraph BC1.11, which refers to government business enterprises (GBEs), is to be 

deleted. 

Objectives of Financial Reporting and Users of GPFRs  

 The title of this section is to be amended to read ―Objectives of Financial Reporting 

and Users of General Purpose Financial Reports‖; 

 The objectives of financial reporting as expressed in paragraph 2.1 are to be retained, 

but should note that the phrase ―...for accountability and decision making purposes‖ 

will be used in the text;  

 Paragraph 2.2, which notes that the objectives of financial reporting are at the core of 

the Framework, is to be deleted; 

 Paragraph 2.3 is to be retained in its current position. The IPSASB considered 

relocating the paragraph to follow the sub-heading which refers to users of GPFRs 

but, after considering the revisions to the Framework Phase 1 ED presented by staff 

during the course of the meeting, agreed that the paragraph should not be 

repositioned; 

 The phrase ―commercial lenders‖ in paragraphs 2.4, 2.6 and BC2.6 is to be replaced 

with ―lenders‖; 

 Rather than referring to ―taxpayers and ratepayers‖ in paragraph 2.7 and other 

paragraphs, the Framework Phase 1 ED is to refer to only ―taxpayers‖ throughout, 

with consequential amendments made to reference to ―taxes and rates‖; 

 The existing paragraphs 2.13 and 2.14 are to be retained; 
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 Paragraphs 2.16 and 2.17 are to be amended to remove any implication that financial 

performance is assessed by reference to changes in financial position. Paragraph 2.16 

is to refer to ―resources‖ rather than ―economic resources‖; 

 The first sentence of paragraph 2.18 is to be deleted and the second sentence is to 

refer more generally to the financial performance of public sector entities; 

 The final two sentences of paragraph 2.21, which note that GPFRs will not deal with 

matters related to the format or formulation of budgets and acknowledge that 

compliance information may also be included in budget execution or other reports 

issued by governments, are to be deleted; 

 Paragraph 2.25 is to be retained. The final sentence is to be redrafted to reflect that 

the achievement of service delivery objectives may need to be communicated by an 

explanation of the quality of particular services provided or the outcome of certain 

programs; 

 Paragraph BC2.6 is to be redrafted to explain that classifying citizens as service 

recipients and resource providers establishes a basis for assessing their potential 

information needs; and 

 Paragraphs BC2.13 through BC2.16 are to be deleted. Members agreed that this 

deletion was appropriate given that the staff paper, Key Characteristics of 

Government and the Public Sector now incorporated the matters dealt with by these 

paragraphs and would be made available as a staff paper at the same time as the 

release of the Framework Phase 1 ED. Members also agreed that the staff paper 

should be further developed by the IPSASB with a view to issuing it as a Board paper 

at some time in the future.  

The Qualitative Characteristics and Constraints  

 Paragraph 3.9 and 3.15 are to be retained without substantial change, except that 

paragraph 3.9 is to refer to an entity’s ―resources‖, rather than an entity’s ―economic 

resources‖; 

 Paragraph 3.16 is to be amended to refer to ―errors,‖ rather than ―identifiable errors‖; 

 The identification of materiality as a constraint on information that is included in 

GPFRs, and the explanation of its operation as reflected in paragraphs 3.32 and 3.33 

and in the Basis for Conclusions, is to be retained. However, whether materiality 

should be classified as a constraint or as an entity specific component of relevance is 

to be raised as a specific matter for comment; 

 Paragraph 3.29 is to explain that the more verifiable the information included in 

GPFRs, the more it will assure users that information in GPFRs faithfully represents 

the phenomena that it purports to represent; 

 Paragraph 3.37 is to note that the disclosure of information in GPFRs consistent with 

the concepts identified in the Conceptual Framework and the requirements of IPSASs 
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will enhance and reinforce perceptions of the transparency of reporting by 

governments and other public sector entities, and contribute to more accurate pricing 

of public sector debt; 

 Paragraph BC3.1 is to be revised to clarify that disclosure and other requirements are 

included in IPSASs only when they are considered to satisfy the qualitative 

characteristics and the cost-benefit constraint; 

 Paragraph BC3.8 is to be retained in the Basis for Conclusions rather than relocated 

to the body of the text. However, the proposed additional final sentence, which 

explains that IPSAS will include guidance on what constitutes a complete 

representation if appropriate, is to be deleted; 

 The proposed amendments to the first sentence of paragraph BC3.9 are to be adopted. 

However, the proposed additional final sentence dealing with the role of IPSASs in 

establishing appropriate minimum thresholds of completeness and freedom from error 

is to be deleted; 

 The third bullet point of paragraph BC3.29 is to be retained; 

 Paragraph BC3.32, which explains that relevance is a general quality of information 

but materiality is assessed in the context of the circumstances of individual entities, is 

to be deleted; 

 The final sentence of paragraph BC3.33 is to be repositioned to become the third 

sentence; and 

 The proposed additional paragraph BC3.37 dealing with undue cost and effort is to be 

adopted, subject to clarification that initially the IPSASB considers and seeks input 

on the likely costs and benefits of providing information in GPFRs. Members 

reviewed and agreed the revisions to this paragraph presented by staff during the 

course of the meeting. 

The Reporting Entity and Group Reporting Entity  

 The reference to ―…a single reporting entity‖ at the end of the first sentence of 

Paragraph 4.10 is to be revised to read ―…a single entity‖; 

 Paragraph 4.12 is to be merged with paragraph 4.11; 

 The final sentence of paragraph BC4.5, which notes that the IPSASB assumes that a 

range of factors will be considered by the legislature or other authority in designating 

particular public sector organizations, programs or activities as a reporting entity, is to 

be deleted; 

 Paragraph BC4.15 is to be deleted, rather than combined with paragraph BC4.14; 

 Paragraph BC4.16, which identifies some circumstances in which an entity will not 

be included in a group reporting entity, is to be relocated to the body of the text to 
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follow paragraph 4.11. The reference to ―capacity‖ in the first line of this paragraph is 

to be deleted; and 

 The second sentence of paragraph BC4.19, which deals with entities with statutory 

independence, is to be deleted. 

Members reviewed the revised draft Framework Phase 1 ED and unanimously approved 

the Framework Phase 1 ED for issue for a six month exposure period. The Framework 

Phase 1 ED is to be issued at the same time as the issue of Consultation Papers dealing 

with Phases 2 and 3 of the Framework. 

The IPSASB approved the Framework Phase 1 ED
3
 for issuance.  

The results of the vote were: In Favor 17; Against 0; Abstain 0; Absent 1. The voting 

details of the approval are at Appendix 2, item 13.5. 

Members confirmed that the process for developing the final sections of Phase 1 

components of the Conceptual Framework will be determined in light of the responses 

received to the Framework Phase 1 ED and insights derived from the development of 

other stages of the Conceptual Framework. Members also noted that, if appropriate, an 

ED of the full Conceptual Framework may be issued before its finalization. 

2.3 Review and Approve Phase 2 Consultation Paper (Phase 2 CP) (Agenda Item 

2B)  

The Chair welcomed Nickie Young, a professor at Saint Mary’s University, Nova Scotia 

who is the lead author on the Phase 2 Consultation Paper (Phase 2 CP) on elements and 

recognition and thanked her and the TBG 2 for their continuing work undertaken on this 

phase of the Conceptual Framework. 

Nickie Young outlined the work carried out since the June 2010 meeting and identified 

the TBG 2 members, thanking them for their significant contributions. Tim Beauchamp, 

Director, Public Sector Accounting at the CICA, was given special thanks for all his work 

on the document and for his continued input to the draft Phase 2 CP. Nickie Young also 

noted that considerable valuable input had been received from members of the SSAP.  

Each member of the TBG 2 presented the key issues in the section of Phase 2 CP in 

which he had particular input. Members were asked to consider whether there were 

additional issues that needed to be addressed, whether the discussion of any issues needed 

to be expanded or clarified, and whether there were any issues addressed that need not be 

included in the final document. 

