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1. OPENING REMARKS & MINUTES 

1.1 Attendance – Toronto, Canada 

 PARTICIPANTS ATTENDEES APOLOGY/ 
NIA* 

 IPSASB Members   
1 Andreas Bergmann (M), Chair X  
  Stefan Berger (TA)  X 
    
2 Erna Swart (M), Vice-Chair X   
  Lindy Bodewig (TA) X  
    
3 David Bean (M) X  
    
4 Ian Carruthers (M) X  
  Chris Wobschall (TA) X  
    
5 Marie-Pierre Cordier (M) X  
  Baudouin Griton (TA) X  
    
6 Mariano D’Amore (M) X  
  Fabrizio Mocavini X  
    
7 Sheila Fraser (M – Public) X (except 4/9 pm)  
  Stuart Barr (TA)  X 
    
8 Yosef Izkovich (M) X  
  Michael Arad (TA) X  
    
9 Hong Lou (M)  X 
  Hongxia Li (TA)1 X   
    
10 Thomas Mueller-Marques Berger (M) X  
  Gillian Waldbauer (TA) X  
    
11 Anne Owuor (M)  X 
    
12 Bharti Prasad (M) X  
  Srinivas Gurazada (TA)  X 
    
13 Ron Salole (M) X   
  Tim Beauchamp (TA) X(4/7-8)  
    
14 Tadashi Sekikawa (M) X  
  Kenji Izawa (TA) X 

 
 

                                                 
1  Replaced by Yangchun Lu at this meeting.  
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 PARTICIPANTS ATTENDEES APOLOGY/ 
NIA* 

15 Isaac Umansky (M) X  
  Marta Abilleira (TA)  X  
  X  
16 Frans van Schaik (M) X  
  Thomas van Tiel (TA) X (4/6-7)  
    
17 Ken Warren (M) X  
  Joanne Scott (TA)   X 
    
18 Tim Youngberry (M) X  
  Clark Anstis (TA) X  
    
 Observers   
ADB Hong-Sang Jung (O)  X 
EC Rosa Aldea Busquets (O) X  
European 
Central Bank 

 
Paul Haenen (O) 

  
X 

Eurostat John Verrinder (O)  X 
IASB Gilbert Gélard (O)  X 
IMF Guilhem Blondy (O)  X 
INTOSAI Robert Dacey (O) X  
OECD Barry Anderson (O)  X 
UN Sagé De Clerck (O) X (4/6-8)  
UNDP Gwenda Jensen (O) X  
World Bank Simon Bradbury (O) X (4/7-9)  
    
 IFAC Staff   
IFAC Jim Sylph, Executive Director, 

Professional Standards (S) 
X (4/6, 9)  

IFAC –  Stephenie Fox (S) X  
IPSASB John Stanford (S) X  
 Annette Davis (S) X  
 Joy Keenan (S) X  
 Paul Sutcliffe (S) X  
 Jing Wang (S) X  
    
* NIA –  Not in Attendance 
(M)  Member 
(TA)  Technical Advisor 
(O)  Observer 
(S)  IFAC Staff 

1.2 Opening Remarks 

The Chair welcomed new IPSASB Members, Ian Carruthers, Mariano D’Amore, Isaac 
Umansky, and Tim Youngberry. He also welcomed new Technical Advisors (TAs), 
Marta Abilleira, Baudouin Griton, Fabrizio Mocavini, and Chris Wobschall.  
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He thanked Ron Salole, and the Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants (CICA) for 
hosting the meeting. 

The Chair encouraged new Members to state their views as independent experts in the 
field of public sector financial reporting, and not as representatives of their organization 
or jurisdiction. He noted that it is important for the IPSASB to consider all Members’ 
views as it develops appropriate global standards. 

He noted that, for the duration of his term, Members would be given priority to express 
their views. However, in highly technical discussions, he may choose to call on technical 
assistants and observers to assist the IPSASB to have an informed discussion of the 
issues. 

The Chair also indicated that the IPSASB would be engaging “Task-Based Groups” 
(TBGs) to assist the staff in developing proposals to bring to the IPSASB. The TBGs 
would not be decision-making bodies, but rather, would help IPSASB Members take 
ownership of documents throughout their development. It was indicated that the 
Conceptual Framework project would be establishing TBGs going forward from this 
meeting, and that other projects would also use TBGs. Members supported use of TBGs, 
but had some questions about how they would interact with the Conceptual Framework 
Subcommittee (Subcommittee), and the membership of the Subcommittee. The Chair 
also indicated that John Stanford would be acting as Project Coordinator for the 
Conceptual Framework (Framework) project. 

There was also a brief discussion about the process for improving the consistency of the 
structure of IPSASs (e.g., Introduction, Objective, Comparison with IFRS sections). 
Members agreed that this issue should be brought back for discussion at a future meeting. 

1.3 Documentation of Dissenting Views 

One Member raised the question of how the IPSASB documents dissenting views to 
documents exposed for public comment, such as Exposure Drafts (EDs) and Consultation 
Papers, and final IPSASs. Currently, the IPSASB does so in the meeting Minutes 
documenting the vote. It was pointed out that no other IFAC standard-setting boards 
document dissenting views in the documents, and that there was no call from IPSASB 
constituents to do so. However, it was noted that some other standard-setting boards (e.g., 
IASB) include dissenting views in the documents themselves. One Member noted that it 
was most important to do so at the ED stage, to enable respondents to clearly see all the 
issues. It was suggested that a paper be developed to summarize other boards’ practices 
in this regard, and to show the benefits and issues of doing so. 

1.4 Approval of Minutes of December 2009 Meeting – Rome, Italy 

The minutes of the IPSASB meeting held on December 8-11, 2009 were approved. 

1.5 Approval of Documents between Meetings 

Exposure Draft 43, “Service Concession Arrangements: Grantor” 

The Chair noted that Exposure Draft (ED) 43, “Service Concession Arrangements: 
Grantor” was approved between meetings.  
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The results of the ballot vote for the ED were as follows: In Favor: 14; Against: 1; 
Abstain 2, Absent 1. The voting details of the ballot draft approval are at Appendix 2, 
item 8.1. 

Dissenting view on ED 43 – Ken Warren (Member): 

My dissent concerns paragraph AG20. This states that the recognition of a constructed 
asset, (and by implication the corresponding liability), where the construction risk is 
borne by the operator, will normally be when the asset is placed into use.   My objection 
to this stance is threefold: 

• The asset is being constructed for the grantor pursuant to the contractual requirements 
of the service concession arrangement.  Under accrual accounting principles, the 
grantor should recognise the asset under construction, (and the associated increasing 
obligation), as the asset is being constructed in accordance with the contract, rather 
than when it is complete.  Recognition should occur at this point regardless of 
whether or not the grantor faces the construction risk. 

• The treatment in AG20 does not mirror the treatment in IFRIC 12, the basis on which 
the Board agreed to prepare this standard.  Under IFRIC 12 the operator recognises a 
growing receivable as the service concession asset is constructed.  Under AG20 the 
"mirror" payable will not be recognised until the asset is placed into use. A further 
consequence is that the capital work-in-progress is not recognised by any party while 
the asset is being constructed. 

• The deferral of recognition of the liability will inappropriately incentivise these types 
of transactions and provide financial engineering opportunities for Governments to 
report lower levels of debt in comparison to more direct financing transactions that 
have similar economic or present-value impact.  The financial implications can be 
significant given the large contracts often involving a construction period covering a 
number of years that are typical with these arrangements.  

1.6 Communications and Liaison  

The Chair commended the Members for their significant efforts around the world on 
behalf of the IPSASB to encourage IPSAS adoption, as shown in a consolidated 
communications report for 2009 and the first quarter 2010 report.  

1.7 Other Matters 

The Technical Director informed the IPSASB that Gwenda Jensen would be joining the 
IPSASB staff in late May 2010. 

It was also noted that publication of the 2010 IPSASB Handbook was under way and 
printed copies were expected to be available in late April 2010. 

The Chair noted that a draft report of the joint IPSASB-IMF Task Force was being 
reviewed. One Member questioned whether details of the jurisdictions’ actions would be 
made widely available. It was noted that the details were intended to be confidential; 
however, the final report would present summarized information. 
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2. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

2.1 Review Proposed Plan (Agenda Item 2.1) 

The Chair welcomed Nickie Young, a professor at St Mary’s University, Nova Scotia to 
the meeting and noted that Nickie would be involved in drafting the Consultation Paper 
on Elements (see item 2. 3 below).  

