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1. OPENING REMARKS & MINUTES 

1.1 Attendance – Toronto, Canada 

 PARTICIPANTS ATTENDEES APOLOGY/ 
NIA* 

 IPSASB Members   

1 Andreas Bergmann (M – Public), 
Chairman 

X  

  Stefan Berger (TA) X  

2 David Bean (M), Vice-Chairman X  

3 Ian Carruthers (M) X  
 

 Chris Wobschall (TA) X  

4 Marie-Pierre Cordier (M)  X 

  Baudouin Griton (TA) X  

5 Mariano D’Amore (M – Public) X  

  Fabrizio Mocavini (TA)  X 

6 Rachid El Bejjet (M) X  

  Aziz El Khatttabi (TA)  X 

7 Sheila Fraser (M – Public) X (M-W only)  

  Stuart Barr (TA) X  

8 Kenji Izawa (M) X  

  Fumiki Sakurauchi (TA) X  

9 Hong Lou (M)  X 

  Yangchun Lu (TA) X  

10 Masud Mazaffar (M)  X 

  Sajjad Ahmad (TA)  X 

11 Thomas Müller-Marqués Berger (M) X (M-W only)  

  Gillian Waldbauer (TA) X (M-W only)  

12 Anne Owuor (M) X  

13 Jeannine Poggiolini (M) X  

  Lindy Bodewig (TA) X  

14 Ron Salole (M) X  

  Tim Beauchamp (TA) X (W-Th only)  

15 Adriana Tudor Tiron (M)  X 

16 Isaac Umansky (M) X  

  Marta Abilleira (TA)   X 

17 Ken Warren (M)    X  

  Joanne Scott (TA)  X  

18 Tim Youngberry (M) X  

  Clark Anstis (TA) X  
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 PARTICIPANTS ATTENDEES APOLOGY/ 
NIA* 

Observers 

ADB Hong-Sang Jung (O)  X 

EC Martin Koehler (O)
1
  X 

EIB
2
 Henricus Seerden (O)  X 

Eurostat John Verrinder (O) X (M pm-Th)  

 Giovanna Dabbicco (O) X  

IASB Ian Mackintosh (O)  X 

IMF Abdul Khan (O)
 3
  X 

 Sagé de Clerck (O) X (M-W only)  

INTOSAI Robert Dacey (O) X  

OECD Jon Blondal (O)  X 

UN Chandramouli Ramanathan (O)   X 

UNDP Darshak Shah (O)  X 

 Alieva Dinara (O) X  

World Bank Brian Quinn (O)
 
 X  

 Ivonna Kratynski X  

 IFAC Staff   

IFAC Jim Sylph, Executive Director, 
Professional Standards (S) 

 X 

IFAC – IPSASB Stephenie Fox (S) X  

 John Stanford (S) X   

 Annette Davis (S) X  

 Jens Heiling X  

 Gwenda Jensen (S) X  

 Andrew Lennard X (Th only)  

 Grant Macrae (S) X  

 Paul Sutcliffe (S)  X 

 Joy Keenan (S) X  

* NIA   Not in Attendance 
(M)  Member 
(TA)  Technical Advisor 
(O)  Observer 
(S)  IFAC Staff 
  

                                                 

 
1
  Derek Dunphy attended in place of Martin Koehler for this meeting. 

2
  EIB – European Investment Bank 

3
  Kris Kauffmann attended in place of Abdul Khan for this meeting. 
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1.2 Opening Remarks 

The Chairman expressed the IPSASB’s gratitude to the Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants 

(CICA) for hosting the meeting. 

1.3 Approval of Minutes of March 2012 Meeting – Dusseldorf, Germany 

The minutes of the IPSASB meeting held March 12-15, 2012 were approved. 

1.4 Communications and Liaison  

The communications activities report from March – June 2012 was tabled.  

1.5 Eurostat Study Update 

John Verrinder thanked the IPSASB and individual members and technical advisors for their input to the 

study. 

He noted that the comments represent a broad range of views that will inform an open discussion of the 

future approach. He also indicated that Eurostat is on track for reaching its end-of-year reporting deadline 

and that it would be considering all information received.  

It was noted that Ernst & Young was contracted to deliver a portion of the Eurostat study (on public sector 

accounting and audit implications). 

The Chairman thanked Eurostat for its open and transparent process that enabled certain IPSASB 

members to attend meetings and to clarify points raised. 

The Chairman also took the opportunity to remind members that they need to exercise caution when 

“wearing different hats” (i.e., IPSASB, jurisdiction, organization) to ensure they are clear when they are 

acting in the capacity of IPSASB members, and not representatives of their jurisdiction or organization 

with which they are affiliated. 

1.6 IASB Workplan Summary  

A staff analysis of the potential impacts of the IASB’s workplan on IPSASs was tabled. The staff-prepared 

tables documenting differences between IPSASs and IFRSs as a result of new and amended IFRSs were 

noted. 

2. PUBLIC SECTOR COMBINATIONS 

Approve Consultation Paper (Agenda Item 2) 

The IPSASB reviewed a draft Consultation Paper (CP), Public Sector Combinations. 

In addition to editorials, the IPSASB agreed that the following changes should be made to the CP. 

 Section 2 Definitions and Scope: The definition of an entity should be deleted and instead the 

term ‘entity’ should be described.  

 Section 4 Accounting for Public Sector Combinations (PSCs): A new sub-section should be 

added on ‘other issues relating to PSCs’.  This sub-section should include a brief overview of two 

issues that will need to be considered further at a later stage in the project: (1) the presence of non-

controlling interests, and (2) PSC-related costs. Text from Section 7 relating to these issues should 

be relocated to this sub-section. 

 Section 5 Accounting for Acquisitions not under Common Control (NUCC):  
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o A discussion should be included on when to recognize an acquisition where the recipient 

gains control of the acquired operation on a date that is either earlier or later than the date 

specified in the arrangement.  

o The discussion explaining why the difference arising where a recipient acquires net assets 

and no or nominal consideration is transferred cannot meet the definitions or descriptions of 

contributed capital, accumulated surpluses or deficits, reserves or minority interests should 

be deleted. 

 Section 6 Accounting for Acquisitions under Common Control (UCC): In the same way as for 

Section 5, a discussion should be included on when to recognize an acquisition where the recipient 

gains control of the acquired operation on a date that is either earlier or later than the date specified 

in the arrangement. 

 Section 7 Accounting for Acquisitions—Other Issues: This section should be deleted and some 

of the text should be relocated to Section 4 (see above).  

Approval 

The IPSASB approved the Consultation Paper Public Sector Combinations for publication. 

The results of the vote were: In Favor 14; Against 0; Abstain 0; Absent 4. The voting details of the 

approval are at Appendix 2, item 12.2. 

On behalf of the IPSASB, the Chairman thanked the Task-based Group (TBG) and staff for their work on 

developing the CP. 

3. ALIGNMENT OF IPSASs AND STATISTICAL REPORTING 

Approve Consultation Paper (Agenda Item 3) 

The IPSASB reviewed a draft Consultation Paper (CP) on IPSASs and Government Finance Statistics 

(GFS) reporting guidelines and unanimously approved, in principle, a revised version, which was 

developed during the meeting in response to members’ feedback. The IPSASB’s ‘in-principle approval’ 

related to the basic structure, overall direction, and consultation focus of the paper.  

