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Meeting Date: September 17–20, 2012 

 

Objective(s) of Agenda Item 

1. To discuss responses to the Consultation Paper (CP), Reporting Service Performance Information, 

confirm the preliminary views, reach consensus on the specific matters for comment, and agree 

on an approach to further develop this document. 

Material(s) Presented 

2. Agenda Item -7  Covering Memo  

Agenda Item -7.1 Collation of Responses to the CP, including Project Staff Analysis and 

Recommendations 

Agenda Item -7.2  Analyses of Composition of Respondents 

A copy of the CP is included in this material for reference. 

Responses #1 – 33 are available at http://www.ifac.org/publications-

resources/reporting-service-performance-information. 

Action Required 

3. Members are asked to confirm the project staffs view that the CP material should continue to be 

developed and agree on the project staff recommendations necessary to address respondents’ 

comments (set out in the paragraphs that follow and in Agenda Paper 7.1) related to the preliminary 

views and the specific matters for comment. 

Background 

4. The CP, Reporting Service Performance Information, was developed to communicate and solicit 

feedback on (1) the preliminary views reached by the International Public Sector Accounting 

Standards Board (IPSASB), and (2) other specific matters related to the reporting of service 

performance information on which the IPSASB has not yet reached a preliminary view. 

5. The CP was intended to provide a consistent framework for reporting service performance 

information of public sector entities that was developed based on a principles-based approach.  

This framework focuses on meeting the needs of intended users.  The CP also highlights and 

analyzes existing approaches used by public sector entities around the world, where the reporting 

of service performance information is a feature of public sector financial management.  Although no 

two jurisdictions have identical service performance reporting frameworks that public sector entities 

are required or encouraged to follow within general purpose financial reports (GPFRs), there are 

similarities in the service performance information that is reported.  Consideration of these 

http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/reporting-service-performance-information
http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/reporting-service-performance-information
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similarities has provided the basis for the components of the reporting framework proposed in the 

CP.  The CP also was intended to present a standardized service performance information 

terminology with associated working definitions. 

6. The CP was published in October 2011 with an April 15, 2012 response date.  The responses to 

the CP will be considered at the September and December 2012 IPSASB meetings. 

7. Thirty-three responses were received to the CP. An analysis of the respondents by region, function 

and language is included at Agenda Item 7.2. A collation of the responses, by Preliminary View 

(PV) and Specific Matter for Comment (SMC) of the CP, is provided at Agenda Paper 7.1. The 

project staff also has provided analysis of the responses and their recommendations for changes to 

the document based on the responses received. 

Significant Issues 

Preliminary View (PV) 1 

8. PV 1 stated that the reporting of service performance information is necessary to meet the 

objectives of financial reporting (accountability and decision-making) as proposed in the Conceptual 

Framework Exposure Draft (CF–ED 1), Conceptual Framework for General Purpose Financial 

Reporting by Public Sector Entities: Role, Authority and Scope; Objectives and Users; Qualitative 

Characteristics; and Reporting Entity. 

9. A large majority (17) of the respondents (#1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 24, 25, 29, 33) 

agreed with PV 1 and a few (2) of the respondents (#26, 32) partially agreed with PV 1. A number 

of specific proposals were provided for improvement and some have resulted in recommendations 

that have been made by the project staff. Most of these project staff recommendations, except for 

one, relate to other preliminary views or specific matters for comment and are therefore included in 

other sections of this paper.   

What is Service Performance Reporting 

10. The project staff agreed with respondent #32 that paragraph 1.3 of the CP does not define service 

performance reporting.  As a result, the project staff recommends that the IPSASB consider 

adding a sentence, after the second sentence in paragraph1.3 that states “Service 

performance reporting communicates performance information about services provided and 

the effect of those services to assist users in assessing how well the public sector entity is 

achieving its objectives.”  

Why Service Performance Reporting is Important 

11. The project staff agrees with the editorial suggestion provided by Respondent #32 that the second 

sentence of paragraph 1.6 (a) inappropriately identifies only financial resources and does not 

include non-financial resources.  As a result, the project staff recommends adding “non-

financial” to make it clear that the governmental entity is accountable for both types of 

resources.  Further, the project staff believes that this recommended addition is consistent with a 

previous project staff recommendation made for paragraph 1.5. 

Respondents in Disagreement with PV 1 

12. The main concern of those respondents (#16, 17, 18, 20, 23, 31) who disagreed with PV 1 was that 

the scope of the conceptual framework should have been limited to information of a financial nature 
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contained in the general purpose financial statements (GPFSs).  These respondents did not view 

the reporting of service performance information as “necessary” to meet the objectives of general 

purpose financial reporting (GPFR).  The project staff believes that these issues relate to concepts 

that are to be applied in developing a potential IPSAS or other document that provides guidance on 

information to be included in GPFRs.  Therefore, the project staff believes that these issues should 

be more appropriately considered by the IPSASB during their deliberations of CF–ED 1. 

13. The detailed responses to PV 1 are set out in Agenda Paper 7.1.  

 

Staff Conclusion: 

 

14. There is overall support that the reporting of service performance information is necessary to meet 

the objectives of financial reporting (accountability and decision-making) as proposed in CF–ED 1.  

The project staff recommends that the IPSASB confirm this preliminary view. 

15. The project staff recommends that a definition of service performance reporting should be included 

in paragraph 1.3 and an appropriate definition is included in paragraph 10 above.  

16. The project staff recommends adding “non-financial” to the second sentence of paragraph 1.6(a) to 

make it clear that the governmental entity is accountable for both types of resources. 

 

Materials for Consideration: 

 

1. Do you confirm the preliminary view that the reporting of service performance information is 

necessary to meet the objectives of financial reporting (accountability and decision-making) as 

proposed in CF–ED 1? 

2. Do you agree with the project staff recommendation that a definition of service performance 

reporting should be included in paragraph 1.3 and that an appropriate definition is “Service 

performance reporting communicates performance information about services provided and the 

effect of those services to assist users in assessing how well the public sector entity is achieving its 

objectives?” 

3. Do you agree with the project staff recommendation to add “non-financial” to the second sentence 

of paragraph 1.6(a)? 

Preliminary View (PV) 2 

17. PV 2 stated that developing a standardized service performance information terminology for the 

reporting of service performance information is appropriate, and should include the seven terms 

and working definitions in Table A on page 14. 

18. A large majority of respondents (21) generally supported the concept of developing a standardized 

service performance information terminology, with (15) of these respondents (#1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 

10, 11, 14, 25, 29, 31, 32, 33) making proposals on the terms and working definitions to be included 

in the terminology.  Many of these proposals have resulted in project staff recommendations.   

Objective 

19. Respondent #7 stated that the definition for “objective” should be elaborated to explain that “an 

objective” entails an entity meeting a specific service delivery target based on what was initially 

planned or set out for the entity and that an entity’s objective should be aligned with what the user’s 
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perception is with regards to its purpose and aim.  The project staff believes that the definition of an 

objective included in the CP includes the concepts of both what the public sector entity desires to 

achieve (a goal) and what the public sector entity expects to achieve within a certain period of time 

(a target).  The project staff believes this to be true because the proposed definition broadly 

encompasses what the entity is “aiming to achieve,” which could be representative of both a goal 

and a target.  The project staff acknowledges that the IPSASB considered defining both a goal and 

objective in the CP but concluded, at that time, that these two terms were used synonymously by 

many public sector entities.  As a result, the IPSASB tentatively decided that the term objective was 

more universally accepted.  The project staff agrees with using the term that is most universally 

accepted, but believes that the term can be defined in such a manner as to communicate that it 

does incorporate both concepts.  Therefore, the project staff recommends that the IPSASB 

consider amending the proposed working definition of an objective to, “An objective is a 

statement of the result a reporting entity desires or expects to achieve.”  

Performance Indicators 

20. The project staff agreed with respondent # 6 that performance indicators do not “describe” the 

extent to which a service is achieving its objectives and using resources.  However, the project staff 

does not agree with this respondent that they “demonstrate” this extent either.  The project staff 

believes that both terms are defined as giving an account of or explaining something.  As a result, 

the project staff recommends that the IPSASB consider removing the term “describe” from 

the working definition of a performance indicator.  The project staff also agrees with respondent 

#7 that performance indicators may be quantitative and/or qualitative measures.  For example, a 

measure that indicates that 67% of roads in a certain jurisdiction are in excellent condition would 

include both quantitative (67%) and qualitative (excellent condition) aspects.  As a result, the 

project staff recommends that the IPSASB also consider changing the “or” in the working 

definition of a performance indicator to “and/or.”   

21. Further, the project staff agrees with Respondent #8 that the proposed definition of a performance 

indicator included in the CP does not include the concept of an output, which are goods and 

services.  The project staff also believes that the proposed definition does not appropriately convey 

that resources (inputs) and goods and services (outputs) are utilized in the achievement of 

objectives (outcomes).  The project staff also acknowledges that the use of “service” within this 

proposed definition is not consistent with the use of the term “services” as a type of output or 

something being produced.  As a result, the project staff recommends that the IPSASB consider 

the following amended working definition of a performance indicator to, “Performance 

indicators are quantitative and/or qualitative measures of the extent to which a reporting 

entity is using resources and producing goods and services to achieve its objectives.”   

Inputs 

22. The project staff agrees with Respondent #32 that some public sector entities do in fact prepare 

indirect cost allocations and would therefore have access to direct and indirect resources used in 

the provision of services.  However, the project staff believes that many other public sector entities 

will not have access to this more comprehensive information.  The project staff believes that 

because this framework is principles-based, public sector entities that do have access to indirect 

resources used are not precluded from including this information in their input indicators reported.  

However, the project staff believes that it is important for users to know whether inputs include 

indirect costs in order to assess the level of resources actually being used to produce outputs and 
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achieve outcomes.  As a result, although the project staff does not believe it is necessary to 

explicitly differentiate direct from indirect costs as components of the resources used in the 

definition, they do believe that clarification is needed in the discussion of the components of service 

performance information that should be included in GPFRs.  More specifically, the project staff 

recommends that a sentence be added to the end of paragraph 5.15 that states, “Further, a 

statement of whether or not inputs include indirect costs will assist users in understanding 

the level of resources being used to produce outputs and achieve outcomes.” 

23. The project staff also agrees with Respondent #32 that the concept of a public sector entity 

“delivering” objectives in the working definition of inputs is not appropriate and recommends the use 

of “achieving” its objectives instead.  The project staff also believes that the proposed working 

definition of inputs is not clear that inputs are, in fact, a measure.  As a result, the project staff 

recommends that the IPSASB consider amending the proposed working definition of inputs 

to, “Inputs are measures of the resources of a reporting entity used to produce outputs that 

are used in achieving its objectives.” 

24. The project staff further agrees with Respondent #32 that it would be more appropriate to provide 

examples using the accrual basis of accounting.  As a result, the project staff recommends 

amending the example of inputs as follows, “Expenses incurred to inoculate infants for 

measles.” 

Outputs 

25. After further review, the project staff believes that the proposed definition is not clear that outputs 

are, in fact, a measure.  The project staff also believes that outputs do not “deliver objectives,” but 

rather are used to achieve objectives.  As a result, the project staff recommends that the IPSASB 

consider amending the proposed working definition of outputs to, “Outputs are measures of 

the goods and services, including transfers to others, provided by a reporting entity that 

result in outcomes and are used in achieving its objectives.” 

26. The project staff agrees with Respondents #7, 8, and 25 that the example of outputs could be 

enhanced by including “number” as well as “percentage” of outputs.  As a result, the project staff 

recommends that the IPSASB consider amending the proposed example of outputs to, 

“Number of infants inoculated for measles or the percentage of total infant population 

inoculated for measles. 

Outcomes 

27. The project staff does not agree with Respondent #7 that the definition for “outcomes” should 

include a reference to progress made. The project staff believes that result is an indication of 

“progress made.”  Therefore by clarifying that impacts and results have a similar meaning in the 

working definition, the project staff does not believe that it is necessary to include “progress made” 

as this would be implicit within results.  The project staff believes that by including “results” in the 

definition, the concern raised by Respondent #25 that “impact” may be confusing also would be 

addressed.  The project staff also believes that outcomes do not “deliver objectives,” but rather are 

measures of the achievement of objectives.     

28. The project staff agrees with Respondents #9 and 29 that there is overlap between the definition 

and examples provided of an objective and an outcome in the CP.  The project staff believes this 

overlap was due to an outcome being defined as a result, rather than an indicator that measures 

the result.  Therefore, the project staff believes that it would be appropriate for the IPSASB to 



IPSASB Meeting (September 2012) 

Agenda Item 7 

Page 6 of 6 

consider amending the definition and example of an outcome. As a result, the example provided for 

an objective in the CP would not need to be amended because the overlap would be removed with 

the amended definition and example of an outcome.  Further, the project staff believes that the 

example should not presuppose that this measure would result in a “reduction” even though that is 

the objective.   

29. As a result, the project staff recommends that the IPSASB consider amending the proposed 

working definition of outcomes to: “Outcomes are measures of the impacts (results) of 

outputs that are used to achieve the reporting entity’s objectives.”  The project staff also 

recommends that the example be amended as follows, “Number of infants who contract 

measles or percentage of total infants who contract measles.” 

Efficiency Indicators 

30. The project staff agrees with Respondent #33 that efficiency indicators measure not only the 

relationship between inputs and outputs but also inputs and outcomes.  The project staff believes 

that efficiency describes the relationship between resources used (inputs) and either good or 

services provided (outputs) or results achieved (outcomes).  Generally efficiency is considered to 

be enhanced by providing more goods or services or achieving better results with the same or 

fewer resources.  As a result, the project staff recommends that the IPSASB consider amending 

the proposed working definition of efficiency indicators to, “Efficiency indicators are 

measures of the relationship between inputs and outputs or inputs and outcomes.” 

31. The project staff believes that if the proposed working definition is amended as recommended by 

the project staff, the example also should be amended to include a measure of the relationship 

between inputs and outcomes.  As a result, the project staff recommends that the IPSASB 

consider amending the proposed example of efficiency indicators to, “Cost per infant 

inoculated for measles or the cost per infant to reduce the infants who contract measles by 

X percent.” 

Effectiveness Indicators 

32. The project staff agrees with Respondent #29 that effectiveness indicators measure the relationship 

between outcomes and objectives and not the relationship between outputs and outcomes.  The 

project staff believes that effectiveness describes the relationship between the desired or expected 

results of services (stated as objectives) and the actual results achieved (outcomes).  Effectiveness 

is normally thought of in terms of the extent to which the actual results indicate that desired or 

expected results have been achieved.  Therefore, an effective service is one that has, to a large 

extent, achieved its desired or expected results (objective).  As a result, the project staff 

recommends that the IPSASB consider amending the proposed working definition of 

effectiveness indicators to, “Effectiveness indicators are measures of the relationship 

between outcomes and objectives.” 

33. The project staff believes that if the proposed working definition is amended as recommended by 

the project staff, the example also should be amended to include a measure of the relationship 

between outcomes and objectives.  As a result, the project staff recommends that the IPSASB 

consider amending the proposed example of effectiveness indicators to, “Reduction in the 

percentage of infants that contracted measles.” 
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Economy Indicators 

34. The project staff agreed with respondents #5, 7, 10, 11, 31, that economy indicators should be 

included in the standardized service performance terminology.  The project staff acknowledges that 

the IPSASB previously concluded that economy indicators relate to efficiency indicators and were 

difficult to derive in isolation.  However, the project staff believes that economy indicators 

communicate a distinct aspect of a public sector entity’s performance that is not captured in the 

performance indicators currently provided in the terminology.  As a result, the project staff 

recommends that the IPSASB consider adding economy indicator to the service 

performance terminology and that an appropriate definition would be “Economy indicators 

are measures of the extent to which the quality, quantity, and price of inputs are appropriate 

to achieve the objective.”  The project staff also recommends that the IPSASB consider the 

following example of an economy indicator for inclusion in Table A, “The resources 

provided as a percentage of the resources estimated to be needed to inoculate the number 

of infants necessary to reduce the incidents of measles.” 

Immediate and Intermediate Outcome Indicators 

35. As noted in paragraph B24 of the CP, the IPSASB considered “immediate outcomes,” “intermediate 

outcomes,” and “ultimate outcomes,” in the proposed standardized service performance reporting 

terminology.  The IPSASB determined that these terms were not necessary for inclusion because of 

their overlap with other terms.  The IPSASB also determined that referring to qualifiers such as 

“immediate,” “intermediate,” and “ultimate,” would not be appropriate because they believe that the 

jurisdiction should be able to decide the level of detail with which to provide outcome information.  

The project staff acknowledges the concern of Respondent #6 that the achievement of outcome 

indicators often spans more than one reporting period and as a result the reporting of these 

outcome indicators may not provide users with information on indicators of the level of achievement 

of desired end results.  The project staff believes that the reporting of immediate and intermediate 

outcomes may be needed to provide users with indicators of progress made towards desired end 

results.  As a result, the project staff recommends that the IPSASB include a discussion of the 

need for immediate and intermediate indicators in the next due process document and 

consider including these terms in the standardized service performance reporting 

terminology. 

Respondents in Disagreement with PV 2 

36. Those few respondents that disagreed with PV 2 stated that (a) the guidance provided by IPSASB 

should not be prescribed for all GPFRs (#17), (b) the proposed standardized service performance 

information terminology is very general, readily available in performance measurement literature, 

and adds no value to the interpretation of GAAP (#18), (c) a standard on service performance 

reporting should be strongly influenced by principles rather than encumbered by terminology and 

technical requirements (#24), and (d) the terminology would not work in their countries context 

(#27)There was no support for including the material as a separate section of the Handbook.  CF–

ED 1 states that service performance information would be included in GPFRs.  Therefore, the 

project staff believes that it is appropriate for the service performance terminology to be prescribed 

for all GPFRs.  Paragraph 3.1 of the CP discusses the research conducted by the project staff prior 

to the issuance of the CP and states that although some consistent terminology is utilized by public 

sector entities, many of these entities have not defined some or all of the terms they use.  

Moreover, the same terms sometimes have different meanings in different jurisdictions.  Therefore, 
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the project staff believes that it is important for the IPSASB to develop a standardized service 

performance terminology that will enhance users’ understanding of service performance information 

reported using the framework proposed in the CP.  As a result, the project staff believes that a 

standardized service performance terminology does add value to the interpretation or application of 

GAAP, if the IPSASB determines this guidance to be authoritative. 

37. The detailed responses to PV 2 are set out in Agenda Paper 7.1.  

Staff Conclusion: 

38. There is overall support for developing a standardized service performance information terminology 

for the reporting of service performance information.  The project staff recommends that the 

IPSASB confirm this preliminary view. 

39. Several recommendations were made by respondents to improve the terminology, working 

definitions, and examples provided in Table A in the CP.  The project staff recommends that this 

Table A be amended as shown on the next page. 
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40. Table A 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

41. The project staff recommends that a sentence be added to the end of paragraph 5.15 in any future 

due process document that states, “Further, a statement of whether or not inputs include indirect 

costs will assist users in understanding the level of resources being used to produce outputs and 

achieve outcomes.” 

Term Working Definition Example 

Objective An objective is a statement of the result 

a reporting entity desires or expects to 

achieve. 

To improve the health of infants by 

reducing the percentage who 

contract measles. 

Performance 

indicators 

Performance indicators are quantitative 

and/or qualitative measures of the 

extent to which a reporting entity is 

using resources and producing goods 

and services to achieve its objectives. 

Examples below for inputs, 

outputs, outcomes, efficiency 

indicators, effectiveness indicators, 

and economy indicators. 

Inputs Inputs are measures of the resources of 

a reporting entity used to produce 

outputs. 

Expenses incurred to inoculate 

infants for measles. 

Outputs Outputs are measures the goods and 

services, including transfers to others, 

provided by a reporting entity that result 

in outcomes and are used in achieving 

its objectives. 

Number of infants inoculated for 

measles or the percentage of total 

infant population inoculated for 

measles. 

Outcomes Outcomes are measures of the impacts 

(results) of outputs that are used to 

achieve the reporting entity’s objectives. 

Number of infants who contract 

measles or the percentage of total 

infants who contract measles. 

Efficiency 

indicators 

Efficiency indicators are measures of 

the relationship between inputs and 

outputs or inputs and outcomes. 

Cost per infant inoculated for 

measles or the cost to reduce the 

infants who contract measles by X 

percent. 

Effectiveness 

indicators 

Effectiveness indicators are measures 

of the relationship between outcomes 

and objectives.  

Reduction in the percentage of 

infants that contracted measles. 

Economy 

indicators 

Economy indicators are measures of 

the extent to which the quality, quantity, 

and price of inputs are appropriate to 

achieve objectives. 

The resources provided as a 

percentage of the resources 

estimated to be needed to 

inoculate the number of infants 

necessary to reduce the incidents 

of measles. 
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42. The project staff recommends that the IPSASB include a discussion of the need for immediate and 

intermediate indicators in the next due process document and consider including these terms in the 

standardized service performance reporting terminology. 

 

Materials for Consideration: 

 

4. Do you confirm the preliminary view that developing a standardized service performance 

information terminology for the reporting of service performance information is appropriate? 

5. Do you agree with the project staff recommended amendments to the terminology, working 

definitions, and examples provided in Table A?” 

6. Do you agree with the project staff recommendation to add a sentence at the end of paragraph 

5.15 in any future due process document that states, “Further, a statement of whether or not inputs 

include indirect costs will assist users in understanding the level of resources being used to 

produce outputs and achieve outcomes”? 

7. Do you agree with the project staff recommendation to include a discussion of the need for 

immediate and intermediate indicators in the next due process document?  Do you believe these 

two terms should be added to the service performance terminology and included in Table A? 

Preliminary View (PV) 3 

43. PV 3 stated that the components of service performance information to be reported are (a) 

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

public sector entity’s objectives, (c) information on the achievement of objectives, and (d) narrative 

discussion of the achievement of objectives. 

44. A large majority (24) of the respondents either agreed (#2, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 17, 24, 26, 29, 33)     

or partially agreed (#1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 19, 23, 25, 32) with PV 3.  A number of specific 

proposals were provided for improvement and some have resulted in recommendations that have 

been made by the project staff.  One of the project staff recommendations relates to specific matter 

for comment 4 and is therefore included in that section of this paper.  

45. The project staff agrees with Respondent #32 that the CP does not specifically state what service 

performance information should be included within GPFRs.  As a result, the project staff 

recommends changing the heading immediately preceding paragraph 5.1 to “Components 

To Be Reported.”  The project staff also recommends amending the last sentence in 

paragraph 5.2 to, “The similar service performance information components identified within 

these frameworks and therefore should be reported in GPFRs include:” 

Information of the Scope of the Service Performance Information Reported 

46. Respondent #7 stated that they do not agree with the analogy presented in the second sentence of 

paragraph 5.3 of the CP that the description of the scope of service performance information has 

some similarities with the statement of accounting policies in a set of GPFSs.   The project staff 

does not see any value in the analogy relating the scope of service performance information to the 

statement of accounting policies in a set of GPFSs.  As a result, the project staff recommends 

amending the second sentence of paragraph 5.3 as follows: “The description of the scope of 
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service performance information sets out the parameters of the service performance 

information to be conveyed.” 

47. The project staff agrees with Respondent #7 that 5.3 (a) of the CP does not require a statement of 

whether all services are included in the service performance report but only a listing of those 

services that are included.  The project staff believes that there is some value to users in knowing if 

the service performance report is comprehensive.  As a result, the project staff recommends 

amending 5.3 (a) as follows: “Whether all services have been included in the service performance 

information reported and if not what services have been included;”  Further, the project staff agrees 

with this same respondent that paragraph 5.6 of the CP combines the concepts of the “level of 

detail” and the “approach taken to determine which services to report” and that these distinctions 

are not made in paragraph 5.3 (f).  However, the project staff believes that it is not appropriate to 

include the “approach taken” because the intent of the discussion is to focus on providing users 

with information on whether the report is providing them summarized information or detailed 

information of the service performance information.  As a result, the project staff recommends 

deleting “or the approach taken to determine which services to report on” in the first 

sentence of paragraph 5.6.   

Information on the Public Sector Entity’s Objectives 

48. The project staff agrees with Respondent #7 that the requirement to include descriptions of the 

information on objectives in the second sentence of paragraph 5.8 of the CP needs further 

clarification.  The project staff does not believe that it was the intent of the IPSASB to require a 

public sector entity to provide formal descriptions and explanations of how each indicator reported 

links to the objectives.  The project staff agrees that this would be too onerous and overwhelm 

users with information of questionable value.  As a result, the project staff recommends deleting 

“descriptions of” from the second sentence of paragraph 5.8 and replacing “explain” with 

“indicate” in the first sentence of paragraph 5.10. 

49. The project staff agrees with Respondent #7 that the requirement to explain how the entity’s 

objectives were established as required in paragraph 5.10 would be too onerous for inclusion in a 

service performance information report because identifying an entity’s service objectives are part of 

another, more detailed process that is normally determined by government and agreed at a higher 

level.  The project staff does not believe that it was the intent of the IPSASB to require a public 

sector entity to include a discussion of the processes that may have been used to develop the 

objectives, but rather to simply identify these processes.  For example, it is the understanding of the 

project staff that if a public sector entity establishes their objectives through a strategic planning 

process and these objectives are included in the strategic plan, then simply identifying that the 

objectives come from the strategic plan in the service performance report is sufficient.  Further, the 

project staff believes that paragraph 5.10 of the CP is not consistent with 5.8 (b).  Paragraph 5.10 

discusses the need to include how the objectives are established and paragraph 5.8(b) includes the 

need to include the source of the objectives.   As a result, the project staff recommends amending 

the first sentence of paragraph 5.10 as follows: “Service performance information should 

include the sources of the objectives,…”  

50. The project staff disagrees with Respondent #2 that a discussion is needed on the linkage between 

a public sector entity’s vision, mission, objectives, and targets.  The research did not identify vision 

and mission as information that is consistently reported across jurisdictions.  The project staff 

believes that many public sector entities are establishing objectives without actually having adopted 
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formal vision or mission statements.  Further, paragraph 5.10 of the CP acknowledges the need to 

explain the link between the objectives and the indicators of achievement of those objectives.  

However, the project staff believes that the last sentence of paragraph 5.10 needs further 

clarification because service performance indicators are not used as targets but rather used to 

assess the achievement of targets.  As a result, the project staff recommends amending this last 

sentence of paragraph 5.10 as follows:  “Service performance indicators measure the 

degree of achievement of the objectives.”  

Information on the Achievement of Objectives 

51. The project staff agrees with the editorial suggestion made by respondent #7 and therefore 

recommends that the IPSASB consider amending paragraph 5.12(a) and the first sentence of 

paragraph 5.13 to, “……assessing the entity’s performance in achieving its service 

objectives.”  The project staff believes that this amended wording more appropriately conveys the 

intending meaning. 

Narrative Discussion of the Achievement of Objectives 

52. Respondent #1 stated that requiring a description of the indirect consequences, intended or 

unintended, is likely to fail for time reasons and because of lack of facts.  Although the project staff 

believes that implicit in 5.19 (c) and even (b) was that these indirect consequences and factors that 

may have influenced result were to be included in the narrative discussion if they have been 

identified at the time the service performance information is reported.  However, in order to clarify 

this, the project staff recommends, adding “if identified” to both 5.19 (b) and (c).  Further, the 

project staff believes that paragraph 6.5 through 6.7 of the CP appropriately discusses materiality 

and cost-benefit as a pervasive constraint that applies to all of the qualitative characteristics, which 

includes timeliness. 

53. Although the project staff believes that paragraph 5.20 clarifies what is meant by “balanced 

explanations” in paragraph 5.19(a).  The last sentence of paragraph 5.20 states that “The 

discussion should include both positive and negative aspects of an entity’s service performance.”  

However, in order to make this even clearer and to address the concern of Respondent #7 of what 

is meant by “balanced”, the project staff recommends that this sentence be amended as 

follows: “To be balanced, the discussion should include……..” 

54. The project staff agrees with Respondent #7 that providing an example of an unintended 

consequence would assist in illustrating its meaning.  The project staff agrees with the example 

provided by this respondent and recommends that it be included in paragraph 5.22 after the 

second sentence as follows, “For example, where a program is initiated to reduce the level 

of poverty and unemployment within a specific area, and it is noted that the pregnancy rate 

is reduced or that the spread of HIV/AIDS is lower in areas where the program was initiated 

due to better access to information or health care and less idle time, such consequences 

would be considered as “indirect” to the original objective.”   

Information on the Public Sector Entity’s Objectives/ Information on the Achievement of 

Objectives/ Narrative Discussion of the Achievement of Objectives 

55. The project staff does not agree with Respondent #3 that the key activities of the public sector 

entity need to be included as a component of service performance information.  However, the 

project staff recommends that this component, information on the achievement of objectives, 
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and the narrative discussion of the achievement of the objectives be amended to specify 

“key” objectives.  The project staff believes this amendment would focus the service performance 

report on information that is essential to users for assessing the achievement of the public sector 

entity’s objectives without overwhelming them.  Although the project staff recognizes that paragraph 

5.12 and 5.13 discuss the need to include relevant indicators of service performance, the project 

staff believes that relevant information is different from key information.  Service performance 

information can be relevant without representing “key” activities/indicators.  For example, an output 

measure may be relevant in that it provides information aligned with the purpose for its use but may 

not necessarily represent a key indicator of the achievement of a public sector entity’s objectives. 

Challenges of Reporting Service Performance Information 

56. The project staff acknowledges that the CP discusses in paragraph 5.24 what characteristics 

service performance information will possess if it is likely to be useful to users, and also discusses 

in paragraph 5.30 that service performance information is most useful to users when it considers 

their interests, needs, levels of understanding, and public involvement. However, as noted by 

Respondent #6, the CP does not specifically discuss the forms and methods of communication that 

would most effectively communicate service performance information.  The project staff believes 

that effectively communicating service performance information is, in part, dependent on the form 

used to communicate that information (for example, web site or printed materials).  As a result, the 

project staff recommends including a discussion in the next due process document that 

addresses the many potential forms of communication and how to most effectively provide 

public access to that information. 

57. The project staff agrees with the editorial suggestion made by Respondent #7 and therefore 

recommends changing “expectations” to “objectives” in paragraph 5.24(a) of the CP. The 

project staff believes that this change would provide more consistency with the terminology used 

throughout any future due process document. 

58. The project staff agrees with the editorial suggestion made by Respondent #32 and therefore 

recommends amending the second sentence of paragraph 5.28 as follows, “Users are 

primarily interested in how inputs are used to produce outputs, which are then used to 

achieve desired outcomes.”  The project staff believes this amendment will help to clarify the 

concept. 

Respondents in Disagreement with PV 3 

59. Those few respondents that disagreed with PV 3 (#18, 31) stated that guidance on service 

performance reporting is outside the scope of GAAP financial statement preparation and should not 

form part of IPSAS, the components of service performance to be reported would provide a broad 

view of performance, and that the components reflect essentially the non-accounting nature of 

reporting and would cut across several entities.  First, the project staff believes that the scope of 

GAAP should be more appropriately discussed as part of the conceptual framework project.  

Second, the project staff agrees that the components of service performance information proposed 

in the CP would intentionally provide a broad view of a public sector entity’s performance.  Further, 

the project staff agrees that some of these components may allow for the reporting of service 

performance information that might include information about several entities.     

60. The detailed responses to PV 3 are set out in Agenda Paper 7.1.  
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Staff Conclusion: 

61. There is overall support for the components of service performance information to be reported to 

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

information on the public sector entity’s objectives, (c) information on the achievement of 

objectives, and (d) narrative discussion of the achievement of objectives.  The project staff 

recommends that the IPSASB confirm this preliminary view. 

62. The project staff recommends changing the heading immediately preceding paragraph 5.1 to 

“Components To Be Reported.”  The project staff also recommends amending the last sentence in 

paragraph 5.2 to, “The similar service performance information components identified within these 

frameworks and therefore should be reported in GPFRs include:” 

63. Several recommendations were made by respondents to improve the explanatory discussions of 

the proposed components of service performance information to be reported in any future due 

process document and the challenges of reporting service performance information.  The project 

staff recommends that the IPSASB agree with the project staff recommendations included in 

paragraphs 46 through 58. 

 

Materials for Consideration: 

 

8. Do you confirm the preliminary view that the components of service performance information to be 

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

information on the public sector entity’s objectives, (c) information on the achievement of 

objectives, and (d) narrative discussion of the achievement of objectives? 

9. Do you agree with the project staff recommendations to change the heading immediately preceding 

paragraph 5.1 and to amend the last sentence in paragraph 5.2 of the CP? 

10. Do you agree with the project staff recommendations for improvements to the discussion 

paragraphs of the component, Information of the scope of the service performance information 

reported? 

11. Do you agree with the project staff recommendations for improvements to the discussion 

paragraphs of the component, Information on the public sector entity’s objectives? 

12. Do you agree with the project staff recommendations for improvements to the discussion 

paragraphs of the component, Information on the achievement of objectives? 

13. Do you agree with the project staff recommendations for improvements to the discussion 

paragraphs of the component, Narrative discussion of the achievement of objectives? 

14. Do you agree with the project staff recommendations for improvements to the discussion 

paragraphs of the section on the Challenges of Reporting Service Performance Information? 

Preliminary View (PV) 4 

64. PV 4 stated that the qualitative characteristics of information and pervasive constraints on the 

information that is currently included in GPFRs of public sector entities also apply to service 

performance information. 

65. A large majority (21) of the respondents either agreed (#4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 16, 17, 20, 24, 29, 32, 

33) or partially agreed (#1, 3, 8, 9, 11, 13, 14, 25) with PV 4.  A number of specific proposals were 
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provided for improvement and some have resulted in recommendations that have been made by 

the project staff. 

Faithful Representation—Table B 

66. CF—ED1 includes the characteristic of completeness in the qualitative characteristic of faithful 

representation.  CF—ED1 states that, “Faithful representation is attained when the depiction of the 

phenomenon is complete, neutral, and free from material error.  In practice, it may not be possible 

to know or confirm whether information presented in GPFRs is fully complete, neutral, and free from 

material error.  However, information should be as complete, neutral, and free from material error 

as possible.”  As a result, the project staff does not agree with Respondent #3 that it is necessary to 

add completeness as qualitative characteristic of service performance information.  However, the 

project staff recommends including “complete” in the applicability to service performance 

reporting discussion for faithful representation in Table B. 

Comparability—Table B 

67. Respondent #8 stated that service performance information reported also should be consistent 

across reporting periods.  Paragraph 3.22 of CF-ED 1 states that “Consistency refers to the use of 

the same accounting policies and procedures, either from period to period within an entity or in a 

single period across more than one entity.  Comparability is the goal, and consistency helps in 

achieving that goal.”   Therefore, the project staff believes that the conceptual framework already 

acknowledges that consistency is necessary in order to achieve comparability.  However, the 

project staff recommends that a sentence be added to the applicability to service 

performance reporting section of comparability in Table B.  The project staff recommends the 

following sentence, “Because consistency helps in achieving comparability, If service 

performance indicators are modified or replaced or the manner of presentation is changed, 

it is important to communicate to users that a change has taken place and the reasons for 

that change. 

Balance Between the Qualitative Characteristics 

68. The project staff agrees with Respondent #9 that paragraph 6.9 of the CP may not appropriately 

discuss the point beyond which some trade-offs between the qualitative characteristics would not 

be considered acceptable.  As a result, the project staff recommends adding the following 

sentence to the end of paragraph 6.9, “For example, it would not be appropriate if, as a 

result of making trade-offs, the service performance information reported was no longer 

verifiable.” 

Respondents in Disagreement with PV 4 

69. Those Respondent’s that disagreed with PV 4 (#18, 23, 26, 31) stated that guidance on service 

performance reporting is outside the scope of GAAP financial statement preparation and should not 

form part of IPSAS, reporting requirements for service performance information may be validated 

outside the framework for accounting standards and therefore a framework is not required, and the 

qualitative characteristics relate to financial statements (GPFSs) and not service performance 

information (GPFR).  CF—ED 1 provides information on the qualitative characteristics of, and 

constraints on, information included in GPFRs, not GPFSs.  The project staff believes that it is more 

appropriate for the IPSASB to consider this issue, and the scope of GAAP issue, in its deliberations 

of the conceptual framework project.   
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70. The detailed responses to PV 4 are set out in Agenda Paper 7.1.  

Staff Conclusion: 

71. There is overall support for the qualitative characteristics of information and pervasive constraints 

on the information that is currently included in GPFRs of public sector entities to also apply to 

service performance information.  The project staff recommends that the IPSASB confirm this 

preliminary view. 

72. Very few staff recommendations were made as a result of comments received from respondents on 

the qualitative characteristics.  The project staff recommends that the IPSASB agree with the 

project staff recommendations included in paragraphs 66 through 68. 

 

Materials for Consideration: 

 

15. Do you confirm the preliminary view that the qualitative characteristics of information and 

pervasive constraints on the information that is currently included in GPFRs of public sector entities 

to also apply to service performance information? 

16. Do you agree with the project staff recommendation to improve the applicability of faithful 

representation to service performance information in Table B? 

17. Do you agree with the project staff recommendation to improve the applicability of comparability to 

service performance information in Table B? 

18. Do you agree with the project staff recommendation to improve the discussion of the balance 

between the qualitative characteristics in any future due process document? 

 

Specific Matter for Comment (SMC) 1 

73. SMC 1 questioned whether the IPSASB should consider issuing (a) non-authoritative guidance for 

those public sector entities that choose to report service performance information, (b) authoritative 

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

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

performance information? 

74. Many (14) respondents (#1, 4, 5, 6, 10, 13, 14, 16, 17, 20, 22, 23, 24, 29) stated that IPSASB 

should consider issuing non-authoritative guidance for those public sector entities that choose to 

report service performance information.  Two of these respondents (#1, 5) stated that although they 

currently believed non-authoritative guidance would be most appropriate, that the IPSASB’s aim 

should eventually be towards issuing authoritative guidance for those public sector entities that 

choose to issue a service performance report or for all public sector entities to apply.  As stated in 

paragraph 1.9 of the CP, if the IPSASB issues non-authoritative guidance, “it can be assumed that 

although (a) some public sector entities would choose to follow any non-authoritative guidance 

developed, and additionally, (b) governments would be encouraged to adopt the guidance, some 

public sector entities would choose not to report any service performance information, or they would 

choose to report on another basis.” 

75. Many (10) other respondents (#2, 3, 7, 9, 12, 25, 26, 28, 33) stated that the IPSASB should 

consider issuing authoritative guidance requiring public sector entities that choose to issue a 

service performance report to apply the guidance.  Two of these respondents (#12, 26) stated that 
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although they currently believe authoritative guidance requiring public sector entities that choose to 

issue a service performance report would be most appropriate, that the IPSASB’s aim should 

eventually be towards issuing guidance requiring all public sector entities to report service 

performance information.  The project staff agrees with these respondents and paragraph 1.10 of 

the CP which states that authoritative guidance “that requires public sector entities that choose to 

issue a service performance report to apply the guidance, would enhance comparability of the 

service performance information reported by those public sector entities.”  The project staff also 

believes that public sector entities may not report service performance information using this 

framework unless authoritative guidance requiring its use is issued. 

76. Some (6) respondents (#11, 15, 19, 21, 30, 32) stated that the IPSASB should consider issuing 

authoritative guidance requiring public sector entities to report service performance information.  As 

stated in paragraph 1.11 of the CP, “Developing authoritative guidance requiring that public sector 

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

necessary for assessing the service performance of a public sector entity and also would enhance 

comparability of service performance information.”  However, the project staff believes that 

requiring this type of reporting as an IPSAS may discourage public sector entities from following 

other IPSAS’s.  As a result, the project staff believes that it is more appropriate at this time to 

require the reporting of service performance information under this framework only if the public 

sector entity chooses to report this information. 

77. The CP states in paragraph 1.2 that GPFRs include financial and non-financial information and that 

service performance information is part of GPFRs.  However, the project staff agrees with 

Respondent #7 that the CP does not explicitly state that service performance information can be 

either financial or non-financial.  Paragraph 4.10 of the CP discusses that the proposed indicators 

link financial (inputs) and non-financial information to communicate to users how resources were 

used to produce outputs and to contribute to the achievement of outcomes.  As a result the project 

staff recommends adding “financial and non-financial” to the last sentence of paragraph 1.5.  

The sentence as amended would read as follows, “The reporting of service performance 

information will assist public sector entities in meeting this responsibility by providing 

users with financial and non-financial information to assist them in assessing (a) the entity’s 

performance in providing services, and (b) the effects of those services.” 

78. The detailed responses to SMC 1 are set out in Agenda Paper 7.1.  

Staff Conclusion: 

79. Overall, there is more support for authoritative guidance over non-authoritative guidance.  As noted 

above and for the reasons discussed, the project staff recommends that the IPSASB reach a 

consensus that it is most appropriate for the IPSASB to issue authoritative guidance requiring 

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

(option b).  

80. The project staff also recommends that the IPSASB agree with the project staff recommendation to 

add “financial and non-financial” to the last sentence of paragraph 1.5. 
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Materials for Consideration: 

 

19. Do you agree that it is most appropriate for the IPSASB to issue authoritative guidance requiring 

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

 

20. Do you agree with the project staff recommendation to add “financial and non-financial” to the last 

sentence of paragraph 1.5? 

 

Specific Matter for Comment (SMC) 2 

81. SMC 2 questioned whether respondents agreed that this project should not identify indicators of 

service performance? 

82. Almost all (30) respondents (#1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 

24, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33) agreed that this project should not identify indicators of service 

performance.  The project staff agrees with these respondents.  Paragraph 2.3 of the CP states 

that, “The services provided by public sector entities are diverse and often complex in nature.  

Public sector entities have different objectives for the services they deliver.  Therefore, the relevant 

indicators of these services may differ between public sector entities.” 

83. A few (3) respondents (#5, 15, 27) stated that this project should identify indicators of service 

performance.   The project staff believes that it would be difficult, if not impossible, to develop 

minimum guidance on the selection of performance indicators because the services provided by 

public sector entities are so numerous and diverse.  Further, the project staff believes that those 

directly involved in the preparation of the service performance report may need to collaborate with 

individuals and organizations that have specific technical knowledge, such as other management 

personnel, elected officials, parliament, citizens, auditors, professional associations, and other 

interested parties.  The unique perspectives and professional and technical knowledge of these 

individuals and groups can inform the selection of performance indicators by the public sector 

entity.  Finally, the project staff believes that because public sector entity objectives may not be the 

same for identical services, identifying performance indicators may not provide relevant information 

on the achievement of those objectives. 

84. The detailed responses to SMC 2 are set out in Agenda Paper 7.1.  

Staff Conclusion: 

85. There is overwhelming support for not identifying indicators of service performance within this 

project.  As noted above and for the reasons discussed, the project staff recommends that the 

IPSASB reach a consensus that this project should not identify indicators of service performance.  

 

Materials for Consideration: 

 

21. Do you agree that this project should not identify indicators of service performance?   
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Specific Matter for Comment (SMC) 3 

86. SMC 3 questioned whether service performance information included in GPFRs should be 

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

87. Many (15) respondents (#3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 12, 13, 15, 21, 24, 27, 28, 32, 33) stated that service 

performance information included in GPFRs should be prepared for the same reporting entity as for 

GPFSs.  The project staff agrees with these respondents and believes that reporting service 

performance information for the same reporting entity as for GPFS would include the most 

important and decision relevant information.   

88. Many (11) other respondents (#2, 5, 10, 14, 16, 17, 18, 20, 22, 23, 25) stated that service 

performance information included in GPFRs should be prepared for a different reporting entity than 

for GPFSs.  These respondents stated that it would be necessary to report service performance 

information for a different reporting entity than GPFSs because (a) GBEs have their own 

performance measures as applied in the private sector, (b) several entities may contribute jointly to 

one service, (c) public sector entities may be reporting on their service performance within a service 

area, (d) service performance information is generally reported within a budget framework, or (e) 

the boundaries should be left up to the discretion of the reporting entity and not prescribed by 

IPSASB.  

89. The project staff believes that if a GBE has their own established performance indicators, these 

indicators also would be reported for the GBE regardless of whether the service performance 

information was being reported at the enterprise level or at the entity wide level.  The GBE would 

have the same objectives in either case and would therefore report the same indicators or a subset 

of these indicators at the entity wide level which they are reporting in more detail at the enterprise 

level.   

90. Paragraph 2.4 of the CP states that, “This view does not, however, preclude a government 

reporting on its service performance within a service area (which may involve a number of entities); 

however, such reporting is outside the scope of the proposed framework.  As a result, the project 

staff believes that the CP already recognizes and addresses this issue. 

91. The project staff acknowledges that the proposed framework for reporting service performance 

information could be applied to individual service areas of the reporting entity.  The project staff 

believes that IPSASB does not establish guidance for the reporting of service performance 

information at individual service levels.  However, the project staff believes that reporting entities 

could encourage these service levels to apply the framework when reporting their individual service 

performance information separately from the reporting entity.  By doing so, this would make the 

compilation of the service performance information easier for the reporting entity. 

92. The project staff believes that if service performance information is already being prepared as part 

of the budget process for service levels it will make the accumulation of this information much 

easier at the reporting entity level.  The project staff believes that where the service performance 

information is currently being reported is immaterial. 

93. The project staff believes that reporting service performance information for the same reporting 

entity as for GPFSs would allow the users to identify the relationships between the financial 

information (resources) and the service performance information, allowing for a more informed 

decision-making.  Further, the project staff believes that allowing entities to select their own 
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boundaries for service performance reporting would not provide users with consistent and 

comparable service performance information across jurisdictions or that is consistent with GPFSs. 

94. The project staff agrees with Respondent #6 that the entity with overarching responsibility should 

report the performance information for the services they provide jointly with other entities.  As a 

result, the project staff recommends that this responsibility for reporting is clarified in the next 

due process document and the parenthetical “(which may involve a number of entities)” is 

removed from paragraph 2.4. 

95. The project staff agrees with Respondent #33 that any future due process document should include 

a provision with criteria to assist preparers in determining which programs or services should be 

included in the reporting of service performance information.   The project staff recommends that 

the IPSASB include clarifying guidance to assist public sector entities in determining which 

services should be included in the reporting of service performance information.  The project 

staff agrees that without this clarification, public sector entities may report ALL services and 

therefore overwhelm and confuse users.  Further, the project staff believes that this guidance will 

assist in focusing the reporting of performance information on services that contribute to the 

achievement, or lack thereof, of the public sector entities key objectives. 

96. The detailed responses to SMC 3 are set out in Agenda Paper 7.1.  

Staff Conclusion: 

97. Most respondents stated that service performance information included in GPFRs should be 

prepared for the same reporting entity as for GPFSs.  As noted above and for the reasons 

discussed, the project staff recommends that the IPSASB reach a consensus that service 

performance information included in GPFRs should be prepared for the same reporting entity as for 

GPFSs. 

98. The project staff recommends that the IPSASB agree with the project staff recommendation to 

clarify that the entity with the overarching responsibility should report the performance information 

for the services they provide jointly with other entities and that the parenthetical in paragraph 2.4 be 

deleted in any further due process documents. 

99. The project staff also recommends that the IPSASB include clarifying guidance to assist public 

sector entities in determining which services should be included in the reporting of service 

performance information. 

 

 

Materials for Consideration: 

 

22. Do you agree that service performance information included in GPFRs should be prepared for the 

same reporting entity as for GPFSs?   

23. Do you agree with the project staff recommendation to clarify that the entity with the overarching 

responsibility should report the performance information for the services they provide jointly with 

other entities and that the parenthetical in paragraph 2.4 be deleted in any further due process 

documents? 

24. Do you agree with the project staff recommendation to add clarification to assist public sector 

entities in determining which services should be included in the reporting of service performance 

information? 
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Specific Matter for Comment (SMC) 4 

100. SMC 4 questioned whether the dimensions of service performance information identified in the CP 

are appropriate?  These dimensions include (a) information on the public sector entity’s objectives, 

including the need or demand for these objectives to be achieved (the “why” dimension); (b) input, 

output, outcome, efficiency, and effectiveness indicators, including service recipient perceptions or 

experience information (the “what” dimension); (c) comparisons of actual performance to projected 

(or targeted) results, including information on the factors that influence results (the “how” 

dimension); and (d) time-oriented information, including comparisons of actual results over time and 

to milestones (the “when” dimension). 

101. Many (15) respondents (#1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 10, 12, 13, 15, 17, 21, 22, 24, 30, 33) stated that they agreed 

with the four dimensions of service performance information identified in the CP.  The project staff 

agrees that the dimensions of service performance information identified are necessary to meet the 

needs of users identified in CF–ED 1. 

102. Many (10) other respondents (#3, 4, 11, 14, 16, 19, 20, 25, 28, 29,  33) were classified by the 

project staff as partially agreeing with the four dimensions of service performance information 

identified in the CP.  A number of specific proposals were provided for improvement and a few have 

resulted in recommendations that have been made by the project staff.  Two of these project staff 

recommendations relate to other preliminary views or specific matters for comment and are 

therefore included in other sections of this paper.     

Needs of Users of Service Performance Information 

103. The project staff agrees with the editorial suggestion provide by Respondent #32 to remove 

inconsistencies between paragraph 4.3 of the CP and paragraphs 2.7 through 2.11 of CF–ED 1 

and therefore recommends deleting “financial” from the second sentence of paragraph 4.3.  

The project staff believes that by removing “financial” any future guidance will not be explicitly 

drawing a distinction between financial and non-financial needs of users. 

