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1. OPENING REMARKS & MINUTES 

On behalf of the IPSASB, the Chair thanked the hosts for the meeting: 

• Jon Blondal, representing the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD) for providing the meeting facilities; and  

• Marie-Pierre Cordier, representing the Ordre des experts-comptables and the 
Compagnie Nationale des Commissaires aux Comptes for hosting the reception on 
February 24, 2009. 

1.1 Attendance – Paris France 

  
PARTICIPANTS 
 

 
ATTENDEES 

 
APOLOGY/NIA* 

 IPSASB Members   
1 Mike Hathorn (M) X  
  Ian Carruthers (TA) X  
    
2 Erna Swart (M) X   
  Lindy Bodewig (TA) X  
    
3 Peter Batten (M) X  
  Jim Paul (TA) X  
    
4 David Bean (M) X  
    
5 Andreas Bergmann (M – Public) X  
  Stefan Berger (TA) X  
    
6 Marie-Pierre Cordier (M) X  
  Jean-Luc Dumont (TA) X  
    
7 Sheila Fraser (M – Public) X  
  Stuart Barr (TA) X  
    
8 Yosef Izkovich (M)  X 
    
9 Hong Lou (M) X  
  Hongxia Li (TA) X  
    
10 Thomas Mueller-Marques Berger (M) X  
  Viola Eulner (TA) X  
    
11 Bharti Prasad (M) X (Feb 23, 26)  
  Rakesh Jain (TA) X  
    
12 Ron Salole (M) X  
    
13 Anne Owuor (M) X  
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PARTICIPANTS 
 

 
ATTENDEES 

 
APOLOGY/NIA* 

    
14 Stefano Pozzoli (M) X  
  Marcello Bessone (TA) X  
    
15 Ken Warren (M) X  
  Joanne Scott (TA) X  
    
16 Tadashi Sekikawa (M) X  
  Kenji Izawa (TA) X  
    
17 Frans van Schaik (M) X  
  Thomas van Tiel (TA) X  
    
 
ADB 

Observers 
Hong-Sang Jung (O) 

 
 

 
X 

EC Hinrich Jürges (for Rosa Aldea 
Busquets)(O) 

X  

Eurostat John Verrinder (O)  X 
IASB Warren McGregor (O)  X 
INTOSAI Robert Dacey (O) X   
IMF Abdul Khan (O) X   
IMF Sagé De Clerck,  (O) X  
OECD Jon Blondal (O) X (23, 26)   
UN Jay Karia (O) X (23, 26)  
UNDP Gwenda Jensen (O)  X 
World 
Bank 

Simon Bradbury (O) X   

    
 IFAC Staff   
IFAC Ian Ball, Chief Executive Officer (S) X (24, 25 am)  
IFAC –
IPSASB 

Stephenie Fox (S) X  

 John Stanford (S) X  
 Matthew Bohun-Aponte (S)  X 
 Qi Chang (S) X  
 Annette Davis (S) X  
 Joy Keenan (S) X  

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

The Chair welcomed Members, Technical Advisors, Observers and Staff, including the 
following new Members: 
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• Thomas Mueller-Marques Berger; 

• Bharti Prasad; 

• Ron Salole; and  

• Ken Warren. 

The Chair noted that, because of a continued lack of attendance, communication and 
involvement, he had written to IFAC’s Nominations Committee recommending the 
removal of Mr. Omar Duman as an IPSASB member. The IFAC Board approved this on 
February 20th, 2009 effective immediately.  The Chair also welcomed new Observer, Paul 
Haenen (OECD) and new staff member Annette Davis along with all members of the 
public gallery. 

He also welcomed Jeanine Poggiolini (Accounting Standards Board, South Africa), and 
noted the IPSASB’s appreciation for her valued assistance in preparing the financial 
instruments Exposure Drafts (EDs) for approval at this meeting.  

1.2 Approval of Minutes of October 2008 Meeting – Zurich, Switzerland 

The minutes of the IPSASB meeting held on October 28-31, 2008 in Zurich were 
approved without amendment. One Member reiterated the point made in item 5 of those 
minutes that, going forward, the IPSASB must look to improve its process for 
disseminating exposure drafts and other material for public comment.  

1.3 Communications and Liaison 

As the Chair committed to at the October 2008 IPSASB meeting, he provided his written 
notes of the IASB-IPSASB Liaison Committee’s July 2008 and December 2008 
meetings. The Liaison Committee’s next meeting is March 26, 2009. 

The Chair also gave the IPSASB a brief report on the IFAC Chief Executive Meeting 
held in February 2009. 

The Technical Director indicated that the Chair, staff and members continue to work 
actively on communications activities and that progress is being seen around the world. 
She thanked those involved for their considerable efforts, and informed the IPSASB that 
those efforts were acknowledged at the February 2009 IFAC Board meeting. She also 
thanked those contacted by IFAC’s auditors to confirm their outreach activities for the 
IFAC’s annual report.  

2. FINANCIAL INSTRUMENTS 
Approve ED 37, ED 38 and ED 39 (Agenda Item 2) 

Introduction 

The Chair welcomed Jeanine Poggiolini from the South Africa Accounting Standards 
Board, and thanked her for her contribution to the development of the Financial 
Instruments Exposure Drafts (EDs). He also thanked Deputy Chair Erna Swart for 
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making Jeanine’s time available to the IPSASB. Prior to the commencement of detailed 
discussion on the EDs, one Member expressed some discomfort with converging with 
IFRSs that are currently being reconsidered by the IASB and are subject to ongoing 
amendments. The need for the IPSASB to establish a Task Force to deal with urgent 
issues in the light of the global economic crisis, was stressed. 

In accordance with decisions at the October 2008 meeting the IPSASB considered 
Exposure Drafts ED 37, “Financial Instruments: Presentation,” ED 38, “Financial 
Instruments: Recognition and Measurement” and ED 39, “Financial Instruments: 
Disclosure.” The direction at the October meeting was that EDs 37 and 38 should only 
depart from IAS 32 and IAS 39 to ensure compatibility with the existing suite of IPSASs 
(the term “connectivity” had been used to describe this process). However, application 
guidance would be added to deal with three public sector issues. For ED 39, “Financial 
Instruments: Disclosures” Members had been asked to propose additional disclosures to, 
or deletions from, the disclosures in IFRS 7, “Financial Instruments: Disclosures” to 
reflect public sector specific differences. 