The IPSASB’s review of the CP began with a wide-ranging discussion, which considered:  

(a) The importance that the IPSASB places on looking for opportunities to reduce differences 

between IPSASs and statistical reporting guidelines.  

(b) The outcomes expected from consulting on the issues raised in the CP. The IPSASB noted that 

the intention of the project is to highlight areas that the IPSASB could look at, subject to further 

due process. The IPSASB noted that complete harmonization was not expected.  

(c) The relationship between the IPSASB and the statistical community. The IPSASB noted that the 

project should be seen as part of the process of engaging with the statistical community as that 

community considers reducing differences between statistical reporting requirements and 

accounting standards. 

(d) The CP’s scope.  

Some members considered that the issues raised in the CP should be treated as input for the IPSASB’s 

work program planning rather than as issues for consultation. Members stated that the CP should:  
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(a) Avoid using the term ‘alignment’, because it could imply that IPSASs should be the same as 

GFS reporting guidelines;  

(b) Identify opportunities for the statistical community’s consideration, rather than proposals; and 

(c) Make clear that the opportunities to reduce differences through IPSAS would also be considered 

in light of competing IPSASB work program priorities; and  

It was also noted that the IPSASB would refer to its Conceptual Framework (see item 4) when 

considering IPSAS developments.  

The IPSASB then reviewed the CP’s structure and did a page-by-page review, including consideration of 

the Preliminary Views (PV) in the paper. The CP was revised to reflect changes identified during this first 

review, then resubmitted for feedback at the meeting. The IPSASB’s second review identified further 

changes to the revised paper. The main changes to the paper identified during the meeting were to: 

 Change the CP’s title to IPSASs and Government Finance Statistics Reporting Guidelines. 

 Restructure sections 4 through 7, so that they covered scope to manage IPSAS/GFS differences 

first, then opportunities to reduce differences for the consideration of the IPSASB and then, 

statistical community.  

 Replace the large number of views on different specific topics with (a) a small number of specific 

matters for comment related to proposals for the IPSASB’s consideration, (b) one preliminary 

IPSASB view with respect to including guidance in Study 14, why that is regarded as the best 

option, and (c) identification of opportunities to reduce differences that the statistical community 

might wish to consider without including a view of the IPSASB. 

 Revise the section on management of differences to better convey management’s judgment in (a) 

considering choice of accounting policies, with scope to reduce GFS/IPSAS differences as only one 

of the factors that could affect that choice, (b) assessing the costs-benefits of different actions that 

could facilitate the production of GFS data. 

 Revise the CP’s coverage of options related to IPSAS 22, replacing the option of making IPSAS 22 

mandatory with the option of withdrawing IPSAS 22.   

The IPSASB also identified improvements to the descriptions of differences in sections 2 and 3, and 

changes to the introduction to increase its coverage of (a) the benefits from reducing differences between 

IPSASs and GFS reporting guidelines, and (b) the CP’s background. 

Next Steps 

Staff and the TBG will revise the draft CP and circulate it to the IPSASB for an inter-meeting review. After 

revisions arising from that review the CP will be submitted to the IPSASB’s September 2012 IPSASB 

meeting, with a view to final approval.  

4. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK  

4.1 Coordinator’s Report and Overarching Issues (Agenda Item 4) 

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

 Project plan; 
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 Linkages between different phases4 of the Conceptual Framework (‘Framework’) and other 

overarching issues; and 

 Developments on integrated reporting. 

Project Plan  

The Coordinator directed members to the project plan, which was the version circulated in March 2012 

following the Dusseldorf meeting. He noted that, in accordance with decisions made at the March 

meeting, the projected approval of the Phase 2 Exposure Draft (CF–ED2) had been put back until 

September 2012 and that approval of the final chapters of Phase 2 and Phase 3 had been put back until 

March 2014, which allows two meetings to review responses from CF–ED2 and the Phase 3 Exposure 

Draft (CF–ED3) and two meetings for consideration and approval of final chapters. These changes do not 

alter the projection that the Framework will be completed in the first half of 2014. 

The Coordinator also highlighted that if CF–ED2 and CF–ED3 are approved in September 2012 and 

issued in early-mid October 2012 on a six month consultation, the initial review of responses to the June 

2013 meeting will be high-level. A more detailed initial review of responses in June 2013 may necessitate 

a shorter consultation period. The IPSASB will consider at the September 2012 meeting whether a 

consultation period of less than six months for these EDs might be appropriate in light of the technical 

issues raised by constituents in commenting on the related consultation paper. 

A member also pointed out that the timeline for Phase 4 is particularly tight, as there is currently only one 

meeting planned for a review of responses to the Phase 4 ED and a further meeting for finalization of the 

final chapter. It was pointed out that approval of the final chapter for Phase 4 in March 2014 needs to 

ensure that the IPSASB’s due process is not compromised. 

The Coordinator highlighted that the intention from the initiation of the project has been to issue the 

Framework as a consolidated publication. However, as Phase 1 had been supported in principle at the 

March 2012 meeting, it might be considered appropriate to issue the four Phase 1 chapters in advance of 

the finalized chapters from the other phases. It was suggested that approval of the Phase 1 chapters, 

specifically the chapter dealing with Role, Authority and Scope would provide the authority for the 

publication of guidance or requirements addressing more comprehensive areas of financial reporting such 

as long-term fiscal sustainability and service performance reporting. The rationale for issuing the Phase 1 

chapters in advance of other areas of the Framework was acknowledged. Members directed that there 

should be a more detailed discussion of this issue as part of the Coordinator’s Report at the September 

meeting. 

It was agreed that, in accordance with regular practice, the plan would be updated and recirculated after 

the meeting. 

Linkages and Overarching Issues 

In accordance with a direction at the March 2012 meeting, the Coordinator had compiled high level 

guidance and principles relating to the linkages between the different phases of the project and the 

                                                 

 
4
  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). Group 2 

addresses elements of GPFSs and recognition (also referred to as Phase 2 – see Item 4.2), and Group 3 addresses 

measurement (also referred to as Phase 3 – see Item 4.3) and presentation and disclosure (also referred to as Phase 4). 
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linkages with the Key Characteristics document. This section of the report also considered the Basis for 

Conclusions and the approach to dealing with comparisons with the International Accounting Standards 

Board’s Conceptual Framework and the principles underpinning the statistical bases of reporting in the 

finalized public sector Framework. 

Linkages between different phases of the project: 

Because the four chapters in Phase 1 are the most developed of the Framework and, because they 

establish accountability and decision making as the objectives of financial reporting and identify the 

primary users, many of the approaches in subsequent phases have cascaded from the Phase 1 position 

on these topics. The relationship between the objectives of financial reporting and the qualitative 

characteristics (QCs) was also noted. The objectives are the starting point for the decision process and 

the types of information that general purpose financial reports (GPFRs) might report is determined by 

reference to the objectives. However, only those items that satisfy the QCs would be included in GPFRs. 

It was also noted that as Phase 1 has indicated that GPFRs may comprise a number of reports rather 

than just one composite report, subsequent phases should avoid suggestions that all the information 

needs of primary users should be satisfied through the publication of a single GPFR. In addition because 

the IPSASB decided to delete the discussion of the key characteristics of the group reporting entity from 

Phase 1, references to discussion of the group reporting entity should be avoided elsewhere in the 

Framework. 