104. Contrary to the belief of Respondent #32, the project staff believes that the proposed framework 

does not and should not provide guidance on anticipated future service delivery activities, 

objectives, and resource needs.  The project staff believes that paragraph 1.2 of the CP provides 

context as to what the conceptual framework has identified as information that is useful to users in 

order to meet the objectives of GPFR, which does include anticipated future service delivery 

activities, objectives, and resource needs.  However, the project staff believes that paragraph 4.4 of 

the CP places too much emphasis on future oriented information, which is not included in the 

proposed framework.  Further, the project staff does not believe that paragraph 4.4 provides 

additional information to the CP that is not already provided in paragraphs 1.2 and 4.3.  As a result, 

the project staff recommends deleting paragraph 4.4 from any future guidance that is 

prepared as part of this project. 

Service Performance Information Needed to Meet User Needs 

105. The project staff acknowledges the concerns of Respondent #32 on the “why,” “what,” “how,” and 

“when” labels to the dimensions identified.  The project staff believes that the focus of Section 4 is 

not the “dimensions” but rather the service performance information needed to meet user needs.  

Although the project staff sees no harm in calling them dimensions of service performance 

information, the project staff does not believe it is necessary to title these dimensions (why, what, 

how, and when).  Further, the project staff believes that deleting these titles may alleviate some 
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confusion around their purpose.  As a result, the project staff recommends deleting the 

parenthetical phrases included after each of the four dimensions presented in paragraph 

4.5.       

Information on the Public Sector Entity’s Objectives, Including the Need or Demand for 

these Objectives to be Achieved 

106. The project staff agrees with Respondent #4 that whether information on the need or demand for 

the objectives to be achieved would be required is not clear in paragraphs 4.7 through 4.9 of the 

CP.  As a result, the project staff recommends that a sentence be added to the beginning of 

paragraph 4.8.  This sentence would be, “Information on the public sector entity’s objectives 

MAY include information on the need or demand for these objectives.” 

107. The project staff agrees with the editorial suggestion provided by Respondent #32 that it is unclear 

what is meant by “appropriate context” in paragraph 4.9 of the CP.  As a result, the project staff 

recommends amending paragraph 4.9 as follows: “……… because service recipients may be 

expressing a need for a service without prioritizing the need for that service in relation to 

other needs for different services.  For example, a taxpayer may express a need for a higher 

level of police protection services without realizing that if the governmental entity meets this 

need, it will result in either a reduction in fire protection services or an increase in taxes.” 

Input, Output, Outcome, Efficiency, and Effectiveness Indicators, Including Service 

Recipient Perception or Experience Information 

108. Respondent #1 expressed concern with an outcome being reduced only to the quality of service in 

paragraph 4.11 of the CP.  Paragraph 4.11 of the CP states that “output and outcome indicators 

MAY include service recipient perceptions of or experiences with the quality of services.”  The 

project staff does not believe that this reduces outcomes to ONLY quality of service based on the 

use of the word “may.”  However, the project staff believes that the second sentence of paragraph 

4.11 should be amended to recognize that service recipient perceptions may also improve results.  

Therefore, the project staff recommends that this sentence be amended as follows:  ……..for 

improving the quality and results of the services…….” 

Comparisons of Actual Performance to Projected (or Targeted) Results, Including 

Information on the Factors that Influence Results 

109. The project staff agrees with Respondent #1 that it may not be possible to report all of the factors 

that have influenced performance results.  As a result, the project staff recommends  that any 

future due process document should clarify that only those factors that have significant 

implications on the public sector entity’s achievement of their objectives should be included 

in the discussion of the factors that have influenced results.  The project staff believes that this 

clarification will assist public sector entities in reporting more concise service performance 

information that will not overwhelm and confuse users. 

Time-Oriented Information, Including Comparisons of Actual Results over Time and to 

Milestones 

110. The project staff agrees with Respondent #32 that the term “milestones” may be a bit confusing, 

especially given that it is only referenced in this section discussing the dimensions and with regard 

to the time-oriented information dimension.  The project staff believes that the references to 
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“milestones” could be deleted without changing the meaning or purpose of this dimension.  As a 

result, the project staff recommends deleting all references to milestones in the discussion of 

time-oriented information. 

Respondents in Disagreement with SMC 4 

111. Those respondents that disagreed with SMC 4 (#5, 9, 18, 23, 27, 31, 32) stated that the dimensions 

of service performance information unnecessarily increase the complexity of the subject matter 

without adding value, provide significant overlap with the components of service performance 

information, and that IPSASB is not the appropriate body for defining service performance reporting 

parameters. 

112. The project staff does not agree that the dimensions, which were identified by the research, 

unnecessarily increase the complexity of reporting service performance information.  The project 

staff believes that the dimensions provide a simple way to summarize the types of service 

performance information users need for accountability and decision-making purposes.    

113. The project staff believes that Section 4 of the CP, which discusses the dimensions of service 

performance information from the perspective of users needs, establishes the foundation for the 

components of service performance information to be reported that are also identified in Section 5 

by identifying the service performance information necessary to meet user needs.  Although the 

project staff recognizes that there is some overlap between these dimensions and the components, 

the project staff believes that it is important to establish that user needs are driving the process of 

identifying the appropriate components of service performance information to be reported.  By 

presenting the dimensions separately and first in the CP, the project staff believes that it 

appropriately communicates that user needs are being addressed in the proposed components of 

service performance information reported, which are presented immediately following the 

dimensions. 

114. The detailed responses to SMC 4 are set out in Agenda Paper 7.1.  

Staff Conclusion: 

115. There is overall support, although some recommendations for improvements to the discussions, for 

the four dimensions of service performance information identified in the CP as (a) information on 

the public sector entity’s objectives, including the need or demand for these objectives to be 

achieved (the “why” dimension); (b) input, output, outcome, efficiency, and effectiveness indicators, 

including service recipient perceptions or experience information (the “what” dimension); (c) 

comparisons of actual performance to projected (or targeted) results, including information on the 

factors that influence results (the “how” dimension); and (d) time-oriented information, including 

comparisons of actual results over time and to milestones (the “when” dimension).  As noted above 

and for the reasons discussed, the project staff recommends that the IPSASB reach a consensus 

that the four dimensions of service performance information included in the CP are necessary to 

meet the needs of users identified in CF–ED 1. 

116. The project staff recommends deleting “financial” from paragraph 4.3, deleting paragraph 4.4 in its 

entirety, and deleting the parenthetical phrases included after each of the four dimensions 

presented in paragraph 4.5.       

117. The project staff recommends that a clarifying sentence on whether information on the need or 

demand for the objectives to be achieved would be required be added to the beginning of 

paragraph 4.8.  This sentence would be, “Information on the public sector entity’s objectives MAY 
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include information on the need or demand for these objectives.”   The project staff also 

recommends amending paragraph 4.9 by changing the sentence and adding an example. 

118. The project staff recommends that the second sentence of paragraph 4.11 be amended to 

recognize that service recipient perceptions may also improve results.  This amended sentence 

would be,”……..for improving the quality and results of the services…….” 

119. The project staff also recommends  that any future due process document clarify that only those 

factors that have significant implications on the public sector entity’s achievement of their objectives 

should be included in the discussion of the factors that have influenced results. 

120. Finally, the project staff recommends deleting all references to milestones in the discussion of time-

oriented information. 

  

Materials for Consideration: 

 

25. Do you agree that the four dimensions of service performance information included in the CP are 

necessary to meet the needs of users identified in CF–ED 1? 

26. Do you agree with the project staff recommendation to delete “financial” from paragraph 5.3, delete 

paragraph 4.4 entirely, and delete the parenthetical phrases included after each of the four 

dimensions presented in paragraph 4.5? 

27. Do you agree with the project staff recommendation to add a clarifying sentence on whether 

information on the need or demand for the objectives to be achieved would be required to the 

beginning of paragraph 4.8 and to amend paragraph 4.9? 

28. Do you agree with the project staff recommendation to amend paragraph 4.11 to recognize that 

service recipient perceptions may also improve results? 

29. Do you agree with the project staff recommendation that any future due process document clarify 

that only those factors that have significant implications on the public sector entity’s achievement of 

their objectives should be included in the discussion of the factors that have influenced results? 

30. Do you agree with the project staff recommendation to delete all references to milestones in the 

discussion of time-oriented information? 

Specific Matter for Comment (SMC) 5 

121. SMC 5 questioned whether service performance information should be reported (a) as part of the 

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

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

currently issued GPFR?   

122. Many (14) respondents (#4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 21, 24, 25, 27, 28, 32) stated that service 

performance information should be reported as part of the GPFR that is currently issued but not 

part of the GPFSs (option A).  A few (3) other respondents (#2, 14, 16) stated that service 

performance information should be reported in a separately issued GPFR (option B).  The project 

staff agrees that including service performance information within the currently issued GPFR that 

includes the GPFSs would be appropriate.  However, the project staff believes that reporting 

service performance information in a separately issued GPFR also would be appropriate for the 

reasons stated in the CP. 
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123. A few (4) respondents (#13, 15, 20, 32) stated that service performance information should be 

reported in both a separately issued GPFR and as part of the currently issued GPFR (option C).   

The project staff does not believe that it is appropriate to split the service performance information 

reported between the currently issued GPFR that includes the GPFSs and a separately issued 

GPFR in any circumstance.  Rather, the project staff believes that it is important to report all of the 

service performance information required by this framework in one GPFR.  The project staff 

believes that reporting parts of the service performance information in separate GPFRs could make 

it difficult for users to know where to access specific service performance information and could 

result in duplicating information or not providing complete information in either place.  

124. Paragraphs 7.8 and 7.9 of the CP discuss the reporting of service performance information in more 

than one GPFR.  However, the project staff agrees with Respondent #10 that the CP does not 

discuss the need to reconcile differences that may exist between the service performance 

information reported within these multiple reports, whether GPFRs or not (for example, budget and 

special purpose compliance reports).  The project staff believes that, in instances where the same 

indicators of service performance information are reported in multiple reports with different results 

(for example, due to different reporting periods) or when different indicators of service performance 

are reported in multiple reports providing results for similar programs or services, any differences 

should be identified and disclosed in a narrative discussion in the GPFR.  As a result, the project 

staff recommends including a provision in the next due process document to identify and 

report these differences in a narrative discussion within the GPFR.    

125. Many (11) other respondents (#1, 3, 9, 10, 17, 19, 22, 23, 26, 29, 33) stated that where service 

performance information is reported should not be prescribed by the IPSASB.  The project staff 

agrees that the IPSASB should not prescribe where service performance information is reported.  

However, the project staff believes that all service performance information required by this 

framework should be reported together in either the currently issued GPFR or a separately issued 

GPFR.  The project staff recognizes that reporting service performance information in a separately 

issued GPFR may encourage more public sector entities to issue service performance reports 

including this information and may make this information more accessible and understandable to 

users.  The project staff also recognizes that some or all of the service performance information 

being reported may represent different time periods than the financial information currently reported 

in the GPFS.  However, the project staff also recognizes that in some instances service 

performance information could be presented in the currently issued GPFR which may allow users 

to more readily access and analyze financial information and service performance information in 

one report with which they may already be familiar, and therefore assist in their decision-making.  

As a result, the project staff believes that it is most appropriate for the IPSASB to not prescribe 

where a public sector entity reports service performance information but rather give them the option 

of reporting all service performance information together in either the currently issued GPFR or in a 

separately issued GPFR.   

126. The detailed responses to SMC 5 are set out in Agenda Paper 7.1.  

Staff Conclusion: 

127. The project staff recommends that the IPSASB not prescribe where a public sector entity reports 

service performance information but rather provide that all service performance information could 

be reported in either the currently issued GPFR or in a separately issued GPFR. 
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128. The project staff recommends that in instances where the same indicators of service performance 

information are reported in multiple reports with different results (for example, due to different 

reporting periods) or when different indicators of service performance are reported in multiple 

reports providing results for similar programs or services, any differences should be identified and 

disclosed in a narrative discussion in the GPFR. 

 

Materials for Consideration: 

 

31. Do you agree with the project staff recommendation that the IPSASB not prescribe where a public 

sector entity reports service performance information but rather provide that all service performance 

information could be reported in either the currently issued GPFR or in a separately issued GPFR? 

32.   Do you agree with the project staff recommendation that in instances where the same indicators of 

service performance information are reported in multiple reports with different results (for example, 

due to different reporting periods) or when different indicators of service performance are reported 

in multiple reports providing results for similar programs or services, any differences should be 

identified and disclosed in a narrative discussion in the GPFR? 
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PROJECT STAFF COLLATION OF RESPONSES TO THE CONSULTATION PAPER 

REPORTING SERVICE PERFORMANCE INFORMATION 
Purpose: 

To present the project staff summary of the comments received on the Consultation Paper (CP), Reporting Service Performance Information. 

(Note: This collation includes only key extracts of each response received to the CP. These extracts have been grouped to identify respondent’s 

views on the Preliminary Views (PVs) and Specific Matters for Comment (SMCs) set out in the CP as well as the key issues identified by the 

project staff. In some cases, an extract may not do justice to the full response. This collation should therefore be read in conjunction with the 

submissions themselves.) 

 

Table of Contents for this Agenda Paper: 

Section  Page  

List of Respondents  

General Comments  

Preliminary View (PV) 1  

Preliminary View (PV) 2  

Preliminary View (PV) 3  

Preliminary View (PV) 4  

Specific Matter for Comment (SMC) 1  

Specific Matter for Comment (SMC) 2  

Specific Matter for Comment (SMC) 3  

Specific Matter for Comment (SMC) 4  

Specific Matter for Comment (SMC) 5  

Other Comments and Editorial  
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List of Respondents: 

Response 
# 

Respondent Name Country Function 

001 
Swiss Public Sector Financial Reporting Advisory Committee (SRS-
CSPCP) 

Switzerland 
Standard Setter/Standards Advisory 
Body 

002 
The International Consortium on Governmental Financial Management 
(ICGFM) 

Supranational Other 

003 New Zealand Accounting Standards Board (XRB)  New Zealand 
Standard Setter/Standards Advisory 
Body 

004 Public Sector Accounting Board (PSAB, from staff) Canada  
Standard Setter/Standards Advisory 
Body 

005 Instituut van de Bedrifsrevisoren Institut des Reviseurs d’Entreprises  Belgium Member or Regional Body 

006 Institute of Chartered Accountants of Scotland Scotland Member or Regional Body 

007 Accounting Standards Board South Africa 
Standard Setter/Standards Advisory 
Body 

008 Australasian Council of Auditors-General (ACAG)  Australia Audit Office 

009 
Heads of Treasuries Accounting and Reporting Advisory Committee 
(HoTARAC) 

Australia Preparer 

010 The Japanese Institute of Certified Public Accountants Japan Member or Regional Body 

011 National Audit Office Malta Malta Audit Office 

012 Abu Dhabi Accountability Authority 
United Arab 
Emirates Audit Office 

013 Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy (CIPFA) UK Member or Regional Body 

014 United Nations Systems Supranational  Preparer 

015 Felicitas T Irungu  Kenya Other 

016 Ministry of Finance Quebec Canada  Preparer  

017 Comptroller’s Division of Manitoba Canada  Preparer 

018 Province of British Columbia Canada  Preparer  

019 HM Treasury UK Preparer  

020 Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat Canada Preparer 

021 Zambia Institute of Chartered Accountants Zambia  Member or Regional Body 
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Response 
# 

Respondent Name Country Function 

022 Ministry of Finance of Ontario Canada  Preparer  

023 
Department of Finance Office of the Comptroller General  
Provincial Government of Newfoundland and Labrador  

Canada Preparer 

024 Office of the Auditor General of New Zealand New Zealand Audit Office 

025 Accounting Standards Board FRC UK 
Standard Setter/Standards Advisory 
Body 

026 Cour des Comptes France Audit Office 

027 Ernst & Young Germany Accountancy Firm 

028 Association of Chartered Certified Accountants UK Member or Regional Body 

029 Joint Accounting Bodies Australia Member or Regional Body 

030 Denise Silva Ferreira Juvenal Brazil Other 

031 Conseil de Normalisation des Comptes Publics (CNOCP) France  
Standard Setter/Standards Advisory 
Body 

032 Australian Accounting Standards Board (AASB) Australia 
Standard Setter/Standards Advisory 
Body 

033 Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) 
United States 
of America 

Standard Setter/Standards Advisory 
Board 
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General Comments on the CP: 

R# GENERAL COMMENTS PROJECT STAFF COMMENT 

001 The SRS-CSPCP believes that the relevance of Reporting Service Performance 

Information for the public sector is not disputed, because in view of the lack of profit 

orientation in the public sector additional information about the control of performance 

and effect are important.   However, the SRS-CSPCP would like to make the following 

statement with the hope that the following points will be taken into consideration: 

 The reporting on Service Performance is complementary to the financial reporting. 

However it is of different nature. It is even often not based on financial data. 

 Because for the control of performance, financial accounting is not in the forefront, the 

question arises how the various information is to be linked in order that a narrative 

discussion of the achievement of objectives can be achieved and at the same time the 

claim to accountability and decision-making can be satisfied. 

 The IPSAS Board must ensure without fail that harmonisation and standardisation 

with existing guidelines on this subject is realized, for example from the OECD and 

the IMF. 

 The SRS-CSPCP has discussed in detail and controversially whether the IPSAS 

Board is legitimated to produce guidelines on this area. The IPSAS Board should 

therefore explain the reasons why it deals with this subject. This information is lacking 

in this Consultation Paper and would be of interest for all consultations that are not 

directly related to accounting. 

This respondent’s agreement with the 

relevance of reporting service 

performance information is noted. 

 

See project staff comments provided 

for Preliminary View 1. 

 

See project staff comments provided 

for Preliminary View 3. 

 

 

 

 

The project staff believes that the 

scope of GAAP should be more 

appropriately discussed as part of the 

conceptual framework project.  

002 We believe the CP is an excellent paper and contributes to thinking on the subject.  

However, we do not think the paper sufficiently emphasizes the important difference 

between the accounting model in the commercial sector compared to the public sector. 

For commercial entities (including GBEs) the unique characteristic of the accounting 

model is that it provides a universal input-output model for all types of entities whatever 

the product or service they provide. Both inputs and outputs are measured in the common 

unit of money. This is why the accounting model dominates the commercial sector.  This 

accounting input-output model simply does not work for the public sector because inputs 

may be defined in monetary terms, but outputs deal with service delivery (which are 

typically not monetized and for which there are no standard units of measure). In the 

public sector the accounting model is an input only model. To measure outputs, recourse 

has to be made to service delivery measures for which there are not, and may never be, 

any common monetized unit of measure. For the public sector there is no choice but to 

use a series of non-monetary measures of service delivery outputs. But by their nature 

This respondent’s belief that the 

consultation paper contributed to the 

thinking on service performance 

information reporting is noted. 

 

See project staff comments provided 

for Preliminary View 2. 
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R# GENERAL COMMENTS PROJECT STAFF COMMENT 

these measures are in a variety of units which makes attempts to measure or compare 

performance very difficult. This paper suggests approaches that are standardized, but the 

problem of non-standard units is inherent in the nature of the public sector and may never 

be fully resolved. 

003 The NZASB is very supportive of the Consultation Paper and the IPSASB's attempts to 

link this work with its Conceptual Framework Project. We are strongly supportive of the 

IPSASB developing guidance on service performance reporting. We consider that the 

Consultation Paper will provide a good starting point for further development of 

authoritative guidance in this area.  

However, we suggest that the IPSASB does not refer to the service performance 

information reporting project as providing a “framework” for service performance reporting. 

We consider that constituents may assume it is part of the Conceptual Framework 

Project. We further suggest that the IPSASB consider clarifying the links between this 

project and the Conceptual Framework Project. For example, when and how will the 

IPSASB’s work on service performance be incorporated into the Conceptual Framework? 

This respondent’s general agreement 

with the consultation paper is noted. 

 

 

The project staff believes that 

“framework” is a generic term used to 

signify a basic structure underlying a 

system, concept, or text.  As a result, 

the project staff believes that use of 

the term framework is appropriate in 

referring to both the concepts and the 

structure for reporting service 

performance information.   

004 We feel that this project is an important initiative as the resulting guidance will assist 

public sector entities in meeting their responsibility of being publicly accountable and in 

providing users with information which is useful for decision-making purposes. 

Overall, PSAB staff is in support of the preliminary views taken by IPSASB.  Responses to 

the Specific Matters for Comment and Preliminary Views are set out in Appendix A to this 

letter and represent the views of PSAB staff and not those of the Public Sector Accounting 

Board (PSAB).   

General agreement with the 

consultation paper is noted. 

007 PART I – GENERAL COMMENTS 

1. Overall support for the Consultation Paper 

1.1 Overall, we are supportive of the proposal to report on service performance 

information. We agree that reporting service performance information will assist 

users in assessing how efficiently and effectively public sector entities are using 

resources to provide services and achieve their objectives as part of General 

Purpose Financial Reports (GPFRs). 

2. Introduction to Service Performance Reporting (section 1)  

2.1 Reporting service performance information is aimed at enhancing the public 

 

 

This respondent’s general agreement 

with the consultation paper is noted. 

 

 

 

See project staff comments provided 
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R# GENERAL COMMENTS PROJECT STAFF COMMENT 

sector’s accountability and decision-making. Though it is not stated specifically 

that the framework to be developed will only be applicable to entities that have 

adopted the accrual basis of accounting, paragraph 1.1 notes that the Conceptual 

Framework Exposure Draft issued in December 2010, proposes concepts that 

underpin general purpose financial reports (GPFRs) of public sector entities that 

adopt the accrual basis of accounting. We are of the view that reporting on 

service performance information will be as relevant to users of GPFRs prepared 

on the cash-basis of accounting. If the IPSASB agrees that the proposed 

framework should only be applied by entities that have adopted the accrual-basis 

of accounting, it could be useful to indicate that the principles in the proposed 

framework could be used by entities preparing financial statements on a cash-

basis when reporting service performance information.  

2.2 Furthermore, as stated in section 2 Objective and Scope of the Service 

Performance Reporting Project, the proposed framework will be developed to 

ensure consistency in reporting service performance information of public sector 

entities. The Consultation Paper does not explain whether these public sector 

entities include Government Business Enterprises (GBEs). While we accept that 

the current suite of IPSASs do not apply to GBEs as these entities apply IFRSs, 

we are of the view that reporting service performance information is applicable to 

many GBEs. We would therefore, as a broader issue, urge the IPSASB to 

consider the applicability of reporting outside of the GPFSs by GBEs as part of 

the GBE project recently added to the IPSASB’s work programme.  

As an interim measure, we suggest that the framework should indicate that, 

although it is not intended to apply to GBEs, the principles in the proposed 

framework could be used by GBEs in reporting service performance information. 

for Specific Matter for Comment 3 on 

the appropriate reporting entity. 

008 ACAG supports the development of a framework for the reporting of service performance 

information. 

Recognising that jurisdictions are likely to have in place different legislation and/or policy 

regimes, and different approaches to achieving program objectives, ACAG considers the 

framework needs to be in a form that allows it to accommodate these differences. 

This respondent’s general agreement 

with the consultation paper is noted. 

See project staff comments provided 

for Preliminary View 3. 

009 HoTARAC perceives that the focus of this Consultation Paper is on individual public 

sector entities.  HoTARAC recommends that the IPSASB consider extending the scope of 

this project to include service performance reporting in whole-of-Government general 

purpose financial reports, as such reporting would be equally relevant at that level.  

See project staff comments provided 

for Specific Matter for Comment 3 on 

the appropriate reporting entity. 
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R# GENERAL COMMENTS PROJECT STAFF COMMENT 

However, for the reasons described in paragraph 1.7 of the Consultation Paper, 

HoTARAC prefers that such reporting only be encouraged, until such time that 

governments globally are capable of compiling and reporting on service performance 

information. 

012 The IPSASB’s review and comparison of service performance reporting of the 26 

countries identified in Appendix A highlights well both the need for guidance and the 

disparity in current reporting. The many different definitions in Appendix B for; objectives, 

indicators, inputs, outputs and outcomes suggests achieving a convergence that fits all 

reporters may be difficult. It perhaps also indicates a relative difference of importance of 

particular issues to countries which may impact on the actions they are taking and 

therefore on what they currently measure and report. It is likely that comparability of 

service performance reporting across such a diversity of countries will always be difficult 

however comparability is more likely across smaller groups of countries and groups of 

PSEs. We believe that increased comparability will result in improved decision-making, 

accountability, transparency and quality of reporting.     

This respondent’s general agreement 

with the consultation paper is noted. 

 

See project staff comments provided in 

Preliminary View 2. 

013 As noted in successive CIPFA responses on this topic and others 

- CIPFA strongly supports IPSASB’s development of high quality standards for public 

sector financial reporting, whether through the Board’s recent project to develop IFRS 

converged IPSASs or through wholly public sector specific IPSASs. 

- CIPFA agrees that it is important to broaden the developing Conceptual Framework to 

cover matters which go beyond a focus on financial statements.  

In light of the above comments we would like to strongly reiterate and reinforce CIPFA’s 

support for the aspirations of this project, which together with other IPSASB initiatives will 

provide a more complete view of the financial affairs of government than are presented in 

conventional financial statements.  

General comments 

This consultation on Reporting Service Performance Information is one of a number of 

initiatives which relate to reporting that goes wider than financial statements, including 

recent and current exposures drafts ED 46, Reporting on the Long Term Sustainability of 

a Public Sector Entity’s Finances and ED 47, Financial Discussion and Analysis. 

The main counterpart of these types of reporting for the private sector is Management 

Commentary on which the International Accounting Standards Board (IASB) issued a 

non-mandatory Practice Statement in December 2010. The IASB recognises that, even in 

the context of for-profit reporting where profit measures provide a more uniform basis for 

This respondent’s general agreement 

with the consultation paper is noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The project staff agrees that recent 

IPSASB initiatives, including the 

reporting of service performance 

information, go beyond GPFSs.  The 

project staff agrees with CF-ED 1 that 

service performance information is part 

of general purpose financial reporting 

and therefore appropriate for inclusion 
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R# GENERAL COMMENTS PROJECT STAFF COMMENT 

assessing and comparing the performance of reporting entities, a more complete and 

useful view of performance and position can be provided through narrative and analytical 

commentary, reflecting the perspective of those determining the objectives of the entity 

and directing its activities. 

CIPFA recognises that Management Commentary does not fully parallel the wider 

reporting being considered by the IPSASB Board, and that for example Long Term 

Sustainability is a rather different kind of reporting to even more complicated aspects of 

going concern. We also recognise that reporting on service performance information 

provides additional benefit to public sector entities which do not obtain useful information 

by reporting on profit, and that for this reason more developed guidance on such reporting 

would be helpful.  

Against this background we can understand why the IPSASB Board has chosen to pursue 

wider reporting through several projects, rather than a single project. We can also see that 

the non-mandatory nature of the IASB practice statement does not necessarily transfer to 

the related IPSASB development for public sector reporting. 

However, as the proposed IPSASB conceptual framework has been expanded to 

encompass the wider scope of public sector financial reporting, the projects being 

considered by the Board are correspondingly more likely to capture aspects of reporting 

which are either desirable, or which are necessary for some entities in some 

circumstances.  As we explain in our comments on Preliminary View 1, we would only 

support mandatory standards on issues which are material and significant for all entities, 

or where a standard can be drafted to allow proportionate application or exemption where 

the cost of reporting exceeds the benefit. 

in GPFRs. 

 

 

 

The project staff believes that the issue 

of reporting a “management 

commentary” would be more 

appropriately discussed as part of the 

IPSASB’s project on Financial 

Statement Discussion and Analysis. 

 

 

 

 

See project staff comments provided 

for Preliminary View 1. 

014 United Nations System Task Force on Accounting Standards 

2 The United Nations System Task Force on Accounting Standards (Task Force) 

appreciates the work that the IPSASB is carrying out in developing accounting standards 

for public sector entities, including international organizations such as those making up 

the United Nations system.  The Task Force is an inter-agency group consisting of 

directors of accounting, chief accountants and chief financial officers from United Nations 

System organizations.  The comments below represent the views of Members of the Task 

Force. The individual organizations that provided comments on this submission and 

concurred with its submission to the IPSASB are listed in Appendix 1.  Where an 

individual organization disagreed with a particular recommendation but agreed to the 

recommendation going forward to the IPSASB, this has been noted against the individual 
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recommendation in Appendix 2.  

General Comments 

3 The Task Force has the following general comments on the Consultation Paper:    

(a) UN system organizations are moving in the direction of adopting Results Based 

Management (RBM) approach. RBM is a management strategy aimed at improving 

performance and achieving results.  Results Based Budgeting (RBB), currently used by 

the United Nations system organizations, is an important step in that direction.  RBB is 

about formulating programme budgets that are focused on number of targeted results 

which are identified at the outset of the budgetary process, and against which actual 

performance is measured at the end of a budget cycle.  Organizations define RBB in 

different ways; however, all definitions revolve around the concept of aligning resources 

and results.  RBB operates with such terms as objectives (results), performance 

indicators, inputs, outputs and so on.  RBB’s framework includes the following processes:    

• Formulating objectives (results); 

• Selecting indicators to measure progress towards each objective; 

• Setting explicit targets for each indicator to evaluate performance; 

• Regularly collecting data on results to monitor performance; 

• Reviewing, analyzing and reporting actual results against targets; 

• Integrating evaluations to provide performance information; and 

• Using performance information for purposes of accountability, learning and 

decision making. 

The framework of the Consultation Paper closely resembles RBB’s framework on all 

principal points, with a few minor differences, for example, on terminology.  It is 

reasonable to assume that the Consultation Paper was, to a large extent, built on the 

bases of RBB’s frameworks of jurisdictions selected for this project.  At the same time, it is 

not clear whether the IPSAS Board considered the importance (relevance, cost-benefit 

analysis, impact on needs of users and on preparers of the GPFRs and so on) of 

introducing the concept of reporting service performance information in the GPFRs when 

this information is already presented in budgetary reports of public sector entities which 

adopted results-based approach to budgeting.  The Task Force is of the opinion that 

service performance information is more closely aligned with budgetary reporting than 

with financial reporting and that governing bodies, as well as providers of extra budgetary 

resources, have a prerogative for setting reporting requirements for service performance 

 

 

 

See project staff comments provided 

for Specific Matter for Comment 5. 
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information.  In addition, most public sector entities make their budgetary reports 

(including those on budget performance) publicly available, hence it is debatable that 

relocating this information from budgetary reports to the GPFRs (or duplicating it by 

presenting in both reports) is likely to better meet needs of users of GPFRs.  

(b) The Conceptual Framework Exposure Draft (CF–ED 1), Conceptual Framework for 

General Purpose Financial Reporting by Public Sector Entities: Role, Authority and 

Scope; Objectives and Users; Qualitative Characteristics; and Reporting Entity, issued by 

the Board for public comment in 2011 stated that GPFSs and notes thereto remain at the 

core part of the GPFRs, however the latter can report information about the past, present, 

and the future that is useful to users. Such information include financial and non-financial 

quantitative and qualitative information about the achievement of financial and service 

delivery objectives in the current reporting period, and anticipated future service delivery 

activities and resource needs.  IPSAS 1 introduced a concept of reporting on achievement 

of service delivery and financial objectives as supplementary information to better meet 

needs of users for decision-making and accountability. In addition, we note that the 

IPSASB is currently working on issuing the Exposure Draft, Financial Statement 

discussion and analysis, which will build further on the concept of reporting non-financial 

information in GPFSs. 

The Task Force is of the view that when the Consultation Paper progresses to the 

Exposure Draft, the latter should clarify the relationship between GPFSs and GPFRs in 

this regard and provide criteria which can be used to clearly distinguish between GPFRs 

as opposed to GPFSs which include non-financial information, including that on service 

performance. We assume that the Exposure Draft will also address implementation issues 

of the transition from GPFSs to GPFRs for those reporting entities who will choose to 

conform to guidance provided by the IPSASB’s final document on reporting service 

performance information. 

(c) Concepts discussed in the Consultation Paper lean heavily towards common attributes 

of public services provided by governments and hence the proposed framework may not 

take into considerations specific challenges of reporting on service performance by other 

public sector entities. The Task Force is of the view that IPSASB should expand 

consideration of issues while progressing the Consultation Paper to Exposure Draft to 

create a framework for reporting on service performance that is applicable and useful to 

all public sector entities.    

 

 

See project staff comments provided 

for Preliminary View 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The project staff believes that the issue 

of clarifying the relationship between 

GPFSs and GPFRs is more 

appropriately considered as part of the 

conceptual framework project. 

 

 

The objective of the consultation paper 

is to create a principles-based 

framework that is applicable to 

GENERAL PURPOSE public sector 

entities.  As a result, the project staff 

believes that it is appropriate for this 

framework to focus on common 

attributes of public services provided 

by governments and not focus on the 

specific challenges of reporting on 

service performance that are unique to 
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various public sector entities.  Further, 

paragraphs 5.24 through 5.33 of the 

consultation paper discuss the 

challenges of reporting service 

performance information in a general 

manner in order to provide applicability 

to all public sector entities.     

016 In general, we disagree with the IPSASB proposal to issue recommendations aimed at 

regulating the disclosure of information on the service performance of public sector 

entities.  In our view, the proposed recommendations for service performance reports do 

not fall within the field of expertise of standard-setting organizations. In addition, in a 

context of limited resources, accounting standard-setters should concentrate their efforts 

on the financial information presented in financial statements. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, should the IPSASB decide to go ahead with the publication 

of the proposed guidance, we believe it should be published in a separate guide as good 

practice and not as recommendations in the standards published by IPSASB.  

Considering our preferred form of publication, our views on the preliminary views and 

specific matters for comments are given below. 

This respondent’s general 

disagreement with the consultation 

paper is noted. 

The project staff believes that the 

scope of GAAP and the purview of 

IPSASB should be more appropriately 

discussed as part of the conceptual 

framework project.   

See project staff comments provided 

for Specific Matter for Comment 1. 

018 The Summary Financial Statements of the Province are prepared in accordance with 

Canadian Public Sector Accounting Board (PSAB) standards.  We have a particular 

interest in the development of IPSASB’s guidance as it may influence future PSAB 

standards. 

As indicated in our response to IPSASB’s Conceptual Framework Exposure Draft 1, the 

Province disagrees with the expanded scope of IPSAS’s proposed conceptual framework 

to general purpose financial reports, rather than focusing on general purpose financial 

statements. 

IPSAS should remain focused on developing a comprehensive body of GAAP for the 

purpose of preparing public sector general purpose financial statements.  The inclusion of 

suggestions for service performance reporting does not add value to the preparers of 

general purpose financial statements or the preparers of meaningful performance reports. 

IPSASB’s objective of harmonization with statistical financial reporting bases should be 

reassessed and limited to financial statement terms and definitions.  Common 

understanding and definitions of financial statement terms used in both general purpose 

financial statements and other publications, such as annual reports or other statistical 

 

 

 

 

The project staff believes that the 

scope of GAAP should be more 

appropriately discussed as part of the 

conceptual framework project.   

See project staff comments provided 

for Specific Matter for Comment 1. 
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performance reports, will enhance the quality and value of information for stakeholders.   

The trend to incorporate information into GAAP that is considered useful for the purposes 

of economic and public policy performance evaluation, such as the fair valuation of assets 

and present values of future revenue streams, compromises the reliability and objectivity 

of financial statement information and the clarity of information for readers.  The mixture of 

actual and potential, realized and unrealized transactions obscures the operating results 

in general purpose financial statements and does not serve to inform stakeholders. 

Meaningful performance reporting is unique to each entity and is correlated with the 

specific social, environmental, and economic operational and strategic objectives of the 

organization.  The field of study of relevant performance metrics is extensive.  A general 

discussion of some characteristics of service performance reporting, within an 

authoritative body of accounting guidance, is of no value to the preparers of performance 

reports and will create significant ambiguity on the application of IPSAS to general 

purpose financial statements.     

IPSAS are for preparation of public sector financial statements.  If IPSASB chooses to 

develop best practice guidance for service performance reporting in the public sector as 

an additional resource, it should be completely separate from, and outside of, the IPSAS 

body of GAAP.     

019 2. We note that the consultation paper has been released as part of a wider project to 

develop a consistent framework for reporting service performance information of public 

sector entities. While we support the role that such a framework might play, it will need 

to be flexible enough to reflect the diversity in performance information reporting 

across various jurisdictions. 

3. We commend the quality of the CP, which clearly sets out the issues on which 

comment is sought. Such clarity has enabled us to form developed views on each of 

the Specific Matters for Comment, which are in the annex.  

4. We believe that reporting performance information is useful, if not essential, for users 

of General Purpose Financial Reports (GPFRs), and consequently performance 

information should be reported in all organisations’ GPFRs. Whether or not any 

eventual guidance issued by IPSASB would enhance performance reporting would 

depend on both its content and status (i.e. whether it is voluntary or mandatory) and 

IPSASB will need to come to a firm view on this. Our tentative view is that performance 

reporting should be required but that its form and content should be flexible. 

5. Another conceptual issue is that the proposed set of principles may not be sufficient to 

See project staff comments provided 

for Specific Matter for Comment 1. 

 

See project staff comments provided 

for Preliminary View 3. 

 

The consultation paper focuses on 

providing service performance 

information that is necessary to meet 

user needs.  The project staff 

acknowledges that the consultation 

paper does not recognize that public 

bodies are not always established for 

the main purpose of service delivery to 

the users identified.  However, 

although not specifically stated in the 
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support the construction of different performance measurement frameworks (and the 

characteristics of the metrics) that are required for different purposes and for different 

groups of users of performance information. For example, the principles that might be 

used to report public accountability are likely to differ in nature from those used in 

reporting on management of a service. Linked to this, the CP does not appear to 

recognise that public bodies are not always established for the main purpose of service 

delivery to end users. 

6. While it would be useful to describe a set of performance reporting principles to 

encourage organisations to present performance information, this should not be at the 

expense of closing the door to developments in good practice. This could mean that 

some jurisdictions’ performance reporting regimes would not be compliant with the 

principles in their current form, even though these regimes are sufficiently developed to 

report information outside of GPFRs that meets the proposed qualitative characteristics 

of IPSAS. 

7. We recommend that the CP acknowledges that performance reporting can take many 

forms and, consequently, any performance reporting principles or guidance should be 

sufficiently flexible to accommodate these different forms. This might usefully include 

commentary on when organisations are expected to follow the principles set out in the 

CP, and when they might not be applicable. 

8. One potential solution might be to require entities to disclose details of the 

performance framework in place and the principles underpinning it, rather than seeking 

to prescribe a universal model. This disclosure could then be by way of reference to 

some published statement or standard.  This would of course be dependent on the 

outcome of discussions about which organisations should follow the principles.   

9. Notwithstanding this, I do believe that there is a role for the guidance in the CP in 

meeting the aim of reporting performance information in GPFRs, and I attach an annex 

in which we respond to the Specific Matters for Comment.  

consultation paper, the project staff 

believes that the proposed framework 

would also be appropriate for reporting 

service performance information when 

the reporting entity is not providing 

services to end users. 

See project staff comments provided 

for Specific Matter for Comment 2. 

 

 

 

 

See project staff comments provided 

for Specific Matter for Comment 5. 

020 By the way of background, the Government of Canada bases its accounting policies on 

the accounting standards issued by the Public Sector Accounting Board (PSAB) of the 

Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants (CICA).  Our government is not required to 

follow the International Public Sector Accounting Standards (IPSAS), however, IPSAS 

have become increasingly important as a secondary source of generally accepted 

accounting principles (GAAP) for Canadian governments.  Consequently, we have read 

the consultation paper with interest, and our specific comments on the preliminary views 

The project staff believes that the 

scope of GAAP and the purview of 

IPSASB should be more appropriately 

discussed as part of the conceptual 

framework project.   
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posed are included in the attached Appendix. 

As expressed in our response to IPSASB’s proposed conceptual framework, we believe 

the scope is too broad and should be limited to General Purpose Financial Statements 

(GPFSs).  Reporting service information includes non-financial and qualitative information 

that we believe is beyond the mandate and authority of the IPSASB as an accounting 

standards setter. However, we support the issuance of a Recommended Practice on 

Reporting Service Information as non-authoritative guidance that provides a framework for 

service performance reporting when a public sector entity chooses to report this type of 

information.    

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

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

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

preliminary views reached by the International Public Sector Accounting Standards Board 

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

This respondent’s general agreement 

with the consultation paper is noted. 

 

022 As a Senior government in Canada, Ontario has well established and comprehensive 

processes in place to report service performance information to the public. Ontario 

acknowledges the importance of service performance information to meet accountability 

expectations to a variety of stakeholders, and many of the concepts discussed outlined by 

IPSASB are currently incorporated in Ontario’s existing practices. 

Ontario believes that service performance information is beyond the framework of 

accounting and auditing standards focused on fair reporting of historical financial results 

to the general public. IPSASB’s proposal expands its focus from historical financial results 

to developing standards addressing non-financial service performance information. In 

addition, the Consultation Paper reflects concepts from IPSASB’s conceptual framework 

project that is currently incomplete. The audience for service performance information 

reporting may include specific stakeholders with different information requirements than 

the users of general purpose financial statements. As a result Ontario does not support 

the extension or application of IPSASB’s conceptual framework intended for general 

purpose financial statements for the purpose of developing standards for public sector 

service performance information. 

Ontario is committed to transparent and accountable public reporting. Reporting of service 

performance information in Ontario has been and continues to be an evolutionary process 

that builds on research, experimentation, practical experience and consensus. 

This respondent’s general 

disagreement with the consultation 

paper is noted. 

 

The project staff believes that the 

scope of GAAP and the purview of 

IPSASB should be more appropriately 

discussed as part of the conceptual 

framework project.   

 

 

 

 

 

The consultation paper recognizes in 

paragraph 1.7 that the reporting of 

service performance information is an 

“evolutionary process that builds on 

research, experimentation, and 
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practical experience.”  

023 The Province has concern with any approach to issuing authoritative guidance in relation 

to reporting service performance information within a framework for accounting standards.  

As we previously commented, in relation to the IPSASB’s Conceptual Framework project 

(CF-ED1), it is our position that the scope of the conceptual framework should be limited 

to historical information and not extended to include prospective and non-financial 

information.  The IPSASB should focus its efforts on developing its conceptual framework 

to support financial statement reporting as well as specific guidance; rather than 

developing frameworks or guidance in areas of long-term sustainability or reporting on 

service performance.  It is not necessarily the mandate of the IPSASB or other accounting 

standard setters to be developing frameworks for reporting in areas that is more 

specialized and possibly beyond the scope of its expertise. 

If the IPSASB intends to proceed in this area, the Province encourages the Board to 

consider areas which are appropriate to broaden the conceptual framework and become 

involved in meeting all the reporting needs in these areas.  At most, any intention to 

provide guidance in the area of service performance reporting should be as 

supplementary guidance to assist preparers or users with reporting in this area.  Any 

proposal to report on service performance within the general purpose financial statements 

could have impacts on the timeliness and usefulness of the financial statements. 

The project staff believes that the 

scope of GAAP and the purview of 

IPSASB should be more appropriately 

discussed as part of the conceptual 

framework project.   

 

 

 

 

 

See project staff comments provided 

for Specific Matter for Comment 1. 

024 The Auditor-General of New Zealand has a requirement to audit service performance 

information of certain entities in the New Zealand public sector, and has been doing so for 

over 20 years. The service performance information is contained in the entities’ annual 

reports alongside (or as part of) their financial statements. As a consequence we have 

developed considerable experience in this area, although we acknowledge there is still 

room for improving the standard of service performance information.  

The absence of reporting standards governing the reporting of service performance 

information has been a source of frustration for both the entities that are required to report 

such information, as well as for the Auditor-General. Therefore, the development of 

reporting standards by the IPSASB is welcomed. 

We recognise that a standard on reporting service performance information must be 

capable of application by a wide range of jurisdictions. In our opinion, such a standard 

should be strongly influenced by principles rather than become overly technical.  

The New Zealand experience is that there has been a lack of integration between the 

financial and service performance aspects of an entity’s performance, with a consequence 

This respondent’s general agreement 

with the consultation paper is noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See project staff comments provided 

for Preliminary View 1. 
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that the entity’s overall performance “story” has not been consistently told. In addition, 

there has been a focus on terminology and technical requirements and this has in some 

ways clouded the effectiveness of service performance reporting. In our view, general 

purpose financial reporting by public sector entities should explain what has been done 

with the resources provided, what effect the entity has had, and whether it can continue to 

do so in the future. Such a view fits well with the objectives of general purpose financial 

reporting. 

Therefore, in our view, a standard on service performance specifically needs to focus on 

the high level matters that enable the entity to tell users its performance “story”. Such 

matters include: 

 A clear articulation of the entity’s purpose; 

 The presentation of both financial and non-financial information on the same footing; 

and 

 The use of service performance information that the entity uses on a day-to-day to 

manage its activities.  In a well-managed entity such service performance information 

should align with the entity’s purpose and should be readily available. 

A further matter that we have observed is the very large size of the accountability 

documents, and the negative impact on their effectiveness for accountability purposes. 

For instance, many entities attempt to provide a detailed account of everything they do 

with the consequence that important matters become lost in the detail. This reduces the 

value of reported service performance information as a means of holding the entity to 

account. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See project staff comments provided 

for Preliminary View 3. 

025 1. The UK Accounting Standards Board’s (ASB) Committee on Accounting for Public 

Benefit Entities (CAPE) welcomes the opportunity to respond to the above 

consultation paper. 

2. In general we agree with most of the preliminary views but have made a few 

suggestions which can be found in the attached Appendix which sets out our views on 

the Preliminary Views and the Specific Matters for Comment. 

3. We would highlight the following: 

a. It should not be mandatory to report service performance information, but if it 

is reported it should be done so within an authoritative framework; 

b. Specific indicators of service performance should not be identified; 

c. Different divisions within an entity may not make it possible to report service 

performance information on the same basis as the general purpose financial 

 

 

This respondent’s general agreement 

with the consultation paper is noted. 

 

See project staff comments provided 

for Specific Matter for Comment 1. 

See project staff comments provided 

for Specific Matter for Comment 2. 

See project staff comments provided 

for Specific Matter for Comment 3. 
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statements, and where this is the case a segmental reporting approach 

should be taken; 

d. Service recipient perception or experience information should be removed 

from the “what” dimension and the “how” dimension should be renamed the 

“how well” dimension.  Further the “when” dimension should be an 

overarching dimension that covers the other three; and 

e. Input and outcome information (the “why” and “what” dimensions) should be 

available when preparing the general purpose financial report and therefore 

should be reported at the same time. 

 

See project staff comments provided 

for Specific Matter for Comment 4. 

026 As a preliminary remark, we would like to stress that in our opinion an Accounting Board 

should give absolute priority to the issuance of accounting standards. To this respect, we 

draw the attention on the current gap expectations relating to the IPSASB outputs, in 

particular the lack of standards relating to social benefits or public sector specific 

intangible assets.  

We nevertheless decided to provide you with our reply given our interest in the subject 

and our experience in auditing the Central Government annual performance reports: each 

year, in addition to the certification of the Central Government Financial Statements and 

the Social Security General Scheme Financial Statements, we carry out an audit the 

Statement of the Central Government Budget execution in which annual performance 

reports are included. Our related report to the Parliament is available on the Cour des 

comptes website.  

In this context, the Court has gained expertise on auditing performance reporting and 

strives in France for improving it. In November 2011, the Court took the opportunity of the 

10
th
 anniversary of the 2001 law which makes compulsory the performance reporting at 

the Central Government level to publish a global assessment with recommendations 

aiming at further improvements (the November 2011 report is available on the Cour des 

comptes website, with inter alia observations on performance indicators).  

The project staff believes that the 

IPSASB’s prioritization of projects 

should be more appropriately 

considered as part of the discussions 

on the strategic plan.   

 

027 Overall we support the Board’s objective to use a principles-based approach to develop a 

consistent framework for public sector entities reporting service performance information, 

which focuses on meeting the needs of intended users. We do have a few comments and 

concerns on the proposals. They are discussed more fully in our responses to the specific 

matters for comments. 

This respondent’s general agreement 

with the consultation paper is noted. 

 

028 We are supportive of this project as we believe that reporting on service performance by 

governments will help increase accountability and trust in the way public services are 

This respondent’s general agreement 

with the consultation paper is noted. 
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delivered.  

In 2010 we published a short paper on performance targets and covered the topic on 

‘making outcomes count’ in our publication ‘Accountancy Futures’. Both publications have 

some relevance to performance reporting, in particular, developing outcome measures. 

These publications may be of interest as this project develops. I have attached copies for 

information. 

 

029 The Joint Accounting Bodies consider reporting service performance information will be 

necessary to meet the accountability and decision-making objectives of general purpose 

financial reporting.  However, we consider it premature to require such reporting and 

accordingly we believe it appropriate for the IPSASB to proceed with the development of 

this material as guidance.  The Appendix to this letter contains our response to the 

questions for comment. 

See project staff comments provided 

for Preliminary View 1. 

See project staff comments provided 

for Specific Matter for Comment 1. 

030 This is my individual commentary for IFAC-IPSASB.  I agree with this proposal and I think 

that this study is very important .  Congratulations for IFAC – IPSASB team, this is a good 

paper. 

This respondent’s general agreement 

with the consultation paper is noted. 

 

031 As an introductory remark, the Council wishes to stress the undeniable interest of the 

subject of public sector performance dealt with in the Consultation Paper, particularly in 

the current context of crisis in public finance and demand for greater transparency. This 

subject is therefore relevant for the public sector. 

However, the Council believes that the subject of performance is by essence political and 

cannot readily be standardized. For this reason, the Consultation Paper would benefit 

from the inclusion of the documentation which establishes the need for a report on service 

performance in the public sector. 

The Council notes that this consultation does not concern GPFS (General Purpose 

Financial Statements) and therefore is outside the accounting standard-setting scope of 

the IPSAS Board. Moreover, under current legislation, certain measures may already 

have been introduced in some countries, as the IPSAS Board noted on the basis of a 

comparative study of the requirements in 26 jurisdictions. For these reasons, whilst 

emphasizing the quality of the Consultation Paper on service performance in the public 

sector, the Council recommends that practice guidelines should be published to assist 

those entities which have the obligation to prepare such a report. 