2.1 ED 37 – Financial Instruments: Presentation  

The IPSASB considered a revised draft of ED 37. The agenda material included both a 
mark-up draft showing changes to the version circulated out-of-session on December 5, 
2008 and a mark-up draft showing changes from the December 31, 2008 versions of IAS 
32 and IFRIC 2, “Members’ Shares in Co-operative Entities and Similar Instruments.” 

Noting that the IPSASB does not have an IPSAS on insurance contracts, Members 
considered the Staff proposal that entities should be required to deal with all financial 
guarantee contracts in accordance with ED 37. The Staff approach would not have 
provided an option, equivalent to that in IAS 32, for entities to deal with financial 
guarantee contracts as insurance contracts in accordance with the international or national 
accounting standard dealing with insurance, where this had been explicitly asserted.  
Members acknowledged the Staff view that permitting a limited option might lead to an 
inconsistency of treatment between entities. However, Members had concerns that such 
an approach might create difficulties for any entities that already elected to treat financial 
guarantee contracts as insurance contracts (the “grandfathering” issue).  Members 
directed that Staff should draft a scope paragraph that required financial guarantee 
contracts that are non-exchange transactions to be dealt with in accordance with ED 37. 
However, where a financial guarantee contract is an exchange transaction, an entity 
would be able to treat the contract as an insurance contract, where it had asserted that it 
regarded the contract as an insurance contract. 

It was further agreed that: 

• Entities should be permitted rather than required to apply ED 37 to financial 
instruments that take the form of insurance contracts that transfer financial risk; and 

• The definition of an insurance contract in IPSAS 15, “Financial Instruments: 
Disclosure and Presentation” should be retained, rather than adopting the definition in 
IFRS 4, “Insurance Contracts.”  
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Members noted the point had emerged out-of-session that, in certain jurisdictions, public 
sector entities are not empowered to enter into contracts. The Staff view was that an 
arrangement should contain the following features in order to meet the definition of a 
financial contract in ED 37: 

• The parties to the transaction are willing rather than compelled; 

• Rights and obligations are created  for each party to the arrangement, although such 
rights and obligations need not be equal; and 

• The arrangement should be enforceable by law or equivalent means. 

Members accepted the Staff view.  It was concluded that the substance of an arrangement 
should be evaluated to determine whether it is contractual and therefore within the scope 
of the ED. Modifications were made to the Application Guidance as follows: 

• The assertion in paragraph AG 17 would be worded that “Assets and Liabilities 
arising out of non-contractual arrangements do not meet the definition of financial 
assets or financial liabilities;” and 

• The reference to the levying of taxes in paragraph AG 18 would be deleted. 

Members further directed that: 

• The definition of a financial asset should not be amended  to exclude legal tender (or 
bank notes in circulation) issued by a central bank, but that there should be a sentence 
in paragraph AG 8 that “unissued currency held by a central bank does not meet the 
definition of a financial instrument” and that the paragraph reference to IPSAS 12 
should be added; 

• In references to compound financial instruments throughout the ED the term “net 
assets/equity component” should be adopted rather than “component of net assets 
equity;”  

• Additional Application Guidance on perpetual debt instruments that are not market-
related is not required ; 

• The transitional provisions in the draft  ED should be retained, subject to the 
incorporation of a Specific Matter for Comment; 

• IFRIC 2 should be included as a separate  authoritative Appendix rather than being 
incorporated  in the Application Guidance; 

• The replacement of references to “gold” with “oil” was appropriate; 

• Specific Matters for Comment should be included on dealing with  financial 
guarantee contracts as insurance contracts and transitional provisions; and 

• Illustrative Examples 7 and 8 dealing with entities such as mutual funds and co-
operatives whose share capital is not net assets/equity and entities with some net 
assets/equity should be retained.  
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It was agreed that a version of ED 37 showing departures from IAS 32 as at December 
31, 2008 should be made available on the website. 

The IPSASB voted on the approval of ED 37, “Financial Instruments: Presentation.” The 
results of the vote were: In Favour – 17, Against – 0, Abstain – 0.  

See Item 11, Appendix 2, 11.1 Vote #1 for details of the vote. 

2.2 ED 38 – Financial Instruments: Recognition and Measurement 

The IPSASB considered a revised draft of ED 38. The agenda material included both a 
marked-up draft showing changes to the version circulated out-of-session on December 
23rd and a marked-up version showing all changes from the December 31, 2008 versions 
of IAS 39, IFRIC 9, “Reassessment of Embedded Derivatives” and IFRIC 16, “Hedges of 
a Net Investment in a Foreign Operation.” 

Members considered the Staff view that the text and amended Application Guidance in 
ED 37 and ED 38 are sufficient to deal with sovereign assets and liabilities and that 
sovereign assets and liabilities that are non-contractual in substance, such as taxation 
revenue, do not meet the definitions of a financial asset and a financial liability and are 
therefore not within the scope of ED 38. Members accepted this view and agreed that 
further Application Guidance dealing specifically with Sovereign Receivables and 
Payables is unnecessary. 

Members explored the approach to financial guarantees at nil or nominal consideration. 
They considered the Staff view that, where a fair value cannot be reliably estimated 
through observation of an active market, measurement at and subsequent to initial 
recognition should be in accordance with the principles of IPSAS 19, “Provisions, 
Contingent Liabilities and Contingent Assets” rather than a complex valuation technique 
with multiple possible outcomes. Staff had suggested that an approach based on IPAS 19 
might better reflect the exposure to financial risk of an entity issuing a financial 
guarantee. Members concluded that, while there are cost-benefit considerations in the use 
of valuation techniques, entities should not be precluded from using such techniques 
where they are confident that they provide a reliable estimate of fair value and directed 
that the Basis for Conclusions reflect this view. Members also directed that the Basis for 
Conclusions should reflect some of the concerns over the use of valuation techniques. 
Members further directed that a Specific Matter for Comment should be included on the 
recognition and measurement of financial guarantees at nil or nominal value. 