Because Phases 2 to 4 are at an earlier stage of development linkages are much more fluid and liable to 

change. However, amongst the tentative proposals and approaches with an impact on other phases it 

was noted that:  

 Definitions of deferred inflows and deferred outflows had been proposed in the agenda papers for 

Phase 2 at Agenda Item 4A; 

 The proposed definition of an asset in Phase 2 includes both service potential and economic 

benefits;  

 Ownership interests has not been defined as an element, and although some members prefer a 

wider and more flexible usage of the term, it had been used fairly narrowly in commentary in Phase 

2; 

 In Phase 3 fair value is discussed in the Basis for Conclusions (BC), but not proposed as a 

measurement basis (see also Agenda Item 4B); and 

 In the Phase 4 CP ‘presentation’ was used as an umbrella term covering the ‘display’ and 

‘disclosure’ of information. Display relates to ‘core information’, which is central to achievement of 

user needs and should be shown prominently. ‘Disclosure’ applies to the provision of ‘supporting 

information’, which makes core information more useful, and is equal in importance to core 

information. Usage of ‘presentation’ and ‘display’ does not therefore conform to traditional usage by 

other standard setters. 

Linkages between core Framework and Key Characteristics: 

The intention to include the Key Characteristics document as an Introduction or Preface in the finalized 

Framework was noted. Cross references from the core text and, particularly, the BC of the Framework to 

Key Characteristics will avoid the duplication of material. Obversely, cross references from Key 

Characteristics to the core text and BC of the Framework will provide indications of where the identified 
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key characteristics have an impact on the substantive sections of the Framework. Some of the main 

linkages included: 

 The volume and financial significance of non-exchange transactions: This characteristic has a 

pervasive impact on the Framework, including the objectives and scope of financial reporting, the 

definition of the elements of financial statements and issues in identifying and applying potential 

measurement bases.  

 The importance of the budget: The main linkages are to the discussion of the information needs 

of service recipients and resource providers and their representatives in Phase 1, and to Phase 4. 

 The nature and purpose of assets in the public sector: The primary linkages are (a) to Phase 2 

where the current definition of an asset includes both ‘service potential’ and ‘economic benefits’, 

and (b) to Phase 3, in particular that many public sector assets are not traded on active and liquid 

markets and that entry and exit values may therefore differ significantly. 

 The longevity of the public sector: This characteristic has an impact on the information needs of 

users and may indicate that prospective financial and non-financial information should be provided, 

as discussed in Phase 1. The long-term nature of a number of highly significant programs, 

particularly those with the objective of  providing social benefits, also emphasizes the importance of 

identifying the appropriate past event at which an obligation may become a liability and therefore 

why a past event is included in the definition of a liability as an essential characteristic in Phase 2. 

There are also linkages to Phase 3. It was also noted that the interpretation of going concern in the 

public sector is difficult, because of the sovereign nature of governments. There may be particular 

issues for individual entities where the going concern assumption is questionable. Further work 

should be considered on the consequences for financial reporting in the public sector where the 

going concern assumption is questionable. 

 The regulatory role of government: The main linkage is with the commentary on the definition of 

an asset in Phase 2, where it has been decided to omit a reference to the ability to regulate access 

to a resource, because of the possibility that such a reference could be confused with the 

regulatory role of government. 

 Ownership or control of rights to natural resources and phenomena: The primary linkage is 

with the Phase 2 development of the definition of an asset and whether a power or right gives rise 

to an asset prior to the exercising of that right. 

Basis for Conclusions: 

The Coordinator noted that for the Phase 1 ED (CF–ED1) the BC had been at the end of each chapter 

and that this format had been adopted in the draft final chapters for Phase 1 considered in Dusseldorf and 

will be used in the finalized Framework. The location of the BC for Phase 1 reflects the fact that the 

chapters in CF–ED1 and the draft final chapters, although inter-related, address separate topics. It was 

proposed that the BCs for CF–ED2, CF–ED3 and CF–ED4 should be at the end of each document rather 

than at the end of each section of the document, because these phases generally deal with 

homogeneous issues. This format was agreed. It was suggested that for the finalized Framework the BC 

should be after the entire core text. This was tentatively agreed, although it would depend upon future 

decisions on the timing of the publication of the Phase 1 Chapters (see discussion in Project Plan section 

above). 

The Coordinator proposed a number of high-level principles to ensure consistency in the drafting of BCs 

by lead authors. These included principally that the BC should: 
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(a)  Discuss issues in the same order as they arise in the core text of the Framework; 

(b) Refer, where appropriate, to the views of respondents expressed in submissions to CPs and 

EDs, but with such discussion focusing on the substance of arguments rather than the 

numbers (in raw terms or percentages) of respondents supporting a particular view; 

(c) Provide an explanation of the IPSASB’s reasoning in forming a view on a particular issue; 

and 

(d) Be located at the end the core text for CF–ED2, CF–ED3 and CF–ED4. 

The Coordinator took the view that, from the perspective of accountability to respondents to CPs and 

EDs, all matters raised in Specific Matters for Comment (SMC) in CPs or EDs should be addressed in the 

finalized BC, with the level of detail depending on the significance of the issue. However, he questioned 

whether this might be over-prescriptive. For example, the first drafts of CF–CP2 included short BC 

sections on own credit risk and the measurement of assets that may be sold for alternative use.  The 

IPSASB had been persuaded by those who argued that these are standards-level issues that should not 

be directly addressed in the Framework. Currently the BC of the first draft of CF–ED3 contained two short 

sections explaining why the IPSASB had not addressed these issues in the Framework. Members 

considered it appropriate to address issues raised as SMCs in CPs and EDs in BCs and directed that the 

paragraphs in draft CF–ED3 on own credit risk and the measurement of assets that may be sold for 

alternative use should be retained. 

Summaries of the International Accounting Standards Board Conceptual Framework and the Statistical 

Bases of Accounting: 

1. The Coordinator pointed out that CF–ED1 included summaries of the main features of the 

International Accounting Standards Board’s (IASB) Conceptual Framework and the Statistical 

Bases of Reporting (the Statistical Bases) currently in place at the time of issue of the ED as 

appendices after each chapter.  An Appendix, “Comparison with IFRS,” which summarizes 

differences between International Public Sector Accounting Standards (IPSASs) and International 

Financial Reporting Standards (IFRSs) has been a standard feature of “convergence/alignment” 

IPSASs. However, in order to emphasize that the Framework is a public sector specific project 

rather than an interpretation of the IASB Framework it was decided that the summaries in CF-ED1 

should highlight the main aspects of the IASB Framework and the Statistical Bases, rather than 

identifying differences with the IPSASB’s developing Framework. 

2. The Coordinator expressed a view that the summaries are very useful to readers, particularly those 

from jurisdictions where the relationship between IFRSs and IPSASs is important, and those from 

jurisdictions where convergence between IPSASs and the Statistical Bases is a significant issue. 

However, the Coordinator considered it inappropriate to retain the summaries in the finalized 

Framework. He noted that the IASB Framework is likely to change significantly when the IASB 

Framework project is reactivated and further developed. Similarly, changes are likely to the 

statistical bases of accounting in the near future as updating for SNA 2008 is completed. Such 

changes might necessitate amending summaries in the IPSASB’s Framework quite regularly. 