Moreover, supposing that national regulations require entities to produce a performance 

report (prepared with the aid of the above-mentioned guidelines), the Council has two 

This respondent’s agreement with the 

relevance of service performance 

information is noted. 

See project staff comments provided 

for Specific Matter for Comment 2.   

An objective of the project is NOT to 

identify specific indicators of service 

performance but rather to allow public 

sector entities to identify their own 

indicators, therefore allowing for 

political and service differences to be 

considered. 

The project staff believes that the 

scope of the IPSASB is GPFR and is 

not limited to GPFSs within GPFR. 
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further remarks of a more technical nature: 

- Performance appears to amount to more than just “service performance” from the 

service “customer’s” point of view. The assessment should be made not only with 

regard to the needs of users (concerned with the quality of the service and the 

efficiency of the delivery), but also from the point of view of the citizen (concerned 

with socio economic effectiveness) and from the taxpayer’s point of view (concerned 

with economy and management efficiency). 

- The Council proposes that research should be carried out on the criteria for 

determining which entities should report service performance information. It is indeed 

important that the information is reported at the right level and that all small (not 

material) entities are not necessarily included in the process. 

As a contribution to this research, the Council has provided, at the end of its reply (see 

Appendix 2),1 an overview of the way France has dealt with the issue of public sector 

performance, starting with the Central Government and then extending this culture to 

other entities.  

A) THE CURRENT PREROGATIVES OF THE LEGISLATURE IN RESPECT OF PERFORMANCE 

1- Performance and its assessment are by essence political and cannot readily 

be standardized 

The Council notes the undeniable interest of the subject as part of transparency 

and accountability policy. Nevertheless, the Council notes that the nature of the 

information to be produced on performance depends very much on the national 

context, which makes the standardization required by the Paper difficult to achieve. 

The scope of the public sector reflects the political choice of a social and economic model 

specific to a country (public policies). Each country has its own concept of public policy 

which may change over time with different governments. It would therefore appear very 

ambitious to establish a single vision of the public sector common to and shared by 

several countries.  

Moreover, the Council draws the attention of the IPSAS Board to the fact that, in certain 

countries, the performance of local governments / authorities can be a very political and 

sensitive subject, and therefore not open to external standardization. Thus, in France, local 

governments are self-governing within the limits fixed by law, the impetus for the 

decentralised organisation of the Republic coming from the decentralisation laws of 1982 

 

 

See project staff comments provided 

for Specific Matter for Comment 4. 

 

 

 

See project staff comments provided 

for Specific Matter for Comment 3. 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

See project staff comments provided 

for Specific Matter for Comment 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1
 Staff has not included the Appendix in this collation.  
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and consolidated by the constitutional reform of 2003. 

2- The level of performance expected from the public sector is the responsibility 

of national legislative authorities  

The Consultation Paper addresses the issue of assessing the effectiveness of 

public policy. However, the Council believes that its assessment is the 

responsibility of the State.  

It is up to the legislative authority of each State to define the objectives of the public sector, 

the principles guiding the actions of entities (state or non-state) to which it delegates 

missions of public service, the performance requirements it imposes on them and the 

model for reporting on the implementation of the public policies it has chosen. Only the 

State has the democratic right to fix requirements in terms of the objectives of public 

policies, expected results and decide which resources are allocated to these missions and 

compel some or all of the actors responsible for implementing public policies to report back 

according to a model it defines. 

3- The legitimacy of an accounting standard setter in dealing with this subject is 

debatable  

The Council is not convinced that this consultation is within the scope of the IPSAS 

Board’s remit as an accounting standard-setter. The Council is aware that under 

the revised terms of reference of the IPSAS Board, it may draw up “recommended 

practice guidelines to provide guidance on good practice that public sector entities 

are encouraged to follow”. 

But it is an area of responsibility for which no prior public consultation took place, as 

indicated by France during the discussion on the governance of the IPSAS Board. 

In any case, in the Council’s opinion, other topics such as the accounting treatment 

of social benefits have higher priority. The Council believes it is essential to first 

concentrate on developing accounting standards addressing the specific features 

of the public sector. 

Indeed, certain subjects mentioned in the Consultation Paper are outside the scope of 

financial reporting (for example, information on entities’ objectives and the way they are 

defined). 

The accounting standard-setter, international or not, cannot claim to possess clearly 

established authority for providing guidance on performance as far as the public policies 

are concerned. In France, certain of the subjects which the standard-setter wishes to 

address are today dealt with by the Constitution of the French Republic. So the Council 

 

 

 

The project staff agrees that 

establishing expected results and the 

assessment of those results is 

performed by the user but believes this 

assessment cannot be accomplished if 

the public sector entity does not 

provide the necessary service 

performance information with which 

they can make the assessment. 

 

 

 

The project staff believes that the 

scope of GAAP and the purview of 

IPSASB should be more appropriately 

discussed as part of the conceptual 

framework project.   
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believes that the application of the future recommendations of the IPSAS Board on this 

subject would raise several problems: 

 Compliance with the hierarchy of legal norms: under the French Constitution the 

assessment of public policies is assigned to Parliament
2
. The National Audit Office 

(“Cour des Comptes”) assists Parliament in this task (See First subparagraph of article 

47-2
3
). These issues are dealt with at the highest level in the French legal system; 

 Recognition of the legislature’s prerogatives: prior to the assessment of public policies, 

their definition, the scope of the public sector, the objectives they must achieve and 

the way in which these objectives are defined, is the legislature’s responsibility. 

Consequently, and even if, regarding only the boundaries of the State, most of the 

proposals in the Consultation Document will not fundamentally change current French 

practice, external recommendations might appear to limit the authorities’ capacity for 

choice and decision. 

The performance-oriented management model for the public sector in France is solidly 

implanted within Central Government. This approach is being progressively extended to 

the public sector as a whole. Significant efforts have been made by all state actors to 

improve public sector performance as is underlined by the OCDE report of February 2012 

on the general review of public policies
4
.  

B) THE CONSULTATION PAPER INCLUDES ASSUMPTIONS THAT ARE OPEN TO DEBATE OR 

INTERPRETATION 

1- The need for a performance report is in itself a subject for debate 

The Council notes that the Consultation Paper should have addressed the 

preliminary issue of the need for a performance report.  

Indeed this issue is fundamental and should be documented in order to clarify the 

objectives. However, there is an issue as to who is entitled to provide the answer so that 

there is a need for preliminary discussion. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The project staff believes that 

paragraphs 1.2, 1.5, and 1.6 of the 

consultation paper addresses the need 

                                                 
2
 The first subparagraph of article 24, in the version introduced by the constitutional reform of 23rd July 2008, provides that “Parliament enacts laws. It monitors Government action. It 

assesses public policies.” 

3
 Article 47-2 of the Constitution, first subparagraph: “The National Audit Office assists Parliament in monitoring Government action. It assists Parliament and Government in monitoring 

the implementation of Budget Acts and the application of Social Security Finance Acts as well as in assessing public policies. Its public reports contribute to the information of 

citizens.” 

4
 OECD (2012). OECD public governance reviews: France: “An international perspective on general public policy reviews”. OECD public governance reviews, OECD publishing. 
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Once the terms for debate have been set and supposing the need for a performance 

report is established, the Council notes that the issue of the definition of rules or methods 

for preparing the report will then have to be addressed. This is a legitimate issue because 

it enables comparability between entities and ensures overall consistency, supposing that 

prior to this a comparable scope of missions could be defined (unbiased by organisational 

and financial models for example). However, as stated above, the notion of public service 

and the scope of the public sector vary considerably from one country to another; therefore 

we face a question of consistency and comparability. 

2- The subject of the consultation is ambiguous  

In addition to its disagreement with the overall process, the Council does not 

approve the approach that analyses performance exclusively from the point of view 

of the customer. 

The Council questions the meaning of “service performance”. It appears necessary to 

question this notion without focusing exclusively on the customer, the user of the service, 

but by adopting successively the respective-sometimes divergent-points of view of the 

user, the taxpayer and the citizen. 

The Council has several remarks, including: 

- There is neither a clear definition nor a consensus as to the meaning of “public 

service”. The European Union, for example, deals with the case of services of general 

economic interest (SGEI); 

- The notion of performance is not unequivocal. But, the Consultation Paper, with its 

synthetic presentation, simplifies the issue and may mask the complexity, the plurality, 

and perhaps the multi facets of this notion. It is perhaps necessary to recall that: 

 Global performance
5
 includes service performance (sometimes the combined 

action of several units),  

 Management performance (other than quality) should be distinguished from 

other types of performance (including quality) and that certain more immaterial 

notions could be introduced (health, well-being…). 

The Council believes that these subjects should be discussed prior to the technical 

debate on service performance reporting. 

 

for service performance information for 

accountability and decision making 

purposes. 

See project staff comments provided 

for Preliminary View 1. 

See project staff comments provided 

for Specific Matter for Comment 1. 

 

See project staff comments provided 

for Preliminary View 3. 

 

 

The project staff believes that this 

issue would be more appropriately 

considered as part of the conceptual 

framework project. 

                                                 
5
 A preliminary clarification of this notion would be required as it may consist of the global performance of : “public service” , “public management”, “public policy.” 
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032 The AASB supports the primary objective of the International Public Sector Accounting 

Standards Board’s (IPSASB’s) project to present a principles-based approach to 

developing a consistent framework for reporting service performance information by 

public sector entities, a framework which focuses on meeting the needs of users.  The 

AASB also supports the development of principles of service performance reporting that 

are consistent with the Conceptual Framework being developed by the IPSASB. 

The AASB commends the IPSASB for identifying some useful ideas in the CP about 

reporting service performance information.  However, the AASB recommends that instead 

of providing a list of types of service performance information that could be reported, the 

IPSASB consider establishing principles that can be applied in determining what service 

performance information should be reported in general purpose financial reports to meet 

the common information needs of users. 

The AASB has identified specific issues for the IPSASB’s consideration regarding the 

proposals in the CP, and made recommendations for addressing them, relating to: 

(a) an articulation of the meaning of service performance reporting; 

(b) the scope of service performance reporting; 

(c) the consistency between the CP and the emerging IPSASB Conceptual 

Framework; 

(d) the capacity to continue to provide services and sustainability of services; 

(e) the use of standardised terminology and working definitions; and 

(f) indicators of service performance. 

The AASB’s comments relating to the above-mentioned matters are set out in Appendix 

A. 

This respondent’s general agreement 

with the consultation paper is noted. 

 

 

 

See staff comments provided for 

Preliminary View 3. 

 

See staff comments provided for 

Specific Matter for Comment 2. 

 

a) Paragraphs 1.3 and 1.4 of the 

consultation paper articulate what is 

meant by service performance 

reporting. 

b) Section 2 of the consultation paper 

articulates the objective and scope of 

the service performance reporting 

project. 

c) Paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 of the 

consultation paper articulate the 

project’s links with CF-ED 1. 

d) The project staff believes that the 

sustainability of services would be 

more appropriately considered as part 

of the Reporting on the Long-Term 

Sustainability of Public Finances 

project. 

e) Section 3 of the consultation paper 

articulates a recommended service 

performance terminology. 

f) Paragraph 2.3 of the consultation 

paper excludes the identification of 
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specific indicators from the scope of 

this project while the identification of 

types of indicators is presented in 

Table A. 

033 The GASB staff believes that any final guidance would be enhanced with a discussion of 

how to effectively communicate service performance information to users.  For example, 

the IPSASB should consider discussions of the: (1) intended audience for the service 

performance report, (2) reporting of different levels of detail, and (3) appropriate form of 

communication.  The GASB staff believes that considering how to effectively 

communicate service performance information to users may improve the reports’ 

relevance, understandability, and effectiveness in communicating the public sector 

entities results. 

This respondent’s general agreement 

with the consultation paper is noted. 
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Preliminary View (PV) 1 – (following paragraph 1.11):  

The reporting of service performance information is necessary to meet the objectives of financial reporting (accountability and decision-making) as 

proposed in the Conceptual Framework Exposure Draft (CF–ED 1), Conceptual Framework for General Purpose Financial Reporting by Public 

Sector Entities: Role, Authority and Scope; Objectives and Users; Qualitative Characteristics; and Reporting Entity. 

 

STAFF ASSESSMENT OF RESPONSES RECEIVED: These are staff views and do not necessarily reflect the views of IPSASB members 

(A) AGREE 17 

(B) PARTIALLY AGREE 2 

(C) DISAGREE 6 

(D) NO CLEAR VIEW EXPRESSED 0 

SUB-TOTAL OF THOSE PROVIDING COMMENTS 25 

(E) DID NOT COMMENT 8 

TOTAL 33 

 

R# 
CATE-
GORY COMMENTS ON PV 1 PROJECT STAFF COMMENT 

001 A The SRS-CSPCP is of the opinion that, in order to meet the objectives of the 

Conceptual Framework, only absolutely key information for measuring 

performance must be included in the financial reporting. Detailed information 

about sub-entities should be included in specific reports. They represent a crucial 

basis for the interpretation of the figures by decision makers. In particular there 

should be a clearer distinction between the levels (corporate or reporting entity). 

Detailed comment on Item 1.5: here the importance of the reporting should not be 

reduced to a narrower circle than under Item 4. Citizens (the public) and the 

legislative are just as important as the recipients of the services. On the other 

hand the resource providers are of more importance for internal reporting.  

This respondent’s agreement with 
Preliminary View 1 is noted. 
 
The project staff acknowledges the difficulty 
public sector entities may have in 
determining how much service performance 
information is appropriate and sufficient.  
The consultation paper recognizes the 
selection of key performance indicators as a 
challenge of reporting service performance 
information in paragraph 5.29.  The 
consultation paper states in paragraph 5.14 
that a public sector entity needs to strike a 
balance when selecting indicators, between 
being concise enough to be understandable 
and being comprehensive in coverage of its 
objectives to communicate results.  This 
paragraph also recognizes that the use of 
several levels of reporting may assist entities 
in achieving this balance by allowing more 
concise reporting at higher levels, and more 
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comprehensive coverage at more detailed 
levels.  Further, paragraph 5.17 of the CP 
recognizes that public sector entities need to 
use judgment in selecting those indicators 
that would have the greatest influence on a 
user’s assessment of accountability or 
informed decision-making.  As a result, the 
project staff believes that this concern is not 
only acknowledged but also addressed to 
the extent appropriate for a principles based 
approach in the consultation paper. 

003 A We strongly support Preliminary View 1. The NZASB is of the view that it is of 

vital importance that appropriate and sufficient service performance information is 

included in general purpose financial reports in order to meet the objectives of 

general purpose financial reporting within the Conceptual Framework.  However, 

we acknowledge the difficulty in determining how much service performance 

information is appropriate and sufficient. 

Readers of the general purpose financial reports of public sector entities need 

service performance information in order to assess whether the entity has met its 

service performance objectives.  Service performance information will also enable 

users to make decisions about the entity’s use of resources. 

The financial and non-financial information in an annual report must work 

together to tell the entity’s performance story. We expect that, on completion, the 

IPSASB’s Conceptual Framework will note the central role of service 

performance information and the need for it to be clearly linked with the financial 

information.  

We accept that different jurisdictions have developed different requirements in 

relation to the reporting of service performance information (for example, what 

information is required, and where it is required to be reported). These 

requirements are often inextricably linked with the way in which a service 

performance model is applied by a jurisdiction. We consider that the IPSASB has 

a major role to play by encouraging and engaging in an informed debate on this 

topic and establishing broad principles for reporting service performance 

information.  

We consider it is critical that service performance information be reported in 

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 1 is noted. 

 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

 
 
The project staff recognizes that paragraph 
1.7 of CF–ED 1 states, “while this 
Conceptual Framework reflects a scope of 
financial reporting that is more 
comprehensive than that encompassed by 
financial statements, information presented 
in financial statements remains at the core of 
financial reporting.”  However, paragraph 1.6 
of CF–ED 1 and paragraph 1.2 of the CP 
stress that general purpose financial reports 
(GPFRs) include, but are more 
comprehensive than, financial statements, 
including their notes.  They report 
information that is useful to users, including 
financial and non-financial, and quantitative 
and qualitative information about the 
achievement of financial and service delivery 
objectives.  As a result, the project staff 
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general purpose financial reports of public sector entities. Flowing on from this, it 

is our view that the service performance information should be in respect of the 

same reporting entity and for the same period as that reporting entity’s general 

purpose financial statements.  

believes that the CP and CF–ED 1 already 
recognize the importance of service 
performance information in GPFRs.   

 

004 A Agree. This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 1 is noted. 

005 A We agree: we welcome this initiative since we believe it is of utmost importance 

that Service Performance Information is included in the Public Sector Entities’ 

reporting. 

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 1 is noted. 

006 A 12. We agree that service performance reporting is an important tool to publicly 

demonstrate accountability and responsibility of the key decision makers for 

the entity’s performance and achievement of strategic objectives. 

13. We also believe that: 

 Easy public access to service reporting is an important aspect of 

effectively demonstrating this responsibility so it is recommended that a 

framework should also include minimum steps for effective public access.  

As an example this could include publishing on the entity’s website and 

providing copies of the report in different languages which reflect the 

diversity of their service area. 

 In the public sector, outcomes can take many years to come to fruition so 

longer term performance reporting is needed to strengthen accountability 

of the key decision makers. 

14. Performance reporting is a subjective area.  There is a risk of incomplete and 

biased information which omits poor performance areas.  To manage this we 

believe that: 

 Responsibility for performance outcomes and the accountability of those 

in charge of decision making is demonstrated more robustly if a service 

performance report / overview is signed off by a chief officer or chair.  

This would include a statement that the performance report represents a 

fair and balanced review of the entity’s performance.  As an example the 

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 1 is noted. 

 
 
The project staff acknowledges that the CP 
discusses in paragraph 5.24 what 
characteristics service performance 
information will possess if it is likely to be 
useful to users, and also discusses in 
paragraph 5.30 that service performance 
information is most useful to users when it 
considers their interests, needs, levels of 
understanding, and public involvement. 
However, the CP does not specifically 
discuss the forms and methods of 
communication that would most effectively 
communicate service performance 
information.  The project staff believes that 
effectively communicating service 
performance information is, in part, 
dependent on the form used to communicate 
that information (for example, web site or 
printed materials).  As a result, the project 
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Responsibility Statement used in UK private companies is required by 

section 418(2) of the Companies Act 2006
6
.   

 Balance and accuracy of the reported information is essential to meet 

users’ needs so we suggest that a Framework also identifies audit and 

verification arrangements.  As an example, this may involve auditors 

affirming consistency with their knowledge of the organisation and 

financial statements and/or include auditors verifying that the underlying 

arrangements for producing the information are adequate. 

15. In addition, it is important for the entity to provide some context in their 

assessment of performance to explain results.  For example, in a wider 

economic recession, it may be expected that some services experience a dip 

in performance. 

staff recommends including a discussion 
in the next due process document that 
addresses the many potential forms of 
communication and how to most 
effectively provide public access to that 
information. 
                      
As noted in paragraph B24 of the CP, the 
IPSASB considered “immediate outcomes,” 
“intermediate outcomes,” and “ultimate 
outcomes,” in the proposed standardized 
service performance reporting terminology.  
The IPSASB determined that these terms 
were not necessary for inclusion because of 
their overlap with other terms.  The IPSASB 
also determined that referring to qualifiers 
such as “immediate,” “intermediate,” and 
“ultimate,” would not be appropriate because 
they believe that the jurisdiction should be 
able to decide the level of detail with which 
to provide outcome information.  The project 
staff acknowledges that the achievement of 
outcome indicators often spans more than 
one reporting period and as a result the 
reporting of these outcome indicators may 
not provide users with information on 
indicators of the level of achievement of 
desired end results.  The project staff 
believes that the reporting of immediate and 
intermediate outcomes may be needed to 
provide users with indicators of progress 
made towards desired end results.  As a 
result, the project staff recommends that 
the IPSASB include a discussion of the 
need for immediate and intermediate 

                                                 
6
 UK Companies Act 2006 (s418)  

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2006/46/part/15/chapter/5
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indicators in the next due process 
document and consider including these 
terms in the standardized service 
performance reporting terminology. 
      
The CP discusses the qualitative 
characteristics that the information reported 
in GPFRs should possess in order to 
effectively communicate service 
performance of the public sector entity to 
users.  These qualitative characteristics in 
paragraph 6.4 include faithful representation 
and verifiability.  In order for service 
performance information to be a faithful 
representation, it should provide an unbiased 
representation of service performance.  In 
order for service performance information to 
be verifiable, it should provide users with a 
basis for assessing whether the information 
could be replicated by independent bodies 
(auditors) using the same measurement 
methods.  As a result, the project staff 
believes that the suggestion to include a 
requirement for a statement that the 
performance report represents a fair and 
balanced review of the entity’s performance 
that is signed by a chief officer or chair and 
discussion of any audit and verification 
arrangements within the service 
performance reporting framework, is 
addressed in the CP.  Further, the 
framework proposed in the CP is principles-
based and the project staff therefore 
believes that requiring a signature of a chief 
officer or chair to certify unbiased results 
would not be appropriate.   
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007 A We agree that reporting service performance information is necessary to meet 

the objectives of financial reporting, ie accountability and decision-making. The 

proposed framework should however acknowledge that the different regulatory 

and legislative requirements in various jurisdictions could impact the extent to 

which entities adopt the framework to be issued by the IPSASB. In particular 

governments in each jurisdiction may need to determine and consider how best 

to address conflicts between the principles set out in the proposed framework and 

their specific regulatory and legislative requirements governing service 

performance information reports, if any.   

This respondent’s agreement with 
Preliminary View 1 is noted. 
 
The project staff recognizes that there may, 
in fact, be differences between the reporting 
of service performance information 
framework proposed by the IPSASB and 
existing regulatory and legislative service 
performance reporting requirements.  The 
framework proposed in the CP represents a 
principles-based approach to developing a 
consistent framework for reporting service 
performance information of public sector 
entities.  Further, this proposed framework 
focuses on meeting the needs of users, as 
identified in CF–ED 1 and does not identify 
specific indicators of service performance 
within the framework.  As a result, the project 
staff believes that the framework proposed in 
the CP is broad enough to encompass 
many, if not all, regulatory and legislative 
service performance reporting requirements.  
The project staff also believes, as discussed 
in paragraph 5.14 of the CP, that the use of 
several levels of reporting may allow a public 
sector entity to report service performance 
information at one level to meet legislative or 
regulatory requirements and another level to 
meet any proposed IPSASB requirements.  

008 A ACAG agrees that reporting service performance information is necessary to 

meet the objectives of financial reporting as proposed in the Conceptual 

Framework Exposure Draft (CF-ED1). 

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 1 is noted. 

009 A HoTARAC agrees that the reporting of service performance information meets 

the objectives proposed in that exposure draft.  However, HoTARAC reminds the 

IPSASB of the following concerns included in HoTARAC’s submission on CF-ED 

1 – 

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 1 is noted. 

 
The project staff believes that both of these 
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 more analysis is needed regarding the nature of decisions made by users 

to determine the appropriate information (both nature and amount) to be 

included in GPFRs; and 

 more clarity would be useful about the concept of “accountability”. 

suggestions (more analysis needed 
regarding the nature of decisions made by 
users to determine the appropriate 
information to be included in GPFRs and 
more clarity needed on what is meant by 
“accountability”) would be more appropriately 
discussed as part of the IPSASB re-
deliberations of CF–ED 1. 

 

010 A 1. We agree with the preliminary view 1.  

2. In addition to this, we suggest that entities shall also disclose in the reporting 

of service performance information, the relationship between the service 

performance information in financial reporting and the other performance 

information, such as those disclosed as a means of policy assessment. 

3. In cases when the same reporting entity provides a number of reporting of 

performance information based on different objectives, scopes and timelines, 

if the entity does not disclose the relationship between the service 

performance information in financial reporting and the other performance 

information, we believe that there is a risk that the users of the service 

performance reports may be misled by the information disclosed. 

This respondent’s agreement with 
Preliminary View 1 is noted. 
 
Paragraphs 7.8 and 7.9 of the CP discuss 
the reporting of service performance 
information in more than one GPFR.  
However, the project staff acknowledges that 
the CP does not discuss the need to 
reconcile differences that may exist between 
the service performance information reported 
within these multiple reports, whether 
GPFRs or not (for example, budget and 
special purpose compliance reports).  The 
project staff believes that, in instances where 
the same indicators of service performance 
information are reported in multiple reports 
with different results (for example, due to 
different reporting periods) or when different 
indicators of service performance are 
reported in multiple reports providing results 
for similar programs or services, any 
differences should be identified and 
disclosed in a narrative discussion in the 
GPFR.  As a result, the project staff 
recommends including a provision in the 
next due process document to identify 
and report these differences in a narrative 
discussion within the GPFR.    
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011 A The reporting of service performance information is necessary to meet the 

objectives of financial reporting (accountability and decision-making) as proposed 

in the Conceptual Framework Exposure Draft (CF–ED 1), Conceptual Framework 

for General Purpose Financial Reporting by Public Sector Entities: Role, Authority 

and Scope; Objectives and Users; Qualitative Characteristics; and Reporting 

Entity. 

NAO Malta agrees with the above statement.  GPFRs for public sector entities 

are to provide information about the reporting entity that is useful to users for 

accountability and decision-making purposes.   

Accountability 

Users need to evaluate the entity’s performance in providing services and the 

effects of those services, over time and between public entities providing the 

same service locally or abroad.  Performance information indicates how well an 

organisation is performing against its aims and objectives.   

Performance information should help managers to understand how well the 

organisation, parts of the organisation, and individuals are performing.  Sound 

measures of performance allow clear targets to be set, and people are to be 

certain about what level of performance is expected. achieve 

Decision making 

Users also need service performance information to influence their decisions in 

relation to their transactions with a public sector entity.  Performance information 

helps to make public services accountable to stakeholders, including the public 

and Parliament.  Performance measures describe whether the service has 

achieved the goals that were set. 

Performance information is also essential for management decisions.  As well as 

indicating whether the required level of performance has been achieved, it should 

also assist in deciding the allocation of resources. 

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 1 is noted. 

012 A We agree the reporting of service performance information is supportive of the 

accountability and decision-making objectives of financial reporting.   

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 1 is noted. 

013 A CIPFA has some concerns that setting out this view in this way does not accord 

with our understanding of how the Objective of GPFR should drive the standard 

This respondent’s agreement with 
Preliminary View 1 is noted. 
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setting process.  

When the objective and scope of the IASB conceptual framework were limited to 

financial statements, a question similar to this could often be used as a basis to 

decide whether a topic should be the subject of mandatory standards. However, 

as the basis of the conceptual framework has been expanded to encompass 

financial reporting, and having regard to the wider scope of public sector 

reporting, the objective is much more likely to capture aspects of reporting which 

are either  

 desirable; or  

 necessary in specific circumstances.  

The formulation of this Preliminary View in terms of ‘necessity’ results in a much 

less sensitive approach to the objective, which is essentially equivalent to asking 

‘would mandatory standards in principle be required, notwithstanding practical 

issues which might arise given the current state of financial reporting’. As such, 

answering this question affirmatively would predispose respondents to a view that 

there should be mandatory standards either now or eventually. 

Against this background, we suggest that, strictly speaking, reporting on service 

performance is not necessary. 

We would however observe that when compared to private sector profit focused 

financial statements, public sector financial statements lack a unified indicator of 

performance such as profit, and for this reason the financial statements of many 

public sector entities might be considered to give a reduced representation of the 

effectiveness of the reporting entity.  Reporting on service performance is one 

way, and a very valuable way, of providing a more complete view of the 

performance of an entity substantially engaged in service provision. 

CIPFA would therefore encourage the reporting of service performance by all 

significant public sector service providers. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The project staff agrees that public sector 
financial statements lack a unified indicator 
of performance such as profit, and for this 
reason the financial statements of many 
public sector entities might be considered to 
give a limited representation of the 
effectiveness of the reporting entity.  As a 
result, the project staff agrees with this 
respondent that reporting service 
performance information is one way, and a 
very valuable way, of providing a more 
complete view of the performance of an 
entity substantially engaged in service 
provision.   

014 A The Task Force concurs with the view on importance of providing non-financial 

information, including information on service performance, by public sector 

entities to stakeholders and general public to meet objectives of financial 

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 1 is noted. 
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reporting.   

At the same time, the position of the Task Force on reporting non-financial 

information, including reports on service performance, in the GPFRs remains 

unchanged as previously discussed in the Task Force’s submission on the CF-

ED1 prepared in 2011 and in the submission on the Conceptual Framework for 

General Purpose Financial Reporting by Public Sector Entities prepared in 2009.  

IPSAS Board should not prescribe the content or format of non-financial 

information to be reported.  Governing bodies set requirements for non-financial 

information such as reporting on service performance.  

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

position. 

016 C We are of the view that the scope of the conceptual framework proposed in the 

exposure draft on the conceptual framework should have been limited to 

information of a financial nature contained in the financial statements. Accounting 

standards are authoritative in matters of accounting and presentation of financial 

information in financial statements and, accordingly, the scope of the conceptual 

framework should have been limited to this area. Consequently, we believe that 

the scope of the Consultation Paper – Reporting Service Performance 

Information - is also too broad. 

The project staff believes that these issues 

relate to concepts that are to be applied in 

developing a potential IPSAS or other 

document that provides guidance on 

information to be included in GPFRs.  

Therefore, the project staff believes that 

these issues should be more appropriately 

considered by the IPSASB during their 

deliberations of CF-ED 1. 

017 C The Province does not view the reporting of service performance information as 

“necessary” to meet the objectives of financial reporting.  Reporting service 

performance information for some financial statements is not appropriate.  For 

example it would not be useful to report service performance information on the 

consolidated financial statements of governments since governments have 

numerous ongoing objectives.  Service performance information is more useful 

for departmental or public sector entity reports. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 16. 

018 C As indicated in our response to IPSASAB’s Conceptual Framework Exposure 

Draft 1, the Province disagrees with the expanded scope of IPSAS’s proposed 

conceptual framework and its application to general purpose financial reports, 

rather than focusing on general purpose financial statements.  

We understand that general purpose financial reports include financial 

statements, as well as any other financial report that is produced and made 

available.  General purpose financial reports, other than financial statements, are 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 16. 
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not defined and may include annual reports or be tailored to specific purposes, 

such as the analysis and evaluation of fiscal policy, and the performance of 

government operations through ratios and other cross government comparisons.  

These types of reports are intended for communicating service performance, 

economic and policy analysis, and rely on collection of significant service level 

data outside of the financial management system. 

We agree that common understanding and definitions of terms used in both 

general purpose financial statements and other statistical financial reporting 

models is a valid objective.  However, statistical or performance reporting models 

serve an entirely different purpose than general purpose financial statements, 

and their best practice guidance should not form part of generally accepted 

accounting principles (GAAP). 

IPSAS should continue to define GAAP for the purpose of producing general 

purpose financial statements.  Models for macroeconomic statistics, such as the 

System of National Accounts and the IMF’s Government Finance Statistics 

Manual, provide guidance on analytical methodologies for past, current and future 

performance evaluation and assessment of public policy decisions.  Areas of 

additional information incorporated into IPSAS’s, such as fair valuation of assets 

and future revenue streams which are useful for economic and public policy 

evaluation, are not meaningful in the context of general purpose financial 

statements. 

The attempt to blend general purpose financial statements with performance 

reporting and statistical analyses results in ambiguous information that does not 

serve to inform users.  

IPSASB’s objective of harmonization with statistical financial reporting bases 

should be limited to common financial terms and definitions.   

020 C As expressed in our comments on the above-noted Exposure Draft, the scope of 

the conceptual framework should be limited to general purpose financial 

statements (GPFSs) which report historical financial information. The objectives 

of providing information that is useful to the users for accountability and decision-

making purposes are conceptually sound but the extent of information that could 

possibly satisfy these objectives is too broad to be encompassed by accounting 

standards.  The proposed scope extends guidance into areas that are outside the 

profession’s expertise in certain circumstances, such as non-financial 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 16. 
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performance and service delivery outcomes.  

Although reporting service information is an important communication of a 

government to the public, it is our position that this guidance should be left to the 

discretion of the individual reporting jurisdictions which may have their own 

legislative and/or regulatory reporting requirements on such matters. 

023 C The Province had expressed concern with extending the scope beyond financial 

statements in its response to CF-ED1.  It was noted that the conceptual 

frameworks within Canadian generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP) 

currently reference application to financial statements and not general purpose 

financial reporting.  Extending the scope is beyond the “Terms of Reference” of 

the IPSASB (authority to issue standards to be applied by members of the 

profession in the preparation of general purpose financial statements of public 

sector entities) and provides guidance in areas that are outside its expertise in 

certain circumstances (non-financial performance and service delivery 

outcomes). 

This is an area that is fairly diverse across jurisdictions in terms of a requirement 

to report and the scope of the information to include in such reporting.  Reporting 

in this area is valid in terms of accountability; however it is not seen that it is 

necessary within a framework for accounting standards.  It is to be noted that 

jurisdictions have developed policies and legislation that promote accountability 

and other forms of reports beyond financial statements.  There are reports to 

measure and report on the performance of individual funds, programs and 

activities as well as special purpose reports designed to meet the particular 

needs of users.  As performance reporting can be validated under other reporting 

frameworks, any guidance issued by the IPSASB in this area should be non-

authoritative and contemplated in relation to extending the scope of the 

conceptual framework beyond historical based financial statements.     

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 16. 

024 A We strongly agree that the reporting of service performance is necessary to meet 

the objectives of financial reporting. 

In our view, general purpose financial reporting by public sector entities should 

explain what has been done with the resources provided, what effect the entity 

has had, and whether it can continue to do so in the future. Such a view fits well 

with the objectives of general purpose financial reporting. 

In order for a public sector entity to explain these things, we believe it needs to 

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 1 is noted. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 3.  The project staff believes 

that the IPSASB may want to consider in 

their deliberations of the conceptual 

framework whether or not they want to 
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tell users its performance “story”. The financial statements are a part of the story, 

but the financial statements alone cannot adequately tell the story. Knowing how 

much money has been spent by an entity tells the user little about what the 

money has been spent on and what has been achieved as a result. For 

accountability to be properly served, both financial and non-financial information 

(or service performance information) needs to work in conjunction with one 

another. For that reason, we think both types of information need to be put on the 

same footing. 

We are not aware of the current status of the Conceptual Framework Exposure 

Draft (CF-ED 1). However, we repeat the comments included in our submission 

on CF-ED 1 that, in our view, it is important that the conceptual framework locks 

in the point that general purpose financial reporting is about conveying to users a 

story, regardless of whether or not most of the standard setting effort is likely to 

be directed to financial reporting standards in the meantime. Otherwise, any 

standards that are developed may not be appropriate to the broader context 

within which general purpose financial reporting should occur. 

If the scope of the conceptual framework starts with the need for general purpose 

financial reporting to convey to users the story, financial statements will not be 

main focus of general purpose financial reporting. Rather, financial statements 

will support the telling of the story. This should help to ensure that in future 

financial reporting standards are developed in a manner consistent with public 

sector entities’ broader reporting responsibilities. 

specifically state that financial statements 

are the core of financial reporting.  The 

project staff believes this discussion is 

conceptually related and should not be 

considered in the reporting of service 

performance information project. 

025 A We agree with the statement made as preliminary view (PV) 1 that the reporting 

of service performance information is necessary to discharge the objectives of 

GPFRs.  However, as stated in our response to ED 1 Conceptual Framework for 

General Purpose Financial Reporting by Public Sector Entities: Role, Authority 

and Scope; Objectives and Users; Qualitative Characteristics; and Reporting 

Entity we do not consider that all information can fulfil the accountability and 

decision-making objectives equally well and that some information may be 

weighted more heavily towards one objective than the other. 

In the case of service performance reporting, we consider that this type of 

information best addresses the objective of accountability rather than decision 

making, although knowing how an entity utilised its resources will aid in deciding 

what level of resources are to be provided in future periods. 

This respondent’s agreement with 
Preliminary View 1 is noted. 
 
Paragraph 2.13 of CF–ED 1 states that 
information provided in GPFRs for 
accountability purposes will contribute to, 
and inform, decision making.  As a result, the 
project staff believes that CF–ED 1 already 
acknowledges that information, whether 
financial or service performance related, may 
not equally fulfill the objectives of 
accountability and decision-making.  Further, 
the project staff believes that balancing 
these objectives is not important because as 
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long as service performance information 
meets one or both of these objectives, 
equally or not, it is appropriate to report this 
information in GPFRs. 

026 B So far, we understand that the IPSASB has not defined the term “Financial 

Reporting” and « General Purpose Financial Report ». This makes it difficult to 

give an opinion on this PV1. As stated in our reply to the ED on the Conceptual 

Framework Phase 1, the Court of Audit has no objection in essence as regards 

the scope of “financial reporting” as it willingly agrees that financial information 

clearly extends beyond financial information. However, the term “GPFR” should 

be defined before asking whether performance information should be included or 

no. At this stage and pending further clarification, we emphasize that service 

performance information may include non financial information. With respect to 

the term “General Purpose”, we would like to recall our previous observation 

(made in the reply to the ED on Conceptual Framework phase 1): the statement 

made by the IPSASB in its ED phase 1 in & 1.3 (“GPFRs are financial reports 

intended to meet the information needs of users who are unable to require the 

preparation of financial reports to meet their specific information needs”) does not 

make sense to us (as explained in our response, in a democracy, government 

officials are required to report to citizens or to their representatives; in that sense, 

the Parliament or the legislature not only is “able to require the preparation of 

financial reports” but this is a legal obligation. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 16. 

029 A Our understanding of the Consultation Paper is that as public sector entities 

deliver goods and services to the community rather than generate profits for 

owners, success can only be only partially evaluated by examining their financial 

position and financial performance.  Performance information about services 

being provided is critical in this context.    

An evaluation of the success of public sector entities requires performance 

information about services being provided in addition to information about their 

financial position and financial performance and that reporting on service 

performance information will be necessary to meet the objectives of general 

purpose financial reporting.   

Notwithstanding this position, we consider it premature to require such reporting.   

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 1 is noted. 

031 C The Consultation Paper states that GPFR (of which both the principle and the See project staff comment provided for 
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contents are under discussion at the IPSAS Board) may report information about 

the past, present and future, including financial and non-financial information, of a 

qualitative or quantitative nature, on the achievement of financial and service 

delivery objectives, and anticipated future service delivery activities and resource 

needs. 

The IPSAS Board believes it is necessary (the term “necessary” itself requires 

further documentation – see above) to include a performance report in the GPFR 

for public sector entities to meet the objectives of financial reporting (which consist 

of providing users with information necessary to enhance accountability and 

facilitate decision-making). 

As the IPSAS Board refers to the link between performance reporting and meeting 

the objectives of general purpose financial reporting (GPFR), the Council would 

point out that performance may be totally disconnected from the financial results; 

this is illustrated by the financial results of the Social Security Funds (or any Care 

Institutions), which are unrelated to the management performance of the said 

Funds. The primary users of the GPFR would therefore need to have the 

appropriate culture to gain a proper understanding of the nature and effect of the 

reported information and avoid all risk of misinterpretation.  

Furthermore the Council questions whether the only relevant objectives in the 

case of Central Government are “accountability” and “decision making”. As stated 

above, performance is a complex notion and its assessment requires adopting 

several viewpoints, which are not necessarily reconcilable.  

Respondent 16. 

032 B The AASB considers certain service performance information about an entity 

necessary to meet the objectives of general purpose financial reporting.  That is, 

performance information that: 

(a) relates to the entity; 

(b) meets the common information needs of users for making decisions about 

an entity that involve the allocation of scarce resources; and 

(c) is about the entity’s performance in providing goods and services’ and in 

achieving its objectives. 

The AASB considers that the CP does not sufficiently describe service 

performance reporting, particularly in paragraphs 1.3 and 4.5 of the CP which 

provide an explanation of service performance reporting and list the types of 

service performance information that the IPSASB considers necessary to meet 

The project staff agrees that paragraph 1.3 

of the consultation paper does not define 

service performance reporting.  As a result, 

the project staff recommends adding a 

sentence, after the second sentence in 

this paragraph, that states “Service 

performance reporting communicates 

performance information about services 

provided and the effect of those services 

in achieving the objectives of the public 

sector entity in order to assist users in 

assessing how well the public sector 
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the needs of users respectively.  The IPSASB could consider an approach similar 

to the approach the AASB is taking in its Service Performance Reporting project, 

that is, to discern the meaning of service performance reporting by establishing 

principles based on the following aspects (which seem to underlie the 

standardised terminology in paragraph 3.3 of the CP): 

a) the objectives of an entity; 

b) obtaining
7
 and using resources; 

c) providing outputs;  

d) achieving outcomes; and 

e) an entity’s ability to continue to provide goods and services (i.e. 

sustainability). 

The AASB considers this approach could draw out relevant information about an 

entity’s performance in providing goods and services, which may help establish 

boundaries for the types of service performance information that should be 

reported in general purpose financial reports. 

entity is achieving its objectives.” 

Paragraph 4.5 of the consultation paper 

identifies the service performance 

information necessary to meet user needs.  

The project staff believes that the needs of 

users were considered in the development of 

the framework, just as they were by the 

AASB in the development of their own 

framework. 

 

033 A The GASB staff agrees that the reporting of service performance information is 

necessary to meet the objectives of financial reporting (accountability and 

decision-making) as proposed in CF-ED 1.  The GASB staff believes that the 

success of a public sector entity in delivering goods and services ultimately can 

only be partially assessed by examining financial position and financial 

performance information at the reporting date.  The reporting of service 

performance information is necessary to complete the picture in meeting the 

objectives of financial reporting. 

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 1 is noted. 

 

  

                                                 
7
 The AASB acknowledges that ‘obtaining’ resources may not be a relevant term for some public sector entities because resources may not always be related to matters within the entity's 

influence and may be driven by appropriation processes. 
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Preliminary View (PV) 2 – (following paragraph 3.5):  

Developing a standardized service performance information terminology for the reporting of service performance information is appropriate, and 

should include the seven terms and working definitions in Table A on page 14.  

 

STAFF ASSESSMENT OF RESPONSES RECEIVED:  

These are staff views and do not necessarily reflect the views of IPSASB members 

(A) AGREE 6 

(B) PARTIALLY AGREE 15 

(C) DISAGREE 4 

(D) NO CLEAR VIEW EXPRESSED 0 

SUB-TOTAL OF THOSE PROVIDING COMMENTS 25 

(E) DID NOT COMMENT 8 

TOTAL 33 

 

R# 
CATE-
GORY COMMENTS ON PV 2 PROJECT STAFF COMMENT 

001 B The SRS-CSPCP welcomes a standard terminology for the reporting of service 

performance.   For this purpose it is essential to link further work with the one of 

the OECD and IMF (cp. e.g. Glossary of Key Terms 2011 OECD Performance 

Budgeting Survey). In particular Table A on page 14 should be made more 

specific and revised. The seven terms appear sensible as a general framework. 

But it would be going too far if every level had to make statements on all these 

amounts.  

The definitions included in Appendix B for all 

the terms included in the standardized 

terminology are inclusive of the OECD 

definitions that were identified during the 

staff research. 

Paragraph 5.17 of the consultation paper 

discusses the need to use judgment in 

selecting those indicators that would have 

the greatest influence on a user’s 

assessment of accountability or informed 

decision-making.  Therefore, the project staff 

does not believe that the consultation paper 

suggests that a public sector entity must 

include all the types of indicators identified in 

the standardized terminology in their service 

performance report.  

002 B We have a few reservations about the definitions in Table A on page 14 and 

suggest some alternatives below:  

i. An objective is the high level result a reporting entity is aiming to achieve in 

 

Objective and Outcomes- See project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 7. 
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order to realize its vision.  

ii. Performance indicators are measures of the efficiency, effectiveness of the 

entity in achieving its objectives - the extent to which an entity achieves value 

for money in the delivery of services (value for money is not mentioned in the 

paper but is a very important concept for service delivery). 

iii. Outcomes are high level indicators of success in achieving the entity 

objectives. 

Exhibit A on page 15 seems to mix together what the entity is trying to achieve 

(objectives, outputs and outcomes), resources used (inputs) and the various 

measures used as performance indicators (efficiency and effectiveness; economy 

seems to be missing). A more logical structure to the diagram is required. 

Performance indicators- See project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 8. 

 

 

 

 

The project staff recognizes that as a result 

of the staff recommendations made to the 

definitions of the terms in the standardized 

terminology, the terminology relationship 

diagram will need to be amended if the 

IPSASB agrees with the staff 

recommendations. 

003 B We agree that continuing the development of working terms and definitions in the 

area of service performance information is appropriate and as noted in our 

covering letter, we consider that the proposals in the consultation paper are a 

promising start to this work. 

However, we counsel the IPSASB against making the terminology too 

“standardised” as different jurisdictions will have developed different terms and 

models which meet the requirements of that jurisdiction.  The IPSASB should 

seek to continue to develop principle based guidance which is mandatory for 

entities that choose to provide service performance information, but which still 

allows the local reporting terms and models to be utilised so that the readers 

continue to find the information familiar, readable and useable.  

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 17. 

004 A Agree. 

Overall, we agree with the seven terms and working definitions that represent 

essential elements within the service performance reporting framework as 

established by the IPSASB.  We also welcome the addition of examples to the 

working definitions of the terms as those will be helpful to the preparers of service 

performance information.  

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 2 is noted. 

005 B We do not fully agree with the proposed definitions for Service Performance 

Information. Also we believe the example used is not well chosen. Exhibit A on 

The project staff agrees that economy 
indicators should be included in the 
standardized service performance 
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page 15 is equally incomplete: 

The concept of Economy is missing, i.e. requirement that the resources used by 

the audited entity for the pursuit of its activities shall be made available in due 

time, in appropriate quantity and quality and at the best price (in table A, 

erroneously referred to as ‘Efficiency’). 

The concept of Efficiency, is concerned with the best relationship between 

resources employed and results
 

achieved. 

 (Source: European Court of Auditors: Performance Audit Manual). 

The concept of Economy should be equally reflected in Exhibit A on page 15. 

terminology.   The project staff 
acknowledges that the IPSASB previously 
concluded that economy indicators relate to 
efficiency indicators and were difficult to 
derive in isolation.  However, the project staff 
believes that economy indicators 
communicate a distinct aspect of a public 
sector entity’s service performance that is 
not captured in the performance indicators 
currently provided in the terminology.  The 
project staff recommends that the IPSAB 
consider the following definition of an 
economy indicator: 
 
Economy indicators are measures of the 
extent to which the quality, quantity, and 
price of inputs are appropriate to achieve 
the objective. 
 
The project staff recommends that the 
IPSASB also consider the following 
example of an economy indicator: 

The resources provided as a                       

percentage of the resources estimated to 

be needed to inoculate the number of 

infants necessary to reduce the incidents 

of measles. 

006 B 16. The standard terminology is appropriate.   

17. In Table A for the working definition of performance indicators, we suggest 

the following amendment: 

“Performance indicators are quantitative or qualitative measures that describe 

“demonstrate” the extent to which a service is achieving its objectives and 

using resources.” 

The project staff agrees that performance 

indicators do not “describe” the extent to 

which a service is achieving its objectives 

and using resources.  However, the project 

staff does not believe that performance 

indicators “demonstrate” the extent to which 

a service is achieving its objectives, either.  

Both “describe” and “demonstrate” are 

defined as giving an account or explanation 
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of something.  As a result, the project staff 

recommends that the term “describe” 

should be removed from the definition of 

a performance indicator. 

007 B We support the development of standardised service performance information 

terminology. 

We support the seven terms, but have some suggestions on the working 

definitions and additional terms that could be included in the proposed 

framework. These proposals are set out in Part IV of our comment letter (see 

paragraph 1.1 to 1.9). 

As noted in our response to preliminary view 2, we support the seven terms but 

have the following suggestions relating to the terms and working definitions. 

Additional performance indicators and concepts to be included in the proposed 

framework  

1.1 We propose that activities and impact should also be included in the table 

of working definitions for service performance information as these 

concepts are important in reporting service performance information. 

Activities form part of the planning, budgeting and implementation activity 

while impact deals with the management aspect in achieving the results.  

Government’s interventions may have unintended consequences on 

service performance information, which is not always within an entity’s 

control. The impact, however, still needs to be identified and monitored so 

that risks can be managed and corrective action can be taken by 

management. We therefore see “impact” as a core service performance 

information concept, and propose that it should be identified as a type of 

performance indicator in the proposed framework.  

Proposed definitions for activities and impact are: 

Activities – the processes or actions that use a range of inputs to produce 

the desired outputs and ultimately outcomes.  

Impact – the results of achieving specific outcomes.  

1.2 In addition, we propose that “economy” and “equity” should be added as 

specific performance information indicators. The economy indicator 

measures and explores whether specific inputs are acquired at the lowest 

The project staff recognizes that activities 
are processes that are employed in order to 
convert inputs to outputs, which are then 
provided to achieve outcomes.  Because 
activities are only processes, the project staff 
believes that activities, in and of themselves, 
are not service performance indicators.  As a 
result, the project staff does not believe that 
it is necessary to include activities in the 
standardized service performance 
terminology.    

 

Economy indicators - See project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 5. 

 

The project staff recognizes that equity 
indicators may measure whether services 
are being provided impartially, fairly and 
equitably.  However, the project staff 
believes that how a public sector entity 
considers equity will influence the 
interpretation of these indicators’ results.  
For example, equity could be considered on 
the basis of geography, ethnicity, income 
level, or need—each basis providing a 
different indication of equity.  As a result, the 
project staff believes that it may not be 
appropriate to include equity indicator in the 
standardized service performance 
terminology. 
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cost, at the right time and whether the method of producing the requisite 

outputs is economical. The equity indicator explores whether services are 

being provided impartially, fairly and equitably, and reflects the extent to 

which an entity has achieved and has been able to maintain an equitable 

supply of comparable outputs across, for example, demographic groups, 

regions, urban and rural areas etc.  