The Chair noted that the Subcommittee had met in Paris in early March and had 
considered papers and made recommendations on issues relating to elements and 
measurement. The IPSASB considered a revised project plan developed by the Project 
Coordinator in conjunction with the Technical Director and key areas in the progression 
of the project: 

• Task-Based Groups (TBGs); 

• Staffing arrangements; 

• The role of the Subcommittee; 

• Exposure periods; and 

• Further operational issues. 

Project Plan 

The revised project plan included in the agenda papers reflected the priority accorded to 
the project during the IPSASB’s discussions on the 2010-2012 work plan at the 
December 2009 meeting. The project plan envisaged approval of an umbrella Exposure 
ED covering all three subject Groups2

Most Members acknowledged that the plan was aggressive and challenging. A risk was 
highlighted that that the IPSASB might be held accountable for delivery of outputs in 
accordance with an unrealistic timetable with potential consequences for the IPSASB’s 
reputation and standing. Others felt that, given the priority of this project, the timetable is 
achievable and sends a message to constituents about the fundamental importance of the 
Framework project. 

 in December 2011 and approval of a final 
Framework in the first half of 2013. It was pointed out that the availability of the newly 
engaged external co-author meant that approval of the Group Two (Elements) paper had 
been put back by one meeting to November 2010.  

It was concluded that the project plan will need to be regularly re-evaluated and modified 
as the project evolves. Staff was directed to update the project plan based on the 
discussion at this meeting and to circulate it to Members, TAs, and Observers. It was 

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

the objectives of financial reporting, users, qualitative characteristics, and the reporting entity (also 
referred to as Phase 1 – see Item 2.2). Group 2 addresses elements of GPFSs and recognition (also 
referred to as Phase 2 – see Item 2.3), and Group 3 addresses measurement (also referred to as Phase 3 
– see Item 2.4) and presentation and disclosure (also referred to as Phase 4 – see Item 2.5). The 
IPSASB has established four TBGs to develop the Conceptual Framework — one dealing with each of 
these phases.  
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further directed that the project plan would be reviewed and updated at each future 
meeting of the IPSASB. 

Task-Based Groups 

In his introductory remarks to the meeting, the Chair had outlined an intention to create 
TBGs of Members to develop proposals for the full Board for a number of projects. There 
was strong support for the creation and use of TBGs for the Framework project. Initial 
proposals for the membership of four TBGs covering the Group One topics, Elements, 
Measurement, and Presentation and Disclosure had been circulated prior to the meeting. 
Some Members indicated a preference for membership of a different TBG from that to 
which they had been initially assigned. It was noted that TBG membership would be 
finalized after the meeting and communicated to Members.  

Staffing arrangements 

The Project Coordinator provided an update on changes to staffing arrangements. Nickie 
Young had agreed to undertake a co-authorship role in the drafting of the Consultation 
Paper on Elements. It was noted that Nickie’s availability would be restricted until the 
end of May due to existing academic commitments. Gwenda Jensen would assume the 
lead-authorship role on Presentation and Disclosure on joining the IPSASB staff in mid-
May, and had already started some preliminary work in this area.    

Role of the Subcommittee 

Members discussed the role and operation of the Subcommittee, particularly in the light 
of the creation of TBGs. Currently the Subcommittee is chaired by the Chair of the 
IPSASB and principally includes IPSASB Members, representatives of the National 
Standards Setters (NSS), representatives of Ministries of Finance in a standard-setting 
capacity, and the International Monetary Fund. It was noted that there has been ambiguity 
about the capacity in which individuals have been Subcommittee members (i.e., as 
IPSASB Members or as representatives of a NSS). The importance of the Subcommittee 
in providing the views and ownership of the NSS was acknowledged, as was its highly 
valuable input especially on the Group One topics.  

It was agreed that retention of the engagement and support of the NSSs is crucial to the 
future of the project. As the project has evolved, the current composition and role of the 
Subcommittee and the timing of its meetings has become problematic. This has been 
exacerbated by the enhanced priority of the project for the IPSASB. In particular, the 
number of Subcommittee members has made proceedings unwieldy and the lack of 
continuity in the individuals representing organizations from meeting to meeting has 
meant that the views of organizations and, consequently, the Subcommittee might 
fluctuate from one meeting to another. The constraints on the Subcommittee’s ability to 
meet also limit its flexibility to provide input now that the timetable is more challenging. 
There was an acceptance that the creation of TBGs would provide a crucial support 
mechanism for lead authors. 

Members generally supported modifying the role of the Subcommittee, reducing its 
membership and making it advisory in nature. The Chair would discuss the participation 
of the NSS in an Advisory Panel. The aim would be to reshape their role and enhance 
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their contribution. Staff was directed to develop terms of reference for an Advisory Panel 
for the June 2010 meeting. 

Exposure periods 

The Coordinator noted that there had been a consultation period of six months for the 
Phase One Consultation Paper, rather than the four-month norm for IPSASB 
consultations. The longer consultation period was considered an important factor in 
eliciting a strong response, both in the number and quality of submissions. However, 
there is tension between longer consultation periods and the IPSASB’s objective of 
finalizing the Framework in the first half of 2013.  

Staff cautioned that the adoption of six-month consultation periods for all Consultation 
Papers and the umbrella EDs would not allow the Framework to be finalized in the first 
half of the 2013. It was also highlighted that the draft project plan presented was on the 
basis that the exposure period for the Consultation Papers on Measurement and 
Presentation and Disclosure would be for four months. 

Members acknowledged the tension between longer-than-standard consultation periods 
and a very challenging time line. The Executive Director, Professional Standards 
suggested that, in making decisions on consultation periods, Members should not 
underestimate the time needed by some constituents for translation. It was suggested that, 
if shorter periods are adopted, there may be scope for making near final drafts available 
prior to the publication of a completed document. It was also suggested that the 
commitment to issuance of an umbrella ED covering the whole Framework might be 
reconsidered and chapters of the framework issued as EDs at an earlier date. It was 
agreed that the issue of exposure periods needed to be considered as documents were 
finalized and that the question of whether EDs should be issued on a chapter-by-chapter 
basis rather than an umbrella basis should be redeliberated at a future meeting as work on 
the three subject Groups progresses. 

2.2 Objectives of Financial Reporting, Users, Qualitative Characteristics and the 
Reporting Entity – Continue Discussion of Responses to Phase 1 
Consultation Paper (CP#1) (Agenda Item 2.A) 

The IPSASB considered agenda materials that included: 

• A covering memorandum identifying outstanding issues from the December 2009 
IPSASB meeting, and staff views thereon; 

• Decisions made to date on review of responses to CP#1dealing with Phase 1 of the 
Framework. Members agreed that a similar record of decisions should also be 
included in agenda papers dealing with other components of the Framework that are 
being developed over the long term;  

• Staff papers dealing with users of GPFRs, qualitative characteristics, and the 
reporting entity restructured in the style of an ED) and updated for Board decisions 
and staff views on outstanding issues. Members agreed that the style and format of 
these papers should be adopted for preparation of a first draft of the ED of the Phase 1 
components of the Framework; and 
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• A summary of submissions received on Preliminary Views 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, and 9.  

Some Members noted that the IPSASB had previously agreed to develop Consultation 
Papers on each component of the Framework and then prepare and issue an ED of the full 
Framework for comment. However, they expressed the view that there may be merit in 
issuing an ED of the components of Phase 1 at the same time as Consultation Papers on 
Phases 2, 3 and 4 are issued. The IPSASB agreed to revisit this matter when the draft ED 
of Phase 1 of the Framework is further developed.  

Members completed their review of outstanding issues identified by respondents to CP#1 
and made a number of decisions regarding the development of the ED of Phase 1 of the 
Framework as identified below. 

Preliminary View 2: General Purpose Financial Reports (GPFRs)  

Members agreed that the definition of GPFRs should be revised to read:  

“GPFRs are financial reports intended to meet the common information needs of 
users who are unable to demand the preparation of financial reports tailored to meet 
their specific information needs.”  

This definition would then be supported by an explanation of the users as agreed at this 
meeting. 