3. Members agreed that  summaries of the main features of the IASB’s Conceptual Framework and 

the Statistical Bases should be included in CF–ED2, CF–ED3 and CF–ED4, but not in the finalized 

Framework. Members also directed that, when the Framework is finalized, material should be 

prepared for the website, explaining the relationship between the IASB Framework and the 
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Statistical Bases, including clarifying that the IPSASB Framework is developed from first principles 

and does not envisage full convergence with Government Financial Statistics. 

Interaction with the International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC) 

The Coordinator informed members that he had participated in a meeting with the IIRC Chief Executive, 

Paul Druckman, the CIPFA Chief Executive, Steve Freer, and members of the secretariats of both 

organizations in early May 2012. At that meeting it had been agreed that CIPFA would take the lead in 

developing an informal Issues Paper, which will primarily deal with the following two related issues: 

(a) Is integrated reporting relevant to governments and public sector entities? 

(b) If integrated reporting is relevant what should the timelines be for its introduction? 

The Coordinator noted that he would be part of the small CIPFA group overseeing the development of 

this Issues Paper. The paper may be followed by a roundtable later this year. The Coordinator said that 

he would keep members informed of further developments. 

4.2 Phase 2 (Elements) – Discuss Issues (Agenda Item 4A) 

Introduction 

Staff explained that the objective of this session was for IPSASB to consider four key issues critical to the 

overall direction of the ED, as well as reviewing the substance of a preliminary draft of CF–ED2 and 

providing directions for further development. 

The four key areas were: 

 Deferred Inflows and Deferred Outflows; 

 Net Position; 

 Little or No Realistic Alternative to Avoid in context of the definition of a Liability; and 

 Recognition. 

Deferred Inflows and Deferred Outflows    

The IPSASB had considered approaches to deferred inflows and deferred outflows at previous meetings. 

The IPSASB further considered such issues. The IPSASB recognized that there are certain non-

exchange transactions which are either specific to the public sector or much more prevalent than in the 

private sector, and where there are requirements regarding the use of the flows in periods different to that 

in which the transaction takes place. Accordingly, it is necessary to find an appropriate accounting 

solution for these mezzanine transactions where time is a stipulation, and the funds are not entitled to be 

used until a future reporting period. The IPSASB considered the following possible alternative approaches 

to treating deferred inflows and deferred outflows as separate elements: 

 Broadening the definition of assets and liabilities to include flows related to subsequent reporting 

periods; 

 A presentational approach along the lines of ‘other comprehensive income’; and 

 Not providing information in the financial statements on non-exchange transactions relating to 

another reporting period. 

It was noted that each alternative had potential disadvantages. The IPSASB had previously dismissed a 

proposal to provide information on non-exchange transactions relating to subsequent reporting periods in 



IFAC IPSASB Meeting                               Approved Minutes  
September 2012 Norwalk, USA          Page 12 of 26 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                                               JT August 2012 

 

notes to the financial statements or in the financial statement discussion and analysis on the basis that 

note disclosure alone is not a substitute for proper accounting. It was also remarked that there is a need 

for a tight definition as this is an area that could otherwise be susceptible to ‘managed outcomes’. It was 

agreed that practical examples were to be developed to assist understanding. 

A majority of the IPSASB concluded that defining deferred inflows and deferred outflows as separate 

elements is an appropriate and transparent approach to dealing with certain non-exchange financial 

arrangements and to proceed on this basis for the purposes of developing an Exposure Draft. Such 

arrangements include involuntary transfers of resources―notably taxation―which may be received prior 

to the period in which they are intended to finance the provision of goods and services. They also include 

transfers of resources provided in one reporting period to be used in a specified future reporting period 

without performance or return obligations. As the proposed approach is new, staff were directed to 

expand the draft BC paragraphs with appropriate examples to identify the options for dealing with these 

transactions (or flows) and the reasons for accepting or rejecting them.  

Net Position 

Since a deferred outflow is not an asset and a deferred inflow is not a liability, it is necessary to consider 

a description for the key residual amount representing the aggregate of an entity’s assets plus deferred 

outflows less the entity’s liabilities and deferred inflows in the Statement of Financial Position at the 

reporting date. The IPSASB concluded that ‘net financial position’ would be an appropriate designation for 

this residual amount. 

Little or No Realistic Alternative to Avoid in Context of the Definition of a Liability  

Staff reiterated the IPSASB’s discussions and tentative conclusions at previous meetings. The IPSASB 

confirmed that enforceability (legal or equivalent) is not an essential characteristic of a liability. The 

IPSASB also considered whether to use an alternative description such as ‘social or moral duty or 

requirement’ in relation to the definition of a liability. However notwithstanding perceived difficulties in 

consistent implementation, given different interpretations of the term in different jurisdictions, the IPSASB 

tentatively decided to retain the term ‘constructive obligation’.  

The IPSASB gave consideration to interpreting ‘little or no realistic alternative to avoid’ in the context of 

the definition of a liability and agreed that key issues were: (1) to what extent the public sector entity was 

seeking to bind itself, and (2) the ability of the entity to repudiate the obligation before it crystallized. 

Further consideration was given to whether legal or equivalent enforceability should be a key 

characteristic of a liability. The IPSASB considered, but rejected, the possibility of introducing rebuttable 

assumptions. It also expressed reservations about overemphasizing whether funding is available to meet 

an obligation. The IPSASB concluded that enforceability is not an essential characteristic and that an 

explanation should be included on the meaning of little or no realistic alternative to avoid an outflow of 

service potential or economic benefits. 

Recognition 

The IPSASB also considered the most appropriate way to address recognition in the Framework. 

Currently existence uncertainty is addressed in the context of aspects of the definitions of a liability and 

an asset. Some members suggested that existence uncertainty is more pervasive and that it should not 

be linked to particular aspects of certain elements. Staff and the TBG proposed that measurement 

uncertainty should be addressed as part of Phase 4.  There was little support for this proposal and some 

members took the view that measurement uncertainty should be better addressed in Phase 3. The 

IPSASB did not make a decision on this issue and directed that an Issues Paper should be developed for 
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the September 2012 IPSASB meeting, which would consider the issue in the context of the Table of 

Contents for the whole Framework. 

Review of Preliminary Draft of CF-ED2  

During a page by page consideration of CF–ED2 and related BC, members identified a number of 

editorial changes and also indicated areas where the text should be expanded or material relocated from 

the BC to the main body of the text. 

The principal areas identified were: 

 Control within assets; 

 Little or no alternative to avoid within liabilities; 

 Increases and decreases in net assets within revenue and expenses; 

 Amend definitions of ‘deferred inflows’ and ‘deferred outflows’ to restrict their application to specific 

future periods and in the BC to give further explanation of the reasons for introducing these as 

separate elements; 

 Amend ‘net position’ to ‘net financial position’ and expand ‘contributions from owners’ and 

‘distributions to owners’; and 

 Give further consideration to the approach to be taken in the section on recognition.  

Next Steps 

A draft of CF–ED2 will be considered for approval at the September 2012 IPSASB meeting.   

4.3 Phase 3 (Measurement) – Discuss Issues (Agenda Item 4B)  

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

Standards Board, to present the session and thanked Andrew for the work undertaken on the Phase 3 of 

the Framework project over the last three years.   