Both these indicators are important when reporting on service performance 

information.  

The following diagram illustrates the relationship between the four 

performance indicators, ie efficiency, effectiveness, economy and equity, 

and the performance information concepts ie inputs, activities, outputs, 

outcomes and impacts: 

Relationship between the proposed core performance information concepts 

 

 

Proposed performance indicators and core performance information 

concepts 

The project staff recognizes that the results 
of achieving specific outcomes are referred 
to by some as an impact.  The project staff 
believes that the definition of an outcome 
proposed in the consultation paper conveys 
that outcomes are the impact of outputs.  
The respondent’s proposed definition takes 
the concept of an impact further by linking it 
to the results experienced through the 
achievement of outcomes.  The project staff 
does not believe that impacts, in and of 
themselves, are performance indicators.  
Rather, the project staff believes that they 
are the effect one performance indicator has 
on another performance indicator or on the 
achievement of the objectives.  As a result, 
the project staff does not believe that it is 
necessary to include impact in the 
standardized service performance 
terminology.    

 

The project staff acknowledges that the 

IPSASB previously considered including 

results in the standardized service 

performance terminology.  The IPSASB 

determined that results were similar to 

outcomes and therefore not appropriate to 

include in the standardized service 

performance terminology.  The project staff 

continues to believe that results are similar 

to outcomes.  As a result, the project staff 

does not believe that it is necessary to 

include results in the standardized service 

performance terminology.  However, the 

project staff believes that IPSASB may want 

to consider including results in a 
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Proposals on working definitions and examples  

1.3 The definition for “objective” should be elaborated to explain that “an 

objective” entails an entity meeting a specific service delivery target based 

on what was initially planned or set out for the entity. An entity’s objective 

should be aligned with what the user’s perception is with regards to its 

purpose and aim.  

1.4 The term result, as currently used in the definition of “objective” impacts 

some of the other working definitions (ie impact and outcome), and we 

therefore propose that result should also be further explained in clarifying 

its meaning.  

1.5 The examples used in table A, that illustrate the terms and working 

definitions, are mostly financial related. Because reporting on service 

performance information involves reporting on both financial and non-

financial information, we suggest that the examples should be expanded to 

parenthetical after the word “impacts” in the 

definition of outcomes in order to further 

indicate that they are being utilized similarly. 

    

The project staff believes that the definition 
of an objective included in the consultation 
paper includes the concepts of both what the 
public sector entity desires to achieve (a 
goal) and what the public sector entity 
expects to achieve within a certain period of 
time (a target).  The project staff believes 
this to be true because the proposed 
definition broadly encompasses what the 
entity is “aiming to achieve,” which could be 
representative of both a goal and a target.  
The project staff acknowledges that the 
IPSASB considered defining both a goal and 
objective in the consultation paper but 
concluded, at that time, that these two terms 
were used synonymously by many public 
sector entities.  As a result, the IPSASB 
tentatively decided that the term objective 
was more universally accepted.  The project 
staff agrees with using the term that is most 
universally accepted, but believes that the 
term can be defined in such a manner as to 
communicate that it does incorporate both 
concepts.  Therefore, the project staff 
recommends that the IPSASB consider 
amending the proposed working 
definition of an objective to: 

An objective is a statement of the result a 
reporting entity desires or expects to 
achieve.  

The project staff agrees that performance 
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also illustrate how these indicators are linked to non-financial information in 

communicating how resources were used and what was achieved as a 

result of their usage.  

1.6 During our consultation, it was suggested that the four dimensions 

discussed in section 4, could be illustrated in the proposed framework by 

applying the performance indicators discussed in this section, to those 

dimensions.  

1.7 The working definition for ‘performance indicators’ states that indicators are 

qualitative or quantitative measures. It is suggested that the wording 

and/or is used instead, as certain measures can include both qualitative 

and quantitative aspects and will therefore be more meaningful. Using one 

or the other could impair the quality of information. 

1.8 With reference to the example for ‘outputs’ it is suggested that percentages 

will be more meaningful where the full population is quantified, for instance 

where the infant population is 100 000 a 10% inoculation will create more 

tangible evidence of service performance than where the population is 

10 000. 

1.9 It is suggested that the definition for “outcomes” should include a reference 

to progress made. We propose that the following phrase should be added: 

Outcomes are the impact of outcomes and progress made in delivering the 

reporting entity’s objectives. 

 

indicators may be qualitative and/or 
quantitative measures.  For example, a 
measure that indicates that 67% of roads in 
a certain jurisdiction are in excellent 
condition would include both qualitative 
(excellent condition) and quantitative (67%) 
aspects.  As a result, the project staff 
recommends that the “or” in this 
definition be amended to “and/or.” 

 

The project staff agrees that the example of 
outputs could be enhanced by including 
“number” as well as “percentage” of outputs.  
As a result, the project staff recommends 
that the IPSASB consider amending the 
proposed example of outputs to: 

Number of infants inoculated for measles 
or the percentage of total infant 
population inoculated for measles.  

As discussed previously, the project staff 
agrees with the respondent that stated that 
impact has a similar meaning to result.  
Further, the project staff believes that result 
is an indication of “progress made.”  
Therefore by clarifying that impacts and 
results have a similar meaning in the working 
definition, the project staff does not believe 
that it is necessary to include “progress 
made” as this would be implicit within results.   
The project staff also believes that outcomes 
do not “deliver objectives,” but rather are 
measures of the achievement of objectives.  
As a result, the project staff recommends 
that the IPSASB consider amending the 
proposed working definition of outcomes 
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to: 
Outcomes are measures of the impacts 
(results) of outputs that are used to 
achieve the reporting entity’s objectives. 
 

The project staff does not agree that the 
examples are mostly financially related.  In 
fact, the project staff believes that the only 
examples that are appropriately financial are 
those for inputs and efficiency indicators.  
The project staff believes that the other 
examples are non-financial because they 
measure the “number of” and “percentage 
of” various occurrences.   

The project staff believes that paragraph 4.5 
of the consultation paper appropriately links 
the four dimensions to the standardized 
service performance terminology.  As a 
result, the project staff does not believe it is 
necessary to further include the link between 
the “why” and “what” dimension with the 
terminology in Table A.  

 

 

008 B ACAG agrees that a standardised service performance reporting working 

definitions is appropriate. 

ACAG supports the inclusion of the seven terms and working definitions in Table 

A subject to the following comments: 

1. The example provided for “outputs” (i.e. percentage of total infant 

population inoculated for measles) does not appear to provide a useful 

measure of the number of units of output delivered. A percentage does not 

provide sufficient detail about the quantity of output. An additional output 

example could be the number of infants inoculated. 

Output Example- See paragraph 8 of project 
staff comment provided for Respondent 7. 
 
The project staff recognizes that services is 
referenced throughout the consultation 
paper.  However, the project staff believes 
that the focus of the standardized service 
performance terminology is appropriately on 
core service performance information that is 
reported as a result of the framework 
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2. Consideration should be given to including the following terms in the 

terminology: 

a.  “services” mainly because there are numerous references to 

services throughout the Consultation Paper. Further, the 

performance indicator definition refers to “….service in achieving its 

objectives…” whereas the definitions for inputs, outputs, outcomes, 

efficiency indicators and effectiveness indicators refer to outputs and 

not services. It is not clear whether the terms outputs and services 

are supposed to have the same meaning. Some clarity would be 

helpful noting that the definition of outputs (Table A) includes “goods 

and services”. 

b.  “performance target/expectations” because it is a key component of 

service performance reporting and should be included for 

completeness. 

provided in the consultation paper.  As a 
result, the project staff does not believe that 
it is necessary to include services in the 
standardized service performance 
terminology. 
 
The project staff acknowledges that the 
proposed definition of a performance 
indicator included in the consultation paper 
does not include the concept of an output, 
which are goods and services.  The project 
staff also believes that the proposed 
definition does not appropriately convey that 
resources (inputs) and goods and services 
(outputs) are utilized in the achievement of 
objectives (outcomes).  The project staff also 
acknowledges that the use of “service” within 
this proposed definition is not consistent with 
the use of the term “services” as a type of 
output or something being produced.  As a 
result, the project staff recommends that 
the IPSASB consider amending the 
proposed working definition of a 
performance indicator to: 
Performance indicators are quantitative 
and/or qualitative measures of the extent 
to which a reporting entity is using 
resources and producing goods and 
services to achieve its objectives.  
  
The project staff believes that a performance 
target/expectation provides a frame of 
reference for assessing how well services 
are delivered.  The project staff does not 
believe that a performance 
target/expectation is a type of performance 
indicator.  As a result, the project staff does 
not believe that it is necessary to include 
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performance targets/expectations in the 
standardized service performance 
terminology. 

009 B To facilitate consistency in interpretation across public sector entities in different 

jurisdictions, HoTARAC agrees that it is a worthwhile exercise to develop 

standard service performance information terminology.  HoTARAC also agrees 

with the terms, working definitions, and most of the examples, in Table A. 

Performance reporting has been adopted, to varying degrees, across jurisdictions 

globally, and the use of terminology is unlikely to be consistent universally.  

Hence, HoTARAC believes that, to overcome any preconceived ideas about 

intended meaning and to facilitate consistent interpretation, the examples and 

Exhibit A need to clearly demonstrate how the defined terms are distinguished 

from each other (including whether there is any hierarchy between particular 

terms). 

However, HoTARAC notes some overlap between the examples for “objective” 

and “outcomes”, and strongly recommends that this overlap be removed.  It 

would also be useful if guidance is provided about the selection of performance 

indicators to reliably measure an entity’s performance, and at the same time, 

avoid distortion by factors beyond the entity’s control. 

The project staff believes that the 
recommendations for amendments to the 
working definitions and examples provided 
above appropriately clarify and distinguish 
the terms and examples from one another.  
Further, the project staff believes that 
although there are relationships between the 
terms included in the standardized service 
performance terminology (which is discussed 
in paragraph 3.5 and depicted in Exhibit A), 
a hierarchy between the terms does not 
exist.  Further, if the IPSASB agrees with the 
project staff recommendation for modifying 
the definitions discussed in the staff 
comment being provided in this section, 
Exhibit A would be amended to reflect these 
revised relationships.   

The project staff agrees with those 
respondents who believe there is overlap 
between the definition and examples 
provided of an objective and an outcome in 
the consultation paper.  The project staff 
believes this overlap was due to an outcome 
being defined as a result, rather than an 
indicator that measures the result.  
Therefore, the project staff believes that it 
would be appropriate for the IPSASB to 
consider amending the definition and 
example of an outcome. As a result, the 
example provided for an objective in the 
consultation paper would not need to be 
amended because the overlap would be 
removed with the amended definition and 
example of an outcome.  The project staff 
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believes that this overlap has been 
appropriately addressed in the proposed 
amended definition of outcomes in the staff 
comment provided for Respondent 7 above.  
Further, the project staff believes that the 
example should not presuppose that this 
measure would result in a “reduction” even 
though that is the objective.  As a result of 
the amended definitions and the need to be 
consistent with amendments recommended 
to prior examples, the project staff 
recommends amending the example of an 
outcome as follows:    

Number of infants who contract measles 
or percentage of total infants who 
contract measles.    

 

010 B 4. We agree with the preliminary view 2. 

5. We suggest that it would be desirable to state which of the indicator relates 

mainly to financial information, and which relates to non-financial information 

in the presented terminology. 

6. Paragraph B24 states that “Economy indicators,” was determined to relate to 

efficiency indicators and difficult to derive in isolation. The IPSASB also 

believes that the concept of economy is covered by input indicators. 

7. In Japan, the concept of economy indicators shows what extent entities can 

minimize their inputs, in order to achieve their targeted level of outputs. On 

the other hand, efficiency indicators, with the exception of economy 

indicators, (in a narrow sense) imply to what extent entities can maximize 

their outputs with the given inputs. Therefore, economy indicators could not 

be explained only by input indicators. They could also be explained by the 

relationship between the inputs and the outputs. 

8. By explaining economy indicators in comparison with the efficiency indicators 

(in a narrow sense), it would help the reporting entities when using those 

The project staff does not believe that any 
value would be provided to preparers by 
specifically stating which indicators are 
mainly financial or non-financial.  The project 
staff believes that performance indicators, by 
definition, include both financial and non-
financial measures.  

Economy indicators - See project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 5. 
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indicators in practice. 

011 B Developing a standardised service performance information terminology for the 

reporting of service performance information is appropriate, and should include 

the seven terms and working definitions in Table A on page 14. 

NAO Malta agrees with the above statement.  However, one may consider 

including processes, as well as economy and exogenous factors. 

Processes represent the procedures, systems and activities that are needed to 

convert inputs into outputs.  These procedures are required to achieve 

programme objectives and outcomes, and may include such tasks as providing 

education or reducing disease.  Processes also relate to the efficiency of the 

organisation to ensure that actions being taken are being performed in a cost-

effective manner. 

Economy factors are also to be included.  Economy signifies that the public 

sector entity is to strive to achieve the minimisation of the cost of inputs, having 

due regard to quality. 

It is concerned with minimising the cost of resources used (staff, materials and 

equipment) for an activity in the pursuit of its objectives and whether such 

resources are in accordance with sound administrative principles and practices 

and management policies.  An audit of economy is therefore concerned with 

determining whether the most appropriate and lower cost inputs are chosen to 

achieve the given objectives.  It will deal with such issues as to whether the: 

 Audited entity acquires the appropriate type, quality and amount of 

resources at the minimum cost; 

 Audited entity manages its resources with a view to minimising overall 

outlay; and  

 Programme could have been designed or implemented in another way 

that would have resulted in lower costs. 

The treatment of exogenous factors is also to be considered.  Exogenous factors 

are factors that are independent of the programme or activity and are partly or 

entirely the result of changes (results and impacts) observed among stakeholders 

(e.g. climatic conditions, evolution in economic situation, performance of 

contractors, beneficiaries’ behaviour). 

The project staff recognizes that processes 
are representative of the procedures, 
systems, and activities that are needed to 
convert inputs to outputs.  Because 
processes, like activities are not service 
performance indicators, the project staff 
does not believe that it is necessary to 
include processes in the standardized 
service performance terminology. 
    

Economy indicators - See project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 5. 

 
The project staff recognizes that exogenous 
factors are factors outside of the provision of 
service that influence the achieved results or 
are indirect consequences of the provision of 
service.  The project staff believes that 
paragraphs 5.21 and 5.22 of the consultation 
paper appropriately include the need to 
discuss the factors that may have influenced 
results or the indirect consequences of the 
service provided in the narrative discussion 
of the achievement of objectives.  Further, 
the project staff does not believe that 
exogenous factors, in themselves, are 
performance indicators.  As a result, the 
project staff does not believe that it is 
necessary to include exogenous factors in 
the standardized service performance 
terminology.   

 

012 A We agree in the interests of understandability and comparability that it is This respondent’s agreement with 
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necessary to have standardized international service performance information 

terminology.  We agree that the seven terms defined in Table A are appropriate.  

Preliminary View 2 is noted. 

013 A CIPFA considers that this approach is helpful. We are content with the 

terminology, much of which is well understood in the UK context. The Board may 

need to consider any comments from other jurisdictions in case some of the 

terms do not transfer helpfully to other cultural contexts. 

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 2 noted.   

The project staff will consider comments 

received from all jurisdictions. 

014 B The Task Force has no reservations against the development of a standardized 

terminology and making it accessible to those public sector entities that choose to 

report service performance information.  However it is imperative that the Board 

retains a flexible approach that would allow public sector organizations to use 

other terms (including those currently used) that are considered to be more 

suitable by the reporting entity, as long as these terms are clearly defined.  

Limiting choice to a single set of terms might improve the comparability of 

information on service performance reported by different public sector 

organizations, but might not result in useful presentation of information to users, 

which is a superior goal of IPSAS-compliant financial reporting.  

The project staff believes that it is important 

for preparers of service performance reports 

to use the common terminology developed 

by this project in order to enhance 

comparability and users’ understanding of 

the service performance information being 

reported.  The project staff acknowledges 

that public sector entities currently reporting 

service performance may be using different 

terminologies.  However, the project staff 

does not agree that revising this terminology 

in future service performance reports 

prepared in accordance with IPSASB 

guidance will result in information that is less 

useful to users.   

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

comparability. 

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 2 is noted. 

017 C The guidance provided by IPSASB is helpful but should not be prescribed for all 

GPFRs. 

CF—ED 1 states that service performance 

information would be included in GPFRs.  

Therefore, the project staff believes that it is 

appropriate for the service performance 

terminology to be prescribed for all GPFRs.  

Paragraph 3.1 of the consultation paper 

discusses the research conducted by the 

project staff prior to the issuance of the 

consultation paper and states that although 

some consistent terminology is utilized by 

public sector entities, many of these entities 
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have not defined some or all of the terms 

they use.  Moreover, the same terms 

sometimes have different meanings in 

different jurisdictions.  Therefore, the project 

staff believes that it is important for the 

IPSASB to develop a standardized service 

performance terminology that will enhance 

users’ understanding of service performance 

information reported using the framework 

proposed in the consultation paper.  As a 

result, the project staff believes that a 

standardized service performance 

terminology does add value to the 

interpretation or application of GAAP, if the 

IPSASB determines this guidance to be 

authoritative. 

018 C The proposed standardized service performance information terminology is very 

general, is readily available in performance measurement literature, adds no 

value to the interpretation or application of GAAP and is at risk of being 

misconstrued as GAAP by either public sector financial statement preparers or 

auditors.  

IPSAS is not the appropriate body of guidance for the development of 

standardized performance reports which are a product of economic, social, and 

environmental, policy analytical functions, not financial accounting.   

Financial information reported in GPFS may be used in, and feed into, statistical 

analyses.  Therefore, common definitions of financial terms may be useful in 

enhancing users’ understanding of the reports and the ability to cross-reference 

audited GPFS amounts to amounts referenced in separate performance reports.   

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 17. 

020 A Consistency of terminology is appropriate since it adds to the understandability of 

the information being reported and presented. We agree with the proposed terms 

and definitions.  

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 2 is noted. 

023 A It is the Province’s opinion that the reporting requirements of service performance 

information may be validated outside the framework for accounting standards; 

therefore a framework is not required.  The development of standardized 

The project staff believes that the scope of 

GAAP should be more appropriately 

discussed as part of the conceptual 
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terminology can only be supported as a part of supplemental non-authoritative 

guidance at most and any development of a framework in this area should not 

require an extension to the scope of the conceptual framework.  In Canada, 

reporting guidelines have been issued by the Public Sector Accounting Board 

(PSAB) in the form of a Statement of Recommended Practice (SORP) 2-Public 

Performance Reporting.  It included five of the seven indicators included in the 

proposals of this CP.  While not defined in SORP 2, efficiency and effectiveness 

indicators appear appropriate in this case.    

framework project. 

 

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 2 is noted. 

024 C In our opinion, it is essential that a standard on service performance reporting 

should be strongly influenced by principles rather than become encumbered by 

technical considerations. The New Zealand experience is that there has been a 

lack of integration between the financial and service performance aspects of an 

entity’s performance, with a consequence that the entity’s overall performance 

“story” has not been consistently told. In addition, there has been a focus on 

terminology and technical requirements that has reduced the effectiveness of 

service performance reporting. 

An approach that reflects the purpose the entity, and how (or to what extent) the 

entity has achieved its purpose has considerable appeal because it specifically 

addresses the concerns of users from an accountability perspective.  A focus on 

the technical aspects of service performance reporting can be confusing and can 

hinder the clear presentation of the performance story.   

The project staff agrees that the focus of 
service performance reporting should be on 
the reporting entity’s achievement of their 
objectives, or lack thereof (the performance 
story).  However, the project staff believes 
that without a standardized service 
performance terminology, the 
communication of the achievement of 
objectives becomes more difficult, because 
users of this information may not understand 
the terms or may have differing opinions of 
what the terms actually mean.  Therefore, 
the project staff believes that it is important 
for the IPSASB to establish a standardized 
service performance terminology. 

025 B We agree with PV 2 and consider that in the main, the terms and their related 

definitions are adequately generic to capture those terms already in existing use, 

however they could do with some tweaking, as does the example.  Our 

suggestions are as follows: 

 Bare numbers should be provided at all times in conjunction with 

percentages, this would be important in cases as the percentage hit rate 

may increase while the overall population had decreased.  Therefore, the 

example in outputs should be a bare number but accompanied by a 

percentage. 

 Where appropriate, all results should be provided as a time-series so that 

users can identify any trends that may exist. 

 An overall measure of ‘value for money’ indicator should be provided – 

 
Output Example - See paragraph 8 of project 
staff comment provided for Respondent 7. 
 
The project staff agrees that time-series 
comparisons provide users with information 
of value in assessing whether results are 
improving, deteriorating, or remaining the 
same over time.  However, the project staff 
believes that this is already clearly 
addressed in paragraphs 4.16 through 4.18 
of the consultation paper.  Further, the 
project staff believes that the recommended 
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this would be a relationship between inputs and outcomes – e.g. the cost 

of reducing the incidence of measles by 1%. 

 We consider that the use of the word ‘impact’ in the definition of 

outcomes may be confusing as impact can have several meanings, 

therefore we suggest replacing ‘impact’ with ‘result’. 

changes to the definition of efficiency 
indicators would clarify that an efficiency 
indicator includes the concept of “value for 
money,” the relationship between inputs and 
outcomes.   

Outcomes Definition - See paragraph 9 of 
project staff comment provided for 
Respondent 7. 

027 C It may be indeed appropriate to develop a standardized service performance 

information terminology. However, the proposed terminology and working 

definition would not work in the French context and therefore guidance on this 

base would not be suitable (the definitions we use can be found on the Ministry of 

Budget website). 

The project staff recognizes that some 
jurisdictions are already reporting service 
performance information utilizing different 
terminology.  However, the project staff also 
recognizes that IPSASB establishes 
authoritative guidance to be implemented 
broadly by jurisdictions all across the world.  
Further, this guidance needs to provide a 
consistent and comparable basis for those 
governments implementing IPSASB’s 
guidance.  As a result, the project staff 
recognizes that this guidance will differ from 
existing guidance that may be currently 
utilized by individual jurisdictions. 

029 B The Joint Accounting Bodies support development of a service performance 

information framework that has the flexibility to enable application across 

jurisdictions.  We believe standardised terminology and working definitions are an 

important part of the finalised framework.   

We found the difference between objectives and outcomes too subtle and we 

suggest the distinctions be made more apparent.  Terminology Relationships at 

page 15 of the Consultation Paper does draw that distinction and we suggest it 

be used to guide the next iteration of terminology and definitions.  

Examples are useful when they illustrate how a principle might be satisfied.  

However, as jurisdictions across the world are at different stages in their 

development of reporting service performance information it is important that 

provided examples are ‘fit for purpose’ and are not read as constraining what is 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 9. 

 

The project staff believes that examples 
have been included in the consultation paper 
to enhance the understanding of this 
guidance.  The inclusion of these examples 
is for demonstrative purposes only and does 
not represent the endorsement by the 
IPSASB of any particular measure.  
However, the project staff believes that this 
fact should be noted at the bottom of the 
table in any future IPSASB due process 
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reported by jurisdictions that have a relatively well developed approach to 

reporting service performance information. 

documents related to this project. 

031 B The meaning of certain concepts as used in the Consultation Paper is not 

consistent with common usage. More specifically, the term “effectiveness” is not 

used according to the generally accepted definition (in the sense of the 

relationship between the outcome and the objectives). If the meanings proposed 

in the Consultation Paper were used, the conclusions of previous assessments 

would be different. The Council also notes that the theory of the 

“3Es” (effectiveness, efficiency, economy), on which much of the discussion on 

performance was based, does not appear in the Consultation Paper. 

However, the Council would like to stress the importance of the vocabulary used 

for conveying meaning and principles and thought processes.  

The project staff agrees with this respondent 
that effectiveness indicators measure the 
relationship between outcomes and 
objectives and not the relationship between 
outputs and outcomes.  The project staff 
believes that effectiveness describes the 
relationship between the desired or expected 
results of services (stated as objectives) and 
the actual results achieved (outcomes).  
Effectiveness is normally thought of in terms 
of the extent to which the actual results 
indicate that desired or expected results 
have been achieved.  Therefore, an effective 
service is one that has, to a large extent, 
achieved its desired or expected results 
(objective).  As a result, the project staff 
recommends that the IPSASB consider 
amending the proposed working 
definition of effectiveness indicators to: 

Effectiveness indicators are 
measures of the relationship 
between outcomes and 
objectives. 

 
The project staff believes that if the proposed 
working definition is amended as 
recommended by the project staff, the 
example also should be amended to include 
a measure of the relationship between 
outcomes and objectives.  As a result, the 
project staff recommends that the 
IPSASB consider amending the proposed 
example of effectiveness indicators to: 

Reduction in the percentage of 
infants that contracted measles. 



 IPSASB Meeting (September 2012) 
 

 
Agenda Item 7.1 
Page 58 of 171 

 

R# 
CATE-
GORY COMMENTS ON PV 2 PROJECT STAFF COMMENT 

 

Economy indicators - See project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 5. 

032 B The AASB supports the development of standardised service performance 

information terminology and generally supports the terms listed in Table A on 

page 14 of the CP.  However, it considers some of the working definitions to be 

ambiguous and some of the examples as not providing suitable illustrations of the 

related working definitions.  The AASB recommends the IPSASB establish clear 

definitions and examples to assist in developing coherent principles of service 

performance reporting.  The AASB’s concerns and suggestions regarding the 

working definitions and examples provided in Table A on page 14 of the CP are 

discussed below. 

Objective 

The working definition of ‘objective’ refers to ‘result’, and paragraph 5.20 of the 

CP refers to ‘results’ on four occasions.  It is not clear what is meant by ‘result’ 

and ‘results’.  These terms could refer to target(s)/goals or actual 

outputs/outcomes.  Therefore, it is difficult to differentiate the working definition of 

‘objective’ from the working definitions of ‘outputs’ and ‘outcomes’.  The AASB 

suggests amending or clarifying the references to ‘result’ and ‘results’ in the CP. 

The example provided for an ‘objective’ in Table A of the CP seems to include 

two objectives − “to improve the health of infants” and “reducing the percentage 

who contract measles”, the latter being more specific than the former objective.  

The AASB considers both these objectives important and that they should not be 

used in a single example to explain the term ‘objective’.  Furthermore, the 

IPSASB could consider establishing a principle for determining the specificity of 

objectives that entities should report. 

In contrast, paragraph 5.11 of the CP distinguishes entity-wide objectives and the 

objectives of the entity’s specific services.  The AASB supports this distinction but 

suggests another term, such as ‘mission’, be considered to describe entity-wide 

objectives.  This would avoid potential confusion about the meaning of ‘objective’ 

in various references to ‘objective(s)’ in the CP.  Accordingly, the IPSASB could 

consider adding a working definition of ‘mission’ to Table A. 

In Table A, the example of ‘outcomes’ only illustrates the second aspect of the 

example of an ‘objective’ given in that table (i.e. the reduction in the percentage of 

See project staff comments provided for 
Respondent 7. 
 
In developing the definition and example for 
an objective, the IPSASB combined the 
concepts of a goal and an objective because 
they were used interchangeably in many 
jurisdictions.  As a result, the example 
provided in Table A could be perceived by 
those jurisdictions who identify goals 
separately from objectives, as encompassing 
both.  If the IPSASB determines that it is 
more appropriate to separate goals from 
objectives, this example could be separated 
such that the example of the goal would be 
“to improve the health of infants” and the 
example of the objective would be “reducing 
the percentage of infants who contract 
measles.” 
 
The project staff believes that a “mission 
statement” sets forth the purpose of a public 
sector entity and details its overall objective 
and provides a framework within which the 
entity’s specific objectives are developed.  
As a result, the project staff believes that a 
mission is broader than the objectives 
established at either the entity-wide level or 
the specific service level.  Therefore, the 
project staff does not believe that defining 
and including “mission” in the framework will 
avoid confusion; in many respects, this 
definition of “mission” may actually create 
more confusion. 
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infants who contract measles).  The AASB considers it unclear why the example 

of ‘outcomes’ only considers one of the aspects illustrated in the example of an 

‘objective’. 

Paragraph 5.24(a) refers to ‘expectations’.  It is not clear whether this term means 

‘objectives’ or something different.  The AASB suggests amending or clarifying 

the reference to ‘expectations’. 

Inputs 

The AASB has a number of concerns about the definition of ‘inputs’, noted below. 

The working definition of ‘inputs’ refers to “… the resources of a reporting entity 

used to produce outputs…”  This working definition does not consider the 

resources that are available to an entity that might become inputs.  The AASB 

considers resources that are available to an entity an important concept in the 

context of service performance that should be included in one of the working 

definitions.  This is consistent with the AASB’s view that service performance is 

part of a broader notion of performance that not only includes the past delivery of 

services and its past consequences but includes the extent to which the entity’s 

activities will enable the entity to meet its objectives in the future. 

The AASB considers the reference to ‘produce outputs’ in the working definition 

of ‘inputs’ implies some form of production, which might not necessarily be the 

case.  The AASB suggests amending the reference to ‘produce outputs’ to 

‘provide outputs’.  In addition, the example of ‘inputs’ refers to ‘expenditure’ and 

the example of ‘efficiency indicators’ refers to ‘cost’.  Although service 

performance information can be expressed in cash terms, the AASB recommends 

the examples also be expressed in accrual terms, such as ‘expense’. 

The AASB considers it unclear whether the working definition of ‘inputs’, being 

the “resources ... used” includes all resources consumed, whether consumed 

directly or indirectly in the entity’s service delivery activities.  For example, should 

the costs of activities undertaken to obtain resources be added to the measure 

(e.g. cost) of consumption of resources acquired and used to provide the outputs 

in question (for example, inoculations for measles)?  The AASB also considers it 

unclear whether the above-mentioned reference to “resources ... used” includes 

the consumption of long lived assets, for example, the depreciation of property, 

plant and equipment.  This is because there is no limitation in the working 

definition’s reference to ‘resources’.  For these reasons, the AASB recommends 

 
The project staff believes that the amended 
example for outcomes would appropriately 
provide an indication that the health of 
infants has improved if the number or 
percentage of infants that have contracted 
measles was reduced. 
 
The project staff believes that with the 
amendment to the definition of an objective 
recommended by the project staff, there now 
exists a link between the “expectation” 
referred to in paragraph 5.24 and the 
definition of an objective.  
 
The project staff believes that the concept of 
“availability” pertains to the ability of a 
government to continue to provide services 
rather than the resources that have been 
used to provide the service.  The project staff 
believes that the consultation paper is 
appropriately concerned with measuring the 
resources that have been used in the 
provision of services. 
 
The project staff believes that inputs are not 
outputs in and of themselves but have to be 
processed in some manner to be 
transformed into outputs.  As a result, the 
project staff believes that the concept of 
“producing outputs” is more accurate than 
“providing outputs” in describing this 
process. 
 
The project staff agrees that it would be 
more appropriate to provide examples using 
the accrual basis of accounting.  As a result, 
the project staff recommends amending 
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that the IPSASB consider clarifying the meaning of “resources used”. 

Another example of an issue potentially affecting the application of the working 

definition of ‘inputs’ is the criteria for allocating costs to particular outputs, when 

the entity provides a variety of outputs.  For example, should those costs include 

a portion of overheads and, if so, which overheads should be allocated?  The 

AASB recommends that the IPSASB consider providing guidance on this issue. 

The working definitions of ‘inputs’ and ‘outputs’ refer to ‘delivering its objectives’.  

The AASB does not consider using ‘delivering’ appropriate to describe an entity’s 

attempts to achieve its objectives, and therefore recommends the use of an 

alternative term such as ‘striving to achieve its objectives’ in the definition of 

‘inputs’ and ‘outputs’. 

Outputs 

The working definition of ‘outputs’ refers to ‘including transfers to others’.  It is not 

clear what is meant by this.  The AASB does not consider this phrase necessary 

and therefore recommends that the IPSASB consider deleting it or clarifying its 

meaning outside the definition. 

Performance indicators 

The AASB considers that the example provided to illustrate ‘effectiveness 

indicators’ does not appropriately illustrate the working definition of ‘effectiveness 

indicators’ (i.e. the relationship between outputs and outcomes).  Instead, it 

illustrates the output (the percentage of infants inoculated for measles) and its 

relationship to the inoculated infants who contracted measles, which is not the 

outcome (i.e. the reduction in the percentage of infants who contracted measles).  

Furthermore, the illustrated effectiveness indicator excludes the percentage of 

infants who were not inoculated and contracted measles.  Excluding such a 

cohort provides no insight into the effectiveness of the targeting of the output (i.e. 

its quality) and can be misleading.  The AASB recommends that the IPSASB 

consider using examples that directly illustrate the relationship between the 

output and the outcome. 

The working definitions of ‘performance indicators’, ‘efficiency indicators’ and 

‘effectiveness indicators’ refer to ‘measures’, which implies quantification of the 

relationship between inputs to outputs and outputs to outcomes.  The AASB 

considers that quantification of these relationships may not be relevant in all 

situations.  An alternative word that could be used instead of ‘measures’ is 

the example of inputs as follows: 
Expenses incurred to inoculate infants 
for measles. 
 
The project staff recognizes that some public 
sector entities do in fact prepare indirect cost 
allocations and would therefore have access 
to direct and indirect resources used in the 
provision of services.  However, the project 
staff believes that many other public sector 
entities will not have access to this more 
comprehensive information.  The project 
staff believes that because this framework is 
principles-based, public sector entities that 
do have access to indirect resources used 
are not precluded from including this 
information in their input indicators reported.  
However, the project staff believes that it is 
important for users to know whether inputs 
include indirect costs in order to assess the 
level of resources actually being used to 
produce outputs and achieve outcomes.  As 
a result, although the project staff does not 
believe it is necessary to explicitly 
differentiate direct from indirect costs as 
components of the resources used in the 
definition, they do believe that clarification is 
needed in the discussion of the components 
of service performance information that 
should be included in GPFRs.  More 
specifically, the project staff recommends 
that a sentence be added to the end of 
paragraph 5.15 that states, “Further, a 
statement of whether or not inputs 
include indirect costs will assist users in 
understanding the level of resources 
being used to produce outputs and 
achieve outcomes.” 
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‘attributes’. 

 

 
The project staff agrees that the concept of a 
public sector entity “delivering” objectives in 
the working definition of inputs is not 
appropriate and recommends the use of 
“achieving” its objectives instead.  The 
project staff also believes that the proposed 
working definition of inputs is not clear that 
inputs are, in fact, a measure.  As a result, 
the project staff recommends that the 
IPSASB consider amending the proposed 
working definition of inputs to: 
Inputs are measures of the resources of a 
reporting entity used to produce outputs 
that are used in achieving its objectives. 
 
The project staff believes that the including 
“transfers to others” in the definition of 
outputs makes it clear that outputs are not 
limited to goods or services and can also 
include transfer payments such as 
unemployment or public benefit (welfare) 
payments.  These payments, although not 
goods or services can also be used in the 
achievement of a public sector entity’s 
objectives. 
 
The project staff believes that the proposed 
definition is not clear that outputs are, in fact, 
a measure.  The project staff also believes 
that outputs do not “deliver objectives,” but 
rather are used to achieve objectives.  As a 
result, the project staff recommends that 
the IPSASB consider amending the 
proposed working definition of outputs 
to: 
Outputs are measures of the goods and 
services, including transfers to others, 
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provided by a reporting entity that result 
in outcomes and are used in achieving its 
objectives. 

Effectiveness indicators – See project staff 
comment provided for Respondent 31. 

The project staff disagrees that the 
performance indicators, efficiency indicators, 
or effectiveness indicators are not 
quantifiable.  The project staff is not able to 
identify examples of when an input, output, 
or outcome is not able to be quantified. 

033 B The GASB staff agrees that developing a standardized service performance 

information terminology for the reporting of service performance information is 

necessary.  Currently a standardized service performance terminology does not 

exist internationally across public sector entities.  The GASB staff believes that 

developing a standardized service performance information terminology will 

enhance users’ understanding of service performance information reported using 

the framework proposed in the CP.  Further, the development of a standardized 

service performance information terminology may create consistency in their 

meanings and use by public sector entities. 

The GASB staff also agrees with the seven terms included in the standardized 

service performance information terminology and the associated working 

definitions for six of the seven terms.  The GASB staff believes that the definition 

of Efficiency Indicator also should include the relationship between inputs and 

outcomes as well as inputs and outputs.  Efficiency indicators measure the 

relationship between resources used (inputs) and either goods or services 

provided (outputs) or results achieved (outcomes).  Generally, efficiency is 

considered to be enhanced by providing more goods or services or achieving 

better results with the same or fewer resources. 

The project staff believes that efficiency 
indicators measure not only the relationship 
between inputs and outputs but also inputs 
and outcomes.  The project staff believes 
that efficiency describes the relationship 
between resources used (inputs) and either 
good or services provided (outputs) or 
results achieved (outcomes).  Generally 
efficiency is considered to be enhanced by 
providing more goods or services or 
achieving better results with the same or 
fewer resources.  As a result, the project 
staff recommends that the IPSASB 
consider amending the proposed working 
definition of efficiency indicators to: 

Efficiency indicators are 
measures of the relationship 
between inputs and outputs or 
inputs and outcomes. 

 
The project staff believes that if the proposed 
working definition is amended as 
recommended by the project staff, the 
example also should be amended to include 
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a measure of the relationship between inputs 
and outcomes.  As a result, the project staff 
recommends that the IPSASB consider 
amending the proposed example of 
efficiency indicators to: 

Cost per infant inoculated for 
measles or the cost per infant to 
reduce the infants who contract 
measles by X percent. 

If the IPSASB agrees with the project staff recommendations provided in this section, Table A in the consultation paper  

would be revised as follows: 

Term Working Definition Example 

Objective An objective is a statement of the result a reporting 

entity desires or expects to achieve. 

To improve the health of infants by reducing the 

percentage who contract measles. 

Performance 

indicators 

Performance indicators are quantitative and/or 

qualitative measures of the extent to which a reporting 

entity is using resources and producing goods and 

services to achieve its objectives. 

Examples below for inputs, outputs, outcomes, 

efficiency indicators, effectiveness indicators, 

and economy indicators. 

Inputs Inputs are measures of the resources of a reporting 

entity used to produce outputs. 

Expenses incurred to inoculate infants for 

measles. 

Outputs Outputs are measures of the goods and services, 

including transfers to others, provided by a reporting 

entity that result in outcomes and are used in achieving 

its objectives. 

Number of infants inoculated for measles or the 

percentage of total infant population inoculated 

for measles. 

Outcomes Outcomes are measures of the impacts (results) of 

outputs that are used to achieve the reporting entity’s 

objectives. 

Number of infants who contract measles or the 

percentage of total infants who contract measles. 
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Efficiency 

indicators 

Efficiency indicators are measures of the relationship 

between inputs and outputs or inputs and outcomes. 

Cost per infant inoculated for measles or the cost 

to reduce the infants who contract measles by X 

percent. 

Effectiveness 

indicators 

Effectiveness indicators are measures of the 

relationship between outcomes and objectives.  

Reduction in the percentage of infants that 

contracted measles. 

Economy 

indicators 

Economy indicators are measures of the extent to which 

the quality, quantity, and price of inputs are appropriate 

to achieve objectives. 

The resources provided as a percentage of the 

resources estimated to be needed to inoculate 

the number of infants necessary to reduce the 

incidents of measles. 

 

Preliminary View 3 (following paragraph 5.23):  

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

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

achievement of objectives.  

 

STAFF ASSESSMENT OF RESPONSES RECEIVED:  

These are staff views and do not necessarily reflect the views of IPSASB members 

(A) AGREE 12 

(B) PARTIALLY AGREE 12 

(C) DISAGREE 2 

(D) NO CLEAR VIEW EXPRESSED 0 

SUB-TOTAL OF THOSE PROVIDING COMMENTS 26 

(E) DID NOT COMMENT 7 

TOTAL 33 

 

R# 
CATE-
GORY COMMENTS ON PV 3 PROJECT STAFF COMMENT 

001 B The SRS-CSPCP agrees in principle with the four components. On the other 

hand the comments thereon tend to go too far. 

On Item 5.3: absolute formulation concerning lit. e) is not realisable (applies also 

The project staff believes that the consultation 

paper appropriately states that the public 

sector entity needs to provide information on 
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to Item 5.8). In addition it should be specified under lit. b) what is adequate (e.g. 

legal basis). 

On Item 5.19: taking Chapter 6 into account, it does not appear to make much 

sense to require that the indirect consequences, intended or unintended, must 

be described. Firstly this is likely to fail for time reasons and because of the lack 

of facts. In addition the presentation of indirect consequences can unsettle the 

decision makers, it is also probably difficult to decide where the limit is 

(causality). 

Therefore, in reporting, the cost-benefit issue or materiality and proportionality 

must be properly assessed (see also Table B, page 27).  

Details of the period to be compared are missing.  

the sources of the reported service 

performance information (5.3 (e)) and the 

sources of the reported objectives (5.8 (b)).  

The project staff does not believe it is 

appropriate to specify what are adequate 

sources for this information and objectives, 

but rather to allow for the users of this 

information to make that assessment. 

The project staff previously believed that 

implicit in 5.19 (c) and even (b) was that these 

indirect consequences and factors that may 

have influenced result were to be included in 

the narrative discussion if they have been 

identified at the time the service performance 

information is reported.  However, in order to 

clarify this, the project staff recommends, 

adding “if identified” to both 5.19 (b) and 

(c).  Further, the project staff believes that 

paragraph 6.5 through 6.7 of the consultation 

paper appropriately discusses materiality and 

cost-benefit as a pervasive constraint that 

applies to all of the qualitative characteristics, 

which includes timeliness. 

The project staff believes that because the 

service performance reporting framework is 

intended to be principles-based, it is not 

appropriate to specifically include the period 

to be compared against the current period in 

the guidance, but rather allow the public 

sector entity to select its own periods for their 

reporting of time-series comparisons. 

002 A In paragraph 5.8, a paragraph on the linkage between vision, mission, 

objectives, and targets (goals) should be explained. 

An example is needed in paragraph 5.18 to demonstrate the relationships 

between input, output, and outcome indicators.  Perhaps the eight Millennium 

The project staff disagrees that a discussion 
is needed on the linkage between a public 
sector entity’s vision, mission, objectives, and 
targets.  The research did not identify vision 
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Development Goals (MDGs) published by UNDP could serve as an example 

since 18 targets are used by many countries to measure progress toward 

achieving the MDGs. 

and mission as information that is consistently 
reported across jurisdictions.  The project 
staff believes that many public sector entities 
are establishing objectives without actually 
having adopted formal vision or mission 
statements.  Further, paragraph 5.10 of the 
consultation paper acknowledges the need to 
explain the link between the objectives and 
the indicators of achievement of those 
objectives.  However, the project staff  
believes that the last sentence of paragraph 
5.10 needs further clarification because 
service performance indicators are not used 
as targets but rather used to assess the 
achievement of targets.  As a result, the 
project staff recommends amending this 
last sentence of paragraph 5.10 as follows:  
“Service performance indicators measure 
the degree of achievement of the 
objectives.”  

The project staff believes that the 
relationships between the terms included in 
the service performance terminology are 
appropriately included in Exhibit A in Section 
3 of the consultation paper. 

003 B The NZASB agrees with this preliminary view, and considers the points listed 

above to be relevant and necessary to enable readers to understand the service 

performance information published.  However, the NZASB considers that there 

is an additional aspect of service performance reporting which needs to be 

included, the key activities of the public entity. These are often referred to as 

outputs of the entity, and should link with information on the achievement of 

objectives.  

The NZASB considers that the components listed above should be linked back 

to the qualitative characteristics set out in Chapter 3 of the Conceptual 

Framework Exposure Draft 1 issued in December 2010.  Entities should report 

The project staff believes that the consultation 
paper already identifies the need to include 
outputs as one type of performance indicator 
in a service performance report.  As a result, 
the project staff believes that the components 
identified as the information on the public 
sector entity’s objectives and the achievement 
of those objectives already encompasses 
output indicators.  Further, paragraph 5.10 of 
the consultation paper discusses the need for 
service performance information to explain 
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on the key aspects of the entity’s activities in a consistent manner period on 

period, highlighting changes to the structure which requires the addition, deletion 

or adaptation of any of the key aspects reported on. 

By providing all of the above components, readers can assess service 

performance over the period and determine how the entity has performed 

against its service performance objectives and the extent to which scarce 

resources have been allocated efficiently and effectively.  However, the NZASB 

notes that these comments are only pertinent if an entity reports on all key 

aspects of service performance.  We would not support entities being able to 

select which key aspects they report on, nor changing the key aspects reported 

on from period to period unless the underlying activities had changed and full 

disclosure for the change in key aspects reported on was made.  

Relevance should be applied when deciding which aspects of an entity’s 

activities to report on. Many existing conceptual frameworks link relevance with 

information that can affect the decisions made by users.  This same principle 

should apply to the selection of both financial and non-financial information.  

the link between the objectives and the 
indicators (including outputs) of achievement 
of those objectives.   

However, the project staff recommends 

that both of these components as well as 

the component identified as a narrative 

discussion of the achievement of the 

objectives be amended to specify “key” 

objectives.  The project staff believes this 

amendment would focus the service 

performance report on information that is 

essential to users for assessing the 

achievement of the public sector entity’s 

objectives without overwhelming them.  

Although the project staff recognizes that 

paragraph 5.12 and 5.13 discuss the need to 

include relevant indicators of service 

performance, the project staff believes that 

relevant information is different from key 

information.  Service performance information 

can be relevant without representing “key” 

activities/indicators.  For example, an output 

measure may be relevant in that it provides 

information aligned with the purpose for its 

use but may not necessarily represent a key 

indicator of the achievement of a public sector 

entity’s objectives. 

004 B Agree. 

Another area which may be important to include as a component of service 

performance information is the identification of significant lessons learned.  In 

addition to including indirect consequences, both intended and unintended, of 

the services provided, the performance report should also provide information on 

how those consequences will be dealt with.  In these situations users are 

interested in knowing that the issue is being addressed.  IPSASB staff includes 

this item as part of “Challenges of Reporting Service Performance Information” 

The project staff believes that the consultation 

paper appropriately discusses inclusion of a 

narrative discussion including an explanation 

of the results being presented and any factors 

that may have influenced those results.  This 

discussion aims at communicating to users 

“why” results have occurred.  The project staff 

believes that, from a practical standpoint, 
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(subparagraph 5.32) as information that is important to users, however, does not 

identify it as a component of service performance information to be reported on.  

This information could be included as part of subparagraph 5.19 as item (d) or 

as part of item (c) with additional explanation in subparagraph 5.22. 

requiring discussion beyond the “why” would 

not be appropriate or add significant value to 

users of the service performance report.  

Therefore, the project staff does not 

recommend including identification of 

significant lessons learned as a separate 

component of service performance 

information to be reported. 

005 B We have the following remarks with respect to this Preliminary View: 

- The narrative discussion should relate only to non quantifiable data. All 

quantifiable data should be quantified. 

- The audit report should be included sub (e).  

CF—ED1 recognizes that GPFRs of public 

sector entities report information that is useful 

to users—including financial and non-

financial, and quantitative and qualitative 

information about the achievement of financial 

and service delivery objectives.  As a result, 

the project staff believes that the service 

performance information reported (including 

the objectives) may be financial and non-

financial, and quantitative and qualitative in 

nature.  Therefore, the project staff believes 

that the narrative discussion of the 

achievement of objectives has to include 

quantifiable data because the information 

being discussed may be quantifiable. 

The project staff believes that including 

reference to the audit report in paragraph 5.3 

(e) is already discussed in the staff comment 

provided for Respondent 1 in paragraph 1 of 

that response. 

006 A 18. We agree with this view. This respondent’s agreement with Preliminary 

View 3 is noted. 

007 B We are of the view that the matters discussed under part (c) and part (d) are 

very similar in nature. We suggest that these two sections are combined into a 

single section because entities will not be able to report on the one section 

without reporting or dealing with the issues required to be reported in the other 

The project staff believes that all four 

components of service performance 

information proposed are equally important 

and in some respects interrelated.  Further, 
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section, without the resultant duplication.  

Comment on other aspects in this section is set out in Part IV of our comment 

letter (see paragraph 1.21 to 1.33).   

We also have the following additional comment on other aspects included and 

discussed in this section.  

Information on the scope of the service performance information reported 

1.10 We do not support the view in paragraph 5.3 that the information to be 

included in the service performance information report concerning the 

scope, has similarities with the statement of accounting policies. The 

information reported on under the scope of the service performance 

information report more articulate a basis of preparation than specific 

principles, bases, conventions, rules and practices to be applied in 

preparing a service performance information report. We are of the view 

that it is more accurate to state that the scope of the service performance 

information report has similarities with the basis of preparation outlined in 

the financial statements, as accounting policies are specific to financial 

statements. The analogy to the reporting of service performance 

information is inappropriate.  

1.11 Paragraph 5.4 could be elaborated to require an entity to state, as a 

starting point, whether all services have been included in the service 

performance information report, and if not, then only an explanation 

should be included to explain which services have been included and the 

reasons for selecting those services. 

1.12 The proposed framework could also require entities to report on any legal 

or other restrictions imposed on services that restrict the entity from 

reporting on these services as part of the service performance information 

report. 

1.13 The difference between this component which requires information on 

what services have been included in the service performance information 

report (paragraph 5.4) and, information explaining how the objectives 

were established and how users’ needs and demands were determined 

(paragraph 5.10) is not clear from the Consultation Paper. To avoid 

duplicating information in the service performance information report, we 

suggest that the different requirements in paragraph 5.4 and paragraph 

the project staff believes that (c) proposes the 

reporting of service performance indicators 

while (d) proposes a narrative discussion of 

what those indicators are portraying about the 

achievement of objectives.  As a result, the 

project staff does not believe there is value in 

combining (c) and (d) as public sector entities 

should be reporting all four of the proposed 

components. 