Some Members expressed concern that the phrase “common information needs” may be 
interpreted such that GPFRs would respond only to the information needs that were 
common to all users. After some discussion, Members agreed that the phrase should be 
retained for review in the draft ED, and linked to explanatory material (currently included 
in the staff paper dealing with users of GPFRs) that reflected that, in some cases, when 
making decisions about its standard-setting program, the Board may need to make 
decisions about the relative importance of the issues identified by users.  

Preliminary View 3: The Users of GPFRs  

Members continued their discussion of whether to identify a primary user group of 
GPFRs and the identity of such a group. Members agreed that the first draft of the ED 
should identify service recipients and their representatives and resources providers and 
their representatives as the primary users, and should be supported with commentary and 
explanations linking these user groups to citizens and parliament or another 
representative body as currently included in the staff paper. Members also agreed that the 
text or Basis for Conclusions of the draft ED should include additional explanation and 
elaboration to more fully reflect that:  

• The nature, role and objectives of governments and their agencies are different from 
private sector business entities. In particular, the ED should indicate that a 
government’s primary role is to provide services to the community and it is largely 
dependent on resources from taxpayers, ratepayers, and in some cases donors to 
support those activities on an ongoing basis; 

• Resource providers may include both voluntary and involuntary resource providers. 
Consequently, some resource providers have the option of whether to provide 
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resources to the entity in the future and will require information in GPFRs to assist in 
making those decisions. However, involuntary resource providers do not have that 
option. Governments have an obligation to be accountable to resource providers as 
well as service recipients for their use of the resources raised;  

• In some jurisdictions bond rating agencies and credit analysts are major users of 
GPFRs in their role as advisors to voluntary resource providers and other users of 
GPFRs; 

• In many jurisdictions elected or appointed bodies such as parliaments and councils 
often make extensive use of GPFRs in their role as representing the interest of users, 
and because they have the capacity and authority for making resource allocation 
decisions.  In such jurisdictions, they were often perceived as one of the, if not “the”, 
major or primary users of GPFRs of governments;  

• Employees and other parties “internal” to the reporting entity that provide resources 
to that entity and are unable to demand the preparation of financial reports tailored to 
meet their specific information needs may also be users of GPFRs; and 

• Governments as providers of resources to international organizations may also be 
dependent on GPFRs of those organizations for information for accountability and 
decision-making purposes. 

Members also agreed that the Basis for Conclusions should:  

• Reflect that there had been extensive discussion of whether or not to identify a 
primary user group, note the primary user groups that had been considered, and 
provide the reasons why such groups had not been identified as the primary user 
group;   

• Retain the observation that the IPSASB recognizes that some users may have 
different priorities and interests in information and will weigh these different 
priorities and interests in making decisions about the contents of IPSASs and 
information that best achieve the objectives of financial reporting; and 

• Note that other components of the Framework would deal with matters of 
presentation and display which are intended to respond to users’ information needs. 

Preliminary View 7: The Qualitative Characteristics of Information included in 
GPFRs  

Members completed their review of issues raised by respondents to CP#1 in respect of 
the qualitative characteristics (QCs) and staff views thereon and agreed that, as 
appropriate, the text or Basis for Conclusions of the first draft of the ED should: 

• Reflect that the QCs apply to information included in GPFRs but that their 
applicability to the broader scope of financial reporting may be further clarified, 
including by providing additional guidance on applying the QCs to matters beyond 
traditional financial statements, in the development of IPSASs dealing with such 
matters. Members agreed to revisit this aspect of the ED as input is received from 
projects dealing with reporting on long-term sustainability of public finances, 
narrative reporting, and performance reporting; 
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• Not identify “supportability” as a separate QC, but should retain the explanation of its 
intent and role. Supportability would then be identified as a subset or component of 
verifiability applicable to qualitative information—as it was in CP#1;  

• Not identify “substance over form” and “prudence” as separate qualitative 
characteristics, but explain that: 

− The achievement of faithful representation requires that the substance, and not 
merely the legal form, of economic and other phenomena be presented in GPFRs; 
and 

− The key features of prudence as identified in Appendix 2 of IPSAS 1, 
“Presentation of Financial Statements” are encompassed by, and reflected in, the 
concepts of faithful representation, including neutrality;  

• Explain that all efforts should be undertaken to represent economic and other 
phenomena included in GPFRs in a way that was understandable to a wide range of 
users; 

• Continue to use the phrase “material error” throughout the QCs, with refinements as 
necessary to clarify its use; 

• Include additional explanation of materiality as necessary to clarify its application to 
the broader scope of financial reporting, beyond financial statements; and 

• Identify “cost-benefit” rather than “cost” as the constraint to better reflect its 
explanation. 

Members also noted that respondents had identified a number of potential additional QCs 
and agreed that they reflected overarching qualities that financial reporting is to achieve 
or aspire to, rather than individual QCs in their own right. Members also agreed that 
explanatory material supporting the identification of the objectives of financial reporting 
should explain that: 

• Application of the full set of QCs and compliance with IPSASs that deal with specific 
financial reporting issues would enhance the transparency of financial reports and the 
achievement of the objectives of financial reporting; and 

• The notion of “regularity” as used in many jurisdictions was related to “compliance” 
as used in IPSASs. 

Members expressed differing views about whether “faithful representation” or 
“reliability” should be identified as a QC. Some Members noted that reliability is used in 
the current suite of QCs set out in Appendix 2 of IPSAS 1 and is a better understood term 
in the public sector. As such, they were not convinced that there was a reason to change 
the terminology. Other Members saw merit in the change noting that “faithful 
representation:”  

• Is less dependent on judgment than reliability; 

• Is a better reflection of what preparers aspired to achieve in presenting information in 
GPFRs;  

• Overcomes some operational issues in their jurisdiction; and  
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• Is more readily translated into a wide range of languages.  

Members agreed that “faithful representation” should be used in the first draft of the ED 
but the Basis for Conclusions should more fully explain the reasons for the change in 
terminology. Members would then reconsider the issue at the next meeting.   

Members agreed that the section on differences from the QCs proposed by the IASB 
should be re-titled to be consistent with the headings of similar sections in other 
components of the Framework ED, and should identify which QCs the IASB identified as 
fundamental and which as enhancing. Some Members also advocated that the explanation 
of why the IPSASB does not identify some QCs as fundamental and others as enhancing 
should be further strengthened by explaining that in a number of jurisdictions something 
that is fundamental is perceived as more important than something that is enhancing, 
notwithstanding that that was not the intent. 

Preliminary View 8: Characteristics of a Reporting Entity and  
Preliminary View 9: The Composition of a Group Reporting Entity  

Members completed their review of issues raised by respondents to CP#1 in respect of 
the characteristics of a reporting entity and a group reporting entity, and staff views 
thereon. Members agreed that the first draft of the ED should: 

• Identify in the first “black letter” paragraph that a key characteristic of a reporting 
entity is the existence of users who are dependent on GPFRs for information about 
the activities of government or other entity or group of activities; 

• Include a reference to the likely information needs of resource providers and/or 
service recipients in respect of the whole-of-government reporting entity; 

• Include a more general discussion of the power and benefit or financial burden/loss 
characteristics that should be considered in determining the composition of the group 
reporting entity. In addition, paragraph 9 of the staff paper should not be included in 
the draft ED; 

• Combine paragraphs 2 and 12 of the staff paper into a single paragraph since they 
deal with substantially the same issue—that is, circumstances in which a single entity 
(paragraph 2) or group of entities (paragraph 12) may be required, or volunteer, to 
prepare GPFRs;  

• Include in the Basis for Conclusions an explanation of why the IPSASB adopted the 
terminology “group reporting entity” rather than “economic entity” as used in CP#1; 
and  

• Update the explanation of the reporting entity concept in the proposed IASB 
Framework and in statistical financial reporting models. Members noted advice from 
the IMF observer on refinements to better reflect the System of National Accounts 
(SNA) position and directed staff to confirm with the Eurostat observer that further 
refinements were not necessary to reflect particular requirements in the European 
Union. 
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2.3 Elements – Discuss Issues (Agenda Item 2B) 

The Chair welcomed Tim Beauchamp, Director, Public Sector Accounting, at the CICA, 
to present the session and thanked Tim for the work undertaken on this phase of the 
framework.  