Andrew presented a first draft of CF–ED3, Measurement of Assets and Liabilities in Financial Statements.  

There was a general view that the ED was well written and the IPSASB agreed with much of the content. 

Section 1: The Role of Measurement in the Framework 

Andrew explained that, in assessing the extent to which information prepared on a particular 

measurement basis exhibits the qualitative characteristics (QCs) other than relevance, he had introduced 

notions of complexity and subjectivity.  He asked the Board for their views on discussing the QCs by 

reference to complexity and subjectivity.  It was noted that the approach has similarities to the approach 

taken in Phase 4 where the QCs have been mediated through additional presentation concepts. Some 

members commented that, as the draft ED is currently written, it reads as if complexity and subjectivity 

are two additional QCs. The IPSASB generally agreed that the draft ED needs to be revised so that the 

relationship between the QCs, complexity and subjectivity, and each measurement basis is clearer.  

Section 2: Historical Cost 

Andrew asked the Board whether they agreed with the statement:  

“Conceptually historical cost does not provide useful information on the cost of services, if price 

changes are significant.” 
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The Board discussed this statement at length.  The points made included: 

 Some considered that historical cost meets the objective of accountability because it provides a 

direct link to transactions actually undertaken by the entity and therefore it reports the usage of an 

entity’s resources. Others considered the objective of accountability is not met unless a current 

measure of the consumption of assets is used to hold the entity to account for its usage of 

resources;   

 Some considered that the statement in paragraph 2.4 that use of historical cost does not make it 

possible to judge whether resources have been used economically and efficiently is not correct and 

should be revised.  Under certain circumstances historical cost can be used to assess whether 

resources have been used economically and efficiently, and therefore meets the objective of 

accountability.  Historical cost may impose certain limitations, but these limitations can be disclosed 

in the GPFSs. Others considered that the statement in paragraph 2.4 was more generally true;  

 A reason for using historical cost is that it is consistent with the aim of the recovery of investments 

made in the past. A reason for using current values is that it is consistent with the aim of reporting 

the amount that can be recovered for investments held at the reporting date; 

 Even if historical cost is not considered a perfect measure for assessing the cost of services it may 

be a good proxy for current value for cost-benefit reasons; and 

 The selection of a measurement basis should be related to the context or circumstances in which 

an asset is used.  For example, it might be considered that, conceptually, short-lived assets should 

be at current value, but historical cost is used in many instances for practical reasons. 

The majority of the IPSASB concluded that they did not agree with the statement.  They directed that the 

approach in the ED should be descriptive and balanced.  

Section 3: Current Exchange Value 

Andrew explained that the term ‘current exchange value’ (CEV) had been used in the draft ED rather than 

‘market value’, the term used in the CP.  Andrew explained that this was because others have defined 

‘market value’.  He asked the Board for their views on the use of this term and the content of Section 3.   

The IPSASB acknowledged the rationale for using the term ‘current exchange value’ rather than ‘market 

value’. However, the majority of the IPSASB expressed reservations about introducing new terminology.  

One member noted that his experience of discussing proposals in other phases had elicited strong 

reservations about modifying existing terms that were entrenched in the accounting literature with widely 

understood meanings.  It was decided to use the term ‘market value’, rather than CEV. 

The draft ED addressed ‘fair value’ in the BC section rather than in the core text.  Because ‘fair value’ is 

such an important and widely used term, the IPSASB expressed reservations about this treatment and 

directed that fair value should be discussed in a new sub-section in Section 3.  Therefore, some of the 

material currently in the Basis for Conclusions will be relocated.  The discussion needs to include 

reference to the definition of fair value used in IFRS 13, Fair Value Measurement and acknowledge that 

there are instances in the public sector where it is appropriate to use fair value.  The draft ED also needs 

to explain clearly that fair value, as defined in IFRS 13, is an exit value and that the public sector also 

needs current value measurement bases that are based on entry values.   

The IPSASB agreed that a matrix could be used to illustrate whether particular measurement bases adopt 

an entry or exit perspective and whether they are based on observable or non-observable market values.  

This could take the following format: 
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 Entry Value Exit Value 

Observable Market   

Non-observable Market   

As a consequence, the IPSASB agreed that the draft ED should be restructured so that Sections 3, 4 and 

5 would be merged into one section called ‘Current Measurement Bases’ which would include sub-

sections on market value, net selling price, replacement cost and fair value.  The IPSASB also discussed 

defining a term for a fair value measure that it based on entry (versus exit) value. Value in use would 

continue to be addressed in a separate section, because, although a current value, it would be relevant in 

limited circumstances. 

Section 4: Net Selling Price, Section 5: Replacement Cost and Section 6: Value in Use 

There were no further substantive comments on these sections. 

Section 7: Measurement Bases for Liabilities 

It was suggested that this section should include a matrix equivalent to that for assets.   

Basis for Conclusions 

The paragraphs in the BC section relating to specific measurement bases were not discussed because of 

the revised approach to the core text decided upon previously.  The following points were made relating 

to other paragraphs: 

 Paragraph BC3: Delete third sentence beginning “possible objectives…”; and 

 Paragraphs BC9–BC12: It was suggested that an explanation be included on measurement of an 

asset which includes a subsidy, e.g., a student loan at no interest or at a low interest rate, as the 

subsidy is taken into account in the initial measurement of the asset.  In addition, these paragraphs 

need to reflect that the assumption that the transaction price equals the value of an asset is not 

always true, e.g., the forced purchase of an asset may be at a higher cost than the value of that 

asset. 

Other Issues 

Andrew noted that Sections 2–6 concluded with boxes containing examples of the application of the 

measurement bases. He asked the Board for views on whether these examples should be retained.  He 

acknowledged that the inclusion of specific examples might not be considered appropriate in the 

Framework. The IPSASB considered that the examples are useful as they give an indication of the 

circumstances or context in which it is appropriate to use a particular measurement basis. The IPSASB 

agreed that the examples should be kept in the draft ED, but should be removed when finalizing this 

phase of the Framework.   

It was suggested that the draft ED should include text on the measurement of revenues and expenses. 

Consideration also needs to be given as to how to reflect in the draft Measurement ED the decisions in 

Phase 2 of the Framework relating to deferred inflows and deferred outflows.   
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Next Steps 

The IPSASB agreed that a revised draft ED, including the new structure, will be circulated to members for 

an initial review before the September 2012 meeting and a draft of CF–ED3 will be considered for 

approval at the IPSASB’s September 2012 meeting.  

5.  WORK PLANNING  

Approve Consultation Paper (Agenda Item 9) 

The Technical Director provided an overview of the draft CP on the IPSASB’s work program for 2013-

2014. The CP was drafted based on the IPSASB’s directions at the March 2012 meeting and reviewed by 

a Task-based Group (TBG). 

The TBG members expressed their satisfaction with the draft CP and noted that they thought it had the 

right length and tone for the purpose. It was noted that it is purposely somewhat brief and yet sufficiently 

comprehensive for its objective. 

Members expressed general satisfaction with the draft CP and also noted that publicly consulting on the 

work program is a good initiative that should be continued.  