 

The project staff does not see any value in 

the analogy relating the scope of service 

performance information to the statement of 

accounting policies in a set of GPFSs.  As a 

result, the project staff recommends 

amending the second sentence of 

paragraph 5.3 as follows: “The description 

of the scope of service performance 

information sets out the parameters of the 

service performance information to be 

conveyed.” 

 

The project staff acknowledges that 5.3 (a) of 

the consultation paper does not require a 

statement of whether all services are included 

in the service performance report but only a 

listing of those services that are included.  

The project staff believes that there is some 

value to users in knowing if the service 

performance report is comprehensive.  As a 

result, the project staff recommends 

amending 5.3 (a) as follows: “Whether all 

services have been included in the service 

performance information reported and if 

not what services have been included;” 
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5.10 should be clearly articulated in the proposed framework. 

1.14 We suggest that the phrase “the level of detail of the service performance 

information reported” (paragraph 5.3(f)) should be amended to “approach 

taken to determine which services to report on”, because it might be 

argued that a discussion on the level of detail rather forms part of the 

component that requires a narrative discussion of the achievement of 

objectives (paragraphs 5.19 to 5.23 of the Consultation Paper). 

Information on the public sector entity’s objectives 

1.15 As mentioned previously, we do not support the requirement to explain 

how the entity’s objectives were established as required in paragraph 5.10 

(see our comment in paragraph 1.10). We are of the view that such a 

requirement is too onerous for inclusion in the service performance 

information report because identifying an entity’s service objectives are 

part of another, more detailed process that is normally determined by 

government and agreed at a higher level. Entities should be required to 

report on their agreed service objectives as set out the strategic or 

business plan, without explaining why the service objective were 

determined or falls within their mandate, or what the need for that specific 

objective was prior to its inclusion in the strategic or business plan. 

1.16 It is not clear from the discussion in paragraphs 5.9 to 5.11 what is meant 

with “source of the objectives reported”. We suggest that the proposed 

framework elaborate on this requirement if information on the “source of 

reported objectives” is to be included in the service performance 

information report. 

1.17 When reporting on service performance information, the entity should link 

its objectives to performance indicators to allow users to assess how 

efficiently and effectively the entity used its resources to provide services 

and achieve its objectives. We do not understand the rationale for 

providing a description and explanation of such a link as required by 

paragraph 5.8(c). We suggest that this requirement should be further 

clarified and explained in the proposed framework if such a description 

and explanation is required in the service performance information report. 

1.18 We suggest that the last sentence in paragraph 5.10 “service performance 

indicators used as targets set user expectations of the level of 

 

The project staff believes that requiring 

inclusion of explanations for why services 

were excluded from the service performance 

information reported would provide users with 

too much information and may overwhelm 

them.  Further, the project staff believes this 

may reduce the usefulness of this information 

in users decision-making processes. 

 

The project staff does not believe that there is 

overlap between the service performance 

information required by paragraphs 5.4 and 

5.10 of the consultation paper.  Paragraph 5.4 

discusses the need to provide information on 

the services that were included in the service 

performance report and why these services 

were included.  Paragraph 5.10 discusses the 

need to include information about the public 

sector entity’s objectives and how they were 

established. 

 

The project staff acknowledges that 

paragraph 5.6 of the consultation paper 

combines the concepts of the “level of detail” 

and the “approach taken to determine which 

services to report” and that these distinctions 

are not made in paragraph 5.3 (f). However, 

the project staff believes that it is not 

appropriate to include the “approach taken” 

because the intent of the discussion is to 

focus on providing users with information on 

whether the report is providing them 

summarized information or detailed 

information of the service performance 
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accomplishment of those objectives” should be clarified. 

Narrative discussion on the achievement of objectives 

1.19 Paragraph 5.19 requires “balanced explanations” but what exactly 

“balanced” entails, is not clear from the discussion paragraphs included in 

this section. 

We suggest that “balanced explanations” should be more clearly linked to 

the qualitative characteristics as included in the General Purpose 

Financial Reports for public sector entities, or as an alternative, that it 

should be linked to the concepts explained in paragraph 5.24. 

1.20 We suggest that paragraph 5.22 should clarify that the narrative 

discussion of the factors that may have influenced the achievement, or 

lack of achievement, of the objectives within the reporting of service 

performance information, should not undermine the reason of why the 

services were not delivered. This is because entities would be inclined to 

give information that reduces the responsibility for the lack of performance 

by placing, or trying to place, some on the reasons and factors outside the 

entity’s control. 

1.21 It is suggested that the explanation of “indirect consequences” (paragraph 

5.22) be illustrated by the use of an example. The following example may 

be considered: 

Where a programme is initiated to reduce the level of poverty and 

unemployment within a specific area, and it is noted that the pregnancy 

rate is reduced or that the spread of HIV/AIDS is lower in areas where the 

programme was initiated due to better access to information or health 

care and less idle time, such consequences would be considered as 

“indirect” to the original objective. 

Challenges of reporting service performance information 

1.22 Paragraph 5.24(g) identifies the possible consequences for the reporting 

entity as a result of the reported service performance information, as a 

challenge for reporting. 

Even though we agree that this is a challenge for the reporting entity, we 

suggest that the service performance information report should communicate 

these consequences to the users as part of the service performance information 

report. We therefore suggest that paragraph 5.24(g) and the related explanation 

information.  As a result, the project staff 

recommends deleting “or the approach 

taken to determine which services to 

report on” in the first sentence of 

paragraph 5.6.   

 

The project staff does not believe that it was 

the intent of the IPSASB to require a public 

sector entity to include a discussion of the 

processes that may have been used to 

develop the objectives, but rather to simply 

identify these processes.  For example, it is 

the understanding of the project staff that if a 

public sector entity establishes their 

objectives through a strategic planning 

process and these objectives are included in 

the strategic plan, then simply identifying that 

the objectives come from the strategic plan in 

the service performance report is sufficient.  

Further, the project staff believes that 

paragraph 5.10 of the consultation paper is 

not consistent with 5.8 (b).  Paragraph 5.10 

discusses the need to include how the 

objectives are established and paragraph 

5.8(b) includes the need to include the source 

of the objectives.   As a result, the project 

staff recommends amending the first 

sentence of paragraph 5.10 as follows: 

“Service performance information should 

include the sources of the 

objectives,……….”  

 

The project staff does not believe that it was 

the intent of the IPSASB to require a public 

sector entity to provide formal descriptions 
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in paragraph 5.32 should be included in section 5.19 to 5.23 that requires a 

narrative discussion on the achievement of objectives. The narrative discussion 

could address how these consequences will be diverted into opportunities to 

improve the service delivery objectives. 

and explanations of how each indicator 

reported links to the objectives.  The project 

staff agrees that this would be too onerous 

and overwhelm users with information of 

questionable value.  As a result, the project 

staff recommends deleting “descriptions 

of” from the second sentence of 

paragraph 5.8 and replacing “explain” with 

“indicate” in the first sentence of 

paragraph 5.10. 

 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 2. 

 

The project staff believes that paragraph 5.20 

clarifies what is meant by “balanced 

explanations” in paragraph 5.19(a).  The last 

sentence of paragraph 5.20 states that “The 

discussion should include both positive and 

negative aspects of an entity’s service 

performance.”  However, in order to make this 

even clearer, the project staff recommends 

that this sentence be amended as follows: 

“To be balanced, the discussion should 

include……..” 

 

The project staff believes that paragraph 5.21 

of the consultation paper focuses on factors 

that may have influenced the achievement of 

objectives and not why services were not 

delivered.  These would include both factors 

that are within and outside of the control of 

the public sector entity. 
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 The project staff agrees that providing an 

example of an unintended consequence 

would assist in illustrating its meaning.  The 

project staff agrees with the example provided 

by this respondent and recommends that it 

be included in paragraph 5.22 after the 

second sentence.   

  

The project staff believes that requiring 

information to be reported on the possible 

consequences for the reporting entity as a 

result of the reported service performance 

information is too onerous and may 

overwhelm users with information that is not 

critical to their decision-making. 

008 A ACAG agrees with the proposed components of service performance 

information to be reported and supports a flexible framework that can 

accommodate different approaches to achieving program objectives. For 

example, in some Australian jurisdictions a program to achieve an objective or 

outcome may be delivered by more than one entity. 

This respondent’s agreement with Preliminary 

View 3 is noted. 

009 B Overall, HoTARAC questions the usefulness of separately articulating these 

components, in addition to the dimensions of service performance information in 

section 4 of the Consultation Paper, particularly as there is significant overlap 

between them.  For example, component (b) is included in dimension (a), and 

components (c) and (d) would be covered by dimensions (b), (c) and (d) 

collectively.  HoTARAC considers that the separate articulation of “components” 

and “dimensions” would over-complicate the proposed framework. 

HoTARAC also believes that component (d) should be addressed by component 

(c), as references to “information” do not restrict such information to be only 

quantitative in nature.  Further, HoTARAC suggests that such narrative 

information should ideally also address the entity’s future performance 

prospects, in relation to external influences and changes in the entity’s 

resources (whether they have already occurred or are anticipated to occur).  

This is also considered to be relevant information for users. 

The project staff believes that Section 4 of the 

consultation paper, which discusses the 

dimensions of service performance 

information, establishes the foundation for the 

components of service performance 

information to be reported that are also 

identified in Section 5, which identifies the 

service performance information necessary to 

meet user needs.  Although the project staff 

recognizes that there is some overlap 

between these dimensions and the 

components, the project staff believes that it 

is important to establish that user needs are 

driving the process of identifying the 
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To address the above issues, HoTARAC strongly recommends that the 

“components” and “dimensions” be merged, and overlap thereby eliminated. 

appropriate components of service 

performance information to be reported.  By 

presenting the dimensions separately and first 

in the consultation paper, the project staff 

believes that it appropriately communicates 

that the user needs are being addressed in 

the proposed components of service 

performance information reported, which are 

presented immediately following the 

dimensions. 

 

The project staff believes that combining 

component paragraph 5.2 (c) and (d) is 

already discussed in the staff comment 

provided for Respondent 7. 

010 A 9. We agree with the preliminary view 3. This respondent’s agreement with Preliminary 

View 3 noted. 

011 B Components of service performance information to be reported are (a) 

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

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

achievement of objectives, and (d) narrative discussion of the achievement of 

objectives. 

NAO Malta agrees with the above view because it opines that guidance is to be 

offered regarding presentation of the performance information.  Performance 

information needs to be presented in a way that is accessible to the audience 

that will be using it. 

NAO Malta is also of the opinion that performance information in adequate detail 

is to be provided on all services provided by a public sector entity and not just on 

a selected few.  Furthermore, in stating how objectives are established, as 

required by paragraph 5.10 of the Consultation Paper, reference is to be made 

to appropriate benchmarks.   

Moreover, the information on the achievement of objectives should include, in 

addition to the matters identified by paragraph 5.12 of the Consultation Paper, 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 3. 

 

The project staff believes that the term 

“benchmarks” has different meanings in 

different jurisdictions across the world.  As a 

result, the project staff believes that 

paragraph 5.10 more appropriately refers to 

“targets,” which is more universally 

understood.  

 

During the deliberations on the consultation 

paper, the IPSASB determined that 

comparing service performance information to 

other public sector entities was not practical in 

many instances.  As a result, the IPSASB did 
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the following: 

 The degree to which the achievement of objectives compares favourably 

with the degree of achievement of similar programmes elsewhere. 

 The degree to which actual performance to projected (or targeted 

results) on an individual employee basis, is reflected in the actual 

performance of the whole organisation. 

Paragraph 5.15 states that the value of service performance indicators identified 

in the Consultation Paper (inputs, outputs, outcomes, efficiency and 

effectiveness) is enhanced when they are linked to the objectives established by 

the public sector entity.  In addition, paragraph 5.17 states that “Despite the 

need for comprehensive reporting on all five types of indicators (inputs, outputs, 

outcomes, efficiency and effectiveness), entities need to be wary of reporting too 

many indicators and overwhelming users.  Public sector entities therefore need 

to use judgement in selecting those indicators that would have the greatest 

influence on a user’s assessment of accountability or informed decision-making.” 

NAO agrees with the above.  However, without overwhelming users with too 

many indicators, economy and process indictors are also to be linked to the 

objectives established by the public sector entity.  In addition, exogenous factors 

facilitating and/or hindering the achievement of objectives are to be identified.  

Moreover, results across the four aspects of the Balanced Scorecard are to be 

compared to their respective objectives.  Furthermore, actual time, cost and 

quality results may also be compared to projected results.  As stated in 

paragraph 5.17 of the Consultation Paper, public sector entities are to use their 

judgement in selecting the most relevant indicators to influence on a user’s 

assessment of accountability or informed decision-making. 

NAO Malta agrees that a narrative discussion of the achievement of objectives is 

to be included as a component of service performance information included in 

GPFRs and is to include the three factors identified in paragraph 5.19 of the 

Consultation Paper. 

not include comparisons to other public sector 

entities in paragraph 5.12 as a type of 

information that should be included on the 

achievement of objectives.  However, the 

IPSASB did recognize that this type of 

information would meet the qualitative 

characteristic of comparability in the 

qualitative characteristics applicability to 

service performance reporting provided in 

Table B.  The project staff does not believe 

that comparisons to other public sector 

entities should be specifically included within 

the information on the achievement of 

objectives.  However, the project staff 

believes that public sector entities would not 

be precluded from reporting these 

comparisons if they have access to this type 

of information.  

 

From a cost-benefit standpoint, the project 

staff does not believe it is practical to report 

actual or target performance on an individual 

employee basis. 

 

Regarding the respondent’s comments on 

economy and process indicators, as well as 

exogenous factors, see staff comments above 

from Preliminary View 2. 

 

This respondent’s agreement with the 

narrative discussion of the achievement of 

objectives noted. 

012 A We agree with the four components of service performance information to be 

reported.  

This respondent’s agreement with Preliminary 

View 3 is noted. 
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013 B CIPFA agrees that this is a helpful way of thinking about service performance 

information. 

It is particularly important that there is a link between this information and the 

objectives of the entity preparing the financial statements. However, it is also 

important that there is a focus on key measures of performance that provide the 

best insight into the effects of the services provided, in order to avoid long and 

voluminous reporting that reduces understandability. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 3. 

014 A The Task Force agrees with the proposed list of main components of service 

performance information.  United Nations System organizations currently 

present this information in their financial, budgetary and other program delivery 

reports, many of which are publicly available documents. However alignment of 

the service performance information with the entity (reporting entity or entity to 

which resources were allocated) and location of information (within or outside 

the GPFRs) should be determined by governing bodies.      

This respondent’s agreement with Preliminary 

View 3 is noted. 

016 A We agree with this view. This respondent’s agreement with Preliminary 

View 3 is noted. 

017 A The Province agrees with this preliminary view. This respondent’s agreement with Preliminary 

View 3 is noted. 

018 C Guidance on service performance reporting is outside the scope of GAAP 

financial statement preparation and should not form part of IPSAS.   

The project staff believes that the scope of 

GAAP should be more appropriately 

discussed as part of the conceptual 

framework project. 

019 B We agree that these components should be included. In addition, we believe 

that the consultation paper should address disclosure of the basis on which the 

performance report has been prepared so that users understand the context of 

the information presented. This could include a description of the reporting 

entity, the rationale for reporting on certain aspects of performance, explanations 

of the performance measures reported and calculation methodologies used, as 

well as a description of any actions taken to enhance the reliability of the 

information. 

First, the project staff believes that the 
description of the reporting entity will be a 
function of the communication method 
eventually chosen.  For example, if the 
IPSASB determines that service performance 
information should be required to be reported 
as part of the GPFR that is currently issued 
(for example, an annual financial report) a 
description of the reporting entity will already 
be included.  On the other hand, if the 
IPSASB determines that service performance 
information should be reported in a separately 
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issued GPFR, then a description of the 
reporting entity would need to be included.  
The project staff believes that if the IPSASB 
determines that service performance 
information should be reported in a separately 
issued GPFR then a description of the 
reporting entity should be included in the 
information on the scope of service 
performance information reported component.  

Second, the project staff believes that the 
provision to include the rationale for reporting 
on certain aspects of performance is already 
included within paragraph 5.3 (a) and (b) of 
the information on the scope of the service 
performance information reported component.  
Third, the project staff recognizes that 
providing explanations of the service 
performance indicators reported and 
calculation methodologies may enhance a 
users understandability of what the indicators 
are communicating.  However, from a 
practical standpoint, the project staff believes 
that providing these explanations may 
overwhelm users with too much detail and 
distract them from focusing on the 
achievement, or lack thereof, of a public 
sector entity’s objectives. 

Finally, the project staff believes that all of the 
qualitative characteristics, not just verifiability, 
are appropriately discussed in CF─ED1.  
Specifically, paragraphs 3.26 through 3.31 of 
CF─ED1 discuss verifiability and the need to 
include “the factors and circumstances that 
support any opinions expressed or 
disclosures made which will enable users to 
form judgments about their appropriateness.”  
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Therefore, the project staff does not 
recommend including disclosure of the basis 
on which the performance report was 
prepared as a separate component of service 
performance information to be reported. 

023 B It is the Province’s opinion that the reporting requirements of service 

performance information may be validated outside the framework for accounting 

standards; therefore a framework is not required.  However, in relation to 

supplemental, non-authoritative guidance the components of service 

performance information appear plausible for such reporting.  

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 18. 

   

This respondent’s agreement with the 

components of service performance 

information, if non-authoritative guidance is 

issued, is noted. 

024 A We broadly agree on the components of the service performance information to 

be reported. However, we would suggest that the public sector entity’s 

objectives would come first in the hierarchy of presenting the entity’s 

performance story. 

The project staff believes that all four 

components of service performance 

information proposed are equally important 

and in some respects interrelated.  Further, 

the project staff does not believe that the 

consultation paper establishes a hierarchy for 

the components and certainly does not 

prioritize them.  Rather, the project staff 

believes that the components are presented 

in a logical order in relation to how the 

information would appear in a service 

performance report.  As a result, the project 

staff does not believe it is appropriate to 

change the order of the components 

presented in the consultation paper.   

025 B We agree with PV 3 regarding the components of service performance 

information to be reported.  However, we noted that paragraphs 5.1-5.23 seem 

to just elaborate on paragraphs  4.1-4.18 which addresses the dimensions 

needed to address users’ needs, therefore we suggest that any subsequent 

exposure draft that results from this CP combines these two sections to provide 

more comprehensive guidance on what should be reported and how to achieve 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 9. 
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this effectively. 

026 A While being in agreement with the components mentioned in PV3, we consider 

that it is not to up to the IPSASB to determine the list of components to be 

reported. It is rather the role of the Parliament or legislative body. 

The consultation paper states that the 

objective is to present a principles-based 

approach to developing a consistent 

framework for reporting service performance 

information of public sector entities that meets 

the needs of users.  The project staff believes 

that specifying what components of service 

performance information need to be reported 

provides a basis for establishing this 

consistent framework. 

029 A The Joint Accounting Bodies agree with the components of service performance 

information to be reported, as their reporting is consistent with the objective of 

service performance reporting as articulated in the Consultation Paper. 

There is an overlap between these components and the dimensions outlined in 

Section 4 of the Consultation Paper, which we would like to see merged into one 

set of principles. 

This respondent’s agreement with Preliminary 

View 3 is noted. 

 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 9. 

031 C According to the Consultation Paper, the components of service performance to 

be reported would provide a broad view of performance. These elements reflect 

the essentially non-accounting nature of the reporting. In addition, certain 

components would cut across several entities. 

The project staff agrees that the components 

of service performance information proposed 

in the consultation paper would provide a 

broad view of a public sector entity’s 

performance.  Further, the project staff agrees 

that some of these components may allow for 

the reporting of service performance 

information that might include information 

about several entities.   

032 B The AASB considers the components of service performance information 

identified to be reported would provide useful information to meet the common 

information needs of users.  However, the AASB recommends that the IPSASB 

consider establishing principles that could be applied in determining the service 

performance information that should be reported in general purpose financial 

reports to meet the common information needs of users rather than providing a 

list of types of service performance information that could be reported. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 26. 

   

The project staff recognizes that this 

respondent is of the opinion that providing 

even fewer specifics of the service 

performance information to be reported would 
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Paragraph 5.1 of the CP says “This section describes how these dimensions of 

service performance can be recognised as components and presented in a 

GPFR” [emphasis added].  Paragraph 5.2 of the CP lists the common 

information components identified in research.  The CP does not describe how 

the ‘dimensions’ (in Section 4 of the CP) relate to the components (in Section 5 

of the CP).  To some degree, these ‘components’ and ‘dimensions’ overlap, and 

it is difficult to identify their relationship and the purpose of those two 

classification schemes.  For example, the AASB considers that the last three 

‘components’ listed in paragraph 5.2 relate at least to the first ‘dimension’ in 

paragraph 4.5; however, it is unclear how the first component that addresses the 

scope of the service performance information reported relates to the other 

‘dimensions’ in Section 4 of the CP.  Furthermore, consistent with the its 

comments on Specific Matter for Comment 4 below, the AASB finds the label 

used for the “how” dimension difficult to associate with the underlying 

phenomenon it purports to describe.  In paragraph 4.5(c), the AASB considers 

only “factors that influence results” could possibly be read as relating to the 

“how” dimension and, even then, “how” seems an imprecise term for those 

factors. 

be more appropriate.  However, the project 

staff believes that in order for the service 

performance information reported to meet the 

qualitative characteristics and the needs of 

users, some level of specificity is needed. 

   

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 9.   

 

The project staff believes that the focus of 

Section 4 is not the “dimensions” but rather 

the service performance information needed 

to meet user needs.  Although the project 

staff sees no harm in calling them dimensions 

of service performance information, the 

project staff does not believe it is necessary 

to title these dimensions (why, what, how, and 

when).  Further, the project staff believes that 

deleting these titles may alleviate some 

confusion around their purpose.  As a result, 

the project staff recommends deleting the 

parenthetical phrases included after each 

of the four dimensions presented in 

paragraph 4.5.       

033 A The GASB staff agrees that the four components of service performance 

information presented in the CP are necessary to be reported in order to 

effectively communicate the service performance of a public sector entity.  

Further, the GASB staff believes that these four components appropriately meet 

the needs of users by recognizing the four dimensions of service performance 

information detailed below in Specific Matter for Comment 4. 

This respondent’s agreement with Preliminary 

View 3 is noted. 
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entities also apply to service performance information.  

 

STAFF ASSESSMENT OF RESPONSES RECEIVED:  

These are staff views and do not necessarily reflect the views of IPSASB members 

(A) AGREE 13 

(B) PARTIALLY AGREE 8 

(C) DISAGREE 4 

(D) NO CLEAR VIEW EXPRESSED 0 

SUB-TOTAL OF THOSE PROVIDING COMMENTS 25 

(E) DID NOT COMMENT 8 

TOTAL 33 

 

R# 
CATE-
GORY COMMENTS ON PV 4 PROJECT STAFF COMMENT 

001 B The SRS-CSPCP supports the intention that the qualitative principles of the 

GPFRs are also used for reporting on performance. But in the definitions the 

recipient view should be emphasised even more. On comparability, it is also to be 

noted that objectives and indicators can change over time. Performance reporting 

must be based on facts. Verifiability is regarded as important. The constraints are 

much welcomed, but are in part relativized by the cost-benefit issue of the 

previous chapter. 

CF—ED1 and the consultation paper do not 

include consistency as a specific qualitative 

characteristic of financial information or 

service performance information.  CF—ED1 

states that “Comparability differs from 

consistency.  Consistency refers to the use 

of the same accounting policies and 

procedures, either from period to period 

within an entity or in a single period across 

more than one entity.  Comparability is the 

goal, and consistency helps in achieving that 

goal.” 

 

The project staff acknowledges that a public 

sector entity’s objectives and performance 

indicators may change and has 

recommended further clarification in the 

project staff comments provided for Specific 

Matter for Comment 4.  This clarification 
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would modify the discussion of the 

applicability of comparability presented in 

Table B.  

Paragraph 6.5 of the consultation paper 

recognizes that the pervasive constraints, 

which include cost-benefit implications, apply 

to all of the qualitative characteristics. 

003 B The NZASB is strongly of the view that the qualitative characteristics and 

constraints applied to information provided in public sector general purpose 

financial reports should also be applied to service performance information.  

However, the application of qualitative characteristics in the context of service 

performance information may differ from their application in financial reporting. 

This should be highlighted in the document. It is vital that the same qualitative 

characteristics be applied to both types of reporting so that the results within 

general purpose financial statements are meaningful in that they start from the 

same set of principles.   

We note that the IASB Conceptual Framework (1989) regards the characteristic 

of completeness as a subset of the wider characteristic of reliability.  Similar ideas 

are expressed in the more recent IASB Conceptual Framework for Financial 

Reporting 2010.  In the 2010 Framework the concept of completeness and 

neutrality are discussed in the context of faithful representation.  While these 

Frameworks are written in the context of financial information, the NZASB 

considers that this is an important concept for service performance and suggests 

that the IPSASB explores this further.  

The IPSASB recognized that the application 

of the qualitative characteristics in the 

context of service performance information 

may differ from their application in financial 

reporting and as a result, included the 

applicability of each qualitative characteristic 

to service performance reporting in Table B 

of the consultation paper.  Further, the 

project staff believes that paragraphs 6.1 

through 6.4 appropriately discuss that the 

qualitative characteristics of information 

included in GPFRs are also applicable to 

service performance information. 

 

CF—ED1 includes the characteristic of 

completeness in the qualitative characteristic 

of faithful representation.  CF—ED1 states 

that, “Faithful representation is attained 

when the depiction of the phenomenon is 

complete, neutral, and free from material 

error.  In practice, it may not be possible to 

know or confirm whether information 

presented in GPFRs is fully complete, 

neutral, and free from material error.  

However, information should be as 

complete, neutral, and free from material 

error as possible.”  As a result, the project 

staff does not believe it is necessary to add 
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completeness as qualitative characteristic of 

service performance information.  However, 

the project staff recommends including 

“complete” in the applicability to service 

performance reporting discussion for 

faithful representation in Table B. 

004 A Agree. This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 4 is noted. 

005 A We agree. This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 4 is noted. 

006 A 19. We agree with this view.  The following are key to maintain a high level focus: 

 Materiality to ensure that attention is focused on what matters most (in 

financial terms and reflecting customer/user priorities); and 

 Cost/ benefit of providing the information to minimise wasted effort. 

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 4 is noted.   

 

Also, materiality and cost-benefit are 

appropriately discussed as pervasive 

constraints of service performance 

information in paragraphs 6.6 and 6.7 of the 

consultation paper  

007 A We support the view that the qualitative characteristics of information and 

pervasive constraints on information, that is currently included in General 

Purpose Financial Reports of public sector entities, should also apply to service 

performance information.  

However, we do suggest that the discussion of the qualitative characteristics and 

pervasive constraints on the information, and how these apply to service 

performance information reporting should be brought forward in the proposed 

framework. The qualitative characteristics form the basis of decisions about what 

to report to meet the needs of users.  

“Relevance” is very critical but is often highly subjective. There is a risk that 

“relevance” may become the main driver in the selection of performance 

indicators and we suggest that the proposed framework should extend the 

discussion of “relevance” and its applicability to service performance information.  

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 3. 

 

The project staff believes that it is more 

appropriate to include extended discussions 

of the applicability of the qualitative 

characteristics in CF—ED1, as is currently 

done.  As a result, the project staff does not 

believe it is necessary to extend the 

applicability discussions of the qualitative 

characteristics in the consultation paper 

beyond what is included in Table B.    

 

The project staff acknowledges that 
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assessing whether service performance 

information possesses the qualitative 

characteristic of relevance may be 

subjective.  Further, the project staff also 

believes that relevance may appropriately be 

the main driver in the selection of 

performance indicators.   

 

008 B ACAG generally agrees that the qualitative characteristics of information and 

pervasive constraints on the information that is currently included in GPFRs also 

apply to service performance information. However, ACAG would like to repeat 

the view expressed in its submission on CF-ED 1 that “ACAG considers 

materiality to be an aspect of relevant information instead of a reporting 

constraint”. 

The project staff believes that it is more 

appropriate for the IPSASB to consider this 

issue in its deliberations of the conceptual 

framework project. 

009 B HoTARAC agrees that the IPSASB’s proposed qualitative characteristics of, and 

constraints on, information for general purpose financial reports are also 

applicable to service performance information – except for the proposed 

constraint of “materiality”. 

As explained in HoTARAC’s submission on the IPSASB’s Conceptual Framework 

Exposure Draft 1, HoTARAC believes materiality is really an entity-specific 

component of relevance, consistent with the IASB’s Conceptual Framework.  The 

literal interpretation of “constraint” is a limitation or restriction.  This is not the 

case with “materiality” – it relates instead to the relative usefulness of information.  

As explained in the IASB’s Framework, “the relevance of information is affected 

by its nature and materiality”.  Also, as explained in the AASB’s standard AASB 

1031 Materiality, “materiality is a matter of professional judgement influenced by 

the characteristics of the entity and the perceptions as to who are, or are likely to 

be, the users of the financial statements, and their information needs”.  

HoTARAC cannot identify any reason why these views are not applicable in a 

public sector context; hence, the concept of materiality is better classified as an 

entity-specific component of relevance. 

Finally, HoTARAC recommends that the last sentence of paragraph 6.9 be 

expanded to more clearly explain the trade-offs involved and the “point beyond 

which some trade-offs … would not be considered unacceptable”. 

The project staff believes that it is more 

appropriate for the IPSASB to consider this 

issue in its deliberations of the conceptual 

framework project. 

 

The project staff acknowledges that 

paragraph 6.9 of the consultation paper may 

not appropriately discuss the point beyond 

which some trade-offs between the 

qualitative characteristics would not be 

considered acceptable.  As a result, the 

project staff recommends adding the 

following sentence to the end of that 

paragraph, “For example, it would not be 

appropriate if, as a result of making trade-

offs, the service performance information 

reported was no longer verifiable.” 
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010 A 10. We agree with the preliminary view 4. 

11. We suggest that it would also be useful to say that verifiability of service 

performance information would be improved, if the sources of the external 

indicators would be disclosed by public sector entities. 

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 4 is noted. 

 

Paragraph 5.3 (e) of the consultation paper 

states that information on the scope of the 

service performance information reported 

includes descriptions of the sources of the 

service performance information reported.  

The project staff believes that these sources 

would include external as well as internal 

sources. 

011 B The qualitative characteristics of information and pervasive constraints on the 

information that is currently included in GPFRs of public sector entities also apply 

to service performance information.  

NAO agrees with the above statement. 

One might include two other characteristics in addition to the above: 

Avoid perverse incentives – i.e. not to encourage unwanted or wasteful 

behaviour and; 

Attributable – the activity measured must be capable of being influenced by 

actions which can be attributed to the organisation, and it should be clear where 

accountability lies. 

In this regard, one may also refer to the document “Choosing the Right Fabric – A 

Framework for Performance Information” that states that a good system of 

performance information is to be: 

 focused on the organisation’s aims and objectives; 

 appropriate to, and useful for, the stakeholders who are likely to use it; 

 balanced, giving a picture of what the organisation is doing, covering all 

significant areas of work; 

 robust in order to withstand organisational changes or individuals leaving; 

 integrated into the organisation, being part of the business planning and 

management processes; and  

 cost effective, balancing the benefits of the information against the costs. 

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 4 is noted. 

 

 

 

The project staff believes that it is more 

appropriate for the IPSASB to consider 

additional qualitative characteristics in its 

deliberations of the conceptual framework 

project. 
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012 A We agree with the application of the qualitative characteristics of information set 

out in Table B on page 27 of the Consultation Paper and emphasize the 

verifiability constraint. 

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 4 is noted. 

013 B CIPFA expects that the qualitative characteristics and the constraints, which are 

set out in the draft Conceptual Framework, can be applied to GPFSs, established 

elements of GFPRs, and service performance information.  

However, additional guidance on the application of the qualitative characteristics 

and constraints is likely to be necessary. This will need to be rather more than the 

indicative guidance in section 6 of the Consultation Paper, much of which 

concerns the Qualitative Characteristics generally and the views of the Board, 

rather than the specifics of application to service performance information. 

We note that ED 47, Financial Discussion and Analysis provides such guidance 

on the application of the qualitative characteristics currently listed in IPSAS 1; the 

ED includes guidance on applying QCs to forward looking information, and 

reliability issues for information which may be less verifiable than information in 

the main financial statements. CIPFA has yet to complete its consideration of ED 

47, but we can see that this may be workable for information in the relatively 

narrow scope of that proposed standard.   

We would expect it to be more difficult to develop similar guidance for non-

financial information on performance which works across the very wide variety of 

services and performance measures.    

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 4 is noted. 

 

See project staff comment provided in 

paragraph 3 for Respondent 7. 

014 B The Task Force recommends that the IPSASB expands its discussion of the 

practical application of this preliminary view when this CP is issued as an 

Exposure Draft.  The discussion should focus on cost-benefit analysis of 

compliance with the proposed view.  In addition, the Task Force believes that 

public sector entities should be able to present service performance information 

in documents other than GPFRs; for example, in budget/work plan performance 

reports.  If information on service performance is presented in documents other 

than GPFRs, it is likely to follow the principles and structure established for such 

documents, which may or may not comply with qualitative characteristics of 

information and pervasive constraints on the information that is currently included 

in GPFRs. Additionally, the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), a 

member of the Task Force, notes that use of a qualitative characteristic of 

verifiability should be further discussed with a focus on the process of verifying 

See project staff comment provided in 

paragraph 3 for Respondent 7. 

 

The consultation paper recognizes cost-

benefit as a pervasive constraint on the 

reporting of service performance information 

in paragraph 6.7 of the consultation paper.  

A pervasive constraint applies to all of the 

qualitative characteristics. 

 

See specific matter for comment 5 for the 

project staff comments regarding where 



 IPSASB Meeting (September 2012) 
 

 
Agenda Item 7.1 
Page 87 of 171 

 

R# 
CATE-
GORY COMMENTS ON PV 4 PROJECT STAFF COMMENT 

information on service performance presented by reporting entities. This should 

be further analysed in relation to four dimensions of information that are 

necessary to meet the needs of users included in the Specific Matter for 

Comment 4. 

The International Labour Organization (ILO), also a member of the Task Force, 

recognizes that qualitative characteristics of information and pervasive 

constraints are very general; and compliance with them should not be 

problematic for the Organization. 

service performance information should be 

reported. 

 

ILO’s agreement with Preliminary View 4 

noted. 

016 A We agree with this view. This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 4 is noted. 

017 A The Province agrees with this preliminary view.  Materiality, the cost-benefit of 

preparing the information, and the trade-off between relevance and reliability 

should always be considered when reporting on performance information. 

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 4 is noted. 

 

018 C Guidance on service performance reporting is outside the scope of GAAP 

financial statement preparation and should not form part of IPSAS.   

The project staff believes that the scope of 

GAAP should be more appropriately 

discussed as part of the conceptual 

framework project. 

020 A We agree that these qualitative characteristics should apply to reports of service 

performance information. Therefore, as discussed in Specific Matter for Comment 

4, we believe that preparers need to ensure that information such as service 

recipient perceptions or experience included in the report possesses the 

qualitative characteristics of verifiability, faithful representation and comparability. 

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 4 is noted. 

 

Paragraph 6.3 of the consultation paper 

states that service performance information 

needs to possess the qualitative 

characteristics in order to effectively 

communicate to users the performance of an 

entity or its services. 

023 C It is the Province’s opinion that the reporting requirements of service performance 

information may be validated outside the framework for accounting standards; 

therefore a framework is not required.  It is to be noted that while the qualitative 

characteristics and pervasive constraints that were presented in CF-ED 1 could 

be considered in relation to reporting service performance information, it may not 

be a requirement under other existing guidance.   

The project staff believes that the scope of 

GAAP should be more appropriately 

discussed as part of the conceptual 

framework project. 
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024 A We generally accept that the qualitative characteristics of information also apply 

to service performance information. The relationship between the qualitative 

characteristics, and their manner of application, will differ in some important 

respects in a financial reporting context as compared to a service performance 

reporting context simply because of the differing nature of the information. It is 

therefore important that the differences in the qualitative characteristics are 

acknowledged and that their application for service performance reporting is 

focused on the needs of users.  

See first paragraph of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 3. 

025 B We agree that in general the qualitative characteristics that have been proposed 

to apply to financial information in GPFRs should also be applied to service 

performance information.  The only exception might be comparability which whilst 

desirable may not always be achievable.  For example, it may not be feasible 

within one jurisdiction to compare one entity’s service performance with another, 

as they will most likely have different objectives, inputs and outcomes (e.g. 

hospital to fire service).  However, for comparisons between jurisdictions this 

would be a necessary characteristic. 

We also suggest that it is essential to use the correct key performance indicator 

for the relevant entity according to their business model.  For example, salary 

costs at an online university may be in line with salary costs at a traditional 

university but the two have completely different operating procedures.  The online 

university might have large warehousing, distribution and call centre activities, 

whilst the traditional university will have a large number of cleaning and catering 

staff. 

Table B, which discusses the applicability of 

the qualitative characteristics to service 

performance reporting, includes 

comparisons to other public sector entities 

within the applicability discussion of 

comparability.  However, this discussion also 

includes comparisons of a public sector 

entity’s performance over time and against 

targets.  The project staff believes that the 

discussion does not require a public sector 

entity to report all of these types of 

comparable information but, rather, requires 

the entity to provide examples of possible 

service performance information that may be 

reported to meet the qualitative 

characteristics of comparability. 

Further, Sections 4 and 5 of the consultation 

paper discuss the service performance 

information necessary to meet user needs 

and the components of service performance 

information that should be included in 

GPFRs.  These sections identify 

comparisons that should be reported but do 

not include comparisons to other public 

sector entities. 

Finally, the project staff has made a 

recommendation in their comments provided 
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for Preliminary View 3 that would amend the 

components of service performance 

information to be reported to focus on “key” 

objectives. 

026 C We do not agree. The Qualitative Characteristics relate to the financial 

statements, not to service performance information, even if some principles (such 

as relevance or, as regards pervasive constraints, the cost-benefit constraint) are 

valid in both cases (Financial Statements and Performance Information).  Please 

refer to our response to the ED on Conceptual Framework phase 1 – Qualitative 

Characteristics. 

CF—ED 1 provides information on the 

qualitative characteristics of, and constraints 

on, information included in GPFRs, not 

GPFSs.  The project staff believes that it is 

more appropriate for the IPSASB to consider 

this issue in its deliberations of the 

conceptual framework project. 

029 A The qualitative characteristics and pervasive constraints on the information that is 

currently included in GPFRs of public sector entities would be applicable to 

service performance information. 

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 4 is noted. 

031 C The Council has already expressed its view that accounting qualitative 

characteristics do not apply to “General Purpose Financial Reporting”, but are only 

relevant to the elements that form part of the “General Purpose Financial 

Statements” (GPFS) as indicated in its reply to the consultations on the 

Conceptual Framework. 

On the other hand, the Council fully approves the IPSAS Board’s approach to 

carrying out systematic cost /benefit analysis prior to introducing requirements 

such as service performance reporting. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 26. 

032 A The AASB agrees that the same qualitative characteristics of, and constraints on, 

information included in general purpose financial reports of public sector entities 

should apply to reporting of service performance information. 

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 4 is noted. 

033 

 

A The GASB staff agrees that the qualitative characteristics of information included 

in CF—ED 1 (relevance, faithful representation, understandability, timeliness, 

comparability, and verifiability) and pervasive constraints on the information 

(materiality, cost-benefit, and achieving an appropriate balance between the 

qualitative characteristics) also apply to service performance information.  The 

GASB staff believes that service performance information needs to possess 

appropriate qualitative characteristics in order to effectively communicate service 

performance to users. 

This respondent’s agreement with 

Preliminary View 4 is noted. 
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Specific Matter for Comment (SMC) 1 – (following paragraph 1.11):  

Should the IPSASB consider issuing (a) non-authoritative guidance for those public sector entities that choose to report service performance 

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

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

 

STAFF ASSESSMENT OF RESPONSES RECEIVED: These are staff views and do not necessarily reflect the views of IPSASB members 

(A) NON-AUTHORITATIVE GUIDANCE FOR THOSE ENTITIES THAT CHOOSE TO REPORT  14 

(B) AUTHORITATIVE GUIDANCE REQUIRING ENTITIES THAT CHOOSE TO ISSUE A REPORT TO APPLY GUIDANCE 10 

(C) AUTHORITATIVE GUIDANCE REQUIRING ENTITIES TO REPORT 6 

(D) NO CLEAR VIEW EXPRESSED 3 

SUB-TOTAL OF THOSE PROVIDING COMMENTS 33 

(E) DID NOT COMMENT 0 

TOTAL 33 

 

R# 
CATE-
GORY COMMENTS ON SMC 1 PROJECT STAFF COMMENT 

001 A Based on the current status of the work the SRS-CSPCP considers non-

authoritative guidance, that is (a) to be correct for this reporting. The aim should 

certainly be (b), in order that a certain standardisation can be achieved. 

Authoritative guidance (c) is however rejected. In this connection it is again 

pointed out that harmonisation with existing guidelines (OECD, IMF), also for 

definitions of terms, must be ensured without fail.  

Although this respondent recommended 

non-authoritative guidance (a), they state 

that the goal for service performance 

reporting should be authoritative guidance 

for entities that choose to report service 

performance information (b). 

As stated in paragraph 1.9 of the 

consultation paper, if the IPSASB issues 

non-authoritative guidance, “it can be 

assumed that although (a) some public 

sector entities would choose to follow any 

non-authoritative guidance developed, and 

additionally, (b) governments would be 

encouraged to adopt the guidance, some 

public sector entities would choose not to 

report any service performance information, 

or they would choose to report on another 

basis.”  

002 B In response to Comment 1 (Should the IPSASB consider issuing (a) non- The project staff agrees with this respondent 
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authoritative guidance for those public sector entities that choose to report 

service performance information, (b) authoritative guidance requiring public 

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

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

service performance information?) , we prefer “b” in order that service 

performance reports are required to comply with specific authoritative guidance. 

and paragraph 1.10 of the consultation paper 

which states that authoritative guidance “that 

requires public sector entities that choose to 

issue a service performance report to apply 

the guidance, would enhance comparability 

of the service performance information 

reported by those public sector entities.”  

However, the project staff believes that 

public sector entities may not report service 

performance information using this 

framework unless authoritative guidance 

requiring its use is issued.  

003 B The NZASB considers that the IPSASB should apply option (b).  That is, the 

IPSASB should issue authoritative guidance that public sector entities that 

choose to issue service performance information within a general purpose 

financial report must follow.  We have stopped short of proposing that the 

IPSASB require all public sector entities to report service performance 

information, as we are of the view that such a requirement should be imposed by 

each jurisdiction (either through legislation or the standard setting arrangements) 

as part of a consideration of the appropriate contents of a general purpose 

financial report in that jurisdiction.   That is, the jurisdiction must decide whether 

the guidance shall be mandatory or not. 

In New Zealand the External Reporting Board (XRB) is consulting on the proposal 

that public sector entities (and some not-for-profit entities) report in accordance 

with standards based on IPSASs.  A significant number of public sector entities 

that would report in accordance with these standards are already required by 

legislation to report service performance information.  Any authoritative guidance 

issued by the IPSASB would be considered for adoption as part of the Public 

Benefit Entity Standards in New Zealand to the extent that they do not conflict 

with legislative requirements.  

Despite the commitment to the reporting of service performance information in 

New Zealand, we do not support option (c). We acknowledge that other 

jurisdictions may have different requirements regarding the types of public sector 

entities that should report service performance information.   

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The project staff acknowledges that various 

jurisdictions may already be imposing, 

through legislation or standard setting, 

mandatory requirements for the reporting of 

service performance information.  However, 

paragraph 1.10 of the consultation paper 

states that under option (b), “If public sector 

entities choose to issue a report, or 

jurisdictions regulate that a report be 

provided, those entities would be required to 

report service performance information 

according to the established guidance.”  

However, the project staff believes that 

because the proposed guidance is 
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principles-based, regulatory and legislative 

requirements, if they exist, would more than 

likely be able to be encompassed within the 

service performance framework being 

proposed.  As a result, the project staff 

believes that in most instances one service 

performance report could be prepared that 

meets both the regulatory or legislative 

requirements and those established in the 

framework.   

 

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 7. 

004 A The IPSASB should consider the issuance of a non-authoritative (voluntary) 

guidance on the reporting of service performance information.  This would allow 

the public sector entities that choose to report service performance information to 

report it in accordance with an established framework for reporting such 

information and therefore ensure consistency and comparability of service 

performance information of public sector entities.  An authoritative standard would 

also achieve this objective, however, it could discourage public sector entities 

from adopting IPSASs which would result in not following any of the standards.  

Further, an important reason for making this a voluntary guidance is the fact that 

the area of reporting of performance information is still evolving and it varies by 

jurisdiction.  Mandatory standards may stifle innovation and inhibit acceptance.    

The downside of making this a voluntary guidance is that some public sector 

entities may choose not to report the service performance information at all and 

as a result the user needs for receiving such information would not be met.  

However, we believe that following the core authoritative IPSASs is preferable to 

not following any of them.  In the future, as the reporting of service performance 

information will likely evolve and gain acceptance, the change from a voluntary 

guidance to a standard may be considered. 

Issuance of an IPSAS requiring public sector entities that choose to issue a 

service performance report to apply the guidance may also be a good option 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 1. 

 

The consultation paper acknowledges in 

paragraph 1.7 that improving the quality of 

service performance information is an 

evolutionary process that builds on research, 

experimentation, and practical experience;  

as a result, the reporting of service 

performance information is likely to evolve 

over time.  The project staff believes that 

option (b), which would require public sector 

entities that choose to issue a service 

performance report to apply the guidance, 

may encourage public sector entity’s to 

contribute to the evolution of service 

performance reporting while enhancing 

comparability of the service performance 

information that is reported by those public 

sector entities that choose to do so.  The 



 IPSASB Meeting (September 2012) 
 

 
Agenda Item 7.1 
Page 93 of 171 

 

R# 
CATE-
GORY COMMENTS ON SMC 1 PROJECT STAFF COMMENT 

provided the guidance does not limit the public sector entity in the manner how 

they present the service performance information.  That is, the IPSAS could have 

mandatory and non-mandatory components so that depending on the public 

sector entity’s business or regulatory requirements they are not restricted by the 

standard and have the flexibility on how to report such information.  As part of this 

option it should be considered if audit of such information would be required. 

project staff also believes that because of 

the principles-based approach used in the 

consultation paper, this option would not limit 

public sector experimentation of service 

performance reporting but rather provide an 

appropriate framework for this 

experimentation.   

 

The project staff believes that providing non-

authoritative guidance would allow for 

experimentation of service performance 

information reporting but would not enhance 

comparability of that information that is being 

reported.  Further, the project staff believes 

that if non-authoritative guidance is issued, 

public sector entities will not report service 

performance information and users will be 

lacking this important information for 

accountability and decision-making 

purposes. 

005 A Alternative (a) logically follows the current status whereby IPSAS are not 

enforceable to PS Entities. 

However, longer term objective should be to (c) to issue authoritative guidance 

requiring public sector entities to report service performance information. This will 

allow PS Entities’ reporting to give a comprehensive view on the operations of the 

Entity. (see also Specific Matter for Comment 3 – scope of reporting).  

Although this respondent recommended 

non-authoritative guidance (a), they state 

that the goal for service performance 

reporting should be authoritative guidance 

for all public sector entities (c). 

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 1. 

006 A 20. Our preference is (a) - a best practice framework issued as non-authoritative 

guidance based on the principle of “comply or explain” which is consistent 

with the approach taken by the UK Financial Reporting Council.  This is to 

reflect that some countries already have performance reporting arrangements 

in place led by national jurisdictions and an additional layer from IPSASB 

would overlap rather than complement this.  An over prescriptive approach 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 1. 

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 3. 
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for those countries developing an approach may discourage adoption.  This 

approach is also consistent with the IFRS Practice Statement “Management 

Commentary” which is a non-binding framework.   

007 B We support option (b), ie that the framework should be authoritative guidance that 

requires those public sector entities that choose to issue a service performance 

information report to apply the guidance. To ensure comparability of service 

performance information reports, we support the application of a consistent 

framework to be applied by all public sector entities as this will enhance users’ 

understanding when entities report service performance information.  

The regulatory and legislative requirements mandating entities within various 

jurisdictions could however prevent some entities from reporting service 

performance information. The framework should therefore be authoritative to the 

extent that regulatory and legislative requirements mandate entities to report 

service performance information or, to the extent that entities choose to report on 

service performance information in the absence of any regulatory and legislative 

requirements. If the IPSASB mandates reporting on service performance 

information, countries that consider adopting IPSASs may be discouraged from 

adoption, because reporting on service performance information may be seen as 

a barrier to claim compliance with IPSASs in preparing financial statements.  

In order to issue the proposed framework on service performance information 

reports as authoritative guidance, the proposed framework should clearly explain 

that service performance information relates to financial and non-financial 

information to ensure that reporting service performance information falls within 

the scope of General Purpose Financial Reporting.   

In determining whether the authoritative guidance should be issued as an IPSAS, 

we suggest that consideration should be given to whether reporting service 

performance information impacts on the fair presentation of financial statements 

or whether such information enhances, supplements and compliments the 

information presented in the financial statements. To the extent that reporting 

service performance information impacts on the fair presentation, we suggest that 

an IPSAS should be considered. If reporting service performance information only 

enhances, supplements and compliments the information presented in the 

financial statements, another type of pronouncement may be more appropriate.  

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 2. 

 

 

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 3.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

The consultation paper states in paragraph 

1.2 that GPFRs include financial and non-

financial information and that service 

performance information is part of GPFRs.  