Section 1: Introduction to Elements and Recognition (Agenda Paper 2B.1, pages 1 to 

6) 

Ian Carruthers introduced this section, identifying changes since the June 2010 draft. The 

IPSASB agreed that the general ―Introduction to the Conceptual Framework‖ document 

                                                 
3
  The Framework Phase 1 ED will be identified as ―Conceptual Framework ED 1‖. 
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(pages 1 to 3) would not be needed if the Phase 2 CP was released with Phase 1 and 

Phase 3.Consistent with the decision at Agenda Item 2.1 that the flow chart referred to in 

Paragraph 1.6 was not sufficiently developed for public exposure, staff noted  that 

Appendix A would be removed from the Phase 2 CP and be developed independently of 

Phase 2.  

Members agreed that: 

 The primary users should be identified in Paragraph 1.3;  

  

 What is included in GPFRs, as stated in Paragraph 1.5, should be made to be less 

definite; and that the distinction made between financial and non-financial 

information is not necessary; and 

 

 Paragraphs 1.7 to 1.9 should be reworded to make it clear that the Phase 2 CP in no 

way intends to limit GPFSs to what is included in IPSAS 1, and that future financial 

statements may not be the same as current financial statements. 

Section 2: Assets (Agenda Paper 2B.1, pages 7 to 18) 

Ron Salole presented this section. Members agreed that the Specific Matters for 

Comment (SMC) should refer back more specifically to the wording used in the 

paragraphs preceding the SMC, and that the use of terms such as ―government and other 

public sector entities‖ need to be checked for consistent use throughout the document. 

Members suggested changes to specific wording in this section, some of which were 

accepted and some of which, after discussion, were left as originally stated. Members 

agreed on the following: 

 Paragraph 2.13 is to be amended to identify ―unconditional promises and other 

abilities to require provision of resources in the future‖ as part (c); 

 Paragraphs 2.32 and 2.33 will include a more complete discussion of the risks and 

rewards criterion. In addition, Paragraphs 2.53 and 2.55 will include references to this 

criterion; 

 Paragraphs 2.39 to 2.41 are to be moved to follow the section ending 2.36, with 2.37 

and 2.38 moved to be the last issue before SMC #2; 

 SMC #2(a): add ―or restrict or deny others’ access to rights‖ to part (iii); 

 SMC #2(b): delete the second question in part (b); 

 Unique public sector rights in Paragraph 2.42 (c) should be presented as a separate 

section, rather than as a part of ―Asset at the Reporting Date‖; 

 SMC #3: will be converted into two questions: 1. Is the existence criterion at a point 

in time essential to defining an asset, or is it a recognition issue? 2. Is it sufficient to 

state that an asset is a ―present‖ resource, or must there be a past event that occurs?; 

 In the section on unique public sector rights or powers (Paragraphs 2.53 to 2.57), 

introduce the concept that there may be other intermediate points that could be 

considered; and 

 A link will be provided after Paragraph 2.57 to the similar ―Liability‖ issue in 

Paragraph 3.44. 
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An Observer suggested that some text could be added about the political reality that 

sovereign powers have some limits. 

Section 3: Liabilities (Agenda Paper 2B.1, pages 19 to 32) 

David Bean presented the issues related to the definition of the liability element.  

Members agreed that the terms ―obligation‖ and ―promises and unconditional promises‖ 

should be checked for consistent usage throughout; and that the SMCs should refer back 

more specifically to the wording used in the paragraphs preceding each SMC. In addition, 

Members agreed on the following: 

 A cross-reference to unique public sector obligations is to be added to the beginning 

of the ―Liabilities‖ section; 

 Paragraph 3.23 should more clearly explain what ―equivalent means‖ are, as well as 

refer to the government context of exchange and non-exchange transactions; 

 ―Unique public sector obligations‖ should be a separate section, similar to the change 

agreed to in ―Assets‖; 

 SMC #8 will be reworded similar to the rewording of SMC #3 in the ―Assets‖ 

section; 

 Staff will consider adding a reference to contingencies in the ―at the reporting date‖ 

section; 

 In Paragraphs 3.56 to 3.59, ―grantor‖ will be used instead of ―grantor government‖ 

and ―recipient‖ used in place of ―recipient entity‖; and  

 A comment is to be added in Paragraph 3.60 that there are limitations to sovereign 

power in that governments can be held to account in relation to these obligations. 

This is similar to the limitations of a government’s power/right to tax that is to be 

added to the ―Assets‖ section. 

Section 4: Financial Performance: Revenue and Expense (Agenda Paper 2B.1, pages 

33 to 43) 

Ken Warren led the discussion on this section, beginning by noting the structural changes 

since the June 2010 draft Phase 2 CP. Members found the inclusion of the examples 

beneficial with some Members suggesting a third example using a social benefit 

obligation. Most Members agreed that including such an example might confuse 

respondents because the issue with social benefit obligations is one of liability definition, 

not financial performance.  

It was agreed that a caveat be included prior to the examples, explaining that they are 

meant to illustrate two concepts of financial performance, and that, for this purpose, 

liabilities have been defined in a specific and limited way. It should be explained that the 

simple examples become increasingly complex if primary issues related to unresolved 

asset and liability element definitions are included. It was agreed that a spreadsheet or 

matrix of results using different variables might be useful for Board education, but it 

would be confusing for respondents to the Phase 2 CP. There was considerable discussion 

about how the examples could be improved.  

Members agreed on the following matters: 
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 It is not clear how the two examples linked to Paragraph 2.51. The underlying 

assumptions used in the examples should be further explained, including when assets 

are recognized and that the government in the example recognizes revenue when the 

tax is levied; 

 ―Grantor‖ should be used in Paragraph 4.14 instead of ―senior government‖; and 

 There is no link between Paragraph 4.33 and 4.16 because there is no ―taxable event‖ 

mentioned in the examples. A member of TBG 2 agreed to provide appropriate 

wording. 

Members discussed the structure of the ―advantages and disadvantages‖ section in 

paragraphs 4.20 to 4.27. It was agreed that a statement should be added to the effect that 

the advantages of one approach are generally considered to be the disadvantages of the 

other. There was a difference of opinion about whether the arguments presented should 

be re-ordered to present the position on each factor (such as timing) in the same order, or 

whether they should be set out in order of the strength of the arguments. It was suggested 

that a matrix diagram could be provided to clarify the positions. It was agreed that staff 

would attempt to increase the understandability of this section, including reconciling the 

discussion in Paragraphs 4.7 and 4.28. In addition, the material in the ―Conceptual View‖ 

box following Paragraph 4.28 needs to be clarified by referring only to the ‖asset and 

liability‖ and ―revenue and expense‖  led views, or by using the same definitions as in 

Paragraphs 4.8 and 4.11. Staff was asked to also consider renaming this box. 

Other comments by Members on this section include: 

 The term ―equity participant‖ has not previously been used. Staff should consider 

explaining that equity participants in the public sector differ from those in the private 

sector, and how they differ. The term ―owner‖ could then be used for the rest of the 

section; 

  Revenue is recognized in Paragraph 4.14 in a way that is not identified in 4.32. It was 

generally agreed that Paragraph 4.32 needs to be clarified and the inconsistency dealt 

with; and 

 No reference is made in Paragraphs 4.32 to 4.36 to non-cash transactions such as 

depreciation; the Phase 2 CP should state that inflows and outflows include non-cash 

items. 

Section 5: Other Potential Elements (Agenda Paper 2B.1, pages 44 to 51) 

Ken Warren introduced the issues in Section 5 that cover other potential elements that 

might have to be defined. Members agreed that this section should be restructured to 

begin with deferred inflows and outflows, and that Sections 5A and 5B would be 

renumbered as 5B and 5C. A short introductory paragraph at the beginning of Section 5 

would also be appropriate. 

Section 6: Recognition (Agenda Paper 2B.1, pages 52 to 58) 

John Stanford introduced this section by identifying the changes made as a result of input 

received on the June 2010 draft of the Phase 2 CP.  

Members commented on the following: 
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 The wording of SMC #18 should be changed to ―Should the recognition criteria be 

incorporated within the element definitions?‖; and 

 There was general agreement that paragraphs 6.26 to 6.29, and paragraphs 6.31 and 

6.32 can be deleted. Paragraph 6.30 is to be moved to follow 6.2, along with a 

summary statement of the issue in 6.31. 

Appendices (Agenda Paper 2B.1, pages 60 to 68) 

After considerable discussion and by a majority vote of the IPSASB, it was agreed that 

Appendices B to G are not to be included in the published Phase 2 CP. The decision to 

exclude Appendix A had been made when discussing Agenda Item 2.1. 