There was some discussion as to whether the IPSASB should take this opportunity to directly ask about 

additional funding sources for additional capacity given the realities of resource constraints. Members 

expressed varying views on this. Some thought that this would be a good chance to highlight existing 

capacity and financial resource constraints and to indicate the need for additional funding sources. Others 

thought the paper should stay focused simply on the work program priorities and that it would be best to 

focus the consultation on stakeholder needs.  After further discussion the IPSASB decided to keep the 

CP focused on project priorities for 2013-2014, but to also note the financial constraints as an aspect to 

be addressed in the future. 

Some members also suggested that consideration be given to expanding the fourth question to include a 

reference to additional funding; however, it was noted that this may be going too far. 

Members asked that the project on fair value measurement be removed from the list of potential projects 

as they do not think it is necessary given other current activities, for example, Phase 3 of the Framework 

project. 

Some members advocated adding additional information about the factors that must be considered in 

project selection in order to assist stakeholders in making decisions. The Chairman noted that it would be 

difficult for stakeholders to consider all of these factors and that this is the IPSASB’s responsibility. 

Stakeholders should be free to express their own priorities and at the same time the IPSASB should be 

able to analyze that feedback and make decisions considering these various factors and constraints.  

Members made a number of suggestions for changes, primarily editorial including: 

 Include the number of potential projects to assist constituents; 

 Add Kenya and South Africa as examples of countries adopting IPSASs in order to ensure the 

document includes a reference to African countries; 

 Include additional information about the PIOB in order to provide context for those constituents who 

have less knowledge about the PIOB; 

 Note that the completion of the Framework project will have a significant impact on the work 

program in the future; 
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 Add to the factors that the IPSASB will consider in selecting priorities an issues arising from the 

MOU with the IASB; 

 Add a table under current projects that summarizes the full list and refers to the detailed 

descriptions in the appendix; 

 Remove from the list of potential projects the two right columns that attempt to classify projects that 

had previously not been initiated; 

 Update the IPSASB agenda schedule to reflect events at this meeting, including adding a project 

timeline for the project to amend IPSASs 28-30; 

 Add a small amount of detail to the descriptions of potential projects that gives a signal as to 

whether they might be research intensive or easier to undertake if guidance already exists; and 

 Amend the description of the project on sovereign powers to include not only taxation but other 

powers as well. 

Approval 

The IPSASB approved the CP for publication subject to the Chairman’s editorial review of the changes to 

be made by staff. 

The results of the vote were: In Favor 14; Against 0; Abstain 0; Absent 4. The voting details of the 

approval are at Appendix 2, item 12.1. 

6. MONITORING GROUP CONSULTATION PAPER 

Review Draft Response (Agenda Item 7) 

The Technical Director led the discussion to finalize the IPSASB’s response to the Monitoring Group CP.  

It was noted that the draft response focuses on those areas specifically related to the IPSASB as well as 

other matters of public sector relevance. 

The IPSASB reviewed the draft response page by page and suggested a number of changes. It was 

proposed that, for the covering letter from the Chairman, a few sentences be added that highlight that the 

IPSASB supports oversight by the PIOB as noted in the response to question 4. In addition it should be 

noted in the letter, that the response was reviewed by the IPSASB and approved unanimously. 

Members also proposed that  the response to question 4 should emphasize that public interest oversight 

will add credibility to the IPSASB’s processes and will provide protection from undue influence in carrying 

out its work. In addition the IPSASB wanted to note in the response to question 4 that in terms of the 

composition of the PIOB the IPSASB encourages and supports public sector knowledge and experience 

of PIOB members. 

A number of other changes were also proposed which were primarily editorial in nature.  

After a page-by-page review of the draft response, the IPSASB voted on the response and approved it 

unanimously. 

7. FIRST-TIME ADOPTION OF ACCRUAL BASIS IPSASs 

Discuss Issues (Agenda Item 6) 

At its June 2012 meeting the IPSASB discussed the issue of first-time adoption of IPSASs for the second 

time. Based on the views taken at the Düsseldorf meeting the IPSASB agreed to change the title of the 

project to First-Time Adoption of Accrual Basis IPSASs. 



IFAC IPSASB Meeting                               Approved Minutes  
September 2012 Norwalk, USA          Page 18 of 26 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                                               JT August 2012 

 

Presentation of Comparative Information and Reconciliations 

With respect to the presentation of comparative information and reconciliations in an entity’s first IPSAS 

financial statements the IPSASB tentatively agreed that an entity should be encouraged but not be 

required to present comparative information. Therefore, the current IPSASB approach towards 

presentation of comparative information was confirmed. Where an entity chooses to present comparative 

information and reconciliations, the IPSASB tentatively agreed that the draft Exposure Draft should adopt 

the approach taken in IFRS 1, First-time Adoption of International Financial Reporting Standards. The 

IPSASB identified the following main reasons for recommending the IFRS 1-approach: (a) assuring 

higher quality of information at first-time adoption, (b) better system security, and (c) practical experiences 

with the IFRS 1-approach.  

One member added that in cases where an entity elects to apply the IFRS 1-approach, the IPSASB 

needs to be specific about the requirements regarding comparative information in the first year of 

transition and where relief should be provided.  

Entity Elects to Not Apply the IFRS-1 Approach 

The IPSASB agreed with the presented approach in cases where an entity elects to not present a full set 

of comparative information, i.e. not to apply the IFRS 1-approach. Based on the proposed minimum 

requirement an entity’s first IPSAS financial statements will include two statements of financial position, 

one of them being the opening IPSAS statement of financial position. 

Discussion of Selected Transitional Provisions 

With respect to the discussion of selected transitional provisions the IPSASB tentatively agreed that a 

broader approach should be taken. A set of criteria based on user needs as set out in Phase 1 of the 

Framework project in the context of an entity’s first IPSAS financial statements should be used to 

evaluate the transitional provisions. The qualitative characteristics of, and constraints on, information 

included in GPFRs as outlined in CF–ED1 should form the basis for determining this set of criteria.  

One member added that also the differentiation between core and supporting information as made in the 

CP for Phase 4 of the Framework project (CF–CP4) could be of help in identifying appropriate criteria for 

evaluating transitional provisions. Another member added that also the criteria of liquidity and solvency of 

items should be considered.  

In addition, a differentiation was made between the recognition of elements and presentation (e.g. 

disclosures) with respect to appropriate relief in an entity’s first IPSAS financial statements. As the 

preparer-dimension would also need to be reflected the final evaluation will result in some sort of cost-

benefit analysis. The aim is to test the proposed transitional provisions against these criteria. 

Nevertheless, also a view was expressed that a Standard on first-time adoption of accrual basis IPSASs 

should mainly be written from a preparer’s point of view.  

Based on the view that the discussion of transitional provisions needs a more conceptual basis the 

discussion of selected transitional provisions was deferred. In order to keep the proposed time-line of the 

first-time adoption project, the IPSASB agreed that the TBG will develop an Issues Paper proposing a set 

of criteria against which the transitional provisions will be evaluated. The criteria outlined in this paper will 

incorporate two examples, one where the criteria will lead to the conclusion that relief should be provided 

and one where the approach will come to the conclusion the relief should not be provided.  

Regarding the review of the structure of the ED, the IPSASB generally agreed with the changes currently 

made by staff. The Chairman expressed the view that a differentiation between exceptions and 

exemptions as used in IFRS 1 is not necessarily required. 
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As the wording for a paragraph about the scope of the Standard in the BC section of the Exposure Draft 

and the paragraphs on the alignment of accrual basis IPSAS and GFS reporting were not discussed in 

detail, staff asked that other comments should be provided off-line. 