However, the consultation paper does not 

explicitly state that service performance 

information can be either financial or non-

financial.  Paragraph 4.10 of the consultation 

paper discusses that the proposed indicators 

link financial (inputs) and non-financial 

information to communicate to users how 

resources were used to produce outputs and 

to contribute to the achievement of 

outcomes.  As a result the project staff 

recommends adding “financial and non-

financial” to the last sentence of 

paragraph 1.5.  The sentence as amended 
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would read as follows, “The reporting of 

service performance information will 

assist public sector entities in meeting 

this responsibility by providing users 

with financial and non-financial 

information to assist them in assessing 

(a) the entity’s performance in providing 

services, and (b) the effects of those 

services.” 

 

The project staff believes that the potential 

implications of service performance reporting 

on financial statements should be more 

appropriately discussed as part of the 

conceptual framework project. 

008 B ACAG supports option (b) over option (a) on the basis that it accords with a 

consistent framework for reporting service performance information. ACAG 

considers that option (c) is not appropriate at this time due to the varying 

maturities and capabilities of jurisdictions to report service performance. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 2. 

009 B In the medium-term, due to the circumstances described in paragraph 1.7, 

HoTARAC believes option (b) is the most appropriate.  In light of the less-

developed nature of service performance reporting globally, HoTARAC believes it 

is premature to require public sector entities to report service performance 

information where this is not currently occurring.  For those public sector entities 

that do report such information, HoTARAC considers that issuing non-

authoritative guidance would not be a reliable way to achieve consistent and 

comparable information across those entities. 

However, in the long-term, HoTARAC supports option (c), provided there is a 

sufficiently long transitional period for entities to develop and implement 

appropriate and reliable service performance reporting processes. 

Although this respondent recommended 

authoritative guidance for those entities that 

choose to issue service performance reports 

(b), they state that the goal for service 

performance reporting should be 

authoritative guidance for all public sector 

entities (c). 

 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 2. 

 

010 A 12. We consider that issuing of (a) would be appropriate. 

13. However, we propose that CP should clarify the following conditions when: 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 1. 
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(1) entities do not have to report service performance information; and  

(2) entities would be able to report their service performance, without 

following the guidance established by IPSASB. 

14. If CP (or ED) will not clarify those conditions before being finalized as an 

IPSAS, it would take some time before IPSASB can issue the guidance as 

the authoritative IPSAS. As varieties of reporting practices of service 

performance information evolve over time across various jurisdictions, we 

are concerned that many public sector entities may try to promote their own 

approaches of reporting to be incorporated in the guidance that will be 

established by IPSASB. 

15. Also on a related note, in future, we believe that IPSASB should also 

determine its policy on issuing its guidance, including its policies on issuing 

recommended practice guidelines (RPGs) and authoritative IPSASs. For 

example, IPSASB needs to consider when it will issue its pronouncements 

as non-authoritative guidance, and when it will be appropriate to issue them 

as IPSASs. 

The IPSASB has not reached consensus on 

whether the guidance issued will be 

authoritative or non-authoritative.  The 

IPSASB’s intention with posing this specific 

matter for comment was to receive feedback 

on this issue.  The project staff believes that 

once the IPSASB reaches a decision, it will 

become clear based on that decision when 

and if entities have to report service 

performance information.  

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 7. 

 

The project staff believes that establishing 

policies on issuing guidance should be more 

appropriately discussed as part of the 

conceptual framework project. 

011 C NAO Malta opines that the IPSASB is to issue authoritative guidance requiring 

public sector entities to report service performance information.  Hence, the 

reporting of service performance information by public sector entities worldwide 

would be mandatory and the information provided would be more comparable.  In 

addition, users would thus have the information necessary for assessing the 

service performance of a public sector entity. 

Paragraph 1.11 of the consultation paper 

recognizes that “Developing authoritative 

guidance requiring that public sector entities 

report service performance information 

would help ensure that users have the 

information necessary for assessing the 

service performance of a public sector entity 

and also would enhance comparability of 

service performance information.”  However, 

the project staff believes that requiring this 

type of reporting as an IPSAS may 

discourage public sector entities from 

following other IPSAS’s.  As a result, the 

project staff believes that it is more 

appropriate at this time to require the 

reporting of service performance information 
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under this framework only if the public sector 

entity chooses to report this information. 

012 B In our experience non-authoritative guidance is often not applied. In the long-term 

we agree with the comment in 1 (c) “authoritative guidance that requires public 

sector entities to report service performance information” because we agree on 

the importance of the information to improve users’ understanding of the 

performance of PSEs. 

However, because of the cost, complexity and experience factors we suggest the 

IPSASB initially adopts the approach in comment 1 (b) “authoritative guidance 

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

to apply the guidance” and allows PSEs a reasonable grace period before moving 

to the position in comment 1 (c). This will allow PSEs sufficient time to deal with 

the cost, complexity and experience issues and avoids creating the situation 

whereby PSEs that currently comply with IPSAS may not able to do so. 

Although this respondent recommended 

authoritative guidance for those entities that 

choose to issue service performance reports 

(b), they state that the goal for service 

performance reporting should be 

authoritative guidance for all public sector 

entities (c). 

 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 2. 

013 A In the light of our comments on Preliminary View 1, CIPFA suggests that IPSASB 

pursue option (a) non-authoritative guidance for those public sector entities that 

choose to report service performance information. 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 1. 

014 A The Task Force supports option (a). This position is strongly supported by all 

members of the Task Force without exception. Please also see comment 

submitted on Preliminary View 1 of this CP.  

The Task Force understands the rationale behind a concept of developing a 

consistent framework for reporting service performance information of public 

sector entities as there is currently no commonly accepted form or content of 

such reporting.  At the same time, the role of the IPSAS Board in issuing any 

authoritative guidance in the area of non-financial reporting is highly debatable.  

Public sector entities provide services in accordance with mandates established 

by their governing bodies and hence determining the scope and format of 

reporting on service performance should be a prerogative of each entity’s 

governing body.  In addition to receipt of contributions assessed on member 

states, the UN system organizations receive funds from other donors. 

Agreements for extra budgetary resources include specific requirements for 

service performance reporting to providers of funds and recipients of services, 

which organizations have to comply with.  If IPSASB were to issue an 

authoritative guidance in this area, it might compete with requirements 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 1. 

 

The project staff believes that discussions 

pertaining to the role of the IPSASB are not 

appropriate for this project. 

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment for Respondent 7. 
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established by governing bodies and other donors and therefore result in creating 

an unnecessary burden (including financial implications) on preparers of GPFRs 

to produce multiple sets of service performance information (with partially 

duplicated and overlapped content). 

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

position. 

The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) 

is of the view that acceptance of GPFRs would increase with integration of 

service performance information currently reported in budgetary and other 

documents, but acknowledges that it may not be feasible for the Organization to 

commit to format and/or content of such reporting if these are strictly defined.    

015 C 1. Para 1.11 

IPSASB should consider issuing an authoritative guidance requiring 

public sector  entities to report service performance information. 

Mandatory reporting will enhance compliance 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 11. 

016 A Option (a) is to be preferred. We firmly believe that if the IPSASB were to publish 

guidance, its application should not be mandatory for those public entities that 

decide to publish a service performance report.  

We believe that the public sector has the necessary expertise to decide on the 

nature of the information to be disclosed as far as reports on its service 

performance are concerned. Accordingly, non-binding guidance is clearly the 

preferred option. 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 1. 

 

017 A The Province strongly believes that IPSASB should only consider non-

authoritative guidance for public sector entities that choose to report service 

performance information.  IPSASB should only offer general guidance on 

reporting service performance information.  Similar to PSAB’s SORP 2 the 

guidance should not be prescriptive and should not be intended as a template for 

reporting all service performance information.  Addressing the non-financial 

performance of a public entity and linking it to the financial performance of the 

entity is extremely complex.  It requires a significant amount of judgment and 

knowledge to present relevant information to the users. 

The Province wants to take the opportunity to emphasize that future guidance on 

reporting performance information should be non-authoritative.  Reporting on 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 1. 

 

The project staff believes that the scope of 

financial reporting should be more 

appropriately discussed as part of the 

conceptual framework project. 
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performance information goes well beyond the scope of financial reporting.  

Reporting on performance information is unique to each reporting entity and too 

complex for developing authoritative prescriptive guidance.  

018 D We do not believe the IPSAB should be prescribing any guidelines for reports 

other than GPFS within IPSAS. 

If IFAC chooses to develop meaningful best practice guidance for service 

performance reporting in the public sector, it should be completely outside the 

IPSAS body of GAAP.  The three options presented are not appropriate: 

a) non-authoritative guidance for those public sector entities that choose to 

report service performance information is inappropriate because it is 

inconsistent with the entire body of IPSAS guidance.  IPSAS, by their 

nature, are authoritative and not optional.  Incorporation of non-

authoritative, optional reporting guidance into the body of IPSAS will lead 

to inconsistent interpretation and application by preparers and auditors of 

GPFS;   

b) authoritative guidance requiring public sector entities that choose to issue 

a service performance report to apply the guidance, also refers to 

optional financial reporting and does not belong in the body of IPSAS 

GAAP; and 

c) authoritative guidance requiring public sector entities to report service 

information is inappropriate as it proposes to dictate supplementary 

reporting that is outside the scope of GAAP. 

IPSAS should remain focused on developing a comprehensive body of GAAP for 

the purpose of preparing public sector general purpose financial statements.  To 

include suggested considerations for service performance reporting, adds no 

value to the preparers of general purpose financial statements or the preparers of 

meaningful performance reporting. 

The project staff believes that the scope of 

GAAP should be more appropriately 

discussed as part of the conceptual 

framework project. 

 

019 C Option (c) is preferred – the IPSASB should issue authoritative guidance 

requiring public sector entities to report service performance information.  

On the presumption that service performance information would form part of a 

GPFR (see Specific Matter for Comment 5), all public sector entities should be 

required to report this information. Authoritative guidance supports the qualitative 

characteristic of comparability, as all public sector entities would be required to 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 11. 

 

The project staff believes that the proposed 

framework already allows for some flexibility 

because it is principles-based.  Further, the 
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report information based on consistent guidance. 

However, we believe that there should be flexibility for public sector entities. This 

could be achieved by drawing the parameters more widely and more on a 

principled basis and it could also be achieved through a ‘comply or explain’ 

approach 

project staff believes that the ‘comply or 

explain’ approach is not representative of 

consistent with authoritative guidance that 

would be applicable to all jurisdictions 

complying with IPSASs.  The project staff 

also believes that this approach would have 

negative effects on the comparability of this 

information and the comprehensiveness of 

the service performance information 

reported. 

020 A We believe that this guidance should not be authoritative but could be issued as a 

recommended practice that may be useful to entities that choose to issue a 

performance report. While we believe that good governance of an entity would 

include performance reporting, and that this guidance provides a useful 

framework for these reports, we believe that issuing authoritative guidance on 

service performance information is beyond the mandate of the IPSASB and that 

many jurisdictions already have similar legislative requirements.  

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 1. 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 7. 

021 C We are in support of option (c), authoritative guidance requiring public sector 

entities to report service performance information would help ensure that users 

have the information necessary for assessing the service performance of a public 

sector entity and comparability would be enhanced. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 11. 

022 A If such guidance is issued, we agree that it should be non-authoritative guidance, 

similar to existing guidance in Canada. (i.e. PSAB SORP-2) 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 1. 

023 A As noted in the general comments, the Province has concern with any approach 

to authoritative guidance as it does not support the IPSASB’s proposal to extend 

the scope of the conceptual framework beyond application of financial 

statements.  In regard to including authoritative guidance that gives the choice of 

applying the guidance appears to be contrary to the idea of being subject to and 

in compliance with a set of standards.  Anyone subject to a set of standards 

should apply them all rather than choose to apply certain aspects.  Further, it 

would be a concern that any authoritative positioning of reporting of service 

performance information may imply or create a perceived requirement under the 

framework irrespective of it being a legislative requirement in a jurisdiction.  As 

such, the IPSASB should not be issuing authoritative guidance that contemplates 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 1. 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 7. 

 



 IPSASB Meeting (September 2012) 
 

 
Agenda Item 7.1 
Page 101 of 171 

 

R# 
CATE-
GORY COMMENTS ON SMC 1 PROJECT STAFF COMMENT 

a scope extension to the conceptual framework.  

024 A We would prefer the IPSASB to issue guidance over requirements – particularly 

in the early stages of reporting service performance information. 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 1. 

025 B We consider that is should not be mandatory for entities to report service 

performance information but if they do so they would be required to apply any 

authoritative guidance that results from this CP (Option (b)). 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 2. 

026 B We believe that service performance information is crucial for constituents to 

assess the efficiency and effectiveness of a public sector entity. As many 

countries do not have requirements mandating the provision of such information 

by public sector entities in their legislative framework, ideally, the IPSASB should 

consider option C, that is, issuing authoritative guidance requiring public sector 

entities to report service performance information. However, we are concerned 

that such a requirement could be perceived by some governments as being too 

onerous, and may pose as a hindrance to full compliance with IPSAS and may 

discourage governments from adopting IPSAS. Therefore it may be a better 

option for the IPSASB to go with option B instead, to allow preparers to be able to 

state full IPSAS compliance without the burden of having to comply with the 

guidance  

In addition it may be necessary to qualify the requirement to state that the 

standard will only apply to entities that “choose to issue a service performance 

report and make a declaration that such report is prepared in accordance with 

IPSAS”. The reasons are as follows: Firstly, this type of information may be 

provided by entities in some form or other outside of the GPFS. Secondly, in 

some jurisdictions there may already be legislation governing its presentation and 

disclosure content. If the IPSAS requirements contradict those existing rules, 

there is the potential for unnecessary duplication for the sake of compliance. 

Although this respondent recommended 

authoritative guidance for those entities that 

choose to issue service performance reports 

(b), they state that the goal for service 

performance reporting should be 

authoritative guidance for all public sector 

entities (c). 

 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 2. 

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 7. 

027 D We would suggest that the IPSASB consider an alternative option consisting in 

issuing a comparative study between jurisdictions having implemented reporting 

on service information with some general guidelines. We do not favor the 

publication of a non-authoritative guidance and we do not agree with an 

authoritative guidance. 

The project staff believes that the initial 

research conducted prior to the issuance of 

the consultation paper was a comparative 

study of what jurisdictions are currently 

reporting for service performance.  Further, 

the project staff believes that issuing a 

comparative study would not provide a 

reporting framework to assist public sector 
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entities that may be interested in reporting 

service performance information. 

028 B We agree with the principle that reporting on service performance provides a key 

indicator to the recipients of those services and that it is appropriate for IPSASB 

to provide guidance in this area. Therefore, we would support option (2) as in our 

view it recognises that in some jurisdictions there will be no authoritative 

guidance or a regulatory framework requiring public entities to report on 

performance.   Also, this option signifies that not all countries are at the same 

level of reporting service performance and some will need to develop further 

capacity and capability.  

We also agree that this option will improve comparability between public sector 

entities, but would like to make the point that comparing service performance is 

not as straight forward as the consultation makes out. In many cases a public 

sector entity cannot draw direct conclusions about the performance of its services 

when compared to another without having regard to the context, service priorities, 

resources and the way a service is delivered. Therefore, a key performance 

indicator (KPI) can only be used as a starting point for understanding difference 

and drawing conclusions about performance. Service user expectations should 

not be raised that KPIs can do more.  

We don’t think that the third option for developing authoritative guidance for all 

public sector entities is realistic or necessarily helpful, particularly, where public 

entities will have to assert compliance/non compliance with a standard. In our 

view the role of IPSASB in this area should be at best to promote best practice 

through issuing guidance and setting out a clear statement that reporting on 

service performance is important for public accountability and that all public 

entities should strive towards it.  

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 2. 

029 A This material should be issued as guidance that does not have the authority of an 

accounting standard.  An entity reporting on service performance information 

would be encouraged to follow this guidance and its subsequent reporting of 

service performance information should indicate that it has followed this 

guidance. 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 1. 

030 C I think that this information will be elaborated for all public sector entities direct or 

indirect entities, this a form for used system for public sector as control for 

example, the informations need integrated for compare and understand some 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 11. 
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indicator and can be results others analysis, this is transparency and clearly. 

031 D Because the subject of service performance reporting is outside the scope of 

GPFS, the IPSAS Board’s work should be used to produce practice guidelines, for 

use on an optional basis by those entities required by their own government to 

produce performance reporting. It is important that the project is presented as 

practice guidelines to assist in the implementation of decisions taken at national 

level.  

We question whether the production of such a guide is a priority given the IPSAS 

Board’s work plan, which includes the subject of social benefits. 

The project staff believes that the scope of 

GPFS should be more appropriately 

discussed as part of the conceptual 

framework project.  Further the project staff 

believes that the IPSASB work plan should 

be more appropriately discussed through the 

IPSASB strategic plan. 

 

032 C The AASB acknowledges that there might be practical considerations that affect 

the IPSASB’s decision on whether to issue authoritative guidance – for example, 

given the relatively undeveloped practice of disclosing service performance 

information, the IPSASB might consider it appropriate to allow a level of 

experimentation that might otherwise be discouraged by authoritative guidance in 

the short- to medium-term.  However, if the IPSASB considers service 

performance information necessary to meet the objectives of general purpose 

financial reporting, it should eventually issue authoritative principles-level 

guidance requiring public sector entities to report service performance information 

that falls within the scope of general purpose financial reporting.   

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 11. 

033 B The GASB staff believes that the IPSASB should consider issuing authoritative 

guidance requiring public sector entities that choose to issue a service 

performance report to apply the guidance (alternative b).  The GASB staff 

believes this alternative may encourage public sector service performance 

reporting to continue evolving over time while enhancing comparability of the 

service performance information that is reported by those public sector entities 

that choose to do so.  Further, because of the principles-based approach used in 

this CP, this alternative would not limit public sector experimentation of service 

performance reporting but rather provide an appropriate framework for this 

experimentation. 

The GASB staff agrees with the views presented in the CP that issuing non-

authoritative guidance (alternative a) would result in public sector entities either 

not reporting any service performance information at all or reporting service 

performance information using inconsistent bases.  Conversely, issuing 

authoritative guidance requiring public sector entities to report service 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 2. 
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performance information (alternative c) may result in public sector entities 

deciding to not follow this guidance at this time which could influence their 

decision as to whether to adopt or continue to apply International Public Sector 

Accounting Standards (IPSASs). 
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SMC 2 – (following paragraph 2.3):  

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

 

STAFF ASSESSMENT OF RESPONSES RECEIVED: These are staff views and do not necessarily reflect the views of IPSASB members 

(A) AGREE 30 

(B) PARTIALLY AGREE 0 

(C) DISAGREE 3 

(D) NO CLEAR VIEW EXPRESSED 0 

SUB-TOTAL OF THOSE PROVIDING COMMENTS 33 

(E) DID NOT COMMENT 0 

TOTAL 33 

 

R# 
CATE-
GORY COMMENTS ON SMC 2 PROJECT STAFF COMMENT 

001 A The SRS-CSPCP is also of the opinion that no specific indicators should be 

prescribed.   Standard indicators for all states and public sector entities appear 

neither sensible nor realisable. A comparison is primarily possible over time, but 

not between public households.   The prescription of types of indicators also does 

not appear desirable. Either they are a matter of course or make little sense. 

The project staff agrees with this respondent.  

Paragraph 2.3 of the consultation paper 

states that, “The services provided by public 

sector entities are diverse and often complex 

in nature.  Public sector entities have 

different objectives for the services they 

deliver.  Therefore, the relevant indicators of 

these services may differ between public 

sector entities.” 

002 A In response to Comment 2 (Do you agree that this project should not identify 

specific indicators of service performance?), we agree that specific indicators 

need not be identified since each entity has their own peculiarities.  However, we 

think some examples should be included to illustrate the application even if they 

are not required. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

 

The project staff believes that providing 

examples in guidance that may be issued 

may be perceived as an endorsement by the 

IPSASB of a particular indicator or method of 

presentation of that indicator.  The project 

staff also believes that public sector entities 

choosing to issue a service performance 

report can access other public sector entity 

service performance reports to use for 
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illustrative and other purposes.  As a result, 

the project staff does not recommend the 

inclusion of illustrations in any future 

guidance issued on this project. 

003 A The NZASB agrees that the proposed guidance should not identify specific 

indicators of service performance.  We consider that the IPSASB should aim to 

provide principles that enable an entity to develop appropriate and meaningful 

indicators of service performance that, in turn, will enable users of the information 

to understand the outputs provided by that entity and the entity’s contribution to 

the outcomes sought.  Further, guidance developed by the IPSASB should be 

able to be applied by a range of public sector entities.  We consider that the 

selection of specific indicators of service performance is more appropriately done 

by entities themselves, or in some cases, relevant regulatory bodies within a 

jurisdiction.  

The provision of indicators, as opposed to the principles that should guide the 

selection of indictors, could be counterproductive as it could result in indicators 

that are too specific or inappropriate. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

004 A Yes. 

Identification of specific indicators of service performance should be excluded 

from the scope of this project.  The services provided by public sector entities are 

diverse and the public sector entities may have different objectives in provision of 

such services hence the appropriate indicators of service performance may be 

different.  Including specific indicators may limit the information being provided by 

the entity and as a result not reflect the true picture of service performance.  This 

would in turn provide information which is not useful to the users of service 

performance information and hence not be a good accountability and decision-

making tool.  A good service performance report should present service 

performance indicators that users consider relevant and important and such 

indicators may be different depending on the services and objectives of each pub 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

005 C We recommend a balanced approach. Providing principles only, would give (too) 

much room for interpretation, and would therefore not foster harmonization and 

consistent approach across applicants. It would equally lead to more 

interpretation and discussion when the reporting will be subject to audit. 

Therefore we are of the opinion that a minimum guidance is required, which will 

The project staff believes that it would be 

difficult, if not impossible, to develop 

minimum guidance on the selection of 

performance indicators because the services 

provided by public sector entities are so 
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still leave room for consideration of the specifics of the reporting entity. numerous and diverse.  Further, the project 

staff believes that those directly involved in 

the preparation of the service performance 

report may need to collaborate with 

individuals and organizations that have 

specific technical knowledge, such as other 

management personnel, elected officials, 

parliament, citizens, auditors, professional 

associations, and other interested parties.  

The unique perspectives and professional 

and technical knowledge of these individuals 

and groups can inform the selection of 

performance indicators by the public sector 

entity.  Finally, the project staff believes that 

because public sector entity objectives may 

not be the same for identical services, 

identifying performance indicators may not 

provide relevant information on the 

achievement of those objectives. 

006 A 21. Yes, the wide variety of public sector bodies does not lend itself to a one-size 

fits all approach.  We believe firmly that a principles based approach with 

guidance is the best approach to develop and implement best practice 

frameworks efficiently.  Management are best placed to determine the most 

appropriate indicators to measure service performance and it is their 

responsibility to apply the principles effectively.  It would however, be helpful 

to provide examples of key performance indicators to inform management 

seeking to develop their own. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 2. 

007 A We support the view that the proposed framework should not identify specific 

indicators of service performance information.  

During our consultation, it was indicated that illustrative examples of the various 

indicators in reporting service performance information would be useful, 

specifically for those jurisdictions that have a limited knowledge of reporting 

service performance information. We therefore suggest that the IPSASB should 

consider issuing supplementary guidance that illustrates selected indicators of 

service performance information, including information on how these were 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 2.   

 

The project staff believes that providing 
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determined. As an alternative, the IPSASB could consider including references to 

reports that were issued by jurisdictions that were consulted during the 

development of the proposed framework so that entities can refer to these reports 

for more guidance.  

references to existing service performance 

reports would not be appropriate because 

these references will quickly become 

outdated. 

008 A ACAG agrees that this project should not identify specific indicators of service 

performance for the reason advanced in paragraph 2.1 (i.e. it is a principles-

based project). However, the framework could subsequently include examples of 

service performance indicators and service performance reporting. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 2.   

009 A HoTARAC supports the development of a reporting framework that facilitates 

comprehensive and balanced reporting of service performance information.  

However, HoTARAC agrees that this project should not identify specific 

indicators, as the nature of activities undertaken by individual public sector 

entities globally would vary widely.  The content of service performance 

information reported by an individual entity needs to be specific to that entity’s 

activities and objectives. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

 

010 A 16. We agree with the view that specific indicators of service performance 

should not be identified in this project. 

17. By only presenting the general overview of those indicators (such as inputs, 

outputs, outcomes, efficiency and effectiveness indicators), we believe that 

each public sector entity will be encouraged to determine its own specific 

level of indicators to be used in its reporting, and this will lead to more 

relevant reporting of the service performance information by each entity. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

 

011 A NAO Malta opines that specific indicators of service performance are to be 

indicated as guidelines by this project and not be made mandatory. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

012 A We agree with IPSASB’s observation that the services provided by PSEs are 

diverse and complex and that they have different objectives for the services they 

deliver. We agree this project should not identify specific indicators of service 

performance and that the setting of these indicators should be made by PSEs 

themselves according to their objectives and resources. We suggest IPSAB 

considers providing illustrative examples to facilitate PSEs identification of 

indicators of service performance. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 2.   

 

013 A CIPFA agrees that this project should not identify specific indicators of service See project staff comment provided for 
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performance.  Respondent 1. 

014 A Agree.  Please see comment submitted on Specific Matter for Comment 1 of this 

CP. 

In addition, the Task Force is not convinced that establishing specific indicators of 

service performance for such a diverse group of preparers and potential 

preparers of GPFRs is an achievable goal.  A mixed group of public sector 

entities is in the process of adopting IPSAS and/or already reporting in 

accordance with IPSAS. An attempt to identify common tendencies among 

countless variations of potentially suitable indicators of performance bears an 

inherent risk of following trends observed in the main group of GPFRs preparers, 

i.e., governments.  Such approach, although it may appear to be logical for 

developers of the CP, would be unlikely to produce benefits for enhancing 

reporting of service performance information by many of the public sector 

organizations adopting or reporting in accordance with IPSAS.    

The Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), a 

member of the Task Force, sees value in having access to recommended high-

level indicators compiled by the IPSASB based on good practice of performance 

reporting, but believes that mandatory indicators may be inflexible and difficult to 

apply in practice. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 2. 

015 C 2. Para 2.3 

No. I do not agree that this project should not identify specific indicators of 

service performance. 

There is need to identify specific indicators of service performance to enable 

measurement/assessment from one period to another and comparison with 

other public sector entities either in same jurisdiction or in different 

jurisdictions 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 5. 

016 A We agree that the project should not identify specific service performance 

indicators. 

IPSASB publications are international in scope and are designed for entities that 

operate in a wide variety of socio-economic environments. It is preferable that the 

project not identify specific indicators that may not be relevant or applicable. 

However, examples could be given in an appendix. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 2. 

017 A The Province agrees that IPSASB should not identify specific indicators of service See project staff comment provided for 
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performance. Respondent 1. 

018 A We agree that specific indicators of service performance should not be 

prescribed, as they are dependent upon the specific objectives of the entity. 

We also contend that guidance on service performance reporting is outside the 

scope of GAAP financial statement preparation and should not form part of 

IPSAS.   

If IFAC chooses to develop meaningful best practice guidance for service 

performance reporting in the public sector, it should be completely outside the 

IPSAS body of GAAP. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

 

The project staff believes that the scope of 

GAAP should be more appropriately 

discussed as part of the conceptual 

framework project.   

 

019 A We agree that the project should not identify specific indicators of performance. 

Given the likely differences in service performance information across (and 

perhaps even within) jurisdictions, there is a significant risk that identification of 

specific indicators within any guidance could result in reporting that does not 

accurately represent the service performance. 

This may be exacerbated where an entity has outsourced the delivery of a 

particular service to an external service provider, but is still required to report on 

the performance of that service. The external service provider may report 

performance information differently from the responsible entity. Therefore the 

requirement to use specific indicators may not be practicable, as the service 

performance information may not be suitable for translation to specific entities. 

However there may be an opportunity to include guidance on different themes of 

indicator. For example, it may be useful to include examples of both quantitative 

and qualitative indicators. Such guidance might be more usefully included within 

an appendix as application guidance, or even as a supplementary guidance 

document. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 2. 

020 A We agree that this guidance should not include specific indicators of performance 

since appropriate indicators may vary between jurisdictions and the programs 

that are being reported. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

 

021 A We agree that the project should not identify specific indicators of service 

performance, because services which are normally provided by public sector 

entities are diverse and complex. However, we feel each industry should submit 

its specific indicators of service performance to its regulators and non-compliance 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

 

The project staff believes that levying of 
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should attract a penalty. penalties for non-compliance is outside of 

the IPSASB authority. 

022 A Yes. This project should not identify specific indicators of service performance as 

each individual public entity needs to develop its own service standards based on 

its strategic direction and priorities. The indicators will vary based on services 

provided and availability of the tools for accumulating meaningful data. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

 

023 A It is the Province’s opinion that the reporting requirements of service performance 

information may be validated outside the framework for accounting standards; 

therefore a framework is not required.  Any further development in this area 

should be limited to a principles-based approach that does not specify particular 

indicators.  Other principles and requirements, in addition to specific indicators, 

may differ between public sector entities. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

 

The project staff believes that the scope of 

GAAP should be more appropriately 

discussed as part of the conceptual 

framework project.   

024 A We agree that this project should not identify specific indicators of service 

performance. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

025 A Given the diversity of jurisdictions that use IPSASs and the diversity between 

public sector entities, we agree with SMC 2 that specific indicators of service 

performance should not be identified. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

 

026 A We agree (the project should not identify specific indicators). See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

027 C We agree with the IPSASB as stated in para 2.3 that the services provided by 

public sector entities are diverse. However, in areas that are common, for 

example financial-type measures, the IPSASB should consider providing more 

specific guidance. It may not always be the same indicators that are used to 

compare the performance of one entity to another, but indicators such as cost 

effectiveness indicators might be common indicators and basis for comparisons. 

Furthermore, we suggest that the IPSASB consider providing guidelines and 

principles for the types of indicators that should be provided to users, according 

to the function, mandate and services provided by the public sector entity. These 

service performance indicators that are reported to Parliament/other governance 

framework to track the entities’ performance, should be reported to 

constituents/users. The information provided by public sector entities must be 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 5. 

 

Paragraph 5.15 through 5.18 of the 

consultation paper discusses the types of 

indicators on the achievement of objectives 

that should be reported. 
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able to assist them in understanding their own performance, facilitate strategic 

planning, enhance resource management and highlight areas for improvement. 

In addition, it would help auditors in analysing the public sector entity’s 

achievements when conducting performance audits with more clearly defined 

indicators. 

028 A Yes, we agree that the aim of the project should not be to identify specific 

indicators. KPIs are for public entities to determine based on their local objectives 

and service priorities. However, it might be helpful for the IPSASB to sign post to 

examples of best practice of KPI reporting as part of its guidance. Also, it also 

would be helpful if the guidance could outline a working definition of a key 

performance indicator. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 2. 

029 A The Joint Accounting Bodies agree that the project should not identify specific 

indicators of service performance.    

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

030 A Yes, I think that IFAC-IPSASB should not identify specify indicators of service, 

because in this moment some discussions as: Global Reporting, Integrated 

Reporting and XBRL Taxonomy can be have impact in the indicators in relation 

objective, transparency, clearly and effectiveness and I think can be very 

important for this IFAC project.  

I suggest if the board agree, that IFAC-IPSASB observed the discussion about 

Summary of Concepts Statement No. 5 Service Efforts and Accomplishments 

Reporting—an amendment of GASB Concepts Statement No. 2 (Issued 11/08) 

elaborated for GASB in the past and has discussion that will be used for the 

public sector in the future about indicators. I think that this study is very important 

for development of the transparency for public sector. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

 

031 A As far as public policy indicators are concerned, the Council is systematically in 

favour of determining indicators which are relevant, useful, robust and verifiable. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

032 A The AASB supports the view expressed in paragraph 2.3 of the CP that the 

relevant indicators of services may differ between public sector entities and that 

the IPSASB does not intend to identify specific indicators of service performance 

within its service performance framework.  However, the AASB recommends the 

IPSASB consider establishing some principles that can be applied by an entity in 

identifying specific indicators of service performance appropriate to its 

circumstances.  A possible principle that the IPSASB could consider is indicators 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

 

The project staff believes that the selection 

of indicators reported by a public sector 

entity should be based on the needs of the 



 IPSASB Meeting (September 2012) 
 

 
Agenda Item 7.1 
Page 113 of 171 

 

R# 
CATE-
GORY COMMENTS ON SMC 2 PROJECT STAFF COMMENT 

based on the factors the entity’s management uses to assess the entity’s service 

performance and to determine whether the entity has met its objectives. 

intended users and not factors that the 

entity’s management uses to assess 

performance.  For example, management 

may have 50 indicators for a certain service 

being provided by the entity but may only 

report the 5 indicators that most effectively 

provide users with the information on the 

actual achievement of the services 

objectives. 

033 A The GASB staff agrees that this project should not identify specific indicators of 

service performance.  The GASB staff believes that because objectives of service 

performance reporting will appropriately differ between public sector entities, it is 

likely that the specific indicators of their performance results will also differ and 

should therefore be established by the entity itself. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 
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SMC 3 – (following paragraph 2.4):  

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

(GPFSs)?   

 

STAFF ASSESSMENT OF RESPONSES RECEIVED: These are staff views and do not necessarily reflect the views of IPSASB members 

(A) SAME REPORTING ENTITY AS FOR GPFSs 15 

(B) DIFFERENT REPORTING ENTITY THAN FOR GPFSs 11 

(C) NO CLEAR VIEW EXPRESSED 6 

SUB-TOTAL OF THOSE PROVIDING COMMENTS 32 

(D) DID NOT COMMENT 1 

TOTAL 33 

 

R# 
CATE-
GORY COMMENTS ON SMC 3 PROJECT STAFF COMMENT 

001 C The SRS-CSPCP cannot answer the question with a clear yes or no. On the one 

hand it makes sense for the performance reporting to cover the same unit as the 

GPFSs. On the other hand performance indicators are frequently defined for 

management purposes at a lower (sub-entity) level and therefore reporting at a 

higher level seems difficult. This CP also appears to be geared rather to the lower 

level. The reporting of the top or consolidated level must contain in summary form 

the most important, decision relevant information on performance measurement. 

In any event the accounting basis should be the same. 

The project staff does not agree with this 

respondent that the consultation paper is 

geared to a lower level than the reporting 

entity.  In fact, paragraph 2.4 of the 

consultation paper states that, “The IPSASB 

believes that service performance 

information included in GPFRs should be 

prepared for the same reporting entity as for 

GPFSs.”   The project staff agrees with this 

respondent that the reporting of service 

performance information should include the 

most important and decision relevant 

information.  The project staff also believes 

that the consultation paper acknowledges 

this through the provision for the service 

performance information to possess the 

qualitative characteristics.     

002 B In response to Comment 3 (Should service performance information included in 

GPFRs be prepared for the same reporting entity as for general purpose financial 

statements (GPFSs)?), we do not believe they should be the same since GBEs 

have their own performance measures as applied in the private sector. 

The project staff believes that if a GBE has 

their own established performance 

indicators, these indicators also would be 

reported for the GBE regardless of whether 

the service performance information was 
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being reported at the enterprise level or at 

the entity wide level.  The GBE would have 

the same objectives in either case and would 

therefore report the same indicators or a 

subset of these indicators at the entity wide 

level which they are reporting in more detail 

at the enterprise level.  

003 A The NZASB considers that the service performance information included in a 

general purpose financial report for a reporting entity should be for the same 

reporting entity as for the general purpose financial statement.  We note that the 

IPSASB has recommended this approach in Exposure Draft 46 Proposed 

Recommended Practice Guideline Reporting on the Long-Term Sustainability of a 

Public Sector Entity’s Finances and we support this approach.  

Given that the presentation of service performance information will lead to 

segmentation or disaggregation of some cost information, users also require 

knowledge that the financial information presented in the service performance 

report is for the same entity and activities as covered by the financial statements. 

We consider that a reconciliation between the expenses in the statement of 

financial performance and any output costs shown in the service performance 

information is a practical way of providing this information.  This reconciliation 

need not be tabular in format, but could be a narrative explanation of the linkages 

between the expenses in the statement of financial performance and the output 

costs shown in the service performance information. 

The NZASB is aware that in some jurisdictions there may be supplementary 

information produced and published for entities that differ from the entity used for 

financial reporting purposes.  In such circumstances, the NZASB considers it 

important that supplementary service performance information is clearly 

reconciled with the service performance information included in the general 

purpose financial statements, and any differences in entity structure for reporting 

explained. 

This respondent’s agreement with paragraph 

2.4 of the consultation paper is noted. 

 

From a practical standpoint, the project staff 

does not agree with providing a 

reconciliation between the financial numbers 

in GPFSs and the service performance 

information reported.  The project staff 

believes that attributing expenditures 

reported in GPFSs to the costs of producing 

outputs (inputs) may be very difficult, if not 

impossible, if expenditures are not 

disaggregated by the specific services being 

provided or by the objectives for the services 

being provided. 

 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 2.  

004 A Yes. 

Including the service performance information for the same reporting entity as for 

GPFRs would allow for linking of all of the information provided for that entity 

including financial and non-financial information.  This would allow the users to 

This respondent’s agreement with paragraph 

2.4 of the consultation paper is noted. 

 

The project staff recognizes that the 
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identify the relationships between the financial information (resources) and the 

service performance information and allow for a more informed decision-making.   

We recognize that there may be practical issues in providing service performance 

information for the same entity as the reporting entity.  The reporting entity may 

have difficulty obtaining such information in a timely manner or such information 

may not be available.  In those cases, it may be appropriate to provide service 

performance information covering the key objectives of the entity.  Such 

information could still be useful to the users of service performance information 

and preferable to not providing any information at all.   

reporting entity may have difficulty obtaining 

ALL service performance information for all 

the services being delivered in a timely 

manner.  However, the project staff believes 

that a service performance report does not 

need to include ALL indicators of a reporting 

entity’s service performance but rather those 

indicators that provide information to users 

on the achievement, or lack thereof, of the 

reporting entity’s key objectives.  

005 B We are of the opinion that reporting service performance should not necessarily 

be done at the level of the ‘single’ entity. In some cases, reporting for the same 

reporting entity as for general purpose financial statements, might be indeed 

misleading in providing a comprehensive view of the service performance. This 

will be the case when several entities contribute jointly to one ‘service’; in this 

case, the reporting should ideally be done at an ‘integrated’ level 

Paragraph 2.4 of the consultation paper 

states that, “This view does not, however, 

preclude a government reporting on its 

service performance within a service area 

(which may involve a number of entities); 

however, such reporting is outside the scope 

of the proposed framework.  As a result, the 

project staff believes that the consultation 

paper already recognizes and addresses this 

issue. 

006 A 22. Yes, the same entity boundary and reporting period would complement the 

different types of information reported (see also paragraph 26 which explains 

the benefits of a forward looking view). 

23. Some public sector entities contract out service provision; these may be 

arms-length companies who prepare separate accounts.  They are likely to 

form part of consolidated group accounts for the entity who has overall 

responsibility for provision of these services.  We believe that a framework 

should include a clarification that the performance report provides a complete 

picture of the services provided and resources required – at consolidated 

group level.  This would reflect the overarching responsibility within the public 

sector entity to provide these services.  It would also support comparability 

and benchmarking across other similar organisations, not all of whom may 

have chosen the same operating model for service delivery. 

24. In our view, reporting performance at group level, rather than at a single 

This respondent’s agreement with paragraph 

2.4 of the consultation paper is noted. 

 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 5. 

   

However, the project staff agrees that the 

entity with overarching responsibility should 

report the performance information for the 

services they provide jointly with other 

entities.  As a result, the project staff 

recommends that this responsibility for 

reporting is clarified in the next due 

process document and the parenthetical 
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entity level, offers greater transparency and completeness of all activities and 

resources. 

is removed from paragraph 2.4. 

007 A We support the proposal that service performance information should be 

prepared for the same reporting entity as for general purpose financial 

statements. 

However, we also see reporting on service performance information at a higher 

level to be useful for accountability and decision-making purposes. The link or 

relationship between the reporting entity’s own service delivery objectives 

compared to that of government as a whole may not always be clear in the 

reporting entity’s report. The reporting entity’s report on service performance 

information normally provides more detailed information on the service delivery 

objectives at a lower level, whereas government’s objectives are focused at a 

higher/overall level, or it may even include broader objectives not reported on by 

any individual reporting entity. 

An integrated service performance information report of a specific sector will also 

provide users with information on how the sector is achieving, or not achieving its 

service delivery objectives in the sector. This information will provide useful 

information to governments in identifying if resources are, or are not, utilised in an 

economic, effective or efficient manner.  

It is further suggested that the service performance information reports should 

also provide information on interrelationships with other public sector entities or 

service performance information across various sectors to provide a better 

overview to users on how government is achieving its overall agreed objectives.  

This respondent’s agreement with paragraph 

2.4 of the consultation paper isnoted. 

 

Paragraph 5.8 (c), which discusses the 

information on the public sector entity’s 

objectives that should be included in service 

performance information includes “the link 

between the objectives and the indicators of 

the achievement of the objectives being 

reported” and (d) includes a discussion of 

“how the objectives for the entity as a whole 

relate to the objectives of specific services, if 

applicable.”  As a result, the project staff 

believes that the consultation paper already 

recognizes and addresses this issue. 

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 6.  

008 A ACAG agrees that service performance information included in GPFRs should be 

prepared for the same reporting entity as for general purpose financial statements 

(GPFSs).  

This respondent’s agreement with paragraph 

2.4 of the consultation paper is noted. 

009 A HoTARAC believes it is most useful if the service performance information 

included in GPFRs is for the same reporting entity as for general purpose 

financial statements published.  Further, HoTARAC recommends that the service 

performance information be linked to any associated disaggregated information 

contained in those general purpose financial statements. 

This respondent’s agreement with paragraph 

2.4 of the consultation paper is noted. 

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comments provided for Respondent 7. 

010 B 18. We do not agree with the view that service performance information included 

in GPFRs be prepared for the same reporting entity as for general purpose 

The project staff acknowledges that the 

proposed framework for reporting service 
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financial statements (GPFSs).  

19. Paragraph 2.4 states that “(T)his view does not, however, preclude a 

government reporting on its service performance within a service area (which 

may involve a number of entities); however, such reporting is outside the 

scope of the proposed framework.”  

20. We disagree with the view that government reporting on its service 

performance within a service area is outside the scope of this framework. We 

believe that the reporting of service performance information within a certain 

service area is as important and useful as the reports prepared as a part of 

GPFR by a public sector entity. We think that it is necessary, and IPSASB 

will be capable, to develop core principles of reporting of service 

performance information that would be applied to both an entity’s reporting 

and reporting of a certain service area provided by several public sector 

entities or government, in order to meet the users’ needs for service 

performance information. 

performance information could be applied to 

individual service areas of the reporting 

entity.  The project staff believes that 

IPSASB does not establish guidance for the 

reporting of service performance information 

at individual service levels.  However, the 

project staff believes that reporting entities 

could encourage these service levels to 

apply the framework when reporting their 

individual service performance information 

separately from the reporting entity.  By 

doing so, this would make the compilation of 

the service performance information easier 

for the reporting entity.  

012 A We agree with the IPSAB’s focus on the accountability of the PSE to deliver the 

services and agree that the reporting on the service performance information 

included in the GPFRs be prepared for the same reporting PSE as for GPFSs.  

This respondent’s agreement with paragraph 

2.4 of the consultation paper is noted. 

013 A In general, CIPFA agrees that the information should relate to the GFPR 

reporting entity.  

However, additional reporting which is not purely focused on the entity may be 

appropriate where, for example, several reporting entities contribute to a 

combined performance target. 

This respondent’s agreement with paragraph 

2.4 of the consultation paper is noted. 

 

See project staff comments provided for 

Respondent 5. 

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comments provided for Respondent 7. 

014 B The Task Force is of the view that public sector organizations should be able to 

determine the reporting entity for which service performance information will be 

prepared.  Service performance information is generally reported by public sector 

entities within a budget execution / programme delivery framework.  Providing 

service performance information within such framework enhances its usefulness 

to users of entity’s GPFRs as it aligns reporting on utilization of resources with 

reporting on results of service delivery.  In addition, as commented earlier in the 

See project staff comments provided for 

Respondent 10. 

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comments provided for Respondent 7.  

Further, the project staff believes that if 
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submission (General Comment 4(a)), UN system organizations use Results 

Based Budgeting approach for budget formulation as well as for reporting on 

budget performance.  RBB’s framework incorporates most or all elements of 

service performance reporting identified in this CP. 

In public sector entities, budgetary formulation and reporting are often not aligned 

with financial reporting in various dimensions, including timing and reporting 

entity, as acknowledged by IPAS 24 “Presentation of budget information in 

financial statements”.  Hence service performance information presented in 

budgetary documents will not always be reported for the same entity as per 

GPFRs.    

Organizations should, therefore, be allowed to choose what presentation is more 

meaningful and easier to analyze for users of GPFRs.  If the IPSASB intends to 

discuss this concept further, the Task Force suggests that a cost-benefit analysis 

be carried out on whether publicly available reports, produced by the same 

organization or a government, would become more useful if service performance 

reporting is aligned with the reporting entity as per GPFRs as opposed to the 

entity to which resources (used to achieve results) were allocated. 

service performance information is already 

being prepared as part of the budget process 

for service levels it will make the 

accumulation of this information much easier 

at the reporting entity level.  The project staff 

believes that where the service performance 

information is currently being reported is 

immaterial. 

015 A 3. Para 2.4 

Yes. Service Performance information included in GPFRs should be prepared 

for the same reporting entity as for the general purpose financial statements 

GPFSs. 

While same information will be prepared the level of detail should vary. For 

the GPFSs too much detail should be avoided for ease of the reader/user of 

the financial statements but enough to support the financial statements. 

This respondent’s agreement with paragraph 

2.4 of the consultation paper is noted. 

 

016 B The information in service performance reports need not necessarily cover the 

same accounting entity as the financial statements. Moreover, we believe that 

service performance reports should be published separately from the financial 

statements. 

The project staff does not agree with this 

respondent.  The project staff believes that 

reporting service performance information for 

the same reporting entity as for GPFSs 

would allow the users to identify the 

relationships between the financial 

information (resources) and the service 

performance information, allowing for a more 

informed decision-making.   

The project staff believes that where the 
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service performance information is reported 

will be more appropriately discussed in 

specific matter for comment 5. 

017 B The Province does not agree with this specific comment.  The boundaries for 

service performance reporting should be left to the reporting entity and should not 

be prescribed by IPSASB. 

See paragraph 1 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 16.  

Further, the project staff believes that 

allowing entities to select their own 

boundaries for service performance reporting 

would not provide users with consistent and 

comparable service performance information 

across jurisdictions or that is consistent with 

GPFSs. 

018 B We do not believe the IPSASB should be prescribing any guidelines for reports 

other than GPFS within IPSAS. 

The project staff believes that the scope of 

GPFRs should be more appropriately 

discussed as part of the conceptual 

framework project.   

019 C Service performance information should normally be linked to the GPFS entity, 

but it does not have to be. So, for example, the service performance information 

could be provide with group accounts and not for all ‘subsidiary’ entities, so that it 

is linked to the group GPFS, but not to each entity’s separate GPFS. It could also 

be linked to aspects beyond the competency of the financial statements, but 

clearly linked to the remit of the entity. Thus a health body might need to address 

social care issues to make sense of their performance indicators and that body 

may not have expenditure specific to some of its performance measures. 

On balance, we believe that group service performance information is preferable 

to each subsidiary entity reporting, but also recognise that this might need to be 

supplemented with information beyond the group. In any case, the principle of 

‘comply or explain’ should again apply.  

To support this approach, we believe it is important that any future standard 

should provide clarity on the definition of a public sector entity’s reporting 

boundary (e.g. this might mean those services over which the entity has direct 

‘control’). Such definition should then help reporting entities in applying 

judgement to determine the breadth of service performance information to be 

reported. 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 7. 

 

 

 

 

 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 5. 

 

The project staff believes that the 

consultation paper states that the boundary 

for reporting service performance information 

would be the same as the boundary for 

GPFSs.  The boundary for GPFSs will be 

defined in the conceptual framework. 
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020 B We believe that jurisdictions may choose to issue performance information at a 

reporting entity level and/or lower levels, depending on the objectives and 

intended users of the report. For example, the departments of the Government of 

Canada are required to prepare Departmental Performance Reports which are 

accessible to the Canadian public that show the performance of the major 

programs undertaken by the departments. As well, the Government of Canada 

prepares a performance report that indicates the government’s performance 

against much higher level objectives. This is a choice of the Canadian 

government to be open and transparent with respect to the management of public 

funds, and also serves to provide taxpayers with more specific information on 

government programs and services.  

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 17. 

021 A The Institute is of the view that; service performance information included in 

GPFRs should be prepared for the same reporting entity as for general purpose 

financial statements (GPFSs). 

This respondent’s agreement with paragraph 

2.4 of the consultation paper is noted. 

022 B We disagree. Ontario reports financial information to the public on a consolidated 

basis to meet the needs of the general public, and the legislature acting on their 

behalf. We believe that while there may be some overlap in users for GPFS and 

service performance reporting, that the user audience for service reporting 

information is much more diverse and that the nature of the information required 

to meet their needs does not belong in general purpose financial reports. 

Any initiative addressing service reporting should acknowledge that there are a 

number of ways to provide performance information, and that is not in the public’s 

interest to limit the type/frequency/form of information to the confines of the 

financial reporting cycle. Ontario’s current practice is to provide performance 

information in other ways such as on its internet sites and through different forms 

of media. 

See paragraph 1 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 16. 

The project staff believes that where the 

service performance information is reported 

will be more appropriately discussed in 

specific matter for comment 5. 