Review of Additional Agenda Papers (Agenda Papers 2B.2, 2B.3, and 2B.4) 

Members discussed the materials that might be released with the Phase 2 CP. Taking into 

account the need for consistency and usefulness of the information, the IPSASB agreed 

that the Draft Executive Summary and Request for Comments (Agenda Paper 2B.2) 

should accompany and be placed at the beginning of the Phase 2 CP; that the ―Snapshot‖ 

marketing-type document (Agenda Paper 2B.3) should be released at the same time as the 

Phase 2 CP with a clear indication that this is a staff document and has not been approved 

by the IPSASB; and that the ―Alternative Financial Reporting Models‖ document 

(Agenda Paper 2B.4) should be placed on the IPSASB website concurrently, identified as 

a staff document ―for information only‖. 

Draft Executive Summary and Request for Comments (Agenda Paper 2B.2) 

Members agreed that the ―Preface‖ on page 1 of 7 is no longer needed, but that the 

Executive Summary should be retained; that the Executive Summary should include a 

reference to the ―snapshot‖ document; and that the Request for Comments section be 

revised for changes made to the Phase 2 CP itself.  

A Member suggested that the first paragraph of the Executive Summary should make 

explicit reference to the objectives of GPFRs and their primary users. 

Consultation Paper Summary ―Snapshot‖ Document (Agenda Paper 2B.3) 

Members supported the renaming of the document by staff, such as ―In a Nutshell‖ or 

similar title.  

Vote 

The IPSASB approved the Phase 2 CP for issuance.  

The results of the vote were: In Favor 17; Against 0; Abstain 0; Absent 1. The voting 

details of the approval are at Appendix 2, item 13.1. 
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2.4 Review and Approve Phase 3 Consultation Paper (Phase 3 CP) (Agenda Item 

2C)  

The Chair welcomed Andrew Lennard, Director of Research at the United Kingdom 

Accounting Standards Board, to present the session and thanked Andrew and TBG 3 for 

the work undertaken on this phase of the framework since the June 2010 meeting.  

The following papers were presented: 

 A memorandum highlighting changes to the draft Phase 3 CP since the June 2010  

meeting and providing two formats of the ―Request for Comments‖; and 

 A draft Phase 3 CP, Conceptual Framework for General Purpose Financial 

Reporting by Public Sector Entities: Measurement of Assets and Liabilities in 

Financial Statements. 

General Comments 

Staff explained that the draft Phase 3 CP had been updated for comments made by the 

IPSASB at its June meeting.  He had also received feedback from the NSS on the draft 

Phase 3 CP.  These comments had been generally positive and no fundamental flaws had 

been identified. 

Members made the following general comments: 

 The Phase 3 CP focuses heavily on the qualitative characteristic of relevance. This 

appeared to be inconsistent with the tentative conclusion in Phase 1 that all the 

qualitative characteristics are equal and that no distinction should be made between 

fundamental and enhancing characteristics.  Staff responded that the deprival value 

model can only address relevance and cannot assess whether a particular 

measurement basis meets other qualitative characteristics and pervasive constraints. 

However, this does not necessarily mean that relevance is a fundamental qualitative 

characteristic, just that it is a significant help in determining the measurement basis. 

The Chair suggested that this point should be explained in the Phase 3 CP; and 

 The Phase 3 CP focuses on assets and liabilities and does not consider revenue and 

expenses. This was contrasted with the approach in the Phase 2 CP.  It was suggested 

that one or two sentences from the Phase 2 CP (perhaps from the summary in 

Section 4) could be added to the Phase 3 CP to acknowledge the linkage between the 

two papers. Staff agreed to draft a new paragraph to create a bridge between the 

Phase 2 and Phase 3 CPs. 

Section 1: Introduction 

Members made the following main substantive comments: 

 There is very little discussion of reproduction cost in the draft Phase 3 CP.  It was 

noted that reproduction cost is not appropriate in most cases, as it is service potential 
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that matters rather than the exact replication of the asset itself.  Staff agreed to 

reconsider the wording on this issue in paragraph 4.4; 

 In paragraph 1.6 the point should be brought out that the specific bargaining position 

of an entity on a market may affect the market price; 

 The more generic term ―financial performance‖ should be used rather than ―surplus or 

deficit‖ in paragraph 1.7; 

 The assertion in footnote 8 that a ―real terms‖ concept of capital maintenance had 

little relevance in the public sector was challenged. An example was provided where 

rates are increasing at more than the current inflation rate because of construction 

costs, so the income of the ratepayer has declined.  It was also noted a similar 

situation could occur for private sector not-for-profit entities.  This issue would be 

discussed further off-line and amendments made to the footnote as appropriate; 

 Paragraph 1.11 needed to reflect the idea that there can be multiple measurement 

bases and a single measurement objective; and   

 There should be more discussion in this section on the concepts of capital (i.e., how to 

choose the best measurement bases and what does it mean if the GPFSs are based on 

different concepts of capital).  Staff considered that this issue is covered in 

paragraph 5.25 later in the draft Phase 3 CP.  It was suggested that a simplified table, 

based on the one in section 5 on deprival value should be developed. Staff agreed to 

consider this. 

Section 2: Historical Cost 

Members made the following main substantive comments: 

 It should be explained why borrowing costs is a particular issue for the historical cost 

basis; 

 The issue of hidden reserves should be highlighted as a major problem with the 

historical cost basis (e.g., assets such as land may be undervalued);   

 It was noted that the term ―financial viability‖ was used in this section for the first 

time. It was suggested that it would be better to use ―long-term fiscal sustainability‖. 

Staff agreed to consider this point; and 

 A Member suggested that the discussion of each of the qualitative characteristics 

should be highlighted.  Staff noted that the feasibility would be considered of 

inserting a table providing the paragraph references where each qualitative 

characteristic is discussed. 

Section 3: Market Values 

Members made the following main substantive comments: 
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 It was questioned whether paragraph 3.5 was consistent with paragraph 3.6.  Staff 

noted that paragraph 3.7 provides a rebuttal of the view put forward in paragraph 3.6 

and so these three paragraphs must be read together rather than in isolation.  Staff 

undertook to look at the flow of these paragraphs and discuss further offline if 

necessary; 

 In paragraphs 3.12 and 3.13 it should be made clearer that market value can be both 

an entry and an exit value; and 

 Some Members considered that there should be a more extensive discussion of fair 

value. Others were content that the draft Phase 3 CP does not take a position in the 

fair value debate and that the reference in a footnote to the IASB’s Fair Value 

Measurement project is sufficient to address this issue.  A further view was expressed 

that the paragraphs dealing with this issue should be reordered and the footnote 

brought into the main body of the text. It was noted that, together, these paragraphs 

state that in an ideal market, market value and fair value could be the same. Staff 

agreed to consider minor revisions to the wording. 

Section 4: Replacement Cost 

Members made the following main substantive comments: 

 Paragraph 4.4 contained the only reference to reproduction cost and it was suggested 

that an explanation should be included as to why it is not discussed in any detail and 

why, in most instances, replacement cost is more generally applicable in the public 

sector.  Staff responded that additional explanation could be included to say that, 

where there are similar assets, the replacement cost will equal the reproduction cost, 

but where an asset has distinctive features reproduction cost will be higher than 

replacement cost.  It was also pointed out that this issue is relevant to heritage assets; 

and 

 It was questioned why the going concern assumption was mentioned in this section 

but not mentioned for the other measurement bases.  Staff responded that the going 

concern assumption is relevant for the historical cost basis and the deprival value 

model and will add text to reflect this.   

Section 5: The Deprival Value Model 

Members made the following main substantive comments: 

 Both the studies referred to in the footnote to paragraph 5.1 introducing the deprival 

value model are relatively dated.  Staff responded that an explanation would be 

provided or a more recent citation included. It was suggested that the age of the 

citations is an indication that there has been relatively little new thinking about 

measurement concepts since those studies; 

 Because value in use is of the same significance as the other measurement bases in 

the deprival value model it should be discussed in more detail and public sector 

specific aspects drawn out. It should also be explained why deprival value is not 
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relevant to the historical cost basis. Some additional text was circulated providing 

further detail on value in use and agreed on the closing day of the meeting; and 

 The discussion of discounting in the context of the cost of fulfillment in paragraph 

5.35 implies the use of a risk-free rate. This is a standards-level issue.  It was agreed 

that all of this paragraph apart from the first sentence should be deleted. 