Next Steps 

Together with the TBG, staff will prepare an Issues Paper with criteria for evaluating transitional 

provisions and post the Issues Paper to the Intranet for review by the end of July. The IPSASB is asked 

to provide comments to the Issues Paper by mid of August. Based on the feedback received, staff will use 

these criteria to evaluate possible transitional provisions and bring these back to the September 2012 

IPSASB meeting for further consideration. 

8. UPDATE OF IPSASs 6 – 8  

Discuss Issues (Agenda Item 8) 

The IPSASB noted the requirements of the revised and amended IFRSs being: 

 IFRS 10, Consolidated Financial Statements; 

 IFRS 11, Joint Arrangements; 

 IFRS 12, Disclosure of Interests in Other Entities; 

 IAS 27, Separate Financial Statements (2011); and 

 IAS 28, Investments in Associates and Joint Ventures (2011). 

The IPSASB noted the IASB’s project on investment entities and agreed to monitor that project. 

The IPSASB considered whether the project should re-examine developing an IPSAS based on IFRS 5 

Non-current Assets Held-for-sale and Discontinued Operations but decided that IFRS 5 should remain 

outside the scope of the project. Some members commented that although they considered the 

disclosures regarding discontinued operations to be useful, the requirements regarding assets held for 

sale could be difficult to apply in the public sector where assets sales may occur over a period of years. 

However, the IPSASB noted that the temporary control exemptions in existing standards would be re-

examined as part of determining the scope of the standards within this project. 

The IPSASB considered whether there was a need for guidance on joint ventures in the public sector. 

The IPSASB noted that although joint ventures may not be widespread in the public sector, they do occur 

in some jurisdictions. 

The IPSASB considered the use of the term ‘control’. It was noted that, in the development of the 

Framework, the IPSASB had deliberately avoided using the term control in respect of both control over 

assets and control over other entities. The IPSASB agreed that this decision had been made in the 

context of the Framework project and did not preclude the use of the term control at a standards level.  

The IPSASB considered the process to be followed in developing the proposed standards. The IPSASB 

agreed that the public sector modifications in IPSASs 6-8, together with other issues identified by the 

IPSASB would be a useful starting point for identifying possible departures from these IFRSs. The 

IPSASB noted that the Australian Accounting Standards Board is currently developing an exposure draft 

of proposed modifications to the requirements of IFRS 10 in respect of not-for-profit entities and that the 

issues identified in that project should be considered as part of the IPSASB’s project. The Board noted 

that other jurisdictions also have similar projects and agreed that details of such projects should be 

provided to staff. 
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Other issues identified for the Board for consideration during this project included: 

(a) Funding dependency; 

(b) Delegated power; 

(c) Application of the proposals to administrative entities, in particular where such entities have  

delegated power; 

(d) More detailed consideration of the application of the requirements to different arms of 

government (e.g., the executive, the legislature, and the judiciary) than is currently in 

IPSAS 6. This discussion could focus on control over financial policies; 

(e) Consistent application of the use of the term binding arrangement throughout IPSASs; 

(f) The level of guidance on the elimination of transactions in transactions between principals 

and agents; 

(g) The application of substantive rights and protective rights to charitable bodies; and 

(h) Whether application of the equity method to investments in the separate financial statements 

of an entity should be considered. A view was expressed that applying the cost approach in 

IFRS 9 could be misleading in certain situations.  

The IPSASB noted that the IPSASB document, Process for Reviewing and Modifying IASB Documents 

(‘Rules of the Road’) had been developed as an interim measure, pending the development of a 

conceptual framework for the public sector. The Board agreed that as the Framework was still under 

development, application of the process outlined in the Rules of the Road continued to be appropriate, 

with reference to the developing framework as required. 

The IPSASB noted that it had received feedback from one jurisdiction querying whether the IPSASB 

would consider providing additional guidance on the requirement (in both current IPSASs and IFRSs) to 

apply uniform accounting policies to like transactions and events in similar circumstances when preparing 

consolidated financial statements. The IPSASB also noted that at least one jurisdiction had responded to 

this issue by requiring the application of the equity method to government business enterprises. The 

IPSASB agreed that it would consider this issue during the developing of a standard based on IFRS 10. 

Other related issues with respect to mixed groups would be considered separately by the Chairman and 

Deputy Chairman. 

Having regard to its discussions on agenda item 3 in the meeting, the IPSASB expressed a desire to 

consider opportunities for harmonisation with statistical reporting. The IPSASB requested an analysis of 

differences between financial reporting (including IPSAS 6 and the proposed approach using IFRS 10 as 

a base) and statistical reporting to be brought to the next meeting. The analysis is to focus on where the 

requirements are similar and where they differ. 

The IPSASB considered a proposed timeline for the project and agreed with the proposed meeting 

schedule with the aim of approving exposure drafts in June 2013. An exposure draft of an IPSAS based 

on IFRS 10 is to be brought to the next meeting, together with a comparison of financial and statistical 

reporting requirements.  

9. REPORTING ON THE LONG-TERM SUSTAINABILITY OF PUBLIC FINANCES 

Initial Discussion of Overview of Responses to ED 46 (Agenda Item 5) 

The IPSASB had an initial discussion of the high-level overview of responses to Exposure Draft (ED) 46, 

Proposed Recommended Practice Guideline (RPG), Reporting on the Long-Term Sustainability of a 
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Public Sector Entity’s Finances (hereafter LTFS report) prepared by Staff. ED 46 was issued in October 

2011 with comments requested by February 29, 2012.  The IPSASB had received 37 responses. 

Going Concern 

A member noted that a respondent appears to confuse the notion of going concern (which is a short-term 

notion) with LTFS and suggested that when developing the final guidance the difference between these 

two notions should be clarified, perhaps in paragraph BC9. 

To which Entity should the Proposed RPG apply? 

Almost a third of respondents commented on the level of government and nature of the entity to which the 

proposed RPG should apply. It was suggested that the final guidance should clarify that different 

indicators and time horizons would be relevant, depending on the level of government and the nature of 

the entity applying the RPG. An example was given where an appropriate indicator for a central 

government might be Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and the report would be prepared using a long time 

horizon whereas a local government might use a 3–5 year time horizon and GDP is unlikely to be a 

relevant indicator. 

Position of LTFS Report Relative to Financial Statements  

Almost a third of respondents commented on the relationship of a LTFS report to the GPFSs.  A member 

commented that when developing the Consultation Paper (CP), Reporting on the Long-Term 

Sustainability of Public Finances, in 2008, it was noted that the LTFS report that was closest to GPFSs 

was the US example of the Statement of Social Insurance. However, the CP concluded that, at that time, 

the LTFS report was a part of general purpose financial reports (GPFRs) rather than general purpose 

financial statements (GPFSs). It was suggested that when developing the final guidance this issue should 

be clarified. 