 

In the project staff comments provided for 

Preliminary View 1, the project staff 

recommended  including a discussion of 

forms and methods of communication in the 

staff comments provided in a previous 

section. 

023 B It is the Province’s opinion that the reporting requirements of service performance 

information may be validated outside the framework for accounting standards; 

therefore a framework is not required and a requirement that service performance 

information has to be prepared for the same reporting entity as general purpose 

financial statements is not appropriate.  It would be more appropriate that any 

framework would in principle reflect a requirement that reporting should disclose 

The project staff believes that the scope of 

GAAP should be more appropriately 

discussed as part of the conceptual 

framework project.   
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the entities included in the particular report as the framework may be applied to 

more specific service areas. 

024 A We agree that service performance information included in GPFRs be prepared 

for the same reporting entity as for general purpose financial statements 

(GPFSs). Furthermore, we consider that the reporting entity should have the 

ability to report information relevant to its purposes (such as crime statistics in the 

case of an entity involved in law enforcement) to provide a context in which to 

assess its service performance.  

This respondent’s agreement with paragraph 

2.4 of the consultation paper is noted. 

025 B Whilst the concept of aligning service performance information with the reporting 

entity as for GPFSs is admirable, we consider that this may not be necessary in 

all circumstances especially when there are sub-groups within an entity which 

may have different objectives, inputs and outcomes. 

Therefore, we suggest that where the two do not align the concept of segmental 

reporting be employed and service performance information be prepared for each 

segment and then reconciled back to the reporting entity as a whole. 

Further we consider that it is necessary for entities to report on the activities that 

they are responsible for but do not necessarily perform themselves – e.g. hospital 

cleaning which may be contracted to a third party. 

See paragraph 1 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 16. 

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 7. 

 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 10. 

026 C As stated above, we consider that the key terminology “GPFR” should be defined. 

Without definition, we are not in a position to reply. 

The project staff believes that the scope of 

GPFR should be more appropriately 

discussed as part of the conceptual 

framework project.   

027 A Consistent with the IPSASB’s belief, we believe that the reporting entity which 

receives resources is accountable to users for achievement of its objectives. 

Therefore the service performance information included in GPFRs should be 

prepared for the same reporting entity as for GPFSs. 

This respondent’s agreement with paragraph 

2.4 of the consultation paper is noted. 

028 A Yes, we agree that to meet accountability requirements service performance 

information included in GPFRs should be prepared for the same reporting entity 

as for the general purpose financial statements.  

This respondent’s agreement with paragraph 

2.4 of the consultation paper is noted. 

029 C The Joint Accounting Bodies understand that on occasions services are delivered 

as part of the joint activities of government departments of the same jurisdiction 

or government departments of different jurisdictions.  Further, private sector not-

See paragraph 1 of the project staff 

comment for Respondent 16. 
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for-profit entities might also be part of the delivery relationship.  Requiring the 

reporting of service performance information by each of these entities because 

they prepare GPFS might not result in the reporting of relevant information about 

service performance compared to reporting that information at a higher level.   

On the other hand we see one benefit of this proposal is to limit the push down of 

the requirement to report on service performance.  For example, while some 

commentators may hold the view that policy areas of government should be 

reporting service performance information, this level of push down of the 

requirements is beyond that contemplated by the IPSASB.   

We encourage the IPSASB to give further thought to this issue and the issue of 

whether or not the reporting of service performance information is appropriate for 

whole-of-government reporting in the development of the exposure draft.   

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 7. 

 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 10. 

030 C I have doubt if service performance information include or not in GPFRs can be 

impact in the reporting entity.  I observe that this information depends of internal 

control, systems, transparency, effectiveness and internal audit in the 

organization.  

See paragraph 1 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 16. 

031 C The Council indeed proposed two criteria which are usually cumulative for 

determining whether it is relevant, for a given entity, to report on the long-term 

sustainability of finances, based on inflows and outflows: 

(a) Power over resource inflows: significant power to raise taxation or other 

revenue or power to incur debt; 

(b) Wide decision-making powers over expense outflows. 

In addition to these criteria, the Council also recommended the determination of 

application thresholds (total resources, number of citizens…) so that only entities 

of “significant size” would be required to prepare prospective information. 

The project staff believes that this comment 

provided by Respondent 31 relates to the 

IPSASB’s project on the Reporting on the 

Long-Term Sustainability of Public Finances.  

As a result, the project staff has not analyzed 

this comment. 

032 A The AASB is of the view that service performance information included in general 

purpose financial reports should be prepared for the same reporting entity as for 

general purpose financial statements – at a disaggregated level where 

appropriate.  

This respondent’s agreement with paragraph 

2.4 of the consultation paper is noted. 

033 A While the GASB staff agrees that service performance information included in 

GPFRs should be prepared for the same reporting entity as for GPFSs, the 

GASB staff is concerned that without including a provision with criteria to assist 

preparers in determining which programs or services should be included, it is 

This respondent’s agreement with paragraph 

2.4 of the consultation paper is noted. 
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possible that the GPFR will be of such size and scope as to overwhelm users and 

reduce the understandability of the service performance information being 

reported.  For example, without additional clarifying guidance, the GASB staff is 

concerned that public sector entities will believe that service performance 

information is required to be reported on programs or services being provided to 

other components of the reporting entity or on inconsequential programs or 

services.  Therefore, the GASB staff would recommend including such a 

provision. 

The project staff agrees and recommends 

that the IPSASB include clarifying 

guidance to assist public sector entities 

in determining which services should be 

included in the reporting of service 

performance information.  The project staff 

agrees that without this clarification, public 

sector entities may report ALL services and 

therefore overwhelm and confuse users.  

Further, the project staff believes that this 

guidance will assist in focusing the reporting 

of performance information on services that 

contribute to the achievement, or lack 

thereof, of the public sector entities key 

objectives.   

 

 

 

 

 

SMC 4 – (following paragraph 4.18):  

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

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

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

dimension);  

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

dimension); and  

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

Do you agree with these dimensions of service performance information? Are there dimensions that should be added or deleted?  
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(A) AGREE 15 

(B) PARTIALLY AGREE 10 

(C) DISAGREE 7 

(D) NO CLEAR VIEW EXPRESSED 1 

SUB-TOTAL OF THOSE PROVIDING COMMENTS 33 

(E) DID NOT COMMENT 0 

TOTAL 33 

 

R# 
CATE-
GORY COMMENTS ON SMC 4 PROJECT STAFF COMMENT 

001 A The SRS-CSPCP considers the four dimensions to be sensible in principle. They 

should be appropriately considered in the reporting. However, what is lacking, is 

the reference framework for the indicators (controlling or only political monitoring). 

This should without fail be clarified and established in the reporting for each level. 

In addition the demands on the dimensions are too explicitly stated with are 

necessary. It is not realistic that the public households can determine and list all 

performance recipients. It is also not possible to set out all the factors that have 

affected the result. In the spirit of materiality main factors should here suffice (e.g. 

volume dependent, strategic importance, dependent on effectiveness). In addition 

it should be specified what is understood by over time (how many years?). It also 

seems important that, in the comments in Section 4.11, Outcome is not reduced 

only to the quality of services. The effect often lies in a desired change of 

behaviour.  

This respondent’s agreement with Specific 

Matter for Comment 4 is noted. 

 

The project staff believes that the selection 

of performance indicators derive from the 

reporting entity’s objectives.  Paragraph 5.13 

of the consultation paper states, “The 

reporting of service performance information 

should focus on indicators that will assist 

users in assessing the performance of the 

services being reported and the achievement 

of objectives.”  The consultation paper does 

not explicitly limit this to services being 

directly provided (controlled) or exclude 

indirectly provided, funded, or monitored 

services.  As a result, the project staff 

believes that the question of whether 

services are controlled or just being 

monitored is irrelevant if the pubic sector 

entity’s objectives are inclusion of those 

services.  By contrast, what is important is 

whether the related performance indicators 

are providing users with information on the 

public sector entity’s achievement of their 

objectives.  
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The project staff does not agree that the use 

of “necessary” in paragraph 4.5 is too 

explicit.  The project staff believes that the 

service performance information identified 

within the dimensions is necessary to meet 

the needs of users based on the research 

conducted. 

 

The project staff has recommended in 

previous staff comments that the factors that 

influence results should be included “if 

known.”  However, the project staff also 

recommends, based on this respondents 

comments, that it should be clarified that 

only those factors that have significant 

implications on the public sector entity’s 

achievement of their objectives should be 

included.  The project staff believes that this 

clarification will assist public sector entities in 

reporting more concise service performance 

information that will not overwhelm and 

confuse users. 

 

The project staff believes that because the 

IPSASB is taking a principles-based 

approach to the development of the 

framework, it is not appropriate to specify the 

number of years that a public sector entity 

may include in their time series comparisons.  

The project staff believes that this 

determination is more appropriately left to 

the discretion of the public sector entity.  

Further, different numbers of years may be 

appropriate for different performance 
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indicators reported. 

 

Paragraph 4.11 of the consultation paper 

states that “output and outcome indicators 

MAY include service recipient perceptions of 

or experiences with the quality of services.”  

The project staff does not believe that this 

reduces outcomes to ONLY quality of 

service based on the use of the word “may.” 

However, the project staff believes that the 

second sentence of paragraph 4.11 should 

be amended to recognize that service 

recipient perceptions may also improve 

results.  Therefore, the project staff 

recommends that this sentence be 

amended as follows:  ……..for improving 

the quality and results of the 

services…….” 

002 A In response to Comment 4 (Do you agree with these dimensions of service 

performance information? Are there dimensions that should be added or 

deleted?), we agree with these dimensions. 

In paragraph 4.8, we suggest adding the follow statement—“Objectives should be 

established to achieve the mission and vision previously identified by the public 

sector entity.” 

In paragraph 4.13, we suggest adding the following statement—“Goals are 

established to achieve the objectives previously identified.  To be meaningful, 

these goals should be specific, measurable, attainable, realistic, and timely 

(SMART).” 

This respondent’s agreement with Specific 

Matter for Comment 4 is noted. 

 

See project staff comments provided for 

Preliminary Views 2 and 3. 

003 B The NZASB broadly agrees with these dimensions of service performance 

information and does not advocate deleting any of them.   

However, we do not consider that the linkages between all four dimensions and 

the concept of service performance information are clear.  We consider that a 

more principled/structured approach would be helpful.    

This respondent’s agreement with Specific 

Matter for Comment 4 is noted. 

 

The project staff agrees that the consultation 

paper was not clear on how the objectives 
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The NZASB considers that the consultative paper would have benefited from a 

clear explanation of how the elements of service performance reporting link, e.g.: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The “why” dimension should drive decisions that get an entity from its inputs via 

outputs and outcomes to its end goal or final objective; that is, it explains why an 

entity utilises various inputs to get certain outputs and outcomes and ultimately 

achieves its objectives.  In other words, the why dimension guides the reader 

upwards towards the objectives of the entity. The “how” dimension should explain 

the manner in which the ultimate goal/objective is achieved as well as 

encompassing how services will be provided and outcomes achieved.   

We also consider further elaboration is warranted of a number of aspects such as 

(i) how will performance be measured, (ii) are there any targets in relation to that 

performance, and (iii) how did actual performance compare with projected 

performance. We consider that each of these should be specifically discussed in 

future documents.  

If on publication of a further consultation paper or exposure draft, the IPSASB 

continues to explain the dimensions of service performance using “what” and 

“how” as descriptors, we would suggest moving the efficiency and effectiveness 

indicators from part (b) to (c). Efficiency and effectiveness indicators explain how 

and types of indicators are linked to one 

another.  However, the project staff believes 

that the staff recommendations made for 

Preliminary View 2 on the service 

performance terminology will clarify these 

relationships.   

Paragraphs 4.10 through 4.15 discuss the 

types of performance indicators necessary to 

meet the needs of users and Section 5 

discusses the components of service 

performance information that a public sector 

entity should include in GPFRs.  However, 

the staff believes that because this is a 

principles-based framework, it is 

inappropriate to provide guidance on how to 

select the performance information 

necessary to measure performance.  The 

projects staff believes these will be more 

appropriately established by the public 

sector entity based upon their objectives. 

 

The project staff has made a 

recommendation in a previous staff comment 

to delete the parenthetical titles of these 

dimensions.  If the IPSASB agrees with this 

recommendation the why, what, how, and 

when would be removed. 

 

The project staff recognizes that service 

recipient perception or experience may not 

always be relevant.  In fact, paragraph 4.12 

of the consultation paper provides discussion 

as to why they may not be relevant in some 

instances.  However, the project staff 

believes that there are instances in which 

Objectives/goa

ls 

Objectives/goals 

Outcomes 

Outputs 

Inputs 

Why How 
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an entity has performed rather than being integral to service performance in the 

way that inputs and outputs are.  

The NZASB notes that customer perception or service recipient perception is not 

necessarily a good indicator of performance and, in some circumstances, may 

actually be a poor indicator.  Often the responses highlighting poor performance 

are received too late or are not helpful in terms of rectifying the poor 

performance.  Therefore, in respect of (b) we propose that the reference to 

service recipient perception or experience information be deleted. Service 

recipient perception is an indicator of performance, but it is not always relevant 

nor does it need to be highlighted in (b).  

We also consider that much of the discussion in section four is very similar to that 

in section five of the Consultation Paper and suggest that the two sections be 

combined to reduce repetition.  It may be that the first part of a combined section 

is written as an overview of the dimensions, with a more detailed part following. 

service recipient perceptions and experience 

will be relevant and therefore should be 

reported.  The consultation paper, in 

paragraph 4.12, states that these types of 

indicators MAY be included but does not 

require that they are included in all 

instances.  As a result, the project staff does 

not believe it is appropriate to delete the 

reference to service recipient perceptions or 

experiences in the discussion. 

 

The project staff believes that Section 4 of 

the consultation paper, which discusses the 

dimensions of service performance 

information from the perspective of users 

needs, establishes the foundation for the 

components of service performance 

information to be reported that are also 

identified in Section 5 by identifying the 

service performance information necessary 

to meet user needs.  Although the project 

staff recognizes that there is some overlap 

between these dimensions and the 

components, the project staff believes that it 

is important to establish that user needs are 

driving the process of identifying the 

appropriate components of service 

performance information to be reported.  By 

presenting the dimensions separately and 

first in the consultation paper, the project 

staff believes that it appropriately 

communicates that user needs are being 

addressed in the proposed components of 

service performance information reported, 

which are presented immediately following 

the dimensions. 
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004 B We agree with all of the above types of service performance information needs of 
users other than the following: 

 information on the need or demand for the objectives to be achieved 
(included in (a) above)  

 service recipient perception or experience information (included in (b) 
above) 

This information may be relevant and useful to users if it is unbiased and 
representative of information that would be provided by general population.  
However, it could also result in providing users with information that is out of date, 
unreliable and inaccurate.  As a result, such information may lead users to 
inaccurately assess the service performance of the reporting entity and at the end 
not be helpful to them at all.   

In addition to the information identified by IPSASB staff as necessary to meet the 
needs of users, we recommend that information on significant lessons learned 
during the reporting period and a plan of how the issues/matters will be 
addressed in the future be included. 

See paragraph 6 of the project staff 

comment for Respondent 3. 

 

The project staff acknowledges that whether 

information on the need or demand for the 

objectives to be achieved would be required 

is not clear in paragraphs 4.7 through 4.9 of 

the consultation paper.  As a result, the 

project staff recommends that a sentence 

be added to the beginning of paragraph 

4.8.  This sentence would be, 

“Information on the public sector entity’s 

objectives MAY include information on 

the need or demand for these objectives.” 

 

The project staff does not agree that the 

discussion of the potential need for 

information on the need or demand for the 

objectives should be removed.  The project 

staff believes that this information will help 

explain the reason for the public sector 

entity’s objectives.  The project staff 

recognizes that this type of information may 

not be reliable.  However, because all 

service performance information reported 

must possess all of the qualitative 

characteristics, if verifiability is not 

possessed , then the information on the 

need or demand for the objectives would not 

be included in the service performance 

information reported. 

 

See project staff comment provided for this 

respondent in response to Preliminary View 
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3. 

005 C We are of the opinion that these dimensions unnecessarily increase the 

complexity of the subject matter, without bringing any added value. These 

dimensions are not supported by literature. 

The project staff does not agree that the 

dimensions, which were identified by the 

research, unnecessarily increases the 

complexity of reporting service performance 

information.  The project staff believes that 

the dimensions provide a simple way to 

summarize the types of service performance 

information users need for accountability and 

decision-making purposes. 

006 A 25. We agree with the “why”, “what”, “how” and “when” dimensions.   

26. A new dimension “so what” would be more appropriate for the outcome 

indicators to show how the service has made a difference.  This also serves 

to promote the “outcomes” dimension being a key driver of a performance 

management framework.  For example, some bodies use outcome based 

budgeting to allocate scarce resources in line with (customer) priorities. 

27. Another dimension “what if” for consideration of risks and uncertainties in the 

future and how this could impact on service performance would be helpful.  

This can be particularly relevant in the public sector due to periodic political 

changes which can impact on priorities.  We believe the “what if” question 

would provide a more balanced view of performance and this is also in line 

with the IASB Management Commentary practice statement: 

“The inclusion of forward-looking information within management 

commentary helps users of the financial reports assess whether past 

performance is indicative of future performance and whether the progress 

of the entity is in line with management’s stated objectives
8
.” 

28. A forward looking assessment can also go some way towards balancing the 

historic aspect of both financial and service reporting, given the time delay 

between the period reported and publication date. 

This respondent’s agreement with Specific 

Matter for Comment 4 is noted. 

 

See paragraph 5 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 3.  

Further, the project staff believes that 

outcome indicators are already included in 

dimension (b) of paragraph 4.5 of the 

consultation paper.   

 

The project staff also believes that future 

oriented information should be more 

appropriately considered as part of the 

IPSASB’s project on Reporting on the Long-

Term Sustainability of Public Finances. 

 

 

                                                 
8
 Source: Para B27 - IASB Management Commentary practice statement  

 

http://www.ifrs.org/NR/rdonlyres/9EA9F29A-3F34-4E39-9388-989B07563D4E/0/Managementcommentarypracticestatement8December.pdf
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007 A We agree with the four dimensions of service performance information and are 

not aware of any other dimensions that should be added. We do however 

suggest that the information envisaged by reporting on these four dimensions 

could be illustrated in the proposed framework using the performance indicators 

discussed in section 3.  

Comment on other aspects included in the section elaborating on these four 

dimensions is set out in Part IV of our comment letter (see paragraph 1.10 to 

1.20).  

We do have the following comment concerning the four dimensions.  

1.23 We suggest that the distinction between the four dimensions ie why, what, 

how and when should be further strengthened and explained in the 

proposed framework in clarifying how reporting service performance 

information meet users needs.  

Dimension 1: Information on the public sector entity’s objectives, including the 

need or demand for these objectives to be achieved 

1.24 We are of the view that requiring entities to explain the need or demand of 

an objective as required in paragraph 4.5(a) and explaining why a service 

is provided as required in paragraph 4.7 may be too onerous for inclusion 

in the service performance information report. We understand these 

requirements to be an explanation of why a specific objective was identified 

by the reporting entity, which is different from explaining why the service 

objective was included in the service performance information report. 

Identifying an entity’s service objectives are part of another, more detailed 

process that is normally determined by government and agreed at a higher 

level before the detail is included in the entity’s strategic or business plan. 

We therefore suggest that entities should be required to only report on 

those objectives set and agreed at this higher level, without explaining why 

the service objective falls within the entity’s mandate, or what the need or 

demand for the specific service entails.  

The requirement in paragraph 4.5(a) and paragraph 4.7 should be 

reconsidered to limit the reporting requirement to an explanation of why the 

service objective, that forms part of the entity’s mandate, has been 

included in the service performance information report.  

1.25 In meeting users’ needs when determining what service objectives should 

This respondent’s agreement with Specific 

Matter for Comment 4 is noted. 

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 3. 

 

See other project staff comments provided in 

this section. 

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 4.  

 

See project staff comments provided for 

Preliminary Views 2 and 3. 

 

The consultation paper does not include 

specific indicators of service performance 

and how public sector entities select those 

indicators for service performance reporting 

purposes.  The guidance proposed in the 

consultation paper would not preclude a 

public sector entity from using the SMART 

criteria for their selection of indicators that 

are reported. 

 

See paragraph 6 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 3. 
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be included and explained in the entity’s report on service performance 

information, the entity should develop criteria to identify users’ needs and 

to determine what users see as relevant and would like management to 

report on in its service performance information report.  

We suggest that the discussion of the first dimension should be expanded 

to require the entity, as a first step, to consult or interact with its users in 

identifying what service objectives, as included in its agreed strategic or 

business plan, should be reported on in its service performance information 

report, based on user’s needs. This will assist the preparers of the service 

performance information report to identify the scope of the service 

performance information report as discussed in section 5 of the 

Consultation Paper.  

A well-known set of selection criteria that could be applied by entities is the 

“SMART” criteria: 

 Specific: the nature and the required level of performance can be 

clearly identified 

 Measurable: the required performance can be measured 

 Achievable: the target is realistic given existing capacity 

 Relevant: the required performance is linked to the achievement of 

a goal 

 Time-bound: the time period or deadline for delivery is specified. 

Dimension 2: Input, output, outcome, efficiency, and effectiveness indicators, 

including service recipient perception or experience information 

1.26 Paragraph 4.11 states that output and outcome indicators may include 

service recipients’ perceptions of, or experience with the quality of 

services. During our consultation, it was questioned how an entity will be 

able to determine such perception.  

It is suggested that the proposed framework should rather indicate that the 

service recipients’ perception is a measurement method to evaluate the 

quality of the service (ie the effectiveness indicator), rather than to suggest 

that the output and outcome indicators may include such perceptions. 

1.27 Furthermore, we are of the view that recipient perception or experience is 

rather an indication of how well a service was performed. We therefore 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 IPSASB Meeting (September 2012) 
 

 
Agenda Item 7.1 
Page 134 of 171 

 

R# 
CATE-
GORY COMMENTS ON SMC 4 PROJECT STAFF COMMENT 

suggest that the discussion should form part of the discussion of the “how” 

dimension in paragraphs 4.13 to 4.15. 

Dimension 3: Comparisons of actual performance to projected (or targeted) 

results 

1.28 This dimension requires a comparison of actual performance against 

projected or targeted results. It is not clear from the discussion in this 

section how the projected or targeted results link back to the service 

performance working definitions discussed in section 3 of the Consultation 

Paper. 

We suggest that the IPSASB should explain the link or relationship 

between projected or targeted and results and the performance information 

concepts (ie objectives and outcome) as identified in section 2. Also see 

comment 1.4 in this regard. 

1.29 The discussion in this dimension could also be elaborated with a 

requirement that management’s assumptions should be explained, along 

with a discussion on how these assumptions impacted the actual results.  

1.30 Information on the deviation of initially planned activities and objectives, 

including the reasons and the impact of such deviations, could also be 

discussed as part of this dimension, because it impacts on “what”, and to 

“what extent” the entity’s service objectives were met. We suggest that an 

explanation on the deviation of planned objectives and the reasons 

therefore should also be discussed as part of this dimension. 

1.31 During the consultation, it was suggested that this dimension should not 

only focus on a comparison between actual and projected (or targeted) 

results of the reporting entity, but that the requirement should be extended 

to allow comparisons between various jurisdictions concerning related 

services. 

1.32 Paragraph 4.14 indicates that external and internal factors, other than the 

service delivery itself, may influence service performance. Even though we 

do not disagree with the statement, it should be highlighted that these 

external and internal factors can only impact an entity’s service 

performance to the extent that it is linked to the entity’s objectives. We 

suggest that this argument should be emphasised in the discussion of this 

dimension. 

 

 

 

The project staff is uncertain as to how 

assumptions would in fact impact actual 

results.  The service performance 

information being reported is based on 

actual information and not that which is 

projected for future periods, which would 

require the use of assumptions. 

 

The dimensions are intended to summarize 

the needs of users in relation to service 

performance information.  These needs are 

then included in the components of service 

performance information that should be 

included in GPFRs.  A discussion of the 

reasons for variation between actual 

performance and targets or objectives is 

included in the narrative discussion of the 

achievement of objectives component in 

paragraph 5.20 of the consultation paper.   

 

The IPSASB considered discussing 

comparisons between public sector entities 

during their deliberations on the consultation 

paper and decided that including mention of 

these comparisons may be perceived as a 

requirement.  The IPSASB was concerned 

that given the diversity between the delivery 

of services by public sector entities and the 

indicators used to measure the results of 

these services, it would be difficult to ensure 

the comparability of the service performance 
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The discussion under this dimension seems to focus on “whether” an entity has 

achieved its projected or targeted results and does not explain “what” results are 

achieved. We propose that the proposed framework should strengthen the 

discussion on the “what” dimension. 

information, which could potentially mislead 

users. 

 

The project staff believes that paragraph 

5.21 does not specifically identify external 

and internal factors but they are implicit to 

the discussion.  Therefore, the project staff 

believes that there exists an appropriate 

implicit link between external and internal 

factors that impact service performance to 

the public sector entity’s objectives.  This 

paragraph states, “Including a narrative 

discussion of the factors that may have 

influenced the achievement, or it lack, of 

objectives within the reporting of service 

performance information may assist users in 

understanding the reported achievements, 

and the factors that may have influenced 

those achievements, or their lack.” 

The “what” dimension is discussed in the 

information on the achievement of objectives 

component, which includes the relevant 

indicators that provide a basis for assessing 

the service performance of the services 

reported and the degree to which service 

performance objectives have been met.  As 

noted above, the dimensions are only 

intended to summarize the needs of users in 

relation to service performance information.   

008 A ACAG agrees with these dimensions of service performance information. In 

relation to point (a) above ACAG suggests that information on an entity’s 

objectives include information on how the objectives were determined and further 

narrative explaining what they mean, what they are trying to achieve, and by 

when they are to be achieved. 

This respondent’s agreement with Specific 

Matter for Comment 4 is noted. 

 

The project staff believes that the specific 

information recommended by this 
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Because of the development of cross - entity program or output delivery (i.e. a 

specific program may be delivered by a number of different entities), ACAG 

suggests that the framework should accommodate development and reporting of 

service performance for programs that involve multiple entities. 

ACAG also believes that service performance reporting should be consistent 

across reporting periods. Where outcomes, objectives, services (or programs and 

outputs) and performance indicators change from period to period there should 

be appropriate explanations of the reasons for the change to assist users in their 

evaluation of performance. 

respondent on the entity’s objectives are 

already included within the components 

discussed in Section 5 of the consultation 

paper. 

 

The project staff believes that the reporting 

of service performance information that 

involves multiple entities is discussed above 

within the staff comments provided for 

Specific Matter for Comment 3. 

 

Paragraph 3.22 of CF-ED 1 states that 

“Consistency refers to the use of the same 

accounting policies and procedures, either 

from period to period within an entity or in a 

single period across more than one entity.  

Comparability is the goal, and consistency 

helps in achieving that goal.”   Therefore, the 

project staff believes that the conceptual 

framework already acknowledges that 

consistency is necessary in order to achieve 

comparability.  However, the project staff 

recommends that a sentence be added to 

the applicability to service performance 

reporting section of comparability in 

Table B.  The project staff recommends 

the following sentence, “Because 

consistency helps in achieving 

comparability, If service performance 

indicators are modified or replaced or the 

manner of presentation is changed, it is 

important to communicate to users that a 

change has taken place and the reasons 

for that change.” 
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009 C As mentioned in response to Preliminary View 3, HoTARAC questions the 

usefulness of separately articulating these dimensions in addition to the 

components of service performance information in section 5 of the Consultation 

Paper, particularly as there is significant overlap between them.  HoTARAC 

considers that the separate articulation of “components” and “dimensions” would 

over-complicate the proposed framework.  HoTARAC therefore strongly 

recommends that the “dimensions” and “components” be merged, and the 

overlap thereby eliminated. 

Aside from that fundamental concern, HoTARAC recommends – 

 that the linkages between dimensions (b), (c) and (d) be clearer, 

particularly as paragraph 4.13 points out that reporting of indicators on 

their own is not useful but, in conjunction with the projected/ targeted 

results, such indicators are useful; 

 that service performance reporting at an entity level also include reporting 

of performance against associated whole-of-Government objectives and 

outcomes, not just objectives and outcomes of the entity itself; 

 that the need for comprehensive and balanced performance information 

be emphasised, including consistency in the nature of indicators reported 

from year to year (unless there are legitimate reasons to vary the 

indicators, and those reasons are explained to users); and 

 in relation to “dimension” (b), “service recipient perception or experience 

information” should only be non-mandatory subordinate information, 

consistent with some of the points in paragraph 4.12.  Further, the nature 

of some public sector entities’ activities (e.g. as with tax collection entities 

or audit entities) is such that positive service recipient experience 

information is unlikely to be received, regardless of the entity’s level of 

service. 

See paragraph 7 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 3. 

 

The project staff does not agree that further 

discussion is needed to explain the linkages 

between dimension (b) with dimensions (c) 

and (d).  The project staff believes that not 

only is the linkage between these 

dimensions implicit in the title of the 

dimensions, but the accompanying narrative 

paragraphs on each dimension appropriately 

discuss why comparisons are important to a 

users assessment of a public sector entity’s 

service performance. 

 

See project staff comments provided for 

Specific Matter for Comment 3. 

 

See paragraph 4 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 8.   

  

See paragraph 6 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 3. 

010 A 21. We agree with the dimensions of services performance information 

presented in the CP. 

22. We suggest that projected (or targeted) results mentioned in (c) should be 

presented at the time of making the projections. By requiring this, it will 

prevent the preparers from changing their projections arbitrarily.  

This respondent’s agreement with Specific 

Matter for Comment 4 is noted. 

 

The project staff believes that targets are 

normally established at the same time as 

objectives.  Further, the project staff believes 
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that including the date when targets were 

established may provided useful information 

to users, but would add another level of 

complexity to the service performance report 

and perhaps confuse users. 

011 B NAO Malta agrees with the above dimensions of service performance 

information.  However, it also opines that the following dimensions be added: 

 Comparison of objectives against established benchmarks. 

 Comparison of actual performance with similar programmes 

elsewhere. 

 Consideration of actual performance to projected (or targeted results) 

achieved by individual employees of the public sector entity, as 

compared to that attained by the entire entity. 

 Information that describes the wider environment an organisation is 

working in, including factors that may affect the outcomes which the 

organisation is aiming to achieve, and factors which may affect how 

well the organization can operate. 

An overall assessment of service performance information is to be carried out 

using all dimensions. 

In addition to the measurement of input, output, outcome, efficiency and 

effectiveness indicators referred to in the second dimension identified by the 

Consultation Paper, one might also consider grouping performance measures 

under the four headings of the Balanced Scorecard – business processes 

perspective, financial perspective, learning perspective, customer perspective.  

Performance measures can also be used to measure timeliness, quality and cost 

dimensions in a systematic fashion.  Different groups may be used depending on 

what factors are important for the success of an organisation.  Measures must 

capture all important areas of activity, and major dimensions – quantity and 

quality – of performance. 

This respondent’s agreement with Specific 

Matter for Comment 4 noted. 

 

The project staff recognizes that there may 

be some benefit in providing comparisons of 

objectives against established benchmarks 

(what is considered to be best practices or a 

group of entities that have been recognized 

for their delivery of services).  However, the 

project staff believes that “benchmarks” 

denote different meaning in various 

jurisdictions.  Further, the project staff 

believes that because the objectives 

established for services will not be the same 

across all jurisdictions providing the same 

services, comparisons against benchmarks 

would be difficult. 

 

Table B of the consultation paper, which 

represents the applicability of the qualitative 

characteristics to service performance 

reporting specifically includes reference to 

comparisons with other public sector entities 

as one type of comparison that could be 

reported to assist users in assessing service 

performance.  The IPSASB chose to focus 

on comparisons of actual performance to 

targets and performance over time in the 

consultation paper as the types of 
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comparisons to be reported because the 

research showed these to be the most 

common.  However, this does not preclude 

other types of comparisons, such as 

comparisons against other jurisdictions or 

benchmarks from being reported.  As a 

result, the project staff does not recommend 

expanding the discussion of types of 

comparisons. 

 

The project staff believes that including 

comparisons of actual performance to 

projected (or targeted results) achieved by 

individual employees of the public sector 

entity would not be practical.  Further, the 

project staff believes that services are 

delivered by numerous employees operating 

in cooperation with one another and 

therefore, isolating individual performance 

would be difficult, if not impossible. 

 

Dimension (c) includes information on the 

factors that influence results as set forth in 

paragraphs 4.14 and 4.15 of the consultation 

paper.  The project staff believes that no 

additional discussion is necessary. 

 

The project staff believes that because this 

framework represents a principles-based 

approach to the reporting of service 

performance information, there is nothing to 

preclude a public sector entity from grouping 

service performance information using the 

four headings of the Balanced Scorecard. 
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012 A We agree with the four dimensions of service performance indicated above and 

suggest a post-implementation review is completed once PSEs have 

accumulated experience of reporting. 

This respondent’s agreement with Specific 

Matter for Comment 4 is noted. 

013 A CIPFA agrees with the proposed dimensions, although we consider that these will 

need a degree of fine tuning and refinement when developing an Exposure Draft. 

For example, the ‘what’ dimension might be considered to include information on 

both ‘what’ has been provided and with ‘what’ consequences, and ‘how’ efficient 

and effective the provision was, and ‘how’ it was perceived.  

The project staff has made a 

recommendation in a previous staff comment 

to delete the parenthetical titles of these 

dimensions.  If the IPSASB agrees with this 

recommendation, the why, what, how, and 

when would be removed. 

014 B Based on the understanding that the above list of dimensions is not meant to be 

exhaustive, the Task Force has the following comments:  

(a) Dimension (a) calls for reporting in the GPFRs on the need or demand of 

objectives to be achieved by a public sector entity.  As stated in paragraph 4.8 of 

the CP, linking resources committed to providing public services to needs of 

service recipients helps users of the GPFRs understand “whether the level of 

services provided is appropriate to meet the demand for that particular service”.  

The Task Force is of the view that usefulness of including this linkage in the 

GPFRs may be overestimated in the context of the UN system.  UN system 

organizations provide similar services in different countries in varying conditions.  

For example, resources required to achieve “cease-fire” status will vary greatly 

from country to country depending on intensity of military conflict, need to 

establish and maintain buffer zones or border demarcations, number of 

peacekeeping troops being deployed, need for aerial surveillance, landscape and 

number of security check-points and so on.  Need for resources may also 

increase or decrease from one period to another depending on political 

developments and operational realities in the country whereas demand for 

service may remain unchanged.  In these circumstances, establishing a linkage 

between level of resources and needs of service recipients (rather than using a 

tried and tested linkage between resources and results) as one of the central 

dimensions of service performance information to be included in the GPFRs is 

likely to complicate users’ analysis rather than assist.  The Task Force agrees 

with the proposed reporting of information on the public sector entity’s objectives 

but recommends that reporting on the need or demand for objectives to be 

achieved be made optional. 

 

 

(a) See paragraph 2 and 3 of the project staff 

comments provided for Respondent 4. 
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The UNHCR considers the link between needs and resource requirements to be 

important to the Agency and the recipients of their service who are mainly 

individuals.  

The UNESCO notes that public sector entities which choose to report their 

objectives may be liable to define the need for these objectives. The link between 

resource and need is generally reviewed at an organizational level.   

 (b) Discussion of the CP on proposed dimension (b) refers to possibly including 

“service recipient perceptions of or experiences with the quality of services” in the 

output and outcome indicators (paragraph 4.11).  This information is deemed to 

be important to hold an entity accountable for improving quality of the services.  

This element of dimension (b) may be less logical for UN system organizations 

than for governments.  For example, if a UN system organization distributes food 

to malnourished children in a military conflict zone (where no alternatives or 

benchmarks exist); polling results from local population on their satisfaction with 

food distributing service is unlikely to serve as effective tool in assessing 

organization’s overall performance from point of view of cost-benefit.  UN system 

organizations use elaborate internally developed performance measurement and 

evaluation systems, which can be applied to monitoring and evaluation of a single 

project, programme containing several projects, thematic evaluation and 

programme evaluation.  Some organizations provide technical assistance through 

a cohesive national programme framework, specifically designed for individual 

beneficiaries, and actively involve target groups, funding agencies, executing 

agencies and beneficiary governments in the performance management process, 

including but not limited to quality monitoring.  The Task Force, therefore, has no 

objections against proposed reporting on input, output, outcome, efficiency, and 

effectiveness indicators but believes that reporting service recipient perception or 

experience information should be optional. 

 (c) The Task Force concurs with the position proposed by dimension (c) that 

“external and internal factors other than the service delivery itself may influence 

service performance” and hence such factors should be reported (paragraph 4.14 

of the CP).  UN system organizations report on external factors in their workplan / 

budget performance documents.  However, factors that influence results cannot 

be expected to be directly linked to the delivery of services or isolated in relation 

to a specific service as further discussed in paragraph 4.15 of the CP. 

 (d) The Task Force supports the thrust towards reporting time-oriented 

 

 

 

 

 

(b) See paragraph 6 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 3. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(c) The project staff agrees with this 

respondent that paragraph 4.15 of the 

consultation paper appropriately qualifies the 

difficulty in linking factors that influence 

results with the delivery of services. 
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information as proposed in dimension (d) and believes that public sector entities 

should be encouraged to report such information.  At the same time, there should 

be an option not to provide time-oriented information for those planned/targeted 

results which can not be accompanied by measurable and/or reliable estimated 

and actual results, which are representative of the progress achieved.  Existing 

practices in UN system organizations on reporting time-oriented information 

(including RBB) encourage provision of a baseline and planned/targeted results 

on quantifiable performance indicators.     

(d) Paragraph 5.13 of the consultation paper 

states that, “Relevant indicators MAY include 

time-oriented indicators.”  Therefore, the 

project staff believes that it is up to the 

discretion of the reporting entity as to 

whether or not they include these types of 

comparisons in their reporting of service 

performance. 

015 A 4.  Para 4.18 

Yes I agree with these dimensions of service performance . 

I would consider inclusion of other dimensions for instance information on 

the status of the economy as this will influence funding of the services, 

resource allocation and utilization, hence service performance. 

This respondent’s agreement with Specific 

Matter for Comment 4 is noted. 

 

The project staff believes that the status of 

the economy is more appropriately 

considered a factor that may influence 

results; therefore it would be included in the 

narrative discussion of the achievement of 

objectives. 

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

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

The segment “including the need or demand for these objectives to be 

achieved” of the wording should be removed. 

In many cases, the decisions are political or budgetary. It is not the purpose 

of service performance reports to establish why public sector entities have 

chosen these objectives. 

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

service recipient perception or experience information (the “what” 

dimension);  

The segment “including service recipient perception or experience 

information” of the wording should be removed. 

This introduces considerable subjectivity and, therefore, other people may 

have a very different view. 

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

including information on the factors that influence results (the “how” 

(a) See paragraph 2 and 3 of the project 

staff comments provided for Respondent 

4. 

 

 

 

 

(b) See paragraph 6 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 6. 

 

 

 

 

(c) See paragraph 4 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 1. 
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dimension); and  

The segment “including information on the factors that influence results” of 

the wording should be removed. 

It will be difficult in some situations to identify the factors that had an impact 

on actual results. 

(d) : Time-oriented information, including comparisons of actual results over time 

and to milestones (the “when” dimension). 

We agree with this wording. 

 

 

 

 

(d) This respondent’s agreement with the 

time oriented information dimension is 

noted. 

017 A The Province agrees that IPSASB’s four dimensions of service performance are 

helpful to meet the needs of users but they should not be viewed as necessary. 

This respondent’s agreement with Specific 

Matter for Comment 4 is noted. 

018 C We do not agree that IPSAS is the appropriate body of guidance for defining 

service performance reporting parameters.   

The purpose of performance reporting is to analyze and communicate relevant, 

meaningful, measurable metrics that correlate to the operational and strategic 

objectives of the organization.  Relevant performance reporting is unique to each 

entity and is contingent on the social, environmental, and economic short and 

long term goals of the organization.  An entity seeking guidance on performance 

reporting would look to the existing and developing best practice guidance that is 

available.  A general, conceptual discussion of service performance analysis 

within an authoritative body of accounting guidance is of no value to the 

preparers of performance reports.     

If IPSAB’s objective is to provide guidance on performance reporting within an 

entity’s annual report to encourage consistency across jurisdictions, it should do 

so in an entirely separate body of guidance from the GAAP standards in IPSAS. 

The project staff believes that the scope of 

GPFRs should be more appropriately 

discussed as part of the conceptual 

framework project.    

019 B We agree that the four dimensions proposed could represent one set of 

possibilities, but also recommend inclusion of a fifth – the “what next?” dimension; 

future needs are indeed addressed in the document. 

This dimension would require presentation of information focusing on future plans 

(not necessarily time-specific) and could be referenced by users of future GPFRs 

to assess whether performance targets and expectations have been met. 

We do recognise that this dimension does not necessarily need to be separate 

from the four set out above – indeed the “what next” dimension could be 

The project staff has made a 

recommendation in a previous staff comment 

to delete the parenthetical titles of these 

dimensions.  If the IPSASB agrees with this 

recommendation the “why,” “what,” “how,” 

and “when” would be removed.  As a result, 

the project staff believes it would not be 

appropriate to add a “what next.”  Further, 

the project staff believes that because “what 
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incorporated into each of the four proposed dimensions. We do believe though 

that some form of forward-looking information would be useful for users of 

GPFRs. 

next” information is forward-looking in 

nature, it would be more appropriate for the 

IPSASB to consider this as part of their 

project on the Reporting on the Long-Term 

Sustainability of Public Finances.   The 

project staff also believes that some of this 

information may be included in the narrative 

discussion of the achievement of objectives, 

when appropriate. 

020 B For the four dimensions noted above: 

Dimension (a): We agree that, in order to put the service performance report in 

context, information on the government entity’s objectives is necessary along with 

the public purpose served and its connection to the overall objectives and 

priorities of the government. In our opinion, linking these objectives to specific 

service recipients’ needs is may be subjective and/or the objectives will be met 

through various groups of programs for which recipients have varying needs. 

However, where a service performance report is produced for a particular 

program, the specific needs of the recipients could be included provided they are 

measurable. 

Dimension (b): In our opinion, measures of inputs, outputs, outcomes, efficiency 

and effectiveness are necessary to provide information to help users assess 

whether the entity is achieving its objectives in a cost effective manner. All of 

these indicators should be included in a service performance report provided they 

are measurable. We believe that including service recipient perception or 

experience information is appropriate only when this type of information is 

quantifiable and possesses the qualitative characteristics of verifiability, faithful 

representation and comparability.  

Further, we suggest that the discussion of the qualitative characteristics of the 

service performance information be included at the beginning of future discussion 

documents since it is necessary to establish whether these characteristics are 

met when determining the content of the report and the indicators to be used. 

Dimension (c): We agree that comparisons of actual performance to projected (or 

targeted) results are an essential part of the report, including information on the 

factors that influence results. A narrative discussion of the performance and the 

(a) See paragraphs 2 and 3 of the project 

staff comments provided for Respondent 

4. 

 

(b) See paragraph 6 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 3. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The project staff believes that positioning the 

discussion of the qualitative characteristics 

ahead of the dimensions and components of 

service performance information would not 

be appropriate because a public sector entity 

needs to know what they are reporting 

before they can determine if they meet the 

qualitative characteristics.  Further, the 



 IPSASB Meeting (September 2012) 
 

 
Agenda Item 7.1 
Page 145 of 171 

 

R# 
CATE-
GORY COMMENTS ON SMC 4 PROJECT STAFF COMMENT 

influencing factors is required to improve understandability of the report and 

provide a comprehensive picture of the entity’s performance with respect to its 

stated objectives. 

Dimension (d): We agree that time-oriented information is valuable to the user in 

assessing the entity’s ability to achieve its longer term objectives, although we 

suggest that a narrative discussion should be included to explain any differences 

in expected results as a consequence of timing differences that are internal or 

external to the entity’s control. 

Except as noted above, we agree that the four dimensions proposed are 

appropriate, although more emphasis on the narrative discussion of performance 

reporting would be desirable to improve understandability and comparability of 

the information from the user’s perspective. 

project staff believes that the primary focus 

of the framework is the components of 

information needed for users to make an 

assessment of service performance and not 

the qualitative characteristics that this 

information needs to possess. 

 

The consultation paper already discusses 

the need to include a narrative discussion of 

the achievement of objectives in paragraphs 

5.19 through 5.23. 

021 A We do agree with the proposed four (4) dimensions of service performance 

information, the identified dimensions are essential to meet the needs of users. 

This respondent’s agreement with Specific 

Matter for Comment 4 is noted. 

022 A We agree in principle that these four dimensions of service performance 

information can provide good information for users of service performance 

reporting. The difficulty may arise where there is subjective performance 

information that is hard to quantify and that with such a high degree of diversity in 

government programs and users interested in the information that only the 

government can decide what is appropriate for the particular circumstance. As a 

result we do not support IPSASB expanding its authoritative guidance beyond the 

general purpose financial statements prepared for the general public. 

This respondent’s agreement with Specific 

Matter for Comment 4 is noted. 

 

The project staff believes that the scope of 

GPFRs should be more appropriately 

discussed as part of the conceptual 

framework project.    

023 C It is the Province’s opinion that the reporting requirements of service performance 

information may be validated outside the framework for accounting standards; 

therefore a framework is not required.  As such, we offer the following concerns, 

relating to the issues at hand, for consideration.  It is more common to compare 

achievement against projected or targeted results; it would appear to be 

uncommon for entities to report information (required versus achieved) on needs 

of service recipients.  While there may be some perceived benefit of linking the 

level of resources being committed as being appropriate to recipient’s needs; 

there are concerns that such information on need or demand may not be 

available or reliable.  In terms of external and internal factors that affect service 

delivery, it is agreed that such measures are relevant and would aid in the 

understanding of actual results and explaining variance between actual and 

The project staff believes that the scope of 

GAAP should be more appropriately 

discussed as part of the conceptual 

framework project. 

 

See paragraphs 2 and 3 of the project staff 

comments provided for Respondent 4. 

 

See paragraph 4 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 1. 
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targeted results; however, there is concern that it could be challenging to 

establish correlations between the factors and their effect on service 

performance.  A consequence of this is the potential for users to may make 

incorrect conclusions.  To minimize this undesirable consequence, objective and 

verifiable information should be used where possible and where subjective 

information is included, this fact should be clearly disclosed.           

 

024 A We consider guidance on the dimensions of service performance should primarily 

focus on the needs of users. Therefore, the guidance needs to allow for flexibility 

in determining the appropriate indicator(s) for service performance. This 

approach recognises the wide differences in the types of activity carried out by an 

entity in the pursuit of its objectives, and the wide range of performance indicators 

that can be used to measure the entity’s service performance.  For example, 

service performance in certain areas of entity activity may be adequately 

measured by a single performance indicator. 

This respondent’s agreement with Specific 

Matter for Comment 4 is noted. 

 

The project staff believes that the 

consultation paper appropriately discusses 

the fact that the dimensions are the types of 

service performance information that were 

identified in the research as being necessary 

to meet the needs of users.  The project staff 

also believes that the consultation paper 

does allow for flexibility in the public sector 

entity’s selection of performance indicators. 

025 B The “Why” Dimension - We agree that it is necessary to identify what an entity’s 

objectives are and how that entity proposes to achieve these objectives.  

However, we also consider that it may not always be possible to identify what the 

demand for certain circumstances will be (e.g. response to a natural disaster) 

therefore it may be useful to provide a scenario analysis of how certain needs will 

be fulfilled. 

The “What” Dimension – We are of the opinion that regarding this dimension, it 

may not always be appropriate to report service recipient perception or 

experience information (e.g. inmates in a prison may not give an unbiased 

opinion).  However we do agree that input, output, efficiency and effectiveness 

indicators are necessary to report the “what” dimension. 

The “How” and “When” Dimensions – we consider that these dimensions are 

confused and the “how” dimension should be “how well” and the “when” 

dimension should be an overarching dimension requiring a comparison against 

time for each of the preceding dimensions. 

That said we do agree that the “how [well]” dimension should be a comparison of 

See paragraphs 2 and 3 of the project staff 

comments provided for Respondent 4. 

 

See paragraph 3 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 3. 

 

The project staff has made a 

recommendation in a previous staff comment 

to delete the parenthetical titles of these 

dimensions.  If the IPSASB agrees with this 

recommendation the “why,” “what,” “how,” 

and “when” would be removed.   
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actual performance to projected or targeted results.  

026 D We support the IPSASB developing standardized service performance 

information terminology for preparers and also agree with these proposed 

dimensions but we want to highlight the importance of reliability of the information 

presented to users. Firstly, we believe that in order for these measures to be 

reliable for users, an independent audit should be conducted on such disclosures. 

However, the audit of the efficiency and effectiveness of an entity’s performance 

is quite different to auditing the validity and completeness of reported 

performance information, as the former would require a performance audit. Such 

a performance audit could potentially result in significantly higher audit fees for 

preparers where this were to occur on an annual basis. More importantly, we are 

concerned with the amount of judgement and subjectivity of the reporting of 

service performance information, for example information on efficiency and 

effectiveness of the entity. Therefore we believe that it is crucial for the Board to 

emphasize on the reliability of the information when presenting such information 

to users.  

In addition, we noted that the IPSASB does not address the issue of processes 

that the public sector entity undertakes in order to accomplish its objectives, 

namely to provide outputs (services) and to achieve certain outcomes. Public 

management literature often refers to processes as one of the key elements with 

respect to service performance information. Therefore we suggest that the Board 

clarifies whether process information a) would be part of the service performance 

dimensions, and b) whether they are covered by the existing dimensions, 

specifically in the “how” dimension. We also note that processes contain a time 

dimension (e. g. how long it takes for an entity to handle a request by a citizen). 