Members considered how to deal with SIC 12, “Consolidation – Special Purpose 
Entities,” particularly in the light of the likelihood that SIC 12 might be withdrawn, if and 
when, an IFRS based on ED 10, “Consolidation” is issued by the IASB. They evaluated 
approaches involving the inclusion of SIC 12 as an authoritative stand-alone Appendix or 
the incorporation of extracts from SIC 12 in Application Guidance. Acknowledging that 
there are disadvantages with all approaches they directed that references should be added 
to the text referring to the “international or national accounting standard or interpretation 
dealing with the consolidation of special purpose entities.” 
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Members further directed that: 

• The term “concessionary loans” rather than “concessional loans” should be used;  

• The key characteristic of a concessionary loan is that it is granted or received by an 
entity at below market terms and that linkage of such loans to the public policy 
objectives of the grantor in the Application Guidance is unnecessary;  

• An additional transitional provision relating to hedging relationships that do not 
qualify for hedge accounting under IAS 39 equivalent to that in IFRS 1, “First Time 
Adoption of International Financial Reporting Standards” should not be included. 
However, a Specific Matter for  Comment should be added on whether the 
transitional provisions generally are adequate; 

• References in the Application Guidance to LIBOR (London Interbank Offered Rate) 
should be amended to the generic term “interest rate in a liquid market”, but 
references to LIBOR could be retained in Illustrative Examples; 

• The term “Implementation Guidance” should be used rather than the formulation in 
IAS 39;  

• No consequential changes should be proposed to IPSAS 23, “Revenue from Non- 
Exchange Transactions (Taxes and Transfers)” in respect of the measurement of 
financial assets and financial liabilities at initial recognition. The issue should be 
included in a list of issues to be considered in due course; 

• A consequential amendment will be included proposing that an appendix dealing with 
the costs of originating a loan should be inserted in IPSAS 9, Revenue from 
Exchange Transactions”  and that this would include the editorial amendments to the 
Appendix adopted by the IASB in its Annual Improvements in May 2008;  

• Additional Application Guidance  on scenarios existing in a non-exchange 
environment should not be added, but a list of areas where further guidance might be 
appropriate should be compiled for inclusion in the list of issues to be indicated 
above; 

• The Illustrative Example in IFRIC 16 dealing with disposal of a foreign operation  
should be retained, as should the Illustrative Examples dealing with  intra-group and 
intra-entity hedging transactions and equity kickers; and 

• The Illustrative Example dealing with the definition of financial instrument, gold 
bullion should be deleted. 

It was agreed that a version of ED 38 showing departures from IAS 39 as at December 
31, 2008 should be made available on the website. 

The IPSASB voted on the approval of ED 38, “Financial Instruments: Recognition and 
Measurement.” The results of the vote were: In Favour – 15, Against – 1, Abstain – 1.  

See Item 11, Appendix 2, 11.3 Vote #3 for details of the vote. 
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Dissenting View - David Bean (member):  

One member dissents to the issuance of the Exposure Draft.  That member strongly 
supports the IPSASB’s efforts to establish a full suite of high-quality accounting and 
financial reporting standards, including financial instruments, for the public sector; 
however, the member objects to certain provisions contained in this proposal.  
Specifically, the member believes that the proposal is overly complex and does not 
provide transparent reporting of hedging transactions.  The member does not support the 
inconsistent treatment of cash flow and fair value hedges.  The accounting for fair value 
hedges,  as provided for in paragraph 99, results in the adjustment  of the  carrying value 
of the hedged item (for those carried at cost).  The member believes that this adjustment 
results in a carrying value that is neither cost-based nor fair value-based and results in a 
less transparent presentation of the adjusted statement of position elements (for example, 
hedged liabilities) than would have resulted with the use of deferral element for the 
effective portion of the hedge.  The member also believes that the use of a deferral 
element also would allow the consistent treatment of cash flows without the use of 
“recycling” or “reclassification” as required by paragraph 108. 

This member also believes that the need for complex hedge accounting could be 
significantly reduced if the proposed financial instrument standard did not allow for a 
held-to-maturity investment category.  The member recognizes that such a category may 
be necessary for certain government business enterprises (for example, financial 
institutions); however, the application of this provision to the governmental entities under 
the IPSASB’s jurisdiction only perpetuates the misstatement of these assets.  This 
member believes that fair value reporting of all investments provides financial statement 
users with more transparent information regarding the financial position of the 
governmental entity. 

Statement on IPSASB Approach to Financial Instruments 

It was agreed that clear communication of the IPSASB’s approach to financial 
instruments is essential. Members agreed  that an overarching Statement will be produced  
that explains the IPSASB’s  rationale for issuing standards dealing with financial 
instruments with minimal change from IFRS in order to ensure than there is globally 
consistent treatment of financial instruments, which has become a particularly evident 
during the credit crisis. The Statement will also acknowledge that publication of the EDs 
is a first step and that detailed consideration of a number of public sector issues will be 
initiated. The positive vote of the French Member was conditional on agreement on the 
development of such a Statement. 

2.3 ED 39 – Financial Instruments: Disclosures 

The IPSASB then moved to a discussion of proposed ED 39 related to disclosures of 
financial instruments consistent with IFRS 7.  The Technical Director led the discussion 
of issues that Members had raised during the out of session consultation regarding 
potential public sector differences in disclosures.  The most significant additional 
disclosure proposed relates to concessionary loans which Members generally agreed are a 
more prominent issue in the public sector.  
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Questions were raised about the meaning of various terms in the proposed disclosures 
related to concessionary loans that Staff included in the draft Exposure Draft, notably 
“face value,” “fair value” and “carrying value.” Members discussed what disclosures 
generally they thought would be valuable related to concessionary loans and asked Staff 
to draft a specific matter for comment related specifically to suggested disclosures for 
concessionary loans.  

In discussing the disclosures that would be useful for concessionary loans, Members 
noted the need to integrate with the requirements of ED 38 for recognition and 
measurement.  One Member highlighted the disclosures for financial guarantees and 
noted that if IPSAS 19 is being adopted, then disclosing the related accounting policy 
would be important. Many Members thought this would already be addressed as an 
important accounting policy and did not agree with the need to specifically identify this. 
A decision was made to include a reference to this in the paragraph 5 of application 
guidance, 

Members also agreed that the specific disclosures for concessionary loans should include: 

• A reconciliation between the opening  and closing carrying amounts of the loans, 
including: 

− Nominal value of new loans granted during the period; 

− The fair value adjustment on initial recognition;  

− Loans repaid during the period; 

− Impairment losses recognized; 

− Any increase during the period in the discounted amount arising from the passage 
of time; and 

− Other changes; 

• Nominal value of the loans at the end of the period; 

• The purpose and terms of the various types of loans; and  

• Valuation assumptions.  