Audit and Assurance  

A significant minority of respondents expressed a range of views as to whether or not a LTFS report could 

or should be audited or otherwise be subjected to assurance. Staff noted that at one stage in the 

development of the CP there had been a specific section on audit and assurance, but that in the final CP 

discussion of audit and assurance had been subsumed into a more general section on enhancing the 

reasonableness of assumptions. ED 46 followed this approach by not going into detail on audit and 

assurance. Staff suggested that, given the views on audit and assurance and the significance of the issue 

to some respondents there should be a fuller explanation of the IPSASB’s approach in the Basis for 

Conclusions (BC), regardless of the substance of the approach taken.  

It was suggested that the nature of assurance required for a LTFS report is a jurisdictional issue and that  

preparers or regulators should determine the need for, and if necessary, the appropriate level of 

assurance. A number of members cautioned against increasing the coverage of audit and assurance in 

both the core text and the BC.  However, members agreed that staff should continue to liaise with the 

IAASB. It was noted that the IAASB is expanding its consideration of assurance engagements for 

information outside the financial statements and has a project to update International Standard on 

Assurance Engagements (ISAE) 3000, Proposed International Standard on Assurance Engagements.  

ED 46 is an example of the more comprehensive scope area, for which the IPSASB is likely to develop 

guidance or requirements in the future and the informal views of IAASB staff will be helpful. 

Next Steps 

The IPSASB will discuss a detailed analysis of the responses at its September 2012 meeting. 
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10. CLOSING REMARKS 

The Chairman again thanked the CICA and Ron Salole for hosting the meeting. He also thanked the 

IPSASB members present at the meeting for addressing and advancing the agenda items with a number 

of members absent. 

Conclusion 

The meeting concluded at 4:00 p.m.  
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11.  APPENDIX 1 – JUNE 2012 IPSASB ACTION LIST 

INTERNATIONAL PUBLIC SECTOR ACCOUNTING STANDARDS BOARD 
ACTION LIST – JUNE 2012 MEETING 

 
 

Action Required Person(s) 

Responsible 

Date to be Completed 

1. Public Sector Combinations Annette Davis  

• Finalize CP based on comments from Members  June 29, 2012 

• CP to be published (with a consultation period to 

October 31, 2012)  

 June 29, 2012 

• Finalize At a Glance document   June 29, 2012 

2. IPSASs and Government Finance Statistics 

Reporting Guidelines 

  

• Revise draft Consultation Paper in conjunction with 

the Task Force to reflect directions of the IPSASB 

and post revised draft on Intranet for IPSASB 

Members’ comments 

Gwenda Jensen July 27, 2012 

• Members to provide comments on revised draft 

Consultation Paper 

Members August 10, 2012 

• Update draft Consultation Paper for comments 

received and post for meeting 

Gwenda Jensen August 31, 2012 

3.  Conceptual Framework—General John Stanford  

• Update and re-circulate CF project plan  June 22, 2012 

• Circulate paper on “Linkages” between different 

phases of Framework to lead authors 

 June 29, 2012 

4. Conceptual Framework—Elements Grant Macrae / 

John Stanford 

 

• Revise draft Exposure Draft in conjunction with 

Elements TBG 

 September 4, 2012 

5. Conceptual Framework—Measurement   

• Revise draft Exposure Draft in conjunction with the 

PSC TBG to reflect directions of the IPSASB and 

post revised draft on Intranet for IPSASB Members’ 

comments 

John Stanford August 13, 2012 

• Members to provide comments on revised draft 

Exposure Draft 

Members August 27, 2012 

• Update draft Exposure Draft for comments 

received and post for meeting 

John Stanford September 4, 2012 
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Action Required Person(s) 

Responsible 

Date to be Completed 

6. Work Plan  Stephenie Fox  

• Finalize CP based on comments from Members  June 18, 2012 

• CP to be published (with a consultation period to 

October 31, 2012)  

 June 29, 2012 

7. Monitoring Group Response Stephenie Fox  

• Finalize response based on comments from 

Members 

 June 19, 2012 

• Submit response to MG/PIOB by response 

deadline  

 June 22, 2012 

8. First-Time Adoption of Accrual Basis IPSASs   

• Circulate Issues Paper with criteria for evaluating 

transitional provisions (including two examples) 

and post on Intranet for IPSASB Members’ 

comments 

Jens Heiling July 30, 2012 

• Members to provide comments on Issues Paper Members August 13, 2012 

• Revise draft Exposure Draft in conjunction with 

FTA TBG 

Jens Heiling August 27, 2012 

9. Update of IPSASs 6–8 Joanne Scott  

• Develop draft Exposure Draft based on IFRS 10  August 27, 2012 

• Develop Issues Paper analysing differences 

between the requirements to consolidate in the 

proposed ED and statistical reporting 

 August 27, 2012 

10. Long-Term Fiscal Sustainability John Stanford / 

Annette Davis 

 

• Detailed analysis of responses  September 4, 2012 

11. Communications Staff  

• Action List posted to Intranet Annette Davis June 21, 2012 

• Power Point presentations posted to Intranet Leah Weselowski June 21, 2012 

• Draft minutes posted to Intranet Joy Thurgood July 5, 2012 

• Update IPSASB Summary of IASB Work Plan and 

Tracking Table 

Annette Davis September 3, 2012 

• Meeting Highlights posted to Internet Annette Davis June 21, 2012 
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12. APPENDIX 2 – VOTING RECORD 

12.1 Vote #1 – Approve Consultation Paper – Consultation on IPSASB Work Program 2013-

2014 

MEMBER VOTING RECORD 
 

Agenda Item #9 Minutes Item 5 Date Vote Taken June 12, 2012 
Description CP – Consultation 

on IPSASB Work 
Program 2013-
2014 

 Approved at 
meeting 

Final Standard  □ ED  □ CP  Other □ 

 

IPSASB MEMBER FOR AGAINST ABSTAIN ABSENT NOTES 

Andreas Bergmann, Chairman √     

David Bean, Vice-Chairman √     

Ian Carruthers √     

Marie-Pierre Cordier    √  

Mariano D’Amore √     

Rachid El Bejjet √     

Sheila Fraser √     

Kenji Izawa √     

Hong Lou    √  

Masud Mazaffar    √  

Thomas Müller-Marqués 

Berger 
√     

Anne Owuor √     

Jeannine Poggiolini √     

Ron Salole √     

Adriana Tudor Tiron    √  

Isaac Umansky √     

Ken Warren √     

Tim Youngberry √     

TOTAL 14 0 0 4 18 
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12.2 Vote #2 – Approve Consultation Paper – Public Sector Combinations 

MEMBER VOTING RECORD 
 

Agenda Item #2 Minutes Item 2 Date Vote Taken June 13, 2012 

Description 
CP – Public 

Sector 
Combinations 

 
Approved at 

meeting 

Final Standard  □ ED  □ CP  Other □ 

 

IPSASB MEMBER FOR AGAINST ABSTAIN ABSENT NOTES 

Andreas Bergmann, Chairman √     

David Bean, Vice-Chairman √     

Ian Carruthers √     

Marie-Pierre Cordier    √  

Mariano D’Amore √     

Rachid El Bejjet √     

Sheila Fraser √     

Kenji Izawa √     

Hong Lou    √  

Masud Mazaffar    √  

Thomas Müller-Marqués 

Berger 
√     

Anne Owuor √     

Jeannine Poggiolini √     

Ron Salole √     

Adriana Tudor Tiron    √  

Isaac Umansky √     

Ken Warren √     

Tim Youngberry √     

TOTAL 14 0 0 4 18 

 