Appendix A:The Measurement of Liabilities and an Entity’s Own Credit Risk 

It was agreed that this Appendix should be retained.  Members made the following 

substantive comments: 

 That the rebuttal of the view that the issue is of limited significance in the public 

sector on the grounds that the credit ratings of public sector entities are often high and 

subject to little change in paragraph A2 should be strengthened; and 

 Paragraph A3 should include an alternative view that an entity should not take into 

account changes in its own credit risk as this has the effect of reducing the liability 

because that entity might not fulfill it.  Staff agreed to incorporate this point, but not 

necessarily in this paragraph. 

Appendix B: Assets that May be Sold for an Alternative Use 

It was agreed to retain this appendix.   

Executive Summary 

In line with the Executive Summary for Phase 2, the IPSASB agreed that the Executive 

Summary should make reference to the snapshot-type document (see below) and should 

also include reference to Phase 1 of the Conceptual Framework project and specifically 

the proposed objectives of GPFRs and the proposed users of GPFRs. 

“Snapshot” Document 

The IPSASB agreed that, to be consistent with Phase 2, a snapshot-type document should 

be developed. 

Request for Comments 

Staff introduced the draft memorandum on the ―Request for Comments‖ (Agenda 

Paper 2C.2) explaining that two alternative formats have been set out.  Format A included 

preliminary views, while Format B did not include preliminary views.   

There was considerable discussion on whether preliminary views should be presented.  

Some Members considered that this Consultation Paper should be consistent with the 

Phase 2 CP and not include preliminary views. Other Members and TAs took the view 

that preliminary views are useful to readers by providing a view of the direction that the 

IPSASB is taking and therefore lead to better responses. It was also suggested that the 

IPSASB’s formulation of views on measurement was further advanced than for elements.   
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Staff suggested that a compromise might be to include preliminary views on the mixed-

measurement approach and deprival value model and then specific matters for comment 

on the specific measurement bases. While there was some support for including a 

preliminary view on one or both of the mixed-measurement approach and deprival value 

model there were significant misgivings about including preliminary views or in having a 

mixture of specific matters for comment and preliminary views. It was therefore decided 

that the ―Request for Comments‖ would include just specific matters for comment. 

A revised ―Request for Comments‖ was brought back to the final day of the meeting. An 

alternative ―Request for Comments‖ was circulated by a Member. It was agreed that Staff 

would develop a synthesis of the specific matters for comment in the alternative formats 

and that this would be reviewed by the enhanced TBG (see below). 

Vote 

The IPSASB approved the Phase 3 CP for issuance.  

The results of the vote were: In Favor 17; Against 0; Abstain 0; Absent 1. The voting 

details of the approval are at Appendix 2, item 13.2. 

It was agreed that prior to publication, the CP including the Request for Comments would 

be reviewed by TBG 3, which would be supplemented by David Bean and Thomas 

Müller-Marqués Berger for this purpose. 

2.5 Presentation and Disclosure – Discuss Issues (Agenda Item 2D) 

Staff presented an issues paper on presentation and disclosure concepts. Four issues 

related to Phase 4 of the Conceptual Framework, ―Presentation and Disclosure‖ were 

presented and the IPSASB was asked to provide direction to staff on how to address 

those issues.  

Issue 1 – Descriptions of “Presentation” and “Disclosure” 

With respect to Issue 1, Members re-confirmed that the Phase 4 CP should cover GPFRs 

(broad scope), although concerns were expressed that there also be sufficient coverage of 

presentation and disclosure issues specific to financial statements. The description of 

―presentation‖ in paragraph 3.5 of the issues paper (Agenda Item 2D) was supported as a 

basis for next steps. The consultation paper should explore different methods of showing 

information. Members generally considered that ―disclosure‖ should be treated as distinct 

from ―presentation‖. The CP should not include discussion of ―fair presentation‖. 

Issue 2 – Description and Identification of GPFR Components and  

Issue 3 – Proposed GPFR Presentation Principles  

With respect to Issue 2 and Issue 3, the Phase 4 CP should not include discussion of 

components or a list of components making up a GPFR. Members emphasized that, as 

established in Phase 1 of the Conceptual Framework, GPFRs are a collection of separate 

reports rather than components that form an integrated whole. There is no single GPFR. 

An approach of applying the qualitative characteristics developed in Phase 1 of the 

Conceptual Framework to presentation and disclosure was viewed as a better approach 
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than attempting to develop a second level of presentation and disclosure principles such 

as the three principles proposed in the issues paper (i.e., functional design, information 

sufficiency, and integration).  

Issue 4 – Significance of GPFR Statements  

With respect to Issue 4, Members emphasized that a focus on meeting users’ needs 

should be the primary consideration. The issues paper asked whether proposed functions 

(also called ―objectives‖, ―aims‖, or ―purposes‖) for the individual financial statements 

should be included in the Phase 4 CP.  The IPSASB decided that no attempt should be 

made to identify specific functions for particular statements. Reporting by function could 

be explored at a broad general level, but without attempting to link individual functions 

to particular reports. There needs to be recognition that users’ needs will evolve and 

change over time. Presentation and disclosure principles should be equally relevant and 

applicable to small parts of a report as to a report as a whole. The Phase 4 CP should not 

include a description of a ―statement‖.  

The next step is for staff to prepare a draft of the presentation and disclosure CP for the 

IPSASB’s consideration at its March 2011 meeting. 

3. REPORTING ON THE LONG-TERM SUSTAINABILITY OF 

PUBLIC FINANCE 

Discuss issues (Agenda Item 3) 

The IPSASB considered further key issues arising from the review of responses to the 

Consultation Paper, ―Reporting the Long-Term Sustainability of Public Finances‖. The 

main issue discussed was the type of publications that the IPSASB is authorized to issue 

under its current Terms of Reference (ToR).  

 

The IPSASB also considered: 

 

 A preliminary outline of a bottom-up approach providing key principles related to 

dimensions of sustainability;  

 Links to the reporting entity and the objectives of general purpose financial reporting; 

and  

 Further analysis of general purpose financial reports, including the frequency of 

reporting and the relationship to other publicly available documents. 

 

Authorization for publications under existing ToR and terminology for publications 

that provide “guidelines” rather than “requirements” 

 

Some respondents to the Consultation Paper had questioned whether the IPSASB 

currently has the authority to issue pronouncements and publications with requirements 

and guidance that do not apply to the general purpose financial statements. Staff had 

reviewed the current IPSASB ToR and concluded that there is some ambiguity on this 

issue. It is arguable that authority is provided to issue guidance by the current authority to 

issue ―studies to provide advice on financial reporting issues in the public sector‖. This is 

not, however, conclusive.  
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Staff therefore proposed that, in order to clarify the position, the IPSASB formally 

request that the IFAC Board should amend the ToR to state that the IPSASB may issue 

―publications on aspects of financial reporting that are outside the general purpose 

financial statements‖. Staff proposed that a request to amend the ToR might be put to the 

IFAC Board in the first quarter of 2011. 

 

One Member put forward the view that the IPSASB should defer further work on this 

project until the IFAC Board had considered and approved a request from the IPSASB to 

modify the ToR. Such a request should not be made until the future of IPSASB’s 

oversight and other governance aspects have been resolved. 

 

There was a general view that the timeline proposed by staff was premature and that any 

request to the IFAC Board should not be made until developments on governance and 

oversight have been further advanced. However, Members considered that further work 

on this project should continue. 

 

It was also noted that the Preface to International Public Sector Accounting Standards 

need to be amended. This would be as part of a general restructuring following changes 

to governance and oversight, rather than as part of a piecemeal process.  

 

Members considered how to entitle publications providing guidelines rather than 

requirements. After considering a number of suggestions, many of them based on the 

terminology used by other public sector standard setters, it was agreed to use the term 

Recommended Practice Guideline. 