Members discussed the analysis related to other issues raised by members as potential 
additions or deletions of disclosures. Some Members acknowledged that the arguments in 
favour of departures from IFRS were somewhat weak from a public sector specific 
viewpoint but asked that a specific matter for comment be developed to solicit specific 
feedback from constituents on the issue.  

A discussion on the status of IPSAS 15 was also held. While Members agreed that IPSAS 
15 should be withdrawn when the final IPSASs for Financial Instruments are approved, it 
was suggested that potential adopters of IPSAS 15 should be alerted to the fact that it will 
be withdrawn. This will be done when issuing the ED and will be posted on the web site. 
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The IPSASB voted on the approval of ED 39, “Financial Instruments: Disclosures.” 
Subject to the above changes, the results of the vote were: In Favour – 17, Against – 0, 
Abstain – 0.  

See Item 11, Appendix 2, 11.4 Vote #4 for details of the vote. 

3. INTANGIBLE ASSETS  
Approve ED 40 (Agenda Item 3) 

The IPSASB considered draft ED 40, “Intangible Assets.” The proposed changes from 
the October 2008 draft reflect the IPSASB’s directions at that meeting along with 
feedback garnered from consulting with members on a revised draft out of session.   

The IPSASB discussed the addition, in paragraph 1, of the exclusion of the power to 
grant rights and the power to tax from the proposed standard. It was noted that the 
placement of the exclusion was not appropriate within the objective of the standard. The 
IPSASB agreed that Staff should develop introductory material that explains the rationale 
for the exclusion. The exact placement of the material may be in a combination of the 
Introduction section of the standard, within the Standard and in the Basis for 
Conclusions. The material would need to identify that the issue will be reconsidered for 
inclusion when the IPSASB’s Conceptual Framework is issued. 

The IPSASB discussed the adoption in the proposed ED of certain material contained in 
IPSAS 17. In particular, IPSASB Members noted that this is a convergence project that 
should primarily follow IAS 38. Accordingly, the IPSASB directed Staff to reinstate the 
disclosure requirements from IAS 38 and to use the transitional provisions in IAS 38, 
supplemented by the relevant exemptions pertaining to intangible assets in IFRS 1, 
“First-time Adoption of IFRS.”  

A Member questioned the inclusion of the “exchange of assets” guidance from IAS 38, 
noting that, although the same guidance is also in IPSAS 16, “Investment Property” and 
in IPSAS 17, “Property, Plant and Equipment,” there may be situations when a 
transaction without commercial substance could be a non-exchange transaction. The 
IPSASB agreed that such a case could occur, and accordingly directed Staff to amend the 
heading preceding this guidance to “Exchanges of Assets from Non-Exchange 
Transactions.” 

The IPSASB agreed with the reinstatement of the material on business combinations 
from IAS 38, amended as appropriate to reflect proposed ED 41 (see item 4 below). 
Members noted the importance of Staff working together to finalize ED 40 and ED 41, 
given the common issues between the two. 

One Member pointed out the inconsistent treatment of the appendices, and other material 
following the standard itself. IPSASB Members directed Staff ensure that all EDs follow 
the same structure in the overall quality control review of the EDs.  
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One Member questioned whether example 1 in the Implementation Guidance was 
realistic. A live example of such a case was provided by a Member. It was decided to 
retain the example, but move it later in the series of examples. 

One Member pointed out that the proposed ED did not appropriately address the 
differences between the IPSAS 21 guidance and the IPSAS 26 guidance. Staff 
highlighted the proposed consequential changes that would be required for consistent 
treatment of impairment of non-cash-generating assets with impairment of cash-
generating assets. The IPSASB asked that Staff provide the proposed wording of the 
consequential amendments to IPSAS 21 to Members following the meeting, for comment 
before posting the proposed draft of ED 40.  

Members also agreed to the following terminology changes: 

• Delete the addition of “transfer” throughout the ED, except in paragraphs xx. 

• Contracts wording 

The IPSASB directed Staff to redraft ED 40 in light of these comments and to circulate it 
for comment and ultimate approval out of session, jointly with ED 41 (see item 4 below).  

4. ENTITY COMBINATIONS (IFRS 3 CONVERGENCE and 
NON-EXCHANGE ENTITY COMBINATIONS) 
Approve ED 41 (Agenda Item 4) 

The IPSASB considered draft ED 41, "Entity Combinations from Exchange 
Transactions."  The proposed adaptations from IFRS 3, "Business Combinations" are 
based on the directions the IPSASB gave the Staff at its June 2008 meeting.   

 The IPSASB discussed the proposed distinction between an acquisition of a business and 
an acquisition of a function which was introduced to enable any residual arising on an 
acquisition of an integrated set of activities and assets which predominantly encompass 
service potential to be identified and immediately expensed. Some Members commented 
that it would be difficult to distinguish between a business and a function. Other 
Members thought that the accounting treatment of any residual arising from an entity 
combination is a separate issue from the acquisition itself.  Therefore, the distinction 
between business and function is not necessary.  Furthermore, it was noted that the 
distinction is artificial and unnecessary. Any definition needs to cover a range of entity 
combinations rather than being characterized as either an acquisition of a business or an 
acquisition of a function.  The IPSASB agreed that the proposed split between an 
acquisition of a business or function is unnecessary and should be removed.   

 It was suggested that the term "operation" should be used instead of the terms "business" 
and "function" as the word operation encompasses the range of activities that are 
acquired.  The IPSASB agreed that the terms business and function should be replaced 
with one definition, based on the definition of a business, using the word "operation."   

 Initially, there was support for the distinction between a function and a business on the 
basis that it is necessary to ensure that any residual arising on an acquisition of a non-
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cash-generating unit is immediately expensed.  Some commented that there are two 
impairment standards within the IPSASB suite of standards which could be amended to 
cover the issue of impairment testing of any residual.  It was also noted that goodwill 
only occurs in a cash-generating environment and therefore any residual arising on the 
acquisition of a non-cash-generating unit should be immediately expensed.  The Staff 
noted that IPSAS 21, "Impairment of Non-Cash-Generating Assets" deals with testing of 
impairment of non-cash-generating assets.  IPSAS 21 does not consider that unallocated 
service potential, including goodwill, will arise at a non-cash-generating unit level.  
Hence, non-cash-generating assets are tested for impairment at the individual asset level.  
The IPSASB agreed that ED 41 should include proposed consequential amendments to 
IPSAS 26 so that guidance on how to test any goodwill arising on cash-generating units 
will be included.  The IPSASB also agreed that Application Guidance will be included in 
ED 41 regarding the application of IPSAS 21to the acquisition of non-cash generating 
units.  The Introduction to ED 41 will also explain the application of IPSAS 21 and 
IPSAS 26. 