Members of the Subcommittee outlined the key points proposed by the Subcommittee for 
six Issues Papers presented at the March 2010 Subcommittee meeting. The Subcommittee 
proposed that these key points would be addressed in a draft Consultation Paper on 
Elements and Recognition. The IPSASB was asked to endorse these key points and also 
to highlight other issues that need to be considered by staff and Task-Based Group 2 in 
drafting the Consultation Paper. The IPSASB agreed that the Subcommittee had 
identified most of the points (listed in Appendix B of Agenda Paper 2B.0) to be included 
in the draft Consultation Paper on Elements and Recognition. The IPSASB also agreed 
that each section of the Consultation Paper should start with an analysis of the economic 
substance of the item before discussion of the essential characteristics of each element. 

Issue 1: Has IPSASB identified the right elements? (Agenda Item 2B.1)  

Ian Carruthers presented the key points for Issue 1. Members suggested that the following 
issues should also be considered for inclusion in the Consultation Paper: 

• Whether or not cash flows should be considered as an element, together with an 
emphasis on the importance of cash flows as they are an integral part of reporting 
and, in addition, provide a link to the SNA; 

• The role of government, highlighting the fact that government is a wealth distributor 
rather than a wealth accumulator like profit-oriented entities. Such a discussion might 
be located in a preface to the overall Framework.; 

• The relationship between GPFSs and budget documents;   

• Emphasis on the importance of rights, resources, obligations, and commitments in the 
context of the GPFRs, although they might not meet the definitions of elements for 
the GPFSs. For example, items such as future tax flows may not meet the definition 
of an element in GPFSs, but these items are highly significant in the context of 
GPFRs, particularly from the perspective of the objective of accountability;   

• Assets, liabilities, revenues, and expenses should not be assumed to be the only four 
elements for GPFSs. The Consultation Paper should explore other items, for example, 
whether or not revenue should be split into two elements, revenue and gains, to reflect 
an operational/non-operational split; 

• Greater consideration of the two main approaches to identifying financial statement 
elements (i.e., an income statement focus and a balance sheet focus); and  

• A discussion of the Government Financial Statistics (GFS) approach, which started 
out with a focus on flows and is now moving towards a focus on stocks. 

Issue 2: How should assets be defined? (Agenda Item 2B.2)  

Erna Swart presented the key points for Issue 2.  The IPSASB agreed that: 
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• The definition of an asset should include only financial attributes because the 
statement of financial position relates to “financial” aspects of a government’s 
performance and not its “social” performance; and 

• The material relating to borrowing costs is a standards-level issue and therefore 
should not be included in the Consultation Paper. Members considered that it is a 
high-quality analysis of the arguments for and against the capitalization of borrowing 
costs and should be presented when the borrowing costs project is reactivated. 

Members suggested that the following issues should also be considered for inclusion in 
the Consultation Paper: 

• What the term “service potential” means in the definition of an asset; 

• Whether or not an option over an asset is an asset in and of itself;   

• Whether or not the securitization of future revenue streams is an asset (e.g., future 
road tolls); 

• How the concept of control applies to the definition of an asset; 

• Whether or not a government’s powers to tax or to issue licenses meet the definition 
of an asset where just the legislation enabling the power to be used has been enacted. 
Many Members considered that further action is also required before such a power 
can meet the definition of an asset;   

• Examples on heritage assets, naturally-occurring assets, and assets held primarily for 
service delivery; 

• Whether or not a monument is an asset if the government has made a decision not to 
maintain it; and  

• A discussion on the concept of capital. In some jurisdictions the term capital denotes 
a liability, so further explanatory material might be necessary in this portion of the 
Consultation Paper (see also Item 2.3). 

Issue 3: How should liabilities be defined? (Agenda Item 2B.3)  

David Bean presented the key points for Issue 3. The IPSASB agreed that using social 
benefit obligations to test developing definitions of elements is problematic and 
suggested that instead budget allocations could be used as examples.  Members suggested 
that the following issues should also be considered for inclusion in the Consultation 
Paper: 

• Further explanation of the difference between liabilities that are legally enforceable 
and those that are not. It was noted that this is an area where views should be sought, 
rather than setting out a particular position; 

• International treaties and how they relate to the definition of a liability; 

• The recognition point of a liability (e.g., when does a commitment to do something in 
the future become a liability?). Areas that might be considered include the right to 
publicly-funded healthcare or education, commitments related to political promises 
and cases where the amount of authorized expenditure in the budget  is less than the 
amount calculated under a formula in relevant legislation;  
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• Further explanation that in some jurisdictions, budgeting uses a term “commitment-
based appropriations;” 

• Whether or not an entity can have a liability if there is no determinable settlement 
date; 

• Whether or not aspects of an item that might be a liability relate to recognition or 
measurement (e.g., whether or not staying alive is a recognition criterion or a 
measurement attribute for social benefit obligations); 

• Whether or not an extended settlement date is a measurement, recognition, or element 
definition issue; and 

• Performance-based obligations as described in IPSAS 23, “Revenue from Non-
exchange Transactions (Taxes and Transfers).” 

Issue 4: How should revenue and expenses be defined? (Agenda Item 2B.4)  

Ken Warren presented the key points for Issue 4. Members suggested that the following 
issues should also be considered for inclusion in the Consultation Paper: 

• The economic substance of a transfer from a government controlling entity to one of 
its controlled entities from the perspective that a government is a wealth distributor 
and not a wealth accumulator; and 

• The different measures of performance and whether or not distinctions among types 
of performance should be reflected in the element definitions or in the presentation of 
GPFSs. 

Issue 5: Net Assets/Equity (Agenda Item 2B.5)  

Tadashi Sekikawa presented the key points for Issue 5. Members suggested that the 
following issues should also be considered for inclusion in the Consultation Paper: 

• Whether net assets/equity is an element or a residual, or whether it contains both 
components; 

• Distinction between liabilities and equity;  

• The GFS approach of treating equity as a liability and whether or not this has 
implications for the treatment of equity for GPFS purposes; 

• Whether or not distributions to owners and contributions from owners are elements; 

• Government subscriptions, membership fees, and contributions to international 
organizations; and 

• Whether or not any unused portion of appropriations to be returned to the controlling 
entity is a liability.  

Issue 6: What should the recognition criteria be? (Agenda Item 2B.6)  

Ron Salole presented the key points for Issue 6.   
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The IPSASB agreed that, at present, a discussion on recognition should be included as a 
separate section within the Elements Consultation Paper. The location of the recognition 
section will be reconsidered at a later date. Members suggested that the following issues 
should also be considered for inclusion in the Consultation Paper: 

• How recognition relates to uncertainties (i.e., whether an entity can recognize an asset 
at zero value, or whether the item does not meet the definition of an asset because of 
its zero value); 

• The link between the recognition criteria and the qualitative characteristics of 
financial reporting; and  

• How disclosure can complement recognition, but cannot replace it. 

Members directed that, as was done in the first Consultation Paper, there needs to be a 
comparison that identifies differences between the IPSASB’s approach and the IASB’s 
approach.  

The IPSASB directed staff to present a draft Consultation Paper at the June 2010 IPSASB 
meeting. 

2.4 Measurement – Discuss Issues and Review Draft Consultation Paper 
(Agenda Item 2C) 

The Chair welcomed Andrew Lennard, Director of Research at the United Kingdom 
Accounting Standards Board, to present the session and thanked Andrew for the work 
undertaken on this phase of the Framework. It was highlighted that the objective of this 
phase of the Framework is to identify factors that should be considered in selecting a 
measurement basis in a range of circumstances.  

It was emphasized the strong views of the Subcommittee that the Consultation Paper 
should address liabilities as well as assets and that the Framework should include a 
discussion of the concepts of capital, subject to a final decision on the location of this 
material.  Members endorsed the Subcommittee’s views.  

The following papers were presented: 

• A draft Issues Paper, “Liabilities in the Context of the Deprival Value Model;”  

• A preliminary draft of the Consultation Paper dealing with assets; and  

• A draft Issues Paper on the concept of capital. 

Liabilities in the Context of the Deprival Value Model (Agenda Item 2C.2) 
General 

The main components of the deprival value model were explained with reference to relief 
value, assumption price, and settlement amount, which is the lower of cost of fulfillment 
and cost of release. It was noted that while the literature on deprival value in the context 
of assets is quite extensive, this is not the case for liabilities. Members requested a list of 
available articles on the topic of deprival value, which will be provided. 
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It was emphasized that the paper only addresses deprival value and that both historical 
cost and fair value in the context of liabilities would be discussed in the draft 
Consultation Paper. Members were satisfied with the general approach in the paper and 
agreed that the deprival value model in the context of liabilities should be included in the 
draft Consultation Paper. 