 

Preliminary outline of bottom-up approach providing key principles related to 

dimensions of sustainability 

 

There was general support for a bottom-up, principles-based approach that would allow 

entities to select a reporting approach that reflected their individual fiscal and service 

delivery characteristics. It was agreed that this is appropriate as the guidelines will apply 

to all levels of government rather than just central government or the consolidated whole-

of-government level. It was also agreed that the guidelines should suggest that a decision 

on whether to develop and publish a GPFR component on long-term fiscal sustainability 

should be based on an assessment of whether users exist for such information. 

 

The work of the Canadian Public Sector Accounting Board and the United States 

Governmental Accounting Standards Board in developing dimensions, elements, and 

components of sustainability reporting was noted. One Member expressed a reservation 

that such a bottom-up approach might need to be allied to top-down proposals, so as to 

enhance consistency among similar reporting entities. This would be taken into account 

as the project is developed. 

 

Links to reporting entity 

 

There was general support for permitting entities to report statistical-based information, 

provided that users are made aware of flows and other information related to entities that 
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are either: (a) within the statistical accounting boundary but not within the non-statistical 

accrual-based boundary for the general purpose financial statements; and conversely (b) 

entities are within the boundary of general purpose financial statements, but not within 

the statistical accounting boundary. Some reservations were expressed that such an 

approach might foster an expectation and therefore become almost prescriptive. It is not 

the intention to suggest that such information should be presented and this concern would 

be borne in mind when drafting the guidelines.  

 

A concern was also raised that including flows related to public non-financial 

corporations and, in particular, public financial corporations might have peculiar and 

unforeseen consequences, particularly as it would lead to the inclusion of central banks. 

Staff agreed to consider this issue in more detail and discuss it with the Task Force. 

 

Frequency of reporting and relationship to other publicly available documents 

 

Members were broadly content with the approach suggested by staff and the Task Force 

Chair that there is no expectation that a GPFR component on long-term fiscal 

sustainability will be published with the financial statements or as part of an integrated 

report covering all GPFR components. It was suggested that it is important to position 

fiscal sustainability information in the reporting and accountability cycle. 

 

Timetable 

 

The Task Force Chair said that he wanted to involve the Task Force on Fiscal 

Sustainability in the development of guidelines. He had therefore tentatively arranged a 

meeting of the Task Force for early March 2011, following the Organisation for 

Economic Co-operation and Development’s (OECD) Accrual Symposium and prior to 

the IPSASB’s March 2011 meeting. A first draft of the guidelines would therefore be 

brought to the June 2011 IPSASB meeting.  

4. IPSASB-IMF JOINT TASK FORCE REPORT 

Discussion and feedback (Agenda Item 5) 

The Chair expressed his thanks to the IMF and the other authors.  

Members noted that because of confidentiality agreements with participants, the report 

will not be published. Members discussed issues related to the reporting entity, including 

whether the central bank was consolidated. 

5. SERVICE CONCESSION ARRANGEMENTS 

Discuss responses to ED 43 (Agenda Item 7) 

Staff provided an overview of the history of the project, including the IPSASB’s decision 

to issue ED 43, Service Concession Arrangements: Grantor, which ―mirrors‖ IFRIC 12, 

Service Concession Arrangements. It was noted that 33 responses were received, 

representing a diversity of views. The purpose of the discussion was to consider the key 

issues arising from responses. Technical issues raised by respondents would be 

considered in March 2011.  
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It was noted that strong support was expressed for the project on SCAs; however, 

respondents had raised a number of concerns with some aspects of ED 43. In some cases, 

these issues did not pertain to matters which the IPSASB had not previously considered 

in developing ED 43.  

One Member indicated that the analyses of responses did not reflect the comments of 

respondent #20, which were consistent with other responses on some key issues. It was 

noted that the analyses would be amended to include the response in the IPSASB’s next 

discussion of technical issues raised by respondents, in March 2011.  

Another respondent reiterated the IPSASB’s views expressed at previous meetings, that it 

is the substance of responses, not overall numbers of comments on an issue that the 

IPSASB should consider. 

A Member pointed out that it was difficult to fully mirror IFRIC 12 because IFRIC 12 

also links to IFRIC 4, Determining whether an Arrangement Contains a Lease. It was 

indicated, however, that in practice, it is generally clear whether IFRIC 4 or IFRIC 12 

applies.  

It was also noted that the IASB’s project to update IAS 17, Leases could have an impact 

on IFRIC 12 in the medium term, and thus it may not be appropriate to mirror IFRIC 12 

now. Another Member indicated it was important to complete this project on a timely 

basis given that respondents did not raise any new issues regarding the scope and 

recognition criteria. It was noted that, in a discussion with an IASB staff member, the 

view was expressed that it was unlikely that the IASB leases project would have an 

impact on IFRIC 12 in the medium term. 

After discussion, the IPSASB agreed that: 

 Whole-of-life assets should remain within the scope of the proposed IPSAS and that 

additional guidance on the term, ―regulate‖ is required to address the public sector 

context, which was not necessary in IFRIC 12. The Basis for Conclusions, however, 

needs to outline views for and against these decisions and why the IPSASB came to 

these decisions. 

 The scope should not be broadened to include other types of public-private 

arrangements beyond those meeting the recognition criteria in ED 43; however, the 

Basis for Conclusions needs to explain clearly that these other types of arrangements 

are not within the scope of the proposed IPSAS and that the IPSASB may decide to 

undertake a project to address them in the future. 

 Additional guidance is not required for circumstances when arrangements do not 

meet those recognition criteria. 

The IPSASB considered a technical issue raised by several respondents pertaining to the 

need for clarity around the definition of a performance obligation and its links to IPSAS 

19. One view was that the term should not be used in this document. It was noted that 

IFRIC 12 refers to an obligation to restore an asset—it does not refer to a performance 

obligation. The IPSASB agreed that it was necessary to consider this issue further. 
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The IPSASB agreed to consider the other changes needed to address the respondents’ 

concerns on specific accounting issues at its next meeting. 

6. UPDATE OF STUDY 14 

Provide feedback (Agenda Item 4) 

The Chair welcomed Joanne Scott, who authored the update to Study 14. It was noted 

that, although not required to approve Studies under the IPSASB’s Terms of Reference, 

the IPSASB’s views were sought on a number of issues prior to finalizing the Study for 

publication by the end of 2010. 

The Board considered a draft of revised Study 14, Transition to the Accrual Basis of 

Accounting: Guidance for Governments and Government Entities. 

The Board provided feedback on matters raised in Agenda Paper 4.0 as follows: 

 Retain an appendix summarizing the relevance of each chapter of the Study to the 

cash basis of accounting in Chapter 1; 

 Retain Parts I and II of the Study rather than combining them; 

 Retain the discussion of first-time adoption in Chapter 4 which states that entities 

may use only the transitional provisions in IPSASs.  However, the Board noted that 

with increasing numbers of countries and entities adopting IPSASs, first-time 

adoption issues will be raised more frequently. The Board noted that there could be 

entities moving from cash to accrual and entities moving from an existing suite of 

accrual standards to IPSASs and that the two groups would have different issues.  

Some Members requested that the Board consider a project on first-time adoption; 

 Consider whether the chapters dealing with asset and liability topics could be 

reordered to provide a better flow for readers. The Board was amenable to this 

suggestion as long as it did not involve further redrafting. The Board noted that some 

chapters such as that dealing on financial instruments dealt with both assets and 

liabilities; 

 Delete reporting entity examples near the beginning of Chapter 5; 

 Where there are long lists of relevant IPSAS at the beginning of a Chapter consider 

moving the lists elsewhere in the Chapter. A number of Members considered that the 

lists of standards are useful but agreed that they could be distracting at the beginning 

of a Chapter; 

 Retain Appendix 3 to Chapter 13, Financial Instruments, which identifies differences 

between the financial instrument IPSASs and equivalent IFRSs; 

 Delete Appendix 4 to Chapter 13, which summarizes the phases of the IASB financial 

instruments project; 
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 Retain the section on IPSASB's work on social policy obligations at the end of 

Chapter 15; 

 Retain Chapter 21, on IPSAS 24, as a separate Chapter; and 

 Refer to the disclosures in each standard—but focus on those that are important. 

In addition to matters raised in Agenda Paper 4.0, the Board agreed the following 

changes: 

 Use higher level links to avoid broken links as websites change; and 

 Delete references to the treatment of currency issued by central banks. 