 It was questioned whether the split in ED 41 between exchange and non-exchange entity 
combinations was the best distinction to use.  Specifically, can entity combinations be 
clearly divided between exchange and non-exchange transactions?  A suggested approach 
could be to distinguish between entity combinations occurring between a willing 
buyer/seller, i.e., where there is no compulsion and then use accounting requirements 
based upon IFRS 3.  It was also acknowledged that the line between exchange and non-
exchange transactions is sometimes unclear; however, the IPSASB discussed this split 
when debating the project on revenue from non-exchange transactions, which resulted in 
IPSAS 23.  A Member commented that the suggestion regarding "no compulsion" could 
be used instead as an indicator, to help in distinguishing between an exchange or non-
exchange transaction, but ultimately, it is not a clear distinction.  

It was suggested that, instead of the split between exchange and non-exchange entity 
combinations, "restructures within the public sector that are imposed by, or subject to 
approval of, the relevant government" be scoped out of any standard based upon IFRS 3.  
The effect of this proposal would be to limit the scope of ED 41 to combinations where a 
government expands the boundaries of the government.   

The IPSASB agreed that ED 41 should be consistent with existing IPSASB standards and 
retain the exchange/non-exchange split.  However, wording in the Introduction should 
reflect that ED 41 is limited to convergence with IFRS 3 and that other types of entity 
combinations which occur in the public sector will be addressed separately in order to 
determine the appropriate accounting treatment. 

A Member commented that it was not clear whether mergers between public sector 
entities are within the scope of ED 41.  Another Member commented that IFRS 3 asserts 
that an acquirer can always be identified but, the context of IRFS 3 is that entity 
combinations take place by using an exchange transaction.  The fact that non-exchange 
transactions are prevalent in the public sector is a key difference between the public 
sector and the private sector. Another Member supported this approach because ED 41 
addresses entity combinations from exchange transactions only and thus mergers which 
do not meet this definition are outside the scope of ED 41.  It was agreed that this point 
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needs to be made in the Basis for Conclusions of ED 41 and draft wording was 
proposed.  The IPSASB also agreed that the second sentence of IN6 should be removed 
as it asserts that the acquirer can always be identified. 

Other changes to ED 41 were agreed as follows: 

• Amendment of the heading above paragraph 43 (IFRS 3 ref) to refer to "indirect 
acquisitions" rather than "acquisitions where no consideration is transferred."  

• Amendment of paragraph 43 (IFRS 3 ref) to delete sub-paragraphs (b) and (c) as 
these situations do not arise in the public sector.  

• Deletion of paragraph 44 (IFRS 3 ref) as it is not relevant due to the amendment of 
paragraph 43.  

• Amend definition of "ownership interests" to be consistent with IPSAS 6.  

The IPSASB directed Staff to redraft ED 41 in light of these comments and to circulate it 
for comment and ultimate approval out of session, jointly with ED 40 (see item 3 above).  

Entity Combinations from Non-Exchange Transactions 

The IPSASB considered an issues paper on entity combinations from non-exchange 
transactions.  The paper is based on the directions the IPSASB gave the Staff at its June 
2008 meeting.  The IPSASB considered the following key issues. 

KI 1: Amendments to the definitions of an acquiree, acquirer and entity combination   

The Staff proposed that for entity combinations arising from non-exchange transactions 
the parties to the combination are more appropriately described as "recipient" instead of 
"acquirer" and "transferee" instead of "acquire," with a consequential amendment to the 
definition of an entity combination.  These terms are consistent with the terms used in 
IPSAS 23.  The IPSASB agreed with this proposal. 

KI 2: Identifying whether entities are under common control is dependent upon the 
structure and legislation in a particular jurisdiction 

 The Preface to IPSASs sets out the types of public sector entities to which IPSASs are 
designed to apply, including national governments, regional governments and local 
governments.  The Staff consider that whether lower levels of government are controlled 
by higher levels of government is dependent upon the structure and legislation in place in 
a particular jurisdiction.  The IPSASB discussed this assertion.  A Member commented 
that applying this assertion will not lead to comparability between jurisdictions.  Another 
Member agreed with this assertion, but noted that this should not pre-empt decisions 
regarding the accounting treatment of these types of entity combinations.   

 Another Member pointed out that whether or not an entity combination takes place 
between entities under common control is a matter of substance over form.  There needs 
to be differentiation between the ability of a legislature (i.e., parliament) to mandate an 
entity combination from the ability of the executive (i.e., ministries or departments) to 
mandate an entity combination.  Another Member commented that whether or not a lower 
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level of government is under the control of a higher level of government is fact based.  It 
was also noted that control for the purposes of financial reporting is based upon power 
and benefits of ownership rather than regulatory control and any subsequent Consultation 
Paper on this issue should cover this point. 

 The IPSASB generally agreed that whether or not an entity combination takes place 
between entities under common control is dependent upon the jurisdiction.  However, the 
accounting treatment of this type of entity combination (from a non-exchange transaction 
under common control), is a separate issue.  The IPSASB also agreed that the issues 
raised need to be addressed in the next stage of this project. 

KI 3: Internal restructuring within an economic entity of existing entities 

The Staff set out an example where a provincial government restructures a program by 
transferring it from one department to another department. The Staff proposed that in the 
recipient entity, recognition should be of existing assets and liabilities; measurement 
should be at carrying amount and any difference arising should be a contribution from 
owners. A Member commented that, for some situations, fresh start accounting could be 
appropriate.   