It was agreed that the draft Consultation Paper should:  

• Highlight that the deprival value model is a mixed-measurement model and explain 
how this model relates to fair value, noting that fair value may not always provide 
comparable values, especially where a model is used to derive the fair value measure;  

• Include greater consideration of non-exchange transactions and more examples of 
how the “cost of release” might operate in the public sector;  

• Include public sector examples—Members provided a number of potential examples 
for inclusion;  

• Discuss whether there is a difference between “value” and “cost,” in particular 
whether “value” differs from “cost” because it includes a profit component; and 

• Discuss whether a liability for remediation (e.g., a liability arising when constructing 
an asset) should be recognized at the assumption price or the cost of fulfillment. 

Cost of Fulfillment  

The cost of fulfillment was defined as “all costs that an entity will incur in fulfilling the 
obligations represented by the liability.” Members suggested that the draft Consultation 
Paper should: 

• Clarify that the complement to the reflection of risk in the deprival value model for 
liabilities is the reflection of risk in the calculation of value-in-use for assets;  

• Clarify that both the cost of fulfillment and the cost of release take into account 
transaction costs. It was noted that some of the IASB’s current thinking relating to 
liabilities assumes that there are no transaction costs in moving from cost of 
fulfillment to cost of release. However, the transaction costs incurred in moving from 
the cost of fulfillment to the cost of release might be significant in the public sector; 
and 

• Where discounting is necessary because fulfillment does not occur for an extended 
period, reflect an alternative approach that involves taking the undiscounted value of 
a majority of outcomes and then discounting at a risk-free rate.   

Cost of Release  

The cost of release was defined as “the amount that either (i) the creditor will accept in 
settlement of its claim and/or (ii) that a third party would charge to accept the liability.” 
Where there is more than one means of securing release from the liability, the cost of 
release is the lowest amount. Members suggested that in preparing the draft Consultation 
Paper the following should be considered: 

• Clarify that the cost of release is only relevant where there is an option to move from 
the cost of fulfillment to the cost of release. Where the option is not going to be 
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exercised, it needs to be emphasized that the amount recognized is the cost of 
fulfillment; 

• Emphasize that the option to move to the cost of release is relatively rare in the public 
sector, notwithstanding that there are some examples; 

• Discuss whether or not defeasance is a method of cost of release;   

• Discuss the distinction between an onerous contract and the option to decide to seek a 
cost of release for a contract; 

• Provide public sector examples of situations where the assumption price is higher 
than the settlement amount and vice versa; 

• Clarify the recognition point for a liability, in particular whether a contract that does 
not require the entity to do anything further gives rise to a liability; 

• Clarify whether a risky liability is greater than a safe liability, perhaps by reference to 
loans with variable and fixed interest rates; and 

• Clarify how a liability is calculated where there is no direct relationship with the 
creditor (e.g., student loan portfolios). 

Assumption Price 

In introducing the notion of assumption price it was noted that, for commercial activities, 
an entity will assume a liability only if the price it receives is greater than the settlement 
amount. On receipt of such an amount an entity has a performance obligation.  

The word “rational” is central to the notion of assumption price and there are many cases 
where a public sector entity, to meet social policy objectives, takes on a liability for 
considerably more than the assumption price (e.g., subsidized dental health care). A 
discussion of “rationality” in a public sector context is therefore necessary. 

Own Credit Risk 

It was agreed that there should be a discussion of own credit risk in the measurement of 
liabilities and the alternatives for accounting for own credit risk. This was an area where 
the Consultation Paper should seek views, rather than set out a particular position.  A 
public sector example was identified where a country’s debt has been restructured with 
an effect on that county’s exchange rate. 

Concepts of Capital (Agenda Item 2C.3)  

The staff asked for views on the agenda paper “Concepts of Capital.” Members suggested 
that:  

• In some jurisdictions the term capital denotes a liability, so further explanatory 
material might be necessary in this portion of the CF (see also Item 2.2); 

• There should be discussion on how both the historical cost basis and the deprival 
value model relate to the accountability objective for financial reporting; 
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• In view of the non-profit-maximizing character of the public sector the financial 
capital maintenance concept of capital may not be relevant, or might be of limited 
relevance, to the public sector; however, the discussion needs to be balanced;  

• There should be discussion of the link between the GFS framework and concepts of 
capital; and   

• It should be clarified that “market value” is not the same as “fair value” as the IASB 
defines “fair value” to be an exit value only.  

The IPSASB agreed that, at present, a discussion of concepts of capital should be 
included in the draft Consultation Paper. However, such a discussion might fit better in a 
general section on the key characteristics of government, as it relates to whether 
governments are wealth distributors or wealth accumulators. This section might be a 
preface to the ED. The discussion should initially relate to the objective of accountability 
for GPFRs and then be narrowed down to GPFSs. The location of this discussion will be 
reconsidered at a future meeting. 

Draft Consultation Paper (Agenda Item 2C.1)  

A revised draft Consultation Paper was presented. Staff explained that time constraints 
had not permitted all the points raised by the Subcommittee to be incorporated in the 
draft. Points that would be addressed in the next draft were listed in an Appendix. 
Members were very supportive of the approach in the Consultation Paper but indicated a 
need for more public sector examples, in particular relating to cash-generating assets and 
non-exchange transactions.  

Members agreed that the draft Consultation Paper needs to reflect a balanced discussion 
of all of the viable measurement bases and explain that the deprival value model needs 
more explanation than other models, such as historical cost or replacement cost, because 
it is a model that is less familiar to most readers.   

Members also proposed that: 

• There should be discussion relating to the flows side of measurement as some of the 
models discussed in the elements phase focus on flows rather than stocks;  

• There should be consideration of how value-in-use is calculated for assets embodying 
only service potential.  It was suggested that an alternative approach to calculating 
value-in-use of a non-cash-generating asset might be to determine the amount of costs 
that the entity saves by holding the asset; 

• In the context of the discussion of alternative-use assets, it should be pointed out that 
there may be sound reasons for locating public sector assets in areas with high 
property values, such as a central business district, so that the services provided are 
close to the population. It was felt that in many cases there appears to be a highly 
contestable assumption that a public sector entity providing a service is less valuable 
than a public sector entity which generates cash;  

• There should be some allusion to the analysis of alternative use where an asset is 
currently used for cash-generating purposes but where that asset’s alternative use is 
for non-cash-generating purposes;  
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• Fuller details should be provided of the reports referred to in Section 2 (i.e., the Byatt 
Committee in the UK and the Carpenter Report in Australia);   

• It should be acknowledged that budgets are not necessarily prepared on an historical 
cost basis; 

• Section 7 on concluding comments needs to discuss the interaction of different 
measurement bases and provide a comparative analysis of the different measurement 
bases. It also needs to refer explicitly to using a mixed-model measurement basis; 

• As was done in the first Consultation Paper, there needs to be a comparison that 
identifies differences between the IPSASB’s approach and the IASB’s approach; and 

• Regardless of whether the IPSASB decides to propose preliminary views, possible 
questions to include in the Request for Comments section of the Consultation Paper 
need to be included in the agenda papers for the June 2010 meeting. 

A proposed revised structure of the draft Consultation Paper was discussed. Members 
were content with the structure, but noted that staff should adapt it as necessary in the 
course of redrafting. In particular, it is possible that the proposed separate section on 
impairment could be incorporated into the discussion of each model. In addition how and 
where discounting and the effect of own credit risk would be addressed is not yet clear. It 
was suggested that it would be preferable to position the section on the deprival value 
model after the sections on the other models as it contains components of the other 
models, including replacement cost.  

The IPSASB directed staff to revise the draft Consultation Paper and present it at the 
June 2010 meeting. 

2.5 Presentation and Disclosure – Preliminary Discussion of Issues  

Members had a brief discussion of very preliminary issues related to the Presentation and 
Disclosure Phase of the Framework. They directed staff to: 

• Adopt a principles based approach that would not recommend detailed formats;  

• Ensure that the scope includes GPFRs, not just GPFSs; and 

• Consider any public sector specific issues raised by presentation and disclosure. 

3. ENTITY COMBINATIONS 
Approve IPSAS (Agenda Item 3) 

The IPSASB considered a draft IPSAS 32, “Entity Combinations: Acquisitions.” 