In relation to the drafting of the dimensions, we propose specific drafting 

amendments that may provide further clarifications for preparers: 

We suggest the following changes to the definitions of Efficiency indicators and 

Effectiveness indicators: 

 Efficiency indicators are measures of the extent of inputs required to 

deliver outputs the relationship between inputs and outputs. 

 Effectiveness indicators are measures of progress towards achievement 

of outcomes through the entity’s outputs of the relationship between 

outputs and outcomes. 

These issues are included in the project staff 

comments provided for Preliminary View 2.  

The project staff does not believe that they 

relate to the dimensions of service 

performance identified in the consultation 

paper.  Further, immediate, intermediate, 

and ultimate outcomes are discusses in that 

section and a staff recommendation is made 

to include immediate and intermediate 

indicators in the next due process document. 
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We believe the suggested editorial changes to the definitions of efficiency and 

effectiveness indicators would provide clarification on the ‘relationship between 

inputs/outputs and outputs/outcomes’.  

Furthermore, as indicated in para 4.18, there may be lags between provision of 

services and achievement of outcomes. We suggest that entities discuss as part 

of their service performance reporting, the projected timing of outcomes and 

forecast milestones that indicate progress towards achieving outcomes. 

027 C We consider that there is an excessive focus on the “client” or service recipient at 

expenses of the other users, namely citizens and tax-payers. As a result, all 

relevant dimensions are not identified.  

See paragraph 6 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 3. 

028 B We agree with the criteria set out in the consultation. However, there is scope for 

fine tuning some of the dimensions. 

In relation to information on public sector objectives it would also be useful for a 

public entity to report on service priorities. This may go some way to help explain 

to the public the need or demand for achieving the objectives. 

The different dimensions of performance outlined are well understood in the 

public sector and we have little more to add.  We welcome the dimensions that 

capture and report on service user experience and there are many good 

examples of organisations reporting on service user experience and satisfaction 

across the sector. However, whilst input and output measures are in most cases 

easy to identify, measure and report, outcome indicators can be notoriously 

difficult to design and report on impact. This is primarily because they often deal 

with complex issues such as health and well-being and social policy.  Because of 

this we think that it is important for the IPSASB guidance to include and/or cross 

reference to examples of best practice and guidance for setting and developing 

such measures.  

We agree that the information should be time orientated so that results can be 

measured over time. In accordance with best practice, performance information 

included in reports should be specific, measurable, agreed, realistic and time-

bound (SMART).  

The project staff believes that prioritizing the 

objectives of a public sector entity would not 

be practical, because different preparers and 

users of this information may have different 

priorities.  Further, the project staff believes 

that if the priorities reported are not in 

alignment with actual needs or demands, 

this may confuse users. 

The potential inclusion of examples is 

already analyzed in the project staff 

comments for Preliminary View 2.  Further, 

the consultation paper scope did not include 

the identification of individual specific 

indicators of performance. 

029 B We have concerns with the overlap between the four dimensions of service 

performance information that are necessary to meet the needs of users and the 

components of service performance information.  We would like to see this 

See paragraph 7 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 3. 
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overlap removed by their merger resulting in one set of clear principles.   

We consider it important that the IPSASB not over engineer the service 

performance framework to require reporting that makes opaque accountability 

and transparency.  That said, we consider the required reporting generally 

reasonable and we believe it assists the preparer as to the level of granularity 

required. 

030 A Yes, I agree with these dimensions and I think that should not added or deleted 

others indicators of service performance information. I observe that is very 

important the public sector has clearly in your actual performance in the results. 

I suggest that IFAC-IPSASB contact some regulators of public sector for to know 

what´s the impact and problems of implementation of indicators.  

The effectiveness of indicator and your dimension are real when is possible 

observed clearly of information in relation results of efficiency services realized 

for the public sector. 

This respondent’s agreement with Specific 

Matter for Comment 4 is noted. 

 

031 C The Council emphasizes that the objective of performance is not only to meet the 

“needs” of potential users but also the “expectations” of citizens. It is therefore 

inappropriate to analyse performance exclusively from the point of view of the user 

of the service. The views of the citizens and the tax payers should both be taken 

into account, with their own specific dimensions. 

However, it would appear necessary to introduce the notion of risk: To what extent 

does the authority take risks? Of what kind? 

The project staff believes that the definition 

of users should be more appropriately 

considered as part of the conceptual 

framework project.  Further, the project staff 

believes that the consultation paper includes 

these types of users as “resource providers.”  

Paragraph 4.2 of the consultation paper was 

meant to provide some examples but not an 

exhaustive list. 

032 C As noted in its comments on Preliminary View 3, the AASB considers it is unclear 

how the four dimensions identified in Section 4 of the CP relate to the 

components of service performance information in Section 5 of the CP.  There 

appears to be a significant overlap in the information required in Sections 4 and 

5.  The AASB recommends that the IPSASB consider combining Sections 4 and 

5 and providing one set of principles that could be applied in determining the 

service performance information that should be reported in general purpose 

financial reports to meet the common information needs of users. 

The AASB generally agrees with the first two dimensions in paragraph 4.5 of the 

CP (i.e. the “why” and “what” dimensions).  However, in relation to the “how” and 

See paragraph 7 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 3. 

 

The project staff recognizes that the term 

“milestones” may be a bit confusing, 

especially given that it is only referenced in 

this section discussing the dimensions and 

with regard to the time-oriented information 

dimension.  The project staff believes that 

the references to “milestones” could be 
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“when” dimensions, which require a comparison of actual performance to 

projected (or targeted) results and the time-oriented information, including 

comparisons of actual results over time and to milestones respectively, the AASB 

considers it unclear how these dimensions are achieved by providing the above-

mentioned information.  The “how” dimension also refers to ‘projected (or 

targeted) results’ and the “when” dimension refers to ‘milestones’.  The AASB 

considers it unclear how the wording used to describe these two dimensions is 

meant to differ from each other. 

The CP does not define the service performance information that belongs within 

the scope of general purpose financial reporting.  Paragraph 4.3 of the CP 

reiterates the proposal in the IPSASB Conceptual Framework Exposure Draft 1 

Conceptual Framework for General Purpose Financial Reporting by Public Sector 

Entities: Role, Authority and Scope; Objectives and Users; Qualitative 

Characteristics; and Reporting Entity (CF−ED 1) that the scope of general 

purpose financial reporting should evolve in response to users’ information 

needs.  Consistent with its comments in its submission to the IPSASB on CF−ED 

1, the AASB considers this basis to be too broad for determining the scope of 

service performance information that belongs within general purpose financial 

reporting. 

The AASB acknowledges the challenges in establishing these boundaries.  In its 

project on Service Performance Reporting, the AASB has established some 

parameters identified in the Conceptual Framework to aid in its future work on 

this topic within the context of general purpose financial reporting.  In relation to 

performance information, which includes service performance information, the 

parameters are: 

(i) the target of analysis (i.e. the entity); and  

(ii) the objective of reporting (i.e. to provide information that meets the 

common information needs of users for making decisions about an entity 

that involve the allocation of scarce resources). 

A parameter for particularly constraining information about service performance 

within general purpose financial reporting is ‘the information about the entity’s 

performance in providing goods and services’ that relates to an entity’s 

performance against its specified objectives. 

deleted without changing the meaning or 

purpose of this dimension.  As a result, the 

project staff recommends deleting all 

references to milestones in the 

discussion of time-oriented information. 

 

 

Chapter 4 of the consultation paper identifies 

the service performance information 

necessary to meet user needs (the 

dimensions).  Chapter 5 of the consultation 

paper establishes the components of service 

performance information that should be 

included in GPFRs, taking these user needs 

into consideration.  The four components of 

service performance information identified in 

paragraph 5.2 of the consultation paper 

represent the scope of service performance 

information proposed to be included in 

GPFRs.  

 

The project staff agrees with this respondent 

that the consultation paper does not 

specifically state what service performance 

information should be included within 

GPFRs.  As a result, the project staff 

recommends changing the heading 

immediately preceding paragraph 5.1 to 

“Components To Be Reported.”  The 

project staff also recommends amending 

the last sentence in paragraph 5.2 to, 

“The similar service performance 

information components identified within 

these frameworks and therefore should 

be reported in GPFRs include:” 
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The project staff believes that issues related 

to the conceptual framework would be more 

appropriately discussed by the IPSASB as 

part of that project. 

 

033 A The GASB staff agrees that the four dimensions of service performance 

information are necessary to meet user needs.  The GASB staff believes that the 

four dimensions are likely to present the pertinent information necessary to meet 

the needs of users of service performance information as outlined in CF-ED 1. 

This respondent’s agreement with Specific 

Matter for Comment 4 is noted. 
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SMC 5 – (following paragraph 7.9):  

Should service performance information be reported (a) as part of the GPFR that is currently issued (for example, an annual f inancial report) but 

not part of the GPFSs, (b) in a separately issued GPFR, or (c) in both a separately issued GPFR and as part of the currently issued GPFR?   

 

STAFF ASSESSMENT OF RESPONSES RECEIVED: These are staff views and do not necessarily reflect the views of IPSASB members 

(A) PART OF THE GPFR THAT IS CURRENTLY ISSUED BUT NOT PART OF GPFSs 14 

(B) IN A SEPARATELY ISSUED GPFR 3 

(C) IN BOTH A SEPARATELY ISSUED GPFR AND AS PART OF THE CURRENTLY ISSUED GPFR 4 

(D) WHERE SERVICE PERFORMANCE INFORMATION IS REPORTED SHOULD NOT BE PRESCRIBED BY IPSASB  11 

(E) NO CLEAR VIEW EXPRESSED 3 

SUB-TOTAL OF THOSE PROVIDING COMMENTS 35 

(F) DID NOT COMMENT 0 

TOTAL                                                                                                        **2 RESPONDENTS PROVIDED TWO ANSWERS** 35 

 

R# 
CATE-
GORY COMMENTS ON SMC 5 PROJECT STAFF COMMENT 

001 D The SRS-CSPCP believes that this question is irrelevant. It should be left to the 

reporting unit. Certainly the performance reporting should not be part of the 

GPFSs. Conceivable would be e.g. a separate report, whereby the most 

important information would be taken up in the currently issued GPFR. 

The project staff agrees that the IPSASB 

should not prescribe where service 

performance information is reported. 

However, the project staff believes that all 

service performance information required by 

this framework should be reported together 

in either the currently issued GPFR or a 

separately issued GPFR.  The project staff 

recognizes that reporting service 

performance information in a separately 

issued GPFR may encourage more public 

sector entities to issue service performance 

reports including this information and may 

make this information more accessible and 

understandable to users.  The project staff 

also recognizes that some or all of the 

service performance information being 

reported may represent different time 

periods than the financial information 

currently reported in the GPFS.  However, 
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the project staff also recognizes that in some 

instances service performance information 

could be presented in the currently issued 

GPFR which may allow users to more readily 

access and analyze financial information and 

service performance information in one 

report with which they may already be 

familiar, and therefore assist in their 

decision-making.  As a result, the project 

staff recommends that the IPSASB not 

prescribe where a public sector entity 

reports service performance information 

but rather provide that all service 

performance information could be 

reported in either the currently issued 

GPFR or in a separately issued GPFR.   

002 B In response to Comment 5 (Should service performance information be reported 

(a) as part of the GPFR that is currently issued (for example, an annual financial 

report) but not part of the GPFSs, (b) in a separately issued GPFR, or (c) in both 

a separately issued GPFR and as part of the currently issued GPFR?), we would 

prefer "b" to spread out the workload for preparers and avoid delaying the GPFS.  

However, we could accept "a". 

This respondent’s agreement with either 

option A or B is noted. 

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 1. 

003 D The NZASB does not wish to express a preference for any of the three options in 

this Specific Matter for Comment. We are of the view that an entity produces a 

single general purpose financial report, but that this general purpose financial 

report may consist of a number of components. In the context of where service 

performance information is disclosed, we would prefer that the options refer to 

separate components of a [single] general purpose financial report rather than 

separate general purpose financial reports. 

The NZASB does not consider that it is appropriate for IPSASB guidance to 

mandate where service performance information should be reported.  Rather, it is 

preferable for the IPSASB to draft authoritative guidance on the principles of 

service performance information and the application of those principles.  

Jurisdictions may already have specific requirements on where general purpose 

service performance information must be presented.  This may be impacted by 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

   

The project staff believes that there may be 

multiple GPFRs as part of general purpose 

financial reporting.  The project staff believes 

that it is best to consider a separately issued 

report on service performance information as 

it own individual GPFR, separate from the 

currently issued GPFR that includes the 

GPFSs. 
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the jurisdiction’s legislation or guidance on the auditing of such information.  For 

example, in New Zealand service performance information is generally situated 

within a general purpose financial report.   

Although the NZASB has not expressed a preference for the location of service 

performance information, we consider that, irrespective of where service 

performance information is situated, it must be linked to the pertinent parts of the 

general purpose financial statements and together the two components should be 

seen as part of the same reporting package.  For example, if service performance 

information is contained within different areas of the financial report and the 

financial statements, then it should be clearly cross referenced so as to enhance 

readability and understandability for the user.  An analogy might be to the display 

of financial information in a CEO’s report at the beginning of a financial report 

being cross referenced to the financial statements.   

004 A We believe that including the service performance information as part of the 

traditional general purpose financial report would be most appropriate.  It would 

allow for a better linking of financial and non-financial information which in turn 

would allow the users of the report to more readily identify the relationship 

between traditional financial information and service performance information and 

help them answer questions relating to the efficiency with which resources were 

used and understand the level of service given resources available. 

We disagree with IPSASB’s staff comments that reporting service performance 

information as part of the traditional GPFR may confuse users of the traditional 

annual financial report because of the inclusion of non-financial information with 

the financial information already being reported (subparagraph 7.5).  If the report 

is structured properly and the purpose of the non-financial information is stated 

clearly this combined financial and non-financial information could enhance the 

usefulness of the report.  Any user looking strictly for financial information could 

omit the non-financial information contained in the report. 

We recognize that there are challenges involved in presenting the service 

performance information as part of the traditional general purpose financial report 

as such may not always be practical due to lack of availability of financial or non-

financial information at the reporting date and if such reports cover different time 

periods.  However, from users’ perspective presenting the service performance 

information as part of the traditional general purpose financial report results in a 

more useful accountability and decision-making tool given the reasons provided 

The project staff agrees that including 

service performance information within the 

currently issued GPFR that includes the 

GPFSs would be appropriate.  However, the 

project staff believes that reporting service 

performance information in a separately 

issued GPFR also would be appropriate for 

the reasons stated in the consultation paper. 

 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 1. 
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above. 

005 A We foster a comprehensive approach, i.e. one single set of reporting including 

both a financial and a societal view (alternative (a)). This comprehensive 

reporting should be subject to an financial audit, as well as a performance audit. 

One should also consider a compliance audit (legality audit). 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 4. 

006 A 7. We believe that a tiered approach is more appropriate whereby smaller 

bodies focus on a high level performance overview within a “management 

commentary” rather than a full General Purpose Financial Report (GPFR), or 

annual report.  Larger organisations are more likely to need a separate GPFR 

(based on best practice principles) to meet their accountability requirements 

and provide a more comprehensive review.   

8. We are not convinced that the focus of this consultation paper should be for 

service performance reporting in a separate General Purpose Financial 

Report (GPFR) as opposed to a high level management commentary within 

the financial statements.  Not all public sector organisations have a 

requirement to prepare an annual report.  Many organisations that provide 

financial statements, will not also provide a GPFR.  Focusing on introducing a 

high level overview using a management commentary attached to the 

financial statements would be easier and less costly to implement.   

9. In addition, summary performance reporting beside the accounts has the 

advantage of showing side by side how resources have been spent and how 

effective that has been.  As an example, in the UK private sector, the 

business review is included within a Directors’ Report which is reported in the 

same document as the financial statements.  We would also stress that good 

quality cost information (e.g. comparable unit costs) is important for 

benchmarking to demonstrate efficiency. 

10. National and sector service performance reporting can involve various 

documents/ publications for various stakeholders and different purposes.  

These may include external regulators reports covering different periods.  It 

would be difficult to consolidate all this information into a GPFR without 

resulting in a large and unwieldy report.  This does not promote transparent 

reporting of the key messages.  Our preference is for a hierarchy of 

information which users can drill-down into as required. 

11. We would welcome further clarity on the definition for the GPFR, for example 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 4. 

 

The project staff believes that the issue of a 

“management commentary” would be more 

appropriately discussed as part of the 

Financial Statement Discussion and Analysis 

project.  The project staff believes that if 

IPSASB determines that it is appropriate to 

issue a separate GPFR containing service 

performance information, the component 

requiring a narrative discussion of the 

achievement of objectives would provide 

similar information as an MD&A in a GPFR 

containing GPFSs. 
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is the GPFR essentially a management commentary?  If so, it would be more 

understandable to call it “Management Commentary” for consistency with the 

IASB developments, using similar principles but with recommended content 

adapted to meet the needs of the public sector (in a framework as proposed 

by this consultation paper).  The terms GPFR and GPFS are potentially 

confusing with their similarity and inconsistency with terminology used by the 

IASB.   

29. Option (a) is preferred however a distinction needs to be made between 

smaller and larger organisations.  We do not agree with options (b) and (c) 

due to the additional cost and time to produce as well as the risk of 

duplication. 

We believe that a summary high level performance overview (management 

commentary) is best placed within the financial statements, not a GPFR, as 

explained in paragraph 8. 

007 A During our consultation process, stakeholders indicated that reporting on service 

performance information will be more useful if it accompanies the annual financial 

statements in a single report to give users an overall, holistic view of the entity. 

We therefore support option (a) which suggests that reporting on service 

performance information should form part of the General Purpose Financial 

Report, but not part of the general purpose financial statements.  

From a South African perspective, the preparation of an annual General Purpose 

Financial Report is currently not required, but entities are required to prepare an 

annual report that to some extent, includes information that are currently not seen 

to be within the scope of General Purpose Financial Report.  

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 4. 

008 A ACAG supports option (a) above (i.e. service performance information should be 

reported as part of the GPFR that is currently issued (for example, an annual 

financial report) but not part of the GPFSs) mainly because it would require the 

timely preparation of service performance information at the same time as the 

GPFSs, and allow the assessment of financial and service performance 

information by users concurrently. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 4. 

009 D HoTARAC does not support the inclusion of service performance information in 

GPFSs, due to the impracticalities of auditing such information, and in light of the 

circumstances described in paragraph 1.7. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1.  Further, the consultation 

paper does not include reporting service 

performance information as part of GPFSs 
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Aside from that concern, HoTARAC does not believe it is appropriate for the 

IPSASB to specify the specific location of service performance information that is 

reported within an entity’s GPFRs.  This is a judgement that is best made by an 

individual entity, bearing in mind the scope and nature of the information to be 

reported, linkages with the entity’s GPFSs, and the characteristics and interests 

of the users of the entity’s information.  It may be appropriate for different 

elements of service performance information to be reported in different parts of 

an entity’s GPFRs. 

as an option.  The project staff does not 

believe that it is appropriate to report service 

performance information as part of GPFSs. 

010 D 23. We do not think it is appropriate for IPSASB to propose these options since 

the current practice of service performance reporting has not been much 

evolved yet. 

24. It could be too rule-based to designate where and how entities disclose 

service performance reporting. We would like IPSASB to retain the 

exemplary expression in paragraph 7.3, by saying that “(p)ublic sector 

entities could report,” instead of using the word “should”.  

25. The practice of reporting service performance information is fairly diverse 

across various jurisdictions (paragraph 1.4) and improving the quality of 

service performance information is an evolutionary process (paragraph 1.7). 

In addition, some jurisdictions (like Japan) may consider adopting the 

guidance that will be established by IPSASB in future.  

26. Given those circumstances, if these proposed designations are put into 

effect, it could delay the wide-spread use of service performance reporting 

across various jurisdictions. Therefore, we suggest that the guidance would 

need to describe only the framework of practices that can be followed 

(illustrative examples) by the entities and it should wait until the actual 

practice of service performance reporting will evolve and convergence 

achieved in the practice of reporting.  

27. While some member of the working group at JICPA also commented on the 

pros and cons of options (a) and (b) noted in paragraphs 28 and 29, there 

was one comment against the option (c) that disclosing the same information 

induplicate in different statements could reduce the efficiency of reporting 

and may confuse the users of GPFRs.  

28. Option (a) Pros: it could help users to understand the relationship between 

GPFSs and service performance information, and it could also help users 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

The project staff acknowledges the pros and 

cons of the various reporting options 

presented in the consultation paper. 
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identify the overall picture of services provided by the reporting entities. 

Cons: It may not provide useful information to meet the objectives of 

accountability and decision-making, as it does not present the details of 

individual services provided by the reporting entities. 

29. Option (b) Pros: By disclosing the details of individual services, option (b) 

would contribute to meet the purposes of decision-making and accountability 

for the intended users. 

Cons: Option (b) may not depict appropriately the overall picture of services 

provided by the entities. 

011 A Should service performance information be reported (a) as part of the GPFR that 

is currently issued (for example, an annual financial report) but not part of the 

GPFSs, (b) in a separately issued GPFR, or (c) in both a separately issued GPFR 

and as part of the currently issued GPFR? 

NAO opines that service performance information be reported as part of the 

GPFR that is currently issued (for example, an annual financial report) but not 

part of the GPFSs.  These would better assist users in analysing both financial 

and service performance information since both would be included in one report. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 4. 

012 A The reporting of service performance information is intended to facilitate users’ 

understanding of the relationship between financial and non-financial information.  

In reporting non-financial information there can be a greater degree of subjectivity 

and judgment than is required for financial information. We suggest the distinction 

between financial and non-financial information is retained. We support the 

reporting of service performance information (a) as part of the GPFR that is 

currently issued (for example, an annual financial report) but not part of the 

GPFSs.  

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 4. 

013 A 

and 

C 

In CIPFA’s view it would normally be helpful to include service performance 

information as part of a GFPR which is currently issued.  

However, for entities carrying out a large number of services subject to targeting 

regimes the inclusion of comprehensive service performance information might 

result in information overload. Under such circumstances it might be helpful for 

full information to be provided in a separate GPFR, while overview information 

could be provided in the GFPR which included the GPFSs. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 4. 

 

The project staff does not believe that it is 

appropriate to split the service performance 

information reported between the currently 

issued GPFR that includes the GPFSs and a 

separately issued GPFR in any 
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circumstance.  Rather, the project staff 

believes that it is important to report all of the 

service performance information required by 

this framework in one GPFR.  The project 

staff believes that reporting parts of the 

service performance information in separate 

GPFRs could make it difficult for users to 

know where to access specific service 

performance information and could result in 

duplicating information or not providing 

complete information in either place.  

014 B The Task Force is of the view that public sector entities should be allowed to 

present service performance information in documents other than GPFRs 

(including those currently prepared) as mandated by governing bodies or if by 

doing so they can achieve a clearer, more structured presentation and/or present 

information in a more suitable context (for example, in budgetary reports or 

results-based management reports). There is a general understanding and 

agreement among organization-members of the Task Force that service 

performance information should not be required or expected to be reported in the 

GPFSs beyond the scope of additional information required by IPSAS 1. 

The Task Force is aware that the IPSASB is following the project on auditor 

reporting to enhance the communicative value and relevance of the auditor’s 

report undertaken by the International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board 

(IAASB).  It would greatly enhance quality of the discussion when this CP is 

issued as an Exposure Draft if the latter would include preliminary views of the 

IAASB on the role/responsibility of auditors relating to information contained in 

GPFRs overall, and to service performance information in particular.   

The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) highlights that service 

performance information is often reported for periods other than those covered by 

the GPFRs, mainly due to multi-year nature of programmes and projects. Such 

timing may better meet needs of users and should be taken into account while 

considering time alignment of service performance information with that of the 

GPFRs.  

Although the Task Force remains opposed to the idea of mandatory inclusion of 

service performance information in the GPFRs, the United Nations Industrial 

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 1. 
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Development Organization (UNIDO) and UNESCO would prefer option (b) if a 

choice had to be made between reporting on service performance in a separately 

issued GPFR or in the currently issued GPFR.   

015 C 3. Para 7.9 

Service Performance should be reported in both a separately issued GPFR 

and as part of the currently issued GPFR. 

Inclusion of service performance information in the currently issued 

GPFR gives more information to the reader and enhances understanding 

of the entity’s performance since one can relate the service performance 

with the financial performance, and ease of reading from one report. The 

entity should have good systems that will allow extraction of 

reports/information with sufficient detail to be included in the currently 

issued GPFR and still allow same information included in a separate 

GPFR in more details.   

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 13. 

016 B Option (b) is to be preferred. 

By keeping service performance reports separate from the reports currently 

produced, such as the annual report, the specific objectives of the two 

publications will be more obvious for users. In addition, in a separate publication, 

the content will be easier to refer to than if it were added to an existing document.  

See paragraph 2 of the project staff 

comment provided for Respondent 1. 

017 D The inclusion of service performance legislation should be left to the reporting 

entity.  If practical the reporting on service performance information should be 

included in the annual report that includes the GPFS.  However the issuance of 

GPFS is usually directed by legislation.  The information required for service 

performance reporting may not be available until well after the legislated deadline 

for GPFS.  

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

018 E We do not believe the IPSAB should be prescribing any guidelines for annual or 

service performance reports within the body of IPSAS GAAP guidance. 

The project staff believes that the scope of 

GAAP should be more appropriately 

discussed as part of the conceptual 

framework project.    

019 D If the GPFR includes the GPFS, then the service performance information might 

usefully be reported in the GPFR, which should also be consistent with 

information presented in the GPFS. Our preference is therefore for option (a). A 

further perspective on this is that by reporting service performance information 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 
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within a document that is produced in a disciplined framework, including audit 

scrutiny, there is potentially more of an incentive to ensure that the information is 

accurate. 

The Service Performance information also complements the information 

presented in a GPFS in that the data is historic and covers the same reporting 

period. Inclusion of relevant and complementary information in one publication 

should be of benefit to users of the GPFR / GPFS. This might not always be the 

case, however, particularly if Service Performance Information relates to a 

different timeframe from that covered by the GPFS. 

This is not meant as a barrier to reporting service performance information 

elsewhere. Reporting entities should have freedom to present information in a 

separate GPFR if this best suits the reporting needs within that jurisdiction. 

Consideration should be given to what (if any) assurance review these separate 

reports might be subject to. 

020 C In our opinion, service performance information may be issued either in a 

separate document or in a report that includes general purpose financial 

statements (GPFSs), as long as the service performance information is not 

integral to the GPFSs. However, linking the financial information provided in the 

performance report to that reported in the GPFSs should be incorporated into the 

guidance to provide consistency amongst reporting by the government entity, 

which adds some credibility to the report.  

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 13. 

021 A We support option (a) “service performance information should be reported as 

part of the GPFR”, for easy reference. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 4. 

022 D Service Performance information should be provide through appropriate reporting 

channels and frequencies determined as best meeting the needs of users.  

Ontario currently provides extensive information on its financial condition in its 

Budgets, Economic Outlook and Fiscal Reviews, Economic Accounts, Quarterly 

Finances and Annual Reports. There is no requirement as of yet for reporting of 

service performance information as part of the annual Public Accounts process. 

Also, the providers of service performance information may have their own timing 

for reporting. If the information is part of GPFR’s, once established it would need 

to be consistent from year to year. Ontario believes that there needs to be 

flexibility in the way it reports service performance information given the 

complexity and size of government. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 
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023 D It is the Province’s opinion that the reporting requirements of service performance 

information may be validated outside the framework for accounting standards; 

therefore a framework is not required.  However, if the IPSASB proceeds with 

guidance, it should consider that any such reporting should not dictate where it is 

to be positioned as this may be more appropriately determined based on needs 

or practice of particular jurisdictions.  For reasons identified in the general 

comments, any type of reporting in this area should be issued as a separate 

report outside of the general purpose financial statements.   

The project staff believes that the scope of 

GAAP should be more appropriately 

discussed as part of the conceptual 

framework project.   

 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1.  

024 A The New Zealand experience is that there has been a lack of integration between 

the financial and service performance aspects of an entity’s performance, with a 

consequence that the entity’s overall performance “story” has not been 

consistently told. It is therefore essential, in our opinion, that the service 

performance information is contained in the entities’ GPFRs alongside (or as part 

of) their GPFSs. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 4. 

025 A We consider that if service performance information is available at the same time 

as when the GPFR is being prepared (as inputs and outputs should be) then they 

should be reported in conjunction with the financial data.  Therefore, the “why” 

and “what” dimensions (excluding any service recipient perception or experience 

information) should be reported at the same time as the associated financial data.  

If this is not reported at the same time, it may be an indication that the entity is 

not managing its business effectively. 

However, we acknowledge that with qualitative information (e.g. that obtained 

from surveys etc.) there may be a reporting lag and consider that this information 

may need to be reported after the associated financial data but in such cases this 

should be explained.  

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 4.  Further, if reporting service 

performance information as part of the 

GPFR that contains GPFSs would negatively 

impacts the timelines of the report issuance, 

the project staff recommendation would 

allow for the public sector entity to issue a 

separate GPFR including just the service 

performance information. 

026 D Consistent with our previous position, we consider that it is up to the legislative 

body or to the reporting entity (and not to the IPSASB) to determine in which 

report should be included the performance reporting. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

027 A We believe that service performance information should be provided to users in a 

timely connection with the GPFS, but not part of the GPFS, in order to allow for 

conclusions on the basis of reading both reports together. We believe that service 

performance information should at a minimum, be presented with the GPFS as 

there is often a link between financial information and service performance 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 4. 
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information, and as reiterated in paragraph 7.4 of the consultation paper, that 

users would have the ability to access and analyse financial and non-financial 

information in one report. We do not believe that service performance information 

should be duplicated (proposal c)) as users may find the information confusing 

and less useful as a result of information overload. 

028 A We have no strong views on the disclosure of service performance information, 

although option (1) the annual report would appear to be the obvious place. 

Whichever option is chosen it should be the most efficient and effective with 

regard to the users’ needs.   

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 4. 

029 D The Joint Accounting Bodies believe that to best assist in satisfying the objectives 

of reporting the IPSASB Guidance should provide the option to choose one of the 

two models - as part of the GPFR that is currently issued but not part of the 

General Purpose Financial Statements, or in a separately issued GPFR.  The 

third model would not result in financial reports that are complete and we agree 

this would create confusion. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 

030 E I think that service performance information will be elaborated as part of 

reporting, but is very important observe the time for analysis these indicators and 

if indicators will be results of the systems, I think that don´t have problems for 

elaborated with reporting, but if not, I suggest that IFAC-IPSASB observed the 

practical time that some organizations need for elaborated these informations 

with clearly, transparency and effectiveness of activities for don´t have problems 

with results. 

The project staff is unclear as to this 

respondent’s view on where service 

performance information should be reported.  

No more information is needed. 

031 E On the question of its date of issue, the Council stresses that it holds the same 

point of view as that expressed in the Exposure Draft “Key Characteristics of the 

Public Sector”, which emphasizes the importance of the approval of the budget for 

public entities, because it is during the budget discussions that an analysis of 

performance, already achieved and expected, may be the most useful in guiding 

decisions in respect of expense and revenue.  

The project staff is unclear as to this 

respondent’s view on where service 

performance information should be reported.  

No more information is needed. 

032 A 

and 

C 

The AASB is of the view that entities should have the choice of reporting service 

performance information in: 

(a) both a separately issued general purpose financial report and as part of the 

currently issued general purpose financial report; or 

(b) the general purpose financial report that is currently issued. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 13. 

 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 4. 
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In relation to option (a) in the Specific Matter for Comment, the AASB is not 

concerned whether service performance information included in a general 

purpose financial report is presented in the financial statements.  We note that 

some service performance information (e.g. efficiency indicators) is already 

commonly included in general purpose financial statements, which illustrates the 

relatively unimportant nature of the distinction between general purpose financial 

reports and general purpose financial statements in relation to reporting service 

performance information.  Moreover, it indicates that it would be inappropriate to 

limit the reporting of service performance information to separately issued general 

purpose financial reports. 

The AASB considers it unnecessary to specify which forms of general purpose 

financial reports should provide service performance information.  The AASB is of 

the view that the IPSASB should consider focusing on the information that 

belongs within the discipline of general purpose financial reporting, rather than on 

which types of general purpose financial reports should include that information. 

033 D The GASB staff believes that the IPSASB should not be prescriptive regarding 

where service performance information would be most appropriately reported 

(similar to alternative b).  Finally, the GASB staff recognizes that reporting service 

performance information in a separately issued GPFR may encourage more 

public sector entities to issue service performance reports including this 

information and may make this information more accessible and understandable 

to users.  The GASB staff also recognizes that some or all of the service 

performance information being reported may represent different time periods than 

the financial information currently reported in the GPFS.  However, some 

information could be presented in the currently issued GPFR.  If users require 

more uniform place in the future, the IPSASB could issue additional guidance at 

that time; however, the more likely scenario is that electronic reporting will 

ultimately breakdown the barriers of separately issued GPFRs. 

See project staff comment provided for 

Respondent 1. 
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002 In paragraph B16, we would like to see "outstanding commitments" included in the 

discussion since they are considered when an entity is measuring their progress toward 

a specific goal. 

The paper does not mention the fact that using standard units for typical public sector 

service delivery, e.g. education, health, law and order, enables comparison between 

entity and country performance. 

Paragraphs B16 through B18 of the 

consultation paper discuss the definitions of 

an outcome identified in the research.  The 

concept of “outstanding commitments” was 

not found in the seven definitions of 

outcomes identified in the research, as noted 

in paragraph B15.  As a result, the project 

staff believes that it would be inappropriate 

to include a discussion of “outstanding 

commitments” in this section. 

 

See project staff comments provided for 

Specific Matter for Comment 2.   

006 A framework for the public sector should demonstrate clearer and fuller alignment with 

existing best practice and terminology (e.g. IASB Management Commentary Practice 

Statement and developments in integrated reporting).  This facilitates consistency (a key 

principle of IFRS) and comparability which is essential for benchmarking – a key 

performance management tool.  It is also likely to aid implementation as the concepts 

and terminology, are consistent with other organisations.   

This respondent’s general agreement with 

the service reporting framework proposed in 

the consultation paper is noted. 

007 1.6 last sentence: We suggest the following amendment: 

Providing service performance information also can can also influence decisions of users 

in their transactions with a public sector entity. 

The project staff believes that the placement 

of “also” is an issue of writing style and does 

not recommend amending its position in the 

last sentence of paragraph 1.6.  This 

positioning of “also” is used consistently 

throughout the consultation paper. 

007 5.12 bullet (a) and 5.13: Reference is made to assessing the performance of the service 

provided.  

We suggest that it should be changed to “assessing the entity’s performance in meeting 

The project staff agrees with this respondent 

and therefore recommends that the 

IPSASB consider amending 5.12 (a) and 
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or achieving its service objectives”. the first sentence of paragraph 5.13 to 

“……assessing the entity’s performance 

in achieving its service objectives.” 

007 5.12(b): We suggest the following amendment: 

The degree extent to which service performance objectives have been met 

The project staff believes that “degree to 

which” clearly communicates that the 

consultation paper is referring to “a point of 

progression.”  Further, this terminology is 

used consistently throughout the 

consultation paper.  Therefore, the project 

staff believes it is more appropriate not to 

amend this sentence in paragraph 5.12 (b) of 

the consultation paper. 

007 5.15: We suggest the following amendment for consistency between with section 3 

where performance indicators were discussed: 

The five types of service performance indicators...” 

The project staff does not agree that there is 

inconsistency with Section 3 and does not 

recommend amendments to paragraph 5.15. 

007 5.22: The indirect consequences of services not provided should also be reflected in this 

part of the service performance information report.  

We suggest that “or not provided” should be added in the first sentence. 

The project staff does not agree that it is 

appropriate to include a discussion of the 

indirect consequences from service not 

provided by the reporting entity.  The project 

staff believes that if a service is not being 

provided, there is no service performance 

information to report.  

007 5.24(a): We suggest the following amendment: 

Service performance expectations objectives are clearly specified and the degree to 

which those expectations objectives have been achieved is clearly reported. 

The project staff agrees with this respondent 

and recommends changing 

“expectations” to “objectives” in 

paragraph 5.24(a). The project staff 

believes that this change would provide 

more consistency with the terminology used 

throughout the consultation paper. 

032 (c) Consistency between the CP and the emerging IPSASB Conceptual 

Framework 

There seems to be an inconsistency between paragraph 1.3 of the CP and paragraph 1.6 

The project staff acknowledges the use of 

the terms “necessary” in the CP and “can” 

and “need to” in CF-ED 1.  However, the 
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of the CF−ED 1.  Paragraph 1.3 of the CP says “… reporting of performance information 

about services being provided is necessary to meet the objectives of financial reporting 

by public sector entities” [emphasis added], which appears to be inconsistent with 

paragraph 1.6 of CF−ED 1, which suggests that service performance information is not 

necessary – it says general purpose financial reports “… can report … financial and non-

financial quantitative and qualitative information about the achievement of financial and 

service delivery objectives …” [emphasis added].  Furthermore, the AASB notes that 

paragraph 2.14 of the CF−ED 1, which says “GPFRs will also need to provide financial 

and non-financial information about … service delivery activities, achievements or 

outcomes during the reporting period…” (i.e. service performance information) in order to 

respond to the information needs of users [emphasis added] seems to be inconsistent 

with paragraph 1.6 of the CF−ED 1. 

Although the problem arises from CF−ED 1, the AASB considers the inconsistency 

between the CP and one part of CF−ED 1 might undermine the significance of the case 

for reporting service performance information. 

project staff believes that the use of these 

different terms is not inconsistent because 

not all financial and non-financial information 

that is necessary to meet the objectives of 

financial reporting or the needs of users is 

currently reported in GPFRs.  As a result, the 

project staff does not believe that there is a 

need to change these terms.  The project 

staff believes that the importance of 

reporting service performance information is 

clearly evident in CF-ED 1.     

032 (d) Capacity to continue to provide services and sustainability of services 

The service performance information the CP says is necessary to meet the needs of 

users focuses on the past delivery of services and its past consequences.  The AASB 

considers service performance to be part of a broader notion of performance that 

includes the past delivery of services and its past consequences as well as the extent to 

which the entity’s past activities will enable the entity to meet its objectives in the future.  

This broader information would include, for example, the capacity to continue to provide 

services and the change in that capacity during the reporting period (e.g. whether an 

entity’s service delivery activities eroded its asset base and reduced its ability to continue 

to provide goods and services) and sustaining the future delivery of goods and services 

(e.g. the entity’s performance in obtaining resources enabling the entity to deliver goods 

and services in the future).  The AASB recommends that the IPSASB consider 

acknowledging in its guidance that assessing service performance requires consideration 

of information about the various aspects of performance. 

In this regard, the CP suggests that information about sustainability of services would be 

useful to users.  In particular, paragraphs 1.2 and 4.4 of the CP suggest that information 

that is useful to users may include information about the entity’s anticipated future 

service delivery activities, objectives and resource needs.  However, the CP does not 

include principles to apply in determining which information would assist users to assess 

The project staff agrees that information 

about the sustainability of services would be 

useful to users.  However, the project staff 

believes that forward-looking information 

would be more appropriately considered as 

part of the Reporting on the Long-Term 

Sustainability of Public Finances project.   

 

The project staff believes that the proposed 

framework does not and should not provide 

guidance on anticipated future service 

delivery activities, objectives, and resource 

needs.  The project staff believes that 

paragraph 1.2 of the consultation paper 

provides context as to what the conceptual 

framework has identified as information that 

is useful to users in order to meet the 

objectives of GPFR, which does include 

anticipated future service delivery activities, 
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the sustainability of services; nor does it mention that meaningful assessments of service 

performance involve assessing resource consequences of the entity’s service delivery 

activities.  A possible principle the IPSASB could consider for reporting on sustainability 

of the entity is an assessment by management of the resources available and the 

estimated resources required to continue to meet the needs of recipients of services. 

objectives, and resource needs.  However, 

the project staff believes that paragraph 4.4 

of the consultation paper places too much 

emphasis on future oriented information, 

which is not included in the proposed 

framework.  Further, the project staff does 

not believe that paragraph 4.4 provides 

additional information to the consultation 

paper that is not already provided in 

paragraphs 1.2 and 4.3.  As a result, the 

project staff recommends deleting 

paragraph 4.4 from any future guidance 

that is prepared as part of this project. 

032 Paragraphs 4.5(b) and 5.15 identify inputs, outputs, outcomes, efficiency and 

effectiveness as service performance indicators.  The AASB considers all of these 

aspects relevant to reporting service performance information.  However, the AASB is of 

the view that inputs, outputs and outcomes (i.e. indicators of service performance) are 

different in nature from efficiency and effectiveness (which are qualities for assessing an 

entity’s performance).  The IPSASB could consider establishing a hierarchy to assist 

entities in firstly identifying indicators of performance and then assessing the entity’s 

performance against those indicators. 

The AASB considers paragraph 4.5(b) of the CP that says information about “… service 

recipient perception or experience …” is necessary to meet the needs of users, to be 

establishing rules rather than principles-based guidance.  The AASB considers this to be 

inconsistent with the objective of the IPSASB’s project to use a principles-based 

approach to develop a consistent framework for reporting service performance 

information.  It is also inconsistent with paragraph 4.11, which says “Outputs and 

outcome indicators may include service recipient perceptions or experiences”, which 

implies that this information is not necessary.  Furthermore, it conflicts with paragraph 2.3 

of the CP that says the IPSASB does not intend to identify specific indicators of service 

performance within the framework.   

The AASB notes that the CP does not explicitly address measurement considerations 

regarding the indicators of service performance.  The AASB encourages the IPSASB to 

be mindful of the linkages between the measurement concepts in its emerging 

See project staff comments provided for 

Preliminary View 2. 

 

Paragraph 4.5 of the consultation paper is 

identifying the service performance 

information needed to meet user needs.  

This information was then used as the basis 

for developing the principles based 

components of information identified in 

Chapter 5.  Further, paragraph 4.11 of the 

consultation paper clearly states that output 

and outcome indicators MAY include service 

recipient perceptions.  The project staff does 

not believe that the consultation paper 

implies that the reporting of service 

performance information MUST include 

these types of indicators.  Therefore, the 

project staff does not believe that the 

consultation paper provides a rules-based 

framework rather than a principles-based 

framework.    
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Conceptual Framework and measurement considerations relating to service performance 

information. 

 

The project staff believes that providing 

guidance on how to measure specific 

indicators of service performance would not 

be appropriate in a principles-based 

framework.   

032 Paragraph 1.6  

The second sentence says “… service performance information in GPFRs is necessary 

to fulfil their duty to (a) be publicly accountable for financial resources…”  It is not clear 

why it is necessary to emphasise ‘financial’ resources.  We think financial and non-

financial information (even though the distinction between these two types of information 

is unimportant) would be equally relevant in this context and therefore suggest removing 

‘financial’ from the second sentence in paragraph 1.6 of the CP. 

The project staff agrees with this respondent 

that the second sentence of paragraph 1.6 

(a) inappropriately identifies only financial 

resources and does not include non-financial 

resources.  As a result, the project staff 

recommends adding “non-financial” to 

make it clear that the governmental entity 

is accountable for both types of 

resources.  Further, the project staff 

believes that this recommended addition is 

consistent with a previous project staff 

recommendation made for paragraph 1.5. 

032 Paragraph 4.3 

The second sentence refers to ‘financial information needs of users identified in CF−ED 

1’, whereas paragraphs 2.7-2.11 of the CF−ED 1 refer to ‘information needs’, without 

explicitly drawing a distinction between financial and non-financial information needs of 

users.  We suggest removing ‘financial’ from the second sentence of paragraph 4.3 of 

the CP. 

The project staff agrees with the 

inconsistencies noted and therefore 

recommends deleting “financial” from the 

second sentence of paragraph 4.3 of the 

consultation paper. 

032 Paragraph 4.5(b) 

Paragraph 4.5(b) of the CP says information about “Input, output, outcome, efficiency 

and effectiveness indicators …” is necessary to meet the needs of users.  We think this 

could be read as all information, rather than some information, about inputs, outputs, 

outcomes, efficiency and effectiveness indicators being necessary to meet the needs of 

users. 

The project staff believes that paragraph 4.5 

is meant to detail ALL service performance 

information necessary to meet the needs of 

users.  However, the project staff believes 

that this paragraph does not indicate that 

ALL information must be reported. 

032 Paragraph 4.9 

Paragraph 4.9 says “information on the need or demand for services may not be 

The project staff agrees that it is unclear 

what is meant by “appropriate context” in 
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available, or may not be reliable, because service recipients may be expressing a need 

for a service without placing it into an appropriate context”.  It is not clear what is meant 

by ‘appropriate context’.  We think further guidance on what is meant by this phrase 

would be useful. 

paragraph 4.9 of the consultation paper.  As 

a result, the project staff recommends 

amending this paragraph as follows: 

“……… because service recipients may 

be expressing a need for a service 

without prioritizing the need for that 

service in relation to other needs for 

different services.  For example, a 

taxpayer may express a need for a higher 

level of police protection services without 

realizing that if the governmental entity 

meets this need, it will result in either a 

reduction in fire protection services or an 

increase in taxes.” 

032 Paragraph 5.19 

We suggest clarifying that a narrative discussion of the indirect consequences of the 

services provided should only be those consequences that are identifiable.  We also 

think further guidance on what is meant by ‘intended and unintended indirect 

consequences’ would be useful. 

See prior project staff recommendation 

which clarifies that these consequences 

would only be reported if they are “known.” 

032 Paragraphs 5.24-5.33  

Paragraphs 5.24-5.33 include some commentary on the qualitative characteristics 

identified in Section 6 of the CP.  We think some of this commentary is repetitive and 

could be reduced.  Any relevant commentary about the qualitative characteristics could 

be relocated to Section 6 of the CP. 

The project staff believes that paragraphs 

5.24 through 5.33 are discussing the 

challenges associated with the reporting of 

service performance information and 

appropriately include the difficulty of meeting 

some of the qualitative characteristics as 

challenges in reporting this information. 

032 Paragraph 5.24(d) 

Paragraph 5.24(d) refers to information that can be ‘verified’.  We agree that verifiability 

of some service performance information may be a challenge.  We think that some 

service performance information, even if not verifiable, can be useful to users and should 

be reported. 

The project staff believes that if service 

performance information does not possess 

some degree of verifiability, users would 

have no confidence in whether the 

information reported is reliable for their 

decision-making purposes.  Therefore, the 

project staff does not believe that service 
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performance information that is not 

verifiable, although it may be useful, should 

be reported. 

032 Paragraph 5.27 

Paragraph 5.27 refers to ‘entities or organisational units’.  We think this distinction is 

confusing and should be removed. 

The project staff does not agree and 

believes that often there are other “entities” 

or “organizational units” within the reporting 

entity that are in fact responsible for the 

achievement of the objectives of various 

services. 

032 Paragraph 5.28 

We suggest changing the sentence ‘Users are primarily interested in how inputs and 

outputs are used to achieve desired outcomes.’ to ‘Users are primarily interested in how 

inputs are used to provide outputs and achieve desired outcomes.’ 

The project staff agrees that the second 

sentence of paragraph 5.28 should be 

amended to provide further clarification.  As 

a result, the project staff recommends 

amending this sentence as follows:  

“Users are primarily interested in how 

inputs are used to produce outputs, 

which are then used to achieve desired 

outcomes.” 

032 Paragraph 6.8 

The last sentence of paragraph 6.8 says “… for service performance information to be 

relevant, it must also be timely and understandable.”  We think this suggests that the 

qualitative characteristic ‘relevance’ encapsulates ‘timeliness’ and ‘understandability’.  

This would be inconsistent with the CF−ED 1, which identifies ‘timeliness’ and 

‘understandability’ as separate qualitative characteristics to ‘relevance’.  We suggest 

amending the reference to ‘relevant’ in the last sentence of paragraph 6.8 to ‘useful’. 

Although CF-ED 1 identifies relevance as a 

separate qualitative characteristics from 

timeliness and understandability, paragraph 

3.40 of CF-ED 1 also relates the three and 

states, “to be relevant, information must be 

timely and understandable.” 

032 Paragraph 6.9 

It is not clear what is meant by the last sentence in paragraph 6.9 “there may be a point 

beyond which some trade-offs between the qualitative characteristics would not be 

considered acceptable.”  We suggest that the IPSASB explains the meaning of this 

sentence. 

See project staff comments for Preliminary 

View 4 which include a staff 

recommendation addressing this concern.  
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Analysis of Responses to Consultation Paper - Reporting Service Performance Information 

 

Geographic Breakdown 

 

Region Respondents Total 

Africa and the Middle East 7, 12, 15, 21 4 

Asia 10 1 

Australasia and Oceania 3, 8, 9, 24, 29, 32 6 

Europe 1, 5, 6, 11, 13, 19, 25, 26, 31 9 

Latin America and the 
Caribbean 30 1 

North America 4, 16, 17, 18, 20, 22, 23, 33 8 

International 2, 14, 27, 28 4 

Total   33 
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Functional Breakdown 

 

Function Respondents Total 

Accountancy Firm 27 1 

Audit Office 8, 11, 24, 26 4 

Member or Regional Body 5, 6, 10, 13, 21, 28, 29 7 

Other 2, 15, 30 3 

Preparer 9, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 22, 23 9 

Standard Setter/Standards Advisory Body 1, 3, 4, 7, 12, 25, 31, 32, 33 9 

Total   33 
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Linguistic Breakdown: 

 

Language
1
 Respondents Total 

English-Speaking 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 13, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 23, 24, 25, 29, 32, 33 18 

Non-English Speaking 1, 5, 10, 11, 12, 15, 21, 26, 30, 31 10 

Combination of English and Other 2, 14, 22, 27, 28 5 

Total   33 

1 
Canada has two official languages (English and French).  
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