Another Member commented that carrying amount is a sensible approach since there are 
no resulting consolidation adjustments in the economic entity's consolidated financial 
statements.  From a performance measurement perspective, the recipient entity could 
change its measurement basis and revalue the assets it received from the entity 
combination transaction.  It was noted that, in practice, whether to revalue assets before 
or after an entity combination is a much-debated issue.  It was also pointed out that the 
onus is on the parties to an entity combination to agree on the approach taken to the 
valuation of assets, before the entity combination is undertaken.  The IPSASB generally 
agreed that the accounting proposed for the recipient entity appears to be consistent with 
their view. 

KI 4: Internal restructuring within an economic entity by creating a new entity 

The Staff set out an example where a national government transfers the operations of two 
boards or commissions into a new entity.  The Staff proposed that in the recipient entity, 
i.e., the new entity, recognition should be of existing assets and liabilities; measurement 
should be at carrying amount and any difference arising should be a contribution from 
owners.  The IPSASB generally agreed that the issues that arise in this example are 
similar to the ones highlighted in Key Issue 3. 

KI 5: External restructuring to transfer one entity into another entity 

The Staff set out an example where a federal government creates legislation which 
mandates that the operations of one municipality are annexed into another municipality, 
in a jurisdiction where municipalities are not under the control of the federal 
government.  At its June 2008 meeting, the IPSASB held a preliminary view that this 
type of entity combination should be accounted for at carrying amount.  At that meeting, 
it was acknowledged that this treatment may be inconsistent with some of its other 
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Standards, such as IPSAS 23, where initial measurement of an asset, received in a non-
exchange transaction, is fair value.   

A Member commented that the conclusion reached in IPSAS 23 was a practical solution 
rather than a conceptual decision as there was no other practical method to measure the 
asset.  A difference between a non-exchange transaction and a non-exchange entity 
combination is that, in an entity combination, the carrying amounts are known (because 
there is access to the accounting records).  Therefore, the IPSASB could justify a 
departure from the treatment in IPSAS 23.  Additionally, in jurisdictions where financial 
statements are also used for the assessment of taxes or rates payable, recognizing assets at 
fair value increases the depreciation charge and thus the cost of services is seen to rise.  
Another Member commented that, for practical purposes, where a jurisdiction undertakes 
regular restructuring of its entities, that carrying amount is the simplistic solution.   

Another Member commented that where a new entity is created it may be better to 
recognize assets and liabilities at fair value so that the entity's performance can be 
properly assessed.  Another Member commented that, at present, it was difficult to find a 
good rationale to differentiate between acquiring an asset in a non-exchange transaction 
from the acquisition of an operation.   

Another Member pointed out that the first priority is to have consistency of accounting 
treatment within a particular area, in this case, entity combinations and therefore, the 
accounting treatment in IPSAS 23 is not relevant to the discussion of the appropriate 
accounting treatment of entity combinations from non-exchange transactions.   

Another aspect that was highlighted is where an entity combination from an exchange 
transaction is under common control as this is not addressed in IFRS 3.   

Overall, the IPSASB considered that a key point from this discussion is that it was a 
practical decision in IPSAS 23 to require assets acquired from non-exchange transactions 
to be measured at fair value on initial recognition.  This practical decision should not 
limit the development of an accounting treatment for entity combinations from non-
exchange transactions.  The IPSASB agreed that the issues raised, as noted above, need 
to be examined in further detail.   

5. CASH BASIS REVIEW 
Discuss Issues (Agenda Item 6) 

Members considered the report on the Review of the Cash Basis IPSAS and its 
attachments, noting that: 

• While the Project Brief had initially been agreed in November 2007, the project itself 
had not been actioned until November 2008 when staff resources became available; 

• The Task Force would operate primarily on an electronic basis, but physical meetings 
would occur if the need arose and the circumstances allowed. Consistent with this 
approach, the Task Force would hold its first meeting on 27 February 2009; 

• The Project Brief had been updated:  
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− To clarify the circumstances that gave rise to the review the Cash Basis IPSAS; 

− For the passage of time since its approval in November 2007—consequently, the 
project timetable has been moved forward 12 months; and  

− To reflect IPSASB decisions that the project is to focus on developing economies 
and the Task Force is to make recommendations on whether additional 
disclosures about financial instruments should be included in the Cash Basis 
IPSAS, and the nature of any such disclosures; 

• Countries in Western Europe would be classified as developed economies and, 
therefore, should be excluded from any review work undertaken by the Task Force.  

The Chair noted that this was an important project for the IPSASB — it responded to the 
needs of a major constituency and was a key component of the IPSASB’s work program. 

Members confirmed that the objectives of the project were broadly to: 

• Identify major technical issues that public sector entities in developing economies 
have encountered, or may be anticipated to encounter, in implementing the Cash 
Basis IPSAS, and to determine whether the IPSAS should be modified in light of 
these difficulties or further guidance provided by the IPSASB;   

• Determine whether additional reporting requirements should be added to the IPSAS; 
and 

• Determine whether any of the encouraged disclosures in Part 2 of the IPSAS should 
be included as mandatory requirements in Part 1 of the IPSAS.  

Members discussed and agreed the approach proposed by the Task Force, noting that the 
Task Force intended to: 

• Initially issue a brief project questionnaire (in English, French and Spanish) to draw 
input on broad implementation issues from (a) jurisdictions which have adopted, are 
intending to adopt, or otherwise are likely to be able to provide input on 
implementation issues, and (b) public financial management (PFM) experts and 
others with experience of the Cash Basis IPSAS; and then  

• Explore these issues further in “follow-up” discussions with relevant government 
officials and other parties on an individual basis, or in regional “round-table” forums.  

Members noted that few jurisdictions are likely to have adopted all, and only all, of the 
requirements and encouragements in the Cash Basis IPSAS. Accordingly, it was 
appropriate that the project “population” include jurisdictions and relevant PFM experts 
and others who had familiarity with the Cash Basis IPSAS and could provide input to the 
project. 

Members agreed to advise Staff of additional jurisdictions or individuals that should be 
provided with the project questionnaire and of regional seminars occurring during the 
second and third quarters of 2009 which the Task Force could usefully participate in 
and/or coordinating “round-table” discussions with. The opportunity to distribute the 
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project questionnaire to participants in an INTOSAI survey was also noted and 
encouraged. 