Key Issue: Scope  

The IPSASB discussed whether or not the scope section of proposed IPSAS 32 clearly 
identified which entity combinations would be within its scope. At its December 2009 
meeting, the IPSASB agreed that the exchange/non-exchange split should be removed 
and the scope revised to exclude all non-exchange entity combinations.   
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A Member pointed out that the revised wording had removed the exchange/non-exchange 
split, but that some non-exchange entity combinations would still be within the scope of 
the draft Standard because it addresses bargain purchases. 

The IPSASB discussed whether or not to continue with this draft Standard or to instead 
focus on the main issues for the public sector relating to entity combinations (i.e., 
mergers and reorganizations).   

It was noted that the decision in June 2008 to split the project between exchange and non-
exchange entity combinations so that a limited convergence project with IFRS 3, 
“Business Combinations” could be undertaken has been problematic—this is the third 
time that the Board has discussed the scope of the draft Standard and Members are still 
not clear which entity combinations are within its scope.   

After a lengthy deliberation on the scope of the proposed IPSAS, the IPSASB agreed not 
to progress with the finalization of the draft Standard, but instead to focus on public 
sector specific entity combinations issues. The work undertaken on the draft Standard 
could be used at a later stage of the project. 

Issues to be addressed in wider entity combinations project 

The IPSASB suggested topics which should be addressed in an issues paper on entity 
combinations, as follows. 

• How should reorganizations or mergers be accounted for? 

− Merger accounting – If merger accounting is used, should the comparative 
amounts be restated as if the entities had always been one entity?   

− Fresh start accounting – Explanation is needed as to the effect that different 
measurement bases will have on the amounts reported. For example, if the 
measurement basis is historical cost, the change in amounts reported when assets 
are revalued when the reorganization or merger occurs is likely to be material, 
whereas if the measurement basis is replacement cost, the change in amounts 
reported is likely to be immaterial. 

• How should combinations of entities under common control (e.g., a transfer of 
functions between government departments) be accounted for?   

− Should there be, or is there, an assumption, that the controlling entity is the 
owner? 

• Is the acquisition of a private sector entity in distress in substance different from other 
acquisitions? 

− If so, should there be a different accounting treatment?  For example, the use of 
equity accounting for entities in distress and the use of consolidation accounting 
for acquisitions. 

− Should bailouts of private sector entities be considered as a separate issue from 
other entity combinations? 

• Accounting for goodwill – To which types of entity combinations should it apply? 
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• How should combinations of entities be accounted for where a cash-generating 
operation is acquired and the acquirer operates it as a non-cash-generating operation? 

• Valuation of items in an entity combination – What is the benefit of revaluing items 
in an entity combination?  Does the benefit outweigh the cost?  Do different types of 
entity combinations change the answer? 

The IPSASB agreed that the staff should prepare an Issues Paper on entity combinations 
in the public sector, to be discussed at the June 2010 meeting.  

4. ANNUAL IMPROVEMENTS  
Approve Exposure Draft (Agenda Item 4) 

The IPSASB reviewed Exposure Draft (ED) 44, “Improvements to IPSASs.” The 
IPSASB discussed and accepted the proposed approach for the ED to be divided into two 
separate parts. Part I deals with amendments arising from consideration of the IASB’s 
“Improvements to IFRSs” issued in April 2009 and Part II deals with improvements of a 
more general nature identified by Members, TAs, and staff.  

Members expressed reservations about the lack of a documented process for dealing with 
Part II improvements and asked staff to explain the criteria for the inclusion of such 
improvements. Staff responded that the aim was to include only the relatively minor 
changes rather than those with significant substantive implications, although it was 
acknowledged that such a distinction was a matter of judgment. Some Members felt that 
the approach to compilation of the proposed improvements for Part II had been 
inadequately communicated, which meant that some potential improvements had not 
been identified. Staff was directed to clarify the process and ensure that Members, TAs, 
Observers, and constituents are able to propose improvements.  

The minor nature of some of the changes in Part II led some Members to question 
whether exposure was necessary. Staff acknowledged that in some cases the need for 
exposure was uncertain. However, because IPSASs are adopted into legal frameworks in 
some jurisdictions, a presumption was made in favor of exposure.  

It was directed that staff should bring a document to a future meeting of the IPSASB 
setting out more precisely what “convergence” means in terms of the relationship 
between an IPSAS and its related IFRS. 

Staff was also asked to develop a paper on aspects of the structure of IPSASs (e.g., the 
purpose of the Introduction, developing an Objective for those IPSASs that do not have 
one at present, and the necessity of retaining the Comparison with IFRS now that a Basis 
for Conclusions is included which explains differences from the underlying IFRS). 

Members noted that there had been previous discussion whether improvements might be 
addressed on a biennial cycle. It was directed that a further ED of improvements would 
be developed in 2011, after which a biennial cycle would be adopted. 

The IPSASB accepted the staff’s view that IASB Improvements to IFRSs and IFRICs on 
financial instruments should be dealt with in the project to update IPSASs 28–30 (see 
Item 5) rather than in this year’s Annual Improvements project. It was also agreed that 
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the improvements to IAS 36, “Impairment of Assets” and IAS 38, “Intangible Assets” 
would be addressed in the IPSASB’s Entity Combinations project (see Item 3). 

The IPSASB considered whether the consultation period should end in August 2010, 
which would be in accordance with the IPSASB’s normal four-month exposure period, or 
should be for a shorter period. It was decided that, as most of the amendments were 
minor, the exposure period should be shortened and end on June 30, 2010. 

The IPSASB approved ED 44 for issuance.  

The results of the vote for ED 44 were as follows: In Favor: 18; Against: 0; Abstain: 0. 
The voting details of the approval are at Appendix 2, item 8.2. 

5. IAS 39 
Discuss Issues and Proposed Approach (Agenda Item 6) 

The IPSASB considered the approach to: 

• The IASB’s project to replace IAS 39, “Financial Instruments: Recognition and 
Measurement” with IFRS 9, “Financial Instruments;” 

• Amendments and pronouncements dealing with financial instruments approved by the 
IASB after December 31, 2008; and 

• Other IASB projects with a potential impact on IPSAS 28, “Financial Instruments: 
Presentation,” IPSAS 29, “Financial Instruments: Recognition and Measurement,” 
and IPSAS 30, “Financial Instruments: Disclosures.” 

Staff identified three options: 

1. Address changes as approved and issued by the IASB on a continuous basis, 
including the changes to the requirements for financial assets in the first phase of 
IFRS 9 and other changes to IAS 32, “Financial Instruments: Presentation,” IAS 39, 
IFRS 7, “Financial Instruments: Disclosures” and related IFRICs; 

2. Defer initiation of a project until the first three phases of IFRS 9 have been 
completed, and at this point address IFRS 9 changes and other IASB amendments or 
pronouncements with a potential impact on IPSASs 28–30; or 

3. Defer changes relating to IFRS 9 until all three phases of IFRS 9 have been 
completed, but consider the other changes to IFRSs and IFRICs on an ongoing basis 
as those changes are approved and issued by the IASB. 

A Member did not favor any of these three proposals, and proposed a fourth option, 
whereby consideration of any IASB outputs would be deferred until after the completion 
of the Framework project.   

Staff proposed that Option 2 should be adopted on the grounds that: 

• Dealing with a number of changes in one ED might be less resource-intensive for 
constituents;  
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• At a time when considerable IPSASB time is being allocated to the Framework it is 
questionable whether there is sufficient agenda time available in 2010 deal with 
financial instruments; and  

• Dealing with a number of IASB amendments together, rather than making ongoing 
piecemeal changes over a period of time (generally for relatively minor changes) 
would provide a stable platform, which is likely to be beneficial for preparers.  

Staff also noted that the European Commission had decided to defer decisions on 
endorsement of the IFRS 9 changes until the three phases of IFRS 9 have been 
completed. 

There was a general acceptance by Members that the changes in IFRS 9 should not be 
addressed until all three phases of the IASB’s IAS 39 replacement project have been 
completed. However, some Members noted that a number of amendments had already 
taken effect, or would take effect later in 2010, and expressed unease that alignment with 
IFRSs would not be maintained if the IPSASB did not address changes to IFRSs and 
evaluate IFRIC 19, “Extinguishing Financial Liabilities with Equity Instruments” prior to 
the completion of IFRS 9. It was also suggested that most of the changes to IFRS 9 were 
likely to be minor and that they could be dealt with without a significant call on resources 
or agenda time. It was noted that IFRIC 19 may be more complex to address. 