The IPSASB agreed that Study 14 should be published subject to changes agreed at the 

meeting and other editorial comments to be provided by Members. The IPSASB agreed 

that Members should provide such editorial comments directly to staff. 

7. SERVICE PERFORMANCE REPORTING 

Discuss issues (Agenda Item 6) 

The IPSASB welcomed Lisa Parker, a Project Manager with the US Governmental 

Accounting Standards Board, who is leading the project. Lisa participated at the 

beginning of the session via teleconference; however, due to technical difficulties with 

the teleconferencing facility, David Bean led much of the discussion of this material.  

An initial discussion on this topic was held at the June 2010 IPSASB meeting. At that 

meeting, Members noted that it was important for the objectives of reporting service 

performance information to be consistent with those in Phase 1 of the Conceptual 

Framework project (i.e., accountability and decision making).  Members also noted that it 

was important to map users’ needs of service performance information with those 

identified in Phase 1 of the Conceptual Framework project. 

It was noted that a TBG had been established to assist in the development of this project. 

The members of the TBG are: 

 Marie-Pierre Cordier; 

 Sheila Fraser; 

 Bharti Prasad; and 

 Ken Warren—was recently appointed to the TBG. 

It was also noted that the IPSASB’s views were sought on whether: 

 There are content elements of service performance information that should be 

considered for general purpose financial reports; and 
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 A standardized service performance terminology exists. 

The IPSASB considered the Issues Paper on Reporting Service Performance Information. 

Members noted that it was important to first consider the terminology issue (Issue 2 of 

the paper). This would allow for a common understanding of the terms to gain consensus 

to move forward. In discussing the terminology presented in the Issues Paper in agenda 

paper 6.1 (starting at paragraph 61), the following points were made: 

 The diagram following paragraph 62 should be amended: 

– Efficiency should be displayed as the link between inputs and outputs; 

– Effectiveness should be displayed as the link between outputs and outcomes; 

 The definition of ―inputs‖ in paragraph 71 should be amended:  

– The more appropriate definition to consider should be, ―Inputs are the resources 

used to produce outputs by a reporting entity‖; 

 The definition of ―outputs‖ in paragraph 83 should be amended: 

– The more appropriate definition to consider should be, ―Outputs are the goods and 

services provided by a reporting entity‖; and 

– The narrative of this discussion in the Consultation paper should clarify that 

transfer payments provided to beneficiaries are also included in these ―goods and 

services‖ within the definition; 

 With regards to the definition of ―outcomes‖ in paragraph 75: 

– No consensus was reached regarding the appropriate definition.  Members noted 

that there are two views of outcomes: (i) the impact of the actions of an entity, 

and (ii) the overall result or state. Members also noted that it is possible to have 

planned and actual outcomes. 

– It was questioned by  some Members whether the definition needed to consider 

intermediate and long term outcomes, or whether jurisdictions could decide at 

what level of detail to provide this information. 

– It was noted by a Member that the terms ―results‖ and ―outcomes‖ seem to have 

the same meaning. 

– It was noted by a Member that the relevant definitions in Study 13, Governance in 

the Public Sector: A Governing Body Perspective, need to be considered. 

– It was noted by some Members that outcomes may be attributable to those outside 

the reporting entity. 
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 It was noted by some Members that the OECD definition needs to be considered (this 

would also apply to other terms)  The OECD definition of outcomes from their 2002 

glossary is, ―An outcome is what is ultimately achieved by an activity as opposed to 

outputs which are more intermediate‖; With regards to the definition of ―efficiency 

measures‖ in paragraph 67: 

– It was noted by some Members that the definition should not include reference to 

―efforts‖ or to ―outcomes‖ because efficiency measures were of the relationship 

between inputs and outputs only. 

 With regards to the definition of ―effectiveness measures‖ in paragraph 65: 

– It was questioned by some Members how effectiveness is linked to goals, 

objectives and outcomes. It was suggested that ―predetermined goals and 

objectives‖ should be replaced with ―outcomes‖ but that this comes back to the 

definition of ―outcomes‖; and 

– It was also noted from one Member that there are two views on how to define 

―outcomes‖—a top-down view and a bottom-up view.  

 With regards to the definition of ―goals‖ in paragraph 69 and ―objectives‖ in 

paragraph 73: 

– It was noted by a Member that the terms ―goal‖ and ―objective‖ seem to have the 

same meaning; 

– It was noted by a Member that an objective is a desired outcome and that 

objectives, results and outcomes need to be considered together because they are 

linked; 

– It was also noted by a Member that a goal may be understood to relate to strategy 

and that this same term was used in various languages;  

– It was suggested by a Member that ―goals‖ could be addressed in the guidance 

related to objectives rather than defined itself; and 

– It was also suggested by a Member that goals should be time based; however 

other Members noted that it would be preferable to not refer to qualifiers such as 

―immediate‖, ―intermediate‖, or ―ultimate‖ within the potential standardized 

terminology. 

 The definition of ―performance measures (indicators)‖ in paragraph 85 should be 

amended: 

– To remove ―quantifiable‖ from the definition. 

The IPSASB considered Issue 1 pertaining to the content elements of service 

performance information. Members raised the following points; however, no consensus 

was reached: 
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 Some Members noted that the list of possible components of service performance 

information in paragraph 6 may be too prescriptive for a standard; however, they 

believed that it would be suitable for a guideline. 

 With respect to the scope of the report, a Member noted there are two views—(1) the 

scope is the reporting entity and (2) a broader view that considers the success of the 

entity in how it affects outcomes and that the Issues Paper needs to discuss the pros 

and cons of these alternative scopes. It was suggested that the New Zealand Institute 

of Chartered Accountants’ material on the scope of performance reporting might be 

useful in this regard. 

 A Member noted that the Issues Paper should also include a discussion of: 

– The level of the report (e.g., whole-of-government, program, department); 

– The time period covered; 

– Verifiability of data; and 

– Assurance. 

 In response to question 4 following paragraph 52, it was the following points were 

made by Members; however, no consensus was reached:   

– There should be a link to the qualitative characteristics in Phase 1 of the 

Conceptual Framework; and 

– The principles-based approach in the Consultation Paper, Reporting on the Long-

Term Sustainability of Public Finances should be considered. 

 In response to question 5 following paragraph 60, Members did not note any 

additional qualitative characteristics. 

Members asked staff to work with the TBG to develop a draft Consultation Paper taking 

into account the comments noted above. 

8. STRATEGIC PLANNING 

Discuss Governance and Oversight (Agenda Item 8) 

The Chair and Technical Director (TD) introduced this session and noted the challenges 

of managing this process as the situation is fairly fluid and keeps changing. 

The TD provided an overview of events since the June 2010 IPSASB meeting in. At that 

meeting the IPSASB asked that a Task Based Group (TBG) be formed to work with staff 

on this issue. In addition, the IPSASB directed that a paper be developed on possible 

oversight models to be used as a basis for consulting with stakeholders, considering the 

objectives of oversight, as well as related governance changes, for example possible 

formation of a Consultative Advisory Group (CAG). 
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Since that time a number of things have happened and some of these mean that the TBG 

has made some changes to the approach agreed to by the IPSASB. Firstly, IFAC issued 

its response to the draft Monitoring Group (MG) Report and expressed disappointment 

that the issue of oversight of the IPSASB had not been addressed. In addition, at the 

September 2010 IFAC Board meeting, which the IPSASB Chair attended, the IFAC 

Board confirmed its strategy for 2010-2014. One of its key strategic priorities is an 

enhanced focus on public sector financial reporting.  Included in this strategy is strong 

support for oversight of the IPSASB.  Informal discussions with the Public Interest 

Oversight Body (PIOB) have also indicated that there may be some interest and capacity 

for the PIOB to undertake this role for the IPSASB, assuming certain changes could be 

implemented. 

The TD indicated that IFAC Leadership is fully supportive of IPSASB oversight–either 

under a PIOB-adapted approach or using a public sector exclusive approach. The draft 

paper therefore set out two possible approaches to oversight as a basis for further 

discussion with stakeholders and further development. Under both approaches many of 

the related structures would be the same, for example the formation of a CAG. 

The Board noted that in the medium term it needed to focus on governance options that 

would be appropriate for the IPSASB as a Board of IFAC.   