6. BORROWING COSTS 
Review of Responses to ED (Agenda Item 5) 

The IPSASB considered the Staff’s analysis of the responses to ED 35 “Borrowing 
Costs”.  The IPSASB’s discussion noted the following points: 

• Preparers are generally supportive of the inclusion of an option to capitalize 
specifically incurred borrowing costs; 

• Most of the responses received from national standard setters indicated that they did 
not support the inclusion of an option to capitalize specifically incurred borrowing 
costs;  

• The focus in analyzing responses should be on the strength of reasoning not on 
numerical analysis. It was noted that at least one response had not been received by 
the IPSASB, although it had been sent to the correct email address twice; 

• The respondents did not raise any issues that the IPSASB had not already discussed.  
However, the responses can help the IPSASB to improve its reasoning in the Basis 
for Conclusions; 

• Mandating immediate expensing of all borrowing costs would result in consistency 
between the accounting treatment and the statistical treatment of borrowing costs; 

• Until the IPSASB has completed its Conceptual Framework project it is difficult to 
determine the appropriate treatment for borrowing costs in the public sector. 

• It is unclear whether ED 35 is an improvement upon IPSAS 5; and 

• The current accounting treatment for borrowing costs varies, with some jurisdictions 
immediately expensing all borrowing costs, and other jurisdictions capitalizing 
generally attributable or specifically incurred borrowing costs. 

Generally, the IPSASB agreed that there was no clear mandate from respondents to 
finalize ED 35.  However, there was also no clear indication as to the direction the 
IPSASB should take.  Therefore, the IPSASB agreed that: 

• Staff should seek further clarification and additional input from all respondents 
regarding their responses through direct written correspondence;   

• The Chairman will raise the IPSASB’s unease regarding the accounting treatment 
required by IAS 23, i.e., the requirement to capitalize borrowing costs that are 
directly attributable to obtaining a qualifying asset, at the next IASB-IPSASB Liaison 
Committee meeting on March 26, 2009; and 

• Staff should further investigate the statistical position on borrowing costs. 

Until this work is completed a decision on ED 35 will be deferred. 
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7. SERVICE CONCESSION ARRANGEMENTS 
Discuss Key Unresolved Issues (Agenda Item 7) 

The IPSASB further considered certain of the issues raised by respondents to the March 
2008 Consultation Paper (CP) on “Accounting and Financial Reporting for Service 
Concession Arrangements” (SCAs).  

The IPSASB did not support the staff proposal to reduce the focus on the control-based 
approach proposed in the CP.  Rather, Members strongly reaffirmed the IPSASB’s 
position, which was supported by responses to the CP, that the control-based approach is 
appropriate for a variety of reasons. A Member indicated that empirical evidence 
supported that the risks and rewards approach had shortcomings in terms of consistent 
application, largely due to the judgment and potential bias in ranking risks and the 
difficulty in assessing benefits of SCAs. In addition, it was pointed out that the 
risks/rewards approach applied in different jurisdictions varies in terms of which 
risks/rewards are considered and in some cases, which are automatically considered to be 
indicators of transfer of risks/rewards. It was also noted that, in the absence of an IPSAS 
dealing with SCAs, application of the IFRIC 12 approach, which uses the same control-
based approach proposed in the CP, to the public sector grantor did not pose difficulties 
in practice. 

In the course of the discussion, some of the concerns expressed against the control-based 
approach were that the legal form does not necessarily reflect the substance (i.e., in 
reality, the public sector bears the majority of risk)and that disclosure of the public sector 
exposure to risks and liabilities would not be a focus of the control-based approach. 
Concern was also expressed that a control-based approach would not allow for full, 
upfront consideration of the risks inherent in such arrangements, and could possibly 
bypass the budgetary process.  

A Member pointed out that SCAs are essentially contracts, and the disclosures related to 
commitments and contingencies in existing IPSASs would apply. It was suggested that 
the Exposure Draft clearly explain that all the features of the contract need to be 
considered, and that in assessing whether control exists, substance over form should 
prevail (i.e., control is not a legal ownership definition). 

The IPSASB concluded that there was stronger support—both technical and practical—in 
favour of going forward with the control-based approach. Members directed Staff to 
reiterate in the Introduction and Basis for Conclusions, the rationale for adopting the 
control-based approach, including the following arguments: 

• The empirical evidence showing that the risks/rewards approach results in 
inconsistent application in practice, and thus a lack of comparability in public sector 
entities’ financial statements; 

• SCAs, by nature, are intended to share risks and rewards, thus, by definition, it is not 
possible to conclude on asset recognition by analyzing the risks and rewards; 

• There is significant subjectivity, and possibly bias, in identifying, assigning and 
evaluating (weighting) the risks resulting in inconsistent application. 
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There are different approaches to applying a risks/rewards approach in various 
jurisdictions (e.g., in some cases, certain risks are excluded entirely from the analysis and 
in others, certain risks are given an “automatic” weighting), resulting in a lack of 
comparability. 

The exact placement of this explanatory material will be determined in the context of the 
ED; however, it was agreed that the draft wording should be distributed for early 
comment (i.e., before the full ED is distributed). 

The IPSASB considered how to best address CP respondents’ concerns with two of the 
conditions for control — “regulate” in the public sector context and the impact of the 
requirement for a significant residual value on “whole-of-life” arrangements. 

The staff proposal was to keep the term “regulate” in along with guidance on what it 
means in the public sector, in the interest of the recognition criteria for both parties to a 
SCA being consistent. It was noted that this would facilitate the parties applying the same 
criteria, which could lessen the chance that neither party would recognize an asset. Some 
Members indicated that it was not necessary to have symmetry between the private sector 
standard (IFRIC 12) and the public sector standard. It was noted that the reference to 
regulate could be removed from the control criteria and its meaning explained in 
guidance. The IPSASB agreed Staff should draft the ED with “regulate” retained. 

It was noted that the CP had eliminated the IFRIC 12 condition that residual value be 
significant. The staff proposal was to reinstate the term and provide guidance on how it 
applies in whole-of-life arrangements. A Member disagreed with the proposal and cited 
an example of a whole-of-life situation when the asset is to be demolished at the end of 
the SCA. Another Member indicated that given the earlier discussion on the need to 
consider the contract in its entirety, this may in substance need to be treated differently. 
The IPSASB directed Staff to develop some fact patterns dealing with whole-of life 
arrangements and circulate this material offline. Members agreed to provide Staff with 
some live examples. 