A majority of Members favored Option 2 and directed that a project to deal with changes 
from IFRS 9 and other amendments and pronouncements approved by the IASB after 
December 31, 2008 should be reflected in the 2010-2012 IPSASB work plan and initiated 
when the IFRS 9 project has been completed, which is expected to be in the first half of 
2011. 

6.  STRATEGIC PLANNING (AGENDA ITEM 5) 

6.1 Discuss Strategy and Long-Term Vision  

The Chair introduced the session by highlighting a report and presentation he had given 
to the IFAC Board in February 2010 with proposals for changes to the IPSASB’s 
governance structures and operations. The Chair noted that the reaction from the IFAC 
Board was positive, acknowledging the importance of the IPSASB and the need for 
adequate funding in order to be able to deliver on the mandate. 

The Chair commented on informal discussions he has had with various stakeholders that 
demonstrate diverse and contradictory views on oversight structures. Based on this, the 
initial starting point has focused on the Public Interest Oversight Board (PIOB), which 
provides oversight to the IFAC’s other standard-setting boards, with some modifications 
for the public sector environment. Stakeholders also highlighted the need to consult on 
whether this is an appropriate model of oversight for IPSASB. General agreement was 
expressed that any oversight mechanism needs to be funded independently to maintain 
the IPSASB’s independence as a standard setter. There was a concern, however, that 
funding received that is restricted as to its use could be seen to impair the IPSASB’s 
objectivity in setting standards. It was also noted that the Monitoring Group had 
expressed some hesitation about the PIOB providing oversight of the IPSASB. They 
would like to understand the implications of such a proposition before supporting it.  
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The IFAC Board noted that the IPSASB should be involved in consultation with 
stakeholders, but that this role should be undertaken by IFAC since the IPSASB’s 
primary task is standard setting. 

The Executive Director of Professional Standards added that the IFAC Board did not 
discuss the IPSASB work plan or strategy, as its role is not to comment on projects. He 
informed the IPSASB that, in light of experience with other IFAC standard-setting 
boards, IFAC also views it necessary that IPSASB develop adoption and implementation 
assistance for users of its standards. Standard setting is a critical activity, but given the 
large call for adoption assistance, this needs to be considered by IFAC also. Finally, the 
Executive Director stressed the role the IFAC Nominating Committee plays in ensuring 
appropriate membership of the IPSASB and, indeed, all IFAC boards and committees. 

After a general discussion of the Chair’s report and presentation, Members discussed 
observations and concerns about some of the proposals. One Member thought that the 
proposed additional capacity of two additional staff and a full-time compensated Chair 
would still leave the IPSASB significantly under resourced. There was some sense that 
the plan is so ambitious with so few resources that it would come across as naïve. 
Another Member noted that developing converged materials as much of IPSASB’s 
previous work has been is easier than developing original materials. The need for high-
quality staff cannot be underestimated. Members noted that the IPSASB should consider 
leveraging staff from other sources (e.g., new post-graduates, secondees from accounting 
firms or Ministries of Finance). A caution was expressed that any such staff would need 
to commit to a sufficient term of service and would need to relocate to the IPSASB 
offices for any benefits to be fully realized. 

Generally Members were encouraged by IFAC’s response to the presentation but noted 
the challenges to come. Concern was expressed that the scale of the challenge has not 
been adequately depicted. The IPSASB still needs a large body of work on convergence, 
as well as public sector specific projects—there needs to be an understanding of what is 
not getting done as a result of the lack of resources. This will help the IPSASB choose 
projects on a more informed basis by clearly identifying trade-offs.  In addition, one 
Member pointed out that we need to advance the “original work” program to a greater 
extent in discussions for future funding. 

Members discussed the vision of being “the international standard setter for the public 
sector.” There was a disinterest in phrasing the vision in this way. Members preferred the 
mission statement that focuses on developing high-quality standards and guidance. 
Members discussed the notion of a vision going out 10 years and noted that in business 
parlance this term rarely used anymore. Members cautioned against extending IPSASB’s 
vision too far into the future. It was noted that organizations change significantly in 10 
years and any plan needs to recognize this. An entity’s Mission is now viewed as more 
important and relevant— and needs to be revisited often. 

In addition, potential funders need to be brought on incrementally—once supportive they 
will buy in. So, there is a need to balance many needs and not scare potential funders 
away by painting too big a picture of the challenges. 

Members articulated their goal as developing high-quality public sector standards from a 
global perspective. One Member suggested that in developing a strategy document, staff 
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review the results chain approach which sets out short, medium and long term goals. 
Examples of specific goals might include targets in terms of adoption. Members also 
thought an analysis of the IPSASB’s “competition” needed to be outlined—NSS and 
governments are competing in this space (e.g., governments develop their own standards 
based on the budget process). 

The need to tailor communications to the audience was highlighted noting that plans will 
change but that Members need to understand the challenges being faced and have a 
broader vision going forward. 

Members asked staff to develop a paper for strategy purposes that would include the 
following: 

• Clarity on who is implementing IPSASs – it was suggested that the IFAC 
Implementation Group could assist in obtaining this information; 

• Governance structures – PIOB as well as alternatives; 

• Resources – funding and staff requirements; and 

• Vision of the IPSASB as a basis for developing the work plan. 

The need for a more diverse list of adopters was highlighted and staff was directed to try 
to develop such a list with more clarity as to how IPSASs are being adopted, for example, 
by direction of NSS, by direct adoption of IPSASs, or by legislation. 

Members discussed the global economic crisis and whether it was appropriate to make 
specific reference to the current financial issues being faced by Greece as an opportunity 
to highlight the importance of public sector accounting. Some caution was expressed that 
the implication could be that IPSASB is concluding that the situation might have been 
improved if IPSASs were adopted and it is impossible to make this claim. The IPSASB 
needs to be careful therefore in any communications surrounding this type of work. 

Various changes were proposed to the Chair’s paper to IFAC including: 

• Remove the term “convergence” and highlight instead the “review and adapt” 
approach; 

• Ensure content reflects development not only of standards but also of implementation 
guidance; and 

• Consider clarifying what the term “public interest” means. 

In discussing governance structures, various elements were raised, including consultative 
advisory groups (CAGs). Some explanation was provided of the basic mode of operation 
of CAGs for the other IFAC boards including nominations, profile of membership, and 
appointment of initial members. Staff agreed to bring draft terms of reference for the 
CAGs to a future IPSASB meeting. 

Some concern was raised about how resource intensive strategic planning can be in terms 
of IPSASB agenda and staff time, but Members agreed that this work is needed to move 
forward. Two papers will be developed ultimately—one which is a consultation paper to 
address funding issues and another that is a strategy document. Members expressed some 
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reservations about the Chair being so directly involved in fundraising initiatives. It was 
agreed to monitor the Chair’s involvement in such activities to ensure it does not become 
too distracting to the IPSASB’s mandate. 

The IPSASB discussed plans for consulting with governments and stakeholders. The 
Chair noted that consultation will be multi-phased, with a smaller group of governments 
and organizations comprised of current IPSAS adopters/users of IPSASs and larger 
economies first, followed by wide public consultation. A list of proposed countries was 
provided in the agenda papers, along with proposed organizations. Changes will be made 
to this list and the list will finalized in order to develop a plan for consulting. 

A project on social benefits was briefly discussed but Members agreed that this could not 
be addressed until the Framework is completed. Finally, the Chair highlighted the 
possibility of a project on differential reporting to deal with small entities in the public 
sector with limited capacity. One Member noted that work is being done in her 
jurisdiction on this and she will share the results of that research when appropriate.   

Members concluded the session without prioritizing specific potential new projects. Staff 
was asked to bring back a revised work plan at the June 2010 meeting. 

6.2 Discuss 2010-2013 Work Plan  

Members considered the current draft work plan for 2010-2012, including the underlying 
assumptions. Some Members challenged the assumption of two projects per staff on the 
basis that it is too low. They asked that a number not be specified since the nature of 
projects in terms of complexity and originality will impact the allocation. Overall there is 
a need to balance projects among staff resources.  