In terms of how the proposed changes would be funded, it is clear that IFAC will commit 

some additional funds, but has an expectation that some part of the additional 

requirements for funding will be obtained externally.   

Members then moved to discussing the paper. One Member noted the importance of 

incorporating the views of users into the standard-setting process. Another Member noted 

that these users could be public members of IPSASB and thought that discussion 

regarding public members should be included in the paper in order that stakeholders 

provide their views on this area. The need to clarify for stakeholders the distinction 

between public members and other IPSASB members was highlighted as there are 

currently some misperceptions about the Board’s composition. The interplay between 

Board membership and membership of a CAG that might be established was also 

discussed and the need to balance out the memberships of the various bodies was noted. 

It was indicated that developing criteria for membership might be a worthwhile exercise 

to ensure the appropriate competencies exist. 

One Member suggested a more comprehensive review of governance and oversight that 

would compare the various options that exist, analyze gaps and identify possible 

alternatives. Only in this way can an appropriate model for oversight be developed. Other 

Members understood the desire for this but thought that it would be too time-consuming 

and that stakeholders need to be consulted urgently. Members expressed a desire to move 

to the discussion of oversight as it is more urgent at this time. 

Members then discussed the proposed timetable and noted the importance of approving a 

draft paper now, with some changes, in order for the paper to be presented at the March 

2011 IFAC meeting. It was noted that some governance changes, such as hiring a full-

time compensated Chair, could be commenced even as oversight structures are being put 

into place.  
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Members requested the addition of the Technical Advisors to the appendices as well as 

IPSASB staff. 

Members proposed a number of editorial and other changes of clarification and directed 

staff to make these changes. After further discussion Members approved the draft paper 

for issuance subject to these changes being made and the TBG reviewing the final draft. 

The results of the vote were: In Favor 17; Against 0; Abstain 0; Absent 1. The voting 

details of the approval are at Appendix 2, item 13.4. 

9. IMPROVEMENTS TO IPSASs AND CONVERENCE WITH 

IFRSs 

Approve IPSAS (Agenda Item 9) 

Review Responses to ED 44 / Approve the Standard (Agenda Item 9.1) 

The IPSASB reviewed responses to the April 2010 Exposure Draft, ED 44, Improvements 

to IPSASs.  Staff did not identify any key issues arising from the responses. 

Staff proposed an effective date of January 1, 2012.  The IPSASB agreed with this date. 

The IPSASB approved Improvements to IPSASs for issuance.  

The results of the vote were: In Favor 17; Against 0; Abstain 0; Absent 1. The voting 

details of the approval are at Appendix 2, item 13.3. 

Editorial Corrections 

A respondent to ED 44 suggested that corrigenda (errors in a printed work discovered 

after printing and shown with its correction on a separate sheet) would be adequate for 

amendments relating to the IASB’s Improvements to IFRSs standards and corrections of 

errors in IPSASs.  The IPSASB discussed this point and agreed that improvements to 

IPSASs need to have a due process whereas editorial corrections did not need to undergo 

a due process.  There was general agreement that editorial corrections will be made 

publicly available by being posted on the IPSASB’s website.  The IPSASB directed Staff 

to develop criteria for editorials. 

Tables of Concordance 

The Staff presented an example of a Table of Concordance for IPSAS 31, ―Intangible 

Assets‖ so that an assessment could be made as to its usefulness.  There was general 

agreement that the table is useful and can be prepared during the project related to an 

underlying IFRS.  It was also agreed that the table would be made available on a request 

basis, as for example, it can be helpful for translation.  

Tracking Table 

The Staff presented a table that documents each IPSAS and a list of subsequent IASB 

amendments to underlying IFRSs (hereafter, ―Tracking Table‖).  The IPSASB agreed 

that this is a useful table and should be posted onto the IFAC–IPSASB website.  It was 
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also agreed that the table could be used for agenda planning purposes when discussing 

the work plan at the IPSASB’s March 2011 meeting. 

10. ENTITY COMBINATIONS  

Discuss Issues (Agenda Item 10) 

The staff explained that the IPSASB had requested a revised Project Brief be presented at 

the November 2010 meeting. 

There was a brief discussion as to whether the Project Brief should reflect the findings of 

the IMF–IPSASB Joint Task Force Report, Financial Reporting of Public Interventions 

to Assist the Financial Sector.  A Member commented that the accounting issues arising 

from the report relate to IPSAS 6, Consolidated and Separate Financial Statements and 

how the definition of control should be interpreted in the public sector context, rather 

than to entity combinations.  This issue of control is therefore outside of the scope of the 

entity combinations project and should be dealt with as a separate project once the IASB 

issues its replacement to IAS 27, Consolidated and Separate Financial Statements.  

Another Member noted that the term ―control‖ is not used in the ED of Phase 1 of the 

Conceptual Framework and this issue may also need to be addressed.  

Members made the following comments relating to the Project Brief. 

 The working definition was amended as follows. 

―The bringing together of separate entities and/or operations into one reporting 

entity.‖ 

 A brief description should be included under ―(a) Issues Identified‖ of some of the 

issues that the IPSASB has already debated, e.g., whether entity combinations can be 

separated between exchange and non-exchange transactions. 

 In the project timetable, the exposure period for the Consultation Paper of 6 months is 

incorrect, it should be 4 months. 

Members also gave the staff editorial comments. 

The IPSASB approved the revised Project Brief for issuance.  

The results of the vote were: In Favor 16; Against 1; Abstain 0; Absent 1. The voting 

details of the approval are at Appendix 2, item 13.6. 

Members made the following comments relating to the project generally. 

 When Key Issue 2 relating to the appropriate accounting treatment for each type of 

entity combination on initial recognition is examined in further detail, an approach 

that should be considered is to distinguish between entity combinations where the 

public sector increases in size and entity combinations where the public sector 

remains the same size. 
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 There was a brief discussion on whether joint ventures are included in this project.  It 

was noted that the scope of the project currently excludes joint ventures, but the 

reasoning and explanation behind this decision needs to be documented. 

 Although GBEs do not apply IPSASs, the relationship between entity combinations 

where a GBE is involved needs to be explained. 

The IPSASB directed that staff prepare material to support further analysis of these and 

other key issues at future meetings.  This will then enable the IPSASB to provide 

directions to staff for developing a consultation paper. 

11.  CLOSING REMARKS 

On behalf of the IPSASB, the Chair expressed the highest gratitude and congratulations 

for Erna Swart’s substantial input to the IPSASB in conceptual thinking, drafting, and 

outreach activities during her two terms, including acting as Deputy Chair. Ms. Swart 

first began work with the former Public Sector Committee (PSC) as a Technical Advisor. 

She became a Member in 2002 and was the IPSASB’s first Deputy Chair. 

 

The Chair expressed the IPSASB’s thanks to Mr. Pak Tri Harta of the Indonesian 

Governmental Accounting Standards Committee (Komite Standar Akuntansi 

Pemerintahan, or KSAP) for hosting the meeting.  

 

The meeting concluded at 3 p.m. 
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12. APPENDIX 1 – NOVEMBER 2010 IPSASB ACTION LIST 

Action Required  Person(s) 

Responsible  

Date to be 

Completed  

1. Conceptual Framework – General  John Stanford   

 Revise ―Introduction to Conceptual 

Framework for the Public Sector‖ and post 

―Staff Draft‖ on Internet  

 December 10, 2010  

2. Conceptual Framework – Phase 1  Paul Sutcliffe / 

John Stanford  
 

 Revise draft ED and publish   December 10, 2010  

3. Conceptual Framework – Elements  Nickie Young / 

John Stanford  
 

 Revise draft CP, in conjunction with the 

Elements TBG and publish  

 December 10, 2010  

4. Conceptual Framework – Measurement  
Andrew Lennard / 

John Stanford  
 

 Revise draft CP, in conjunction with the 

Measurement TBG and publish   

 December 10, 2010  

5. Conceptual Framework – Presentation 

and Disclosure  

Gwenda Jensen / 

John Stanford  
 

 Draft preliminary CP, in conjunction with 

the P&D TBG  

  February 7, 2011  

6. Reporting on the Long-Term 

Sustainability of Public Finance  

John Stanford   

 Develop draft ED of Guidance with input 

from LTFS Task Force  

 May 14, 2011  

7. Update of Study 14    

 Revise draft Study 14 for further comments 

and publish  

Joanne Scott / Joy 

Keenan  

TBD  

8. Service Performance Reporting  Lisa Parker   

 Develop initial draft of CP based on 

feedback from the IPSASB on issues 

discussed, in conjunction with the SPR 

TBG  

 TBD  

9. Service Concession Arrangements  Joy Keenan   

 Undertake detailed analysis of responses 

and prepare draft Standard, in conjunction 

with SCA TBG  

  February 7, 2011  
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13. APPENDIX 2 – VOTING RECORD 