Members discussed the projects that are currently in progress and then moved to those 
that are committed but not yet commenced.  They were not persuaded that all projects 
currently committed should be initiated. Most notably, a majority of Members advocated 
that the heritage assets project be removed from the list but that Members would provide 
staff with practices in their areas that could be compiled for information purposes.  

Members supported the other committed projects remaining on the work plan; however 
they proposed a number of changes: 

• After 2010, the improvements project should be done biennially; 

• Common control transactions, consolidations and joint arrangements should be 
addressed within the scope of the public sector entity combinations project; and 

• Narrative reporting and service performance should be developed as closely together 
as possible since there would likely be some cross over and strong linkages between 
them.  

The IPSASB considered the short list staff provided of potential new projects. There was 
some disagreement about the urgency for a project on emissions trading schemes. While 
noting that the IASB is moving forward on this as it relates to the private sector, some 
Members thought it should be deferred until the Framework project is complete because 
of its relationship to the definition of an asset. 
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 Others noted that in some jurisdictions these are already being accounted for and that 
once the IASB approves a standard, the need for IPSASB to develop standards will be 
urgent. One Member agreed to provide information already developed in his jurisdiction 
to staff to be used as background that could jumpstart progress once the project is more 
urgent.  

Members wanted to defer work on fair value accounting because of the Framework 
project, but they did suggest that the definition of fair value could be incorporated into 
the Framework measurement paper. The IPSASB also thought a project on revenue 
should be deferred based on the IASB work plan.  

  



  Page 29 

7. APPENDIX 1 – APRIL 2010 IPSASB ACTION LIST 
Action Required Person(s) 

Responsible 
Date to be  
Completed 

1.  Conceptual Framework – Project 
Plan 

  

• Revise Project Plan John Stanford April 16, 2010 
• Confirm membership of Task Based 

Groups (TBGs)  
John Stanford April 15, 2010 

• Discuss with NSS their participation on 
an NSS Advisory Panel that reshapes 
their role and enhances their contribution, 
in place of the Sub-committee 

Andreas 
Bergmann 

April 16, 2010 

• Develop Terms of Reference for the 
projected NSS Advisory Panel  

John Stanford April 30, 2010 

• Consider approach to single ED 
encompassing all of the phases and assess 
various possible changes for the IPSASB 
to consider at a later time  

John Stanford Ongoing 

• Consider exposure period at each stage of 
approval 

John Stanford Ongoing 

2. Conceptual Framework – Phase 1 Paul Sutcliffe  

• Revise users, qualitative characteristics 
and reporting entity components of 
Phase 1 

 June 1, 2010 

• Prepare initial draft of ED components 
relating to the introduction to, and 
authority of, the framework, and 
objectives and scope of financial 
reporting  

 June 1, 2010 

3. Conceptual Framework – Elements Tim Beauchamp / 
Nickie Young / 
John Stanford 

 

• Draft Consultation Paper (in conjunction 
with TBG) 

 June 14, 2010 

4. Conceptual Framework – 
Measurement 

Andrew Lennard / 
John Stanford 

 

• Provide a list of articles on the deprival 
value model to Members on Intranet 

 April 23, 2010 

• Revise draft Consultation Paper for 
Members’ comments (in conjunction 
with TBG) 

 June 7, 2010 
(3 weeks before) 
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Action Required Person(s) 
Responsible 

Date to be  
Completed 

5. Conceptual Framework – 
Presentation and Disclosure 

Gwenda Jensen  

• Develop Issues Paper (in conjunction 
with TBG) 

 June 14, 2010 

6. Entity Combinations Annette Davis  

• Develop issues paper on public sector 
specific entity combinations (in 
conjunction with TBG) 

 May 31, 2010  

7. Improvements to IPSASs   

• Revise draft Annual Improvements ED 
for Members’ comments and finalize 

Jing Wang April 16, 2010 

• Annual Improvements ED to be 
published (comment period ends June 30, 
2010) 

Jing Wang April 23, 2010 

• Develop a document which sets out the 
exact state of convergence for IPSASs 
with an underlying IFRS. Include 
suggestions for improvements for all 
IPSASs 

Annette Davis May 17, 2010 

• Email request to Members, TAs and 
Observers regarding suggestions for 
improvements to existing IPSASs 

Annette Davis April 30, 2010 

• Summarize approaches to dissenting 
views by other standard setters for 
consideration by IPSASB  

Joy Keenan May 17, 2010 

• Develop paper on structure of IPSASs 
that sets out proposed changes for 
consideration  

Joy Keenan May 17, 2010 

• Monitor IASB projects Annette Davis Ongoing 

8.  IAS 39 Amendments John Stanford  

• Monitor IASB projects relating to 
financial instruments 

 Ongoing 

9.  Strategic Planning Stephenie Fox  

• Develop a strategy document  May 31, 2010 
• Develop an issues paper for consultation  May 17, 2010 
• Finalize proposed list of stakeholders to 

consult 
 May 17, 2010 

10.  Work Plan   

• Clarify time requirements expected from 
IPSASB Members for TBGs 

Stephenie Fox April 30, 2010 
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Action Required Person(s) 
Responsible 

Date to be  
Completed 

• Members to send to staff their current 
guidance on heritage assets 

Members May 1, 2010 

• Compile list of requirements and/or 
guidance on heritage assets and distribute 

John Stanford May 31, 2010 

• Revise Work Plan for Members’ 
comments 

Stephenie Fox April 16, 2010 

• Update “IPSASB Summary of IASB 
Work Plan” for each meeting 

Annette Davis Ongoing 

11.  Communications Staff  

• Action List posted to Intranet Tracey Stark April 16, 2010 
• Power Point presentations posted to 

Intranet 
Tracey Stark April 16, 2010 

• Draft minutes posted to Intranet Joy Keenan April 30, 2010 
• Meeting Highlights posted to Internet Annette Davis April 16, 2010 
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8. APPENDIX 2 – BOARD VOTING RECORD 

8.1 Vote #1 – ED 43, “Service Concession Arrangements: Grantor” (approved 
between meetings) 

MEMBER VOTING RECORD 
 

Agenda Item #1 Minutes Item 1.5 Date Vote Taken February 19, 2010 
Description ED 43, “Service 

Concession 
Arrangements: 
Grantor” 

 Ballot Draft taken 
between meetings 

Final Standard  □ ED   CP □ Other □ 
 

BOARD MEMBER IN FAVOUR AGAINST ABSTAIN ABSENT NOTES 
Andreas Bergmann, Chair   √ 

  

Erna Swart, Vice-Chair    √ 
 

David Bean √ 
    

Ian Carruthers √ 
    

Marie-Pierre Cordier √ 
    

Mariano D’Amore √     

Sheila Fraser √ 
    

Yossi Izkovich √ 
    

Hong Lou √ 
    

Thomas Mueller-Marques Berger √ 
    

Anne Owuor √ 
    

Bharti Prasad √ 
    

Ron Salole √ 
    

Tadashi Sekikawa √ 
    

Isaac Umansky   √ 
  

Franz Van Schaik √ 
    

Ken Warren  √ 
   

Tim Youngberry √     

TOTAL 14 1 2 `1 18 
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8.2 Vote #2 – ED 44, “Annual Improvements” (approved at meeting) 

MEMBER VOTING RECORD 
 

Agenda Item #4 Minutes Item 4 Date Vote Taken April 8, 2010 
Description ED 44,  “Annual 

Improvements” 
 Approved at 

meeting 
Final Standard □ ED   CP □ Other □ 

 
BOARD MEMBER IN FAVOUR AGAINST ABSTAIN ABSENT NOTES 
Andreas Bergmann, Chair √ 

    

Erna Swart, Vice-Chair √ 
    

David Bean √ 
    

Ian Carruthers √ 
    

Marie-Pierre Cordier √ 
    

Mariano D’Amore √ 
    

Sheila Fraser √ 
    

Yossi Izkovich √ 
    

Hong Lou √3  
 

   

Thomas Mueller-Marques Berger √ 
    

Anne Owuor √4  
 

   

Bharti Prasad √ 
    

Ron Salole √ 
    

 Tadashi Sekikawa √ 
    

 Isaac Umansky  √ 
    

Franz Van Schaik √     

 Ken Warren √ 
    

Tim Youngberry √ 
    

TOTAL 18 0 0 0 18 

 

                                                 
3  Yangchun Lu held Hong Lou’s proxy for voting at this meeting. 
4  The Chair held Anne Owuor’s proxy for voting at this meeting. 
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