13.1 Vote #1 – Conceptual Framework – Elements and Recognition (approved at 

meeting) 

MEMBER VOTING RECORD 

 
Agenda Item #2 Minutes Item 2.3 Date Vote Taken November 2, 2010 

Description Conceptual 

Framework – 

Elements and 

Recognition 

 Approved at 

meeting 

Final Standard  □ ED  □ CP  Other □ 

 

BOARD MEMBER IN FAVOUR AGAINST ABSTAIN ABSENT NOTES 

Andreas Bergmann, Chair √     

Erna Swart, Vice-Chair √     

David Bean √     

Ian Carruthers √     

Marie-Pierre Cordier √     

Mariano D’Amore
4
 √     

Sheila Fraser √     

Yossi Izkovich    √  

Hong Lou √     

Thomas Müller-Marqués Berger √     

Anne Owuor √     

Bharti Prasad √     

Ron Salole √     

Tadashi Sekikawa √     

Isaac Umansky
5
 √     

Franz Van Schaik √     

Ken Warren √     

Tim Youngberry √     

TOTAL 17 0 0 1 18 

 

  

                                                 
4
  Proxy held by Marie-Pierre Cordier. 

5  Proxy held by Marie-Pierre Cordier. 
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13.2 Vote #2 – Conceptual Framework – Measurement (approved at meeting) 

MEMBER VOTING RECORD 

 
Agenda Item 2 Minutes Item 2.4 Date Vote Taken November 3, 2010 

Description Conceptual 

Framework – 

Measurement  

 Approved at 

meeting 

Final Standard  □ ED  □ CP  Other □ 

 

BOARD MEMBER IN FAVOUR AGAINST ABSTAIN ABSENT NOTES 

Andreas Bergmann, Chair √     

Erna Swart, Vice-Chair √     

David Bean √     

Ian Carruthers √     

Marie-Pierre Cordier √     

Mariano D’Amore
6
 √     

Sheila Fraser √     

Yossi Izkovich    √  

Hong Lou
7
 √     

Thomas Müller-Marqués Berger √     

Anne Owuor √     

Bharti Prasad √     

Ron Salole √     

Tadashi Sekikawa √     

Isaac Umansky
8
 √     

Franz Van Schaik √     

Ken Warren √     

Tim Youngberry √     

TOTAL 17 0 0 1 18 

  

                                                 
6
  Proxy held by Marie-Pierre Cordier. 

7
  Proxy held by Hangchun Lu. 

8  Proxy held by Marie-Pierre Cordier. 
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13.3 Vote #3 – Improvements to IPSASs (approved at meeting) 

MEMBER VOTING RECORD 

 
Agenda Item 9 Minutes Item 9 Date Vote Taken November 4, 2010 

Description Improvements to 

IPSASs 

 Approved at 

meeting 

Final Standard  ED  □ CP □ Other □ 

 

Andreas Bergmann, Chair √     

Erna Swart, Vice-Chair √     

David Bean √     

Ian Carruthers √     

Marie-Pierre Cordier √     

Mariano D’Amore
9
 √     

Sheila Fraser √     

Yossi Izkovich    √  

Hong Lou
10

 √     

Thomas Müller-Marqués Berger √     

Anne Owuor √     

Bharti Prasad √     

Ron Salole √     

Tadashi Sekikawa √     

Isaac Umansky
11

 √     

Franz Van Schaik √     

Ken Warren √     

Tim Youngberry √     

TOTAL 17 0 0 1 18 

 

  

                                                 
9
  Proxy held by Marie-Pierre Cordier. 

10
  Proxy held by Hangchun Lu. 

11  Proxy held by Marie-Pierre Cordier. 
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13.4 Vote #4 – Governance 

MEMBER VOTING RECORD 

 
Agenda Item 8 Minutes Item 8 Date Vote Taken November 4, 2010 

Description Draft Consultation 

Paper
12

 

  

Final Standard  □ ED  □ CP □ Other  

 
BOARD MEMBER IN FAVOUR AGAINST ABSTAIN ABSENT NOTES 

Andreas Bergmann, Chair √     

Erna Swart, Vice-Chair √     

David Bean √     

Ian Carruthers √     

Marie-Pierre Cordier √     

Mariano D’Amore
13

 √     

Sheila Fraser √     

Yossi Izkovich    √  

Hong Lou
14

 √     

Thomas Müller-Marqués Berger √     

Anne Owuor √     

Bharti Prasad √     

Ron Salole √     

Tadashi Sekikawa √     

Isaac Umansky
15

 √     

Franz Van Schaik √     

Ken Warren √     

Tim Youngberry √     

TOTAL 17 0 0 1 18 

  

                                                 
12

  For presentation to IFAC Board in March 2011. Subsequently, the IPSASB and IFAC will commence 
limited preliminary consultation with stakeholders followed by full public exposure later in 2011. 

13
  Proxy held by Marie-Pierre Cordier. 

14
  Proxy held by Hangchun Lu. 

15
  Proxy held by Marie-Pierre Cordier. 
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13.5 Vote #5 – Conceptual Framework ED 1, “Conceptual Framework for General 

Purpose Financial Reporting: Authority, Users, Qualitative Characteristics, 

and the Reporting Entity” 

MEMBER VOTING RECORD 

 
Agenda Item 2 Minutes Item 2.2 Date Vote Taken November 4, 2010 

Description ED 45, ― Conceptual 

Framework for General 

Purpose Financial 

Reporting: Role, 

Authority and Scope; 

Objectives and Users; 

Qualitative 

Characteristics, and the 

Reporting Entity‖ 

  

Final Standard  □ ED   CP □ Other □ 

 
BOARD MEMBER IN FAVOUR AGAINST ABSTAIN ABSENT NOTES 

Andreas Bergmann, Chair √     

Erna Swart, Vice-Chair √     

David Bean √     

Ian Carruthers √     

Marie-Pierre Cordier √     

Mariano D’Amore
16

 √     

Sheila Fraser √     

Yossi Izkovich    √  

Hong Lou
17

 √     

Thomas Müller-Marqués Berger √     

Anne Owuor √     

Bharti Prasad √     

Ron Salole √     

Tadashi Sekikawa √     

Isaac Umansky
18

 √     

Franz Van Schaik √     

Ken Warren √     

Tim Youngberry √     

TOTAL 17 0 0 1 18 

 

                                                 
16

  Proxy held by Marie-Pierre Cordier. 
17

  Proxy held by Hangchun Lu. 
18

  Proxy held by Marie-Pierre Cordier. 
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13.6 Vote #6 – Entity Combinations 

MEMBER VOTING RECORD 

 
Agenda Item 10 Minutes Item 10 Date Vote Taken November 4, 2010 

Description Project Brief – Entity 

Combinations 

  

Final Standard  □ ED  □ CP □ Other  

 
BOARD MEMBER IN FAVOUR AGAINST ABSTAIN ABSENT NOTES 

Andreas Bergmann, Chair √     

Erna Swart, Vice-Chair √     

David Bean √     

Ian Carruthers √     

Marie-Pierre Cordier √     

Mariano D’Amore
19

 √     

Sheila Fraser √     

Yossi Izkovich    √  

Hong Lou
20

 √     

Thomas Müller-Marqués Berger √     

Anne Owuor √     

Bharti Prasad  √    

Ron Salole √     

Tadashi Sekikawa √     

Isaac Umansky
21

 √     

Franz Van Schaik √     

Ken Warren √     

Tim Youngberry √     

TOTAL 16 1 0 1 18 

 

                                                 
19

  Proxy held by Marie-Pierre Cordier. 
20

  Proxy held by Hangchun Lu. 
21

  Proxy held by Marie-Pierre Cordier. 