The IPSASB discussed the staff proposal to retain the operator’s rate, but to include more 
guidance on the appropriate discount rate to apply in other cases. It was noted that using 
the public sector entity’s rate, which would ordinarily be lower than the operator’s, would 
result in overstated assets and revenues.  Members generally agreed that the operator rate, 
if known, is the appropriate rate and that guidance should be provided. 

The IPSASB considered how to address the CP respondents’ concerns about the liability 
to be recorded in respect of a SCA. It was agreed that the Basis for Conclusions clearly 
indicate that these liabilities are based on the extant definition of a liability in IPSAS 1, 
and that this issue may be affected by the IPSASB Conceptual Framework project. 

Members agreed that it was appropriate to adapt the IFRIC 12 Information Notes and 
Illustrative Examples (to the extent possible) for the ED, and to include the flowcharts in 
the Appendix to the CP. 
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8. AGRICULTURE 
Approve ED 36 (Agenda Item 8) 

The IPSASB considered a further draft of ED 36, “Agriculture,” primarily drawn from 
IAS 41, “Agriculture.” This further draft highlighted changes from a draft circulated out-
of-session on December 4, 2008. Members considered the Staff changes to the objective 
section, to the definition of agricultural activity and the commentary on definitions in 
paragraph 9.  

While Members considered that the insertion of the term “primarily commercial” in the 
objective section was more appropriate than the term “market-related,” reservations were 
expressed about the possible ambiguities in its interpretation. Members were of the view 
that the definition of the agricultural activity should mirror that in IAS 41, but that the 
circumstances in which an entity disposed of agricultural produce at nil or nominal 
consideration should be acknowledged. Members also considered that the scope of the 
draft IPSAS might be clarified, if wording from IPSAS 17, “Property, Plant and 
Equipment” were used to emphasize that biological assets used in the supply of services 
are not in the scope of the ED. 

Members directed that: 

• The reference to “primarily commercial” should be deleted from paragraph 1 of the 
objective section; 

• A sub-paragraph 3(c) should be added in the scope section, stating that biological 
assets held for the supply of services are not within the scope;  

• The definition of agricultural activity should be “the management by an entity of the 
biological transformation and harvest of biological assets for sale, including 
transactions at nil or nominal value, or for conversion into agricultural produce, or 
into additional biological assets;” 

• The additional commentary that had been inserted in the definitions section at the end 
of paragraph 9 should be deleted; 

• The references to IPSAS 21, “Impairment of Non-Cash-Generating Assets” and 
“service potential” should be retained;  

• Further necessary consequential amendments relating to the replacement of 
“estimated point of sale costs” by “costs to sell” should be identified.  IPSASs 
affected include IPSAS 9, “Revenue from Exchange Transactions,” IPSAS 16, 
“Investment Property,” IPSAS 17, “Property, Plant and Equipment,”  IPSAS 21, 
“Impairment of Cash-Generating Assets” and IPSAS 26, “Impairment of Cash-
Generating Assets;” 

• The transitional provision in paragraph 53 should be reconsidered to ensure 
consistency with other transitional provisions in the current suite of IPSASs with the  
same objective; and 

• Modification of the IAS 41 text to refer appropriately to the Statement of Changes in 
Net Assets/Equity should be checked.  
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Members further directed that the Basis for Conclusions should be redrafted to omit the 
references to public welfare biological assets, such as police dogs and forests developed 
for soil conservation purposes. The Basis for Conclusions would include a rationale for 
the departures from IAS 41 relating to the definition and scope, as well as incorporating 
the existing explanation why the ED does not deal with accounting for government 
grants. It was noted that there is no “rule” that convergence projects should only deal 
with departures from IFRS, but that the position should be decided on a case-by-case 
basis.  

The IPSASB voted on the approval of ED 36, “Agriculture.” Subject to the above 
changes, the results of the vote were: In Favour – 17, Against – 0, Abstain – 0.  

See Item 11, Appendix 2, 11.2 Vote #2 for details of the vote. 

9. ANNUAL IMPROVEMENTS 
Discuss Issues (Agenda Item 9) 

The IPSASB considered Staff proposals for the approach to the Annual Improvements 
adopted by the IASB in May 2008 and the proposed Annual Improvements issued in 
August 2008. It was noted that adopted and proposed improvements relating to financial 
instruments, intangible assets and agriculture are being dealt with in those specific 
projects rather than in the improvements project. Members were generally satisfied with 
the proposed Staff approach and analysis and agreed that an ED of proposed 
improvements should be brought to the May meeting. However, Members directed that 
the ED should only include improvements that had been adopted by the IASB as at 
December 31, 2008, and should therefore not include three improvements drawn from 
improvements exposed by the IASB in August 2008 and identified as having a potential 
impact on the current suite of IPSASs. 

Members considered the Staff rationale for not dealing with improvements to IAS 23, 
“Borrowing Costs” and IAS 18, “Revenue,” which have a potential impact on IPSAS 5, 
“Borrowing Costs” and IPSAS 9, “Revenue from Non-Exchange Transactions.” The 
Staff view that exposing an improvement to IPSAS 5, when the approach to further 
development of ED 35, “Borrowing Costs” is unresolved, might be confusing to 
constituents was acknowledged. However, Members directed that Staff carry out a rules 
of the road analysis of the improvement to IAS 23 for consideration at the May meeting 
when the approach to ED 35 would also be considered. It was agreed that the 
improvement to IAS 18 relating to an appendix dealing with Financial Service Fees that 
is not fully reflected in IPSAS 9 would be dealt with in the financial instruments project. 

Members noted that the scope of this project is narrow and only addresses improvements 
derived from the IASB’s annual improvements project. A tentative decision was made 
that future projects should adopt a broader approach that would identify improvements 
other than those that arise from the IASB’s annual improvements project. 

  



  Page 23 

10. APPENDIX 1 – FEBRUARY 2009 IPSASB ACTION LIST 
INTERNATIONAL PUBLIC SECTOR ACCOUNTING STANDARDS BOARD 

ACTION LIST – February 2009 MEETING 

Action Required Person(s) 
Responsible 

Date to be  
Completed 

1.  FINANCIAL INSTRUMENTS Fox, Stanford, 
Poggiolini  

• Finalize and issue EDs 37 and 38, including 
mark-up of changes to IAS 32 and IAS 39  

Poggiolini, 
Stanford 

April, 2009 
 

• Finalize and issue ED 39, including mark-up 
of changes to IFRS 7 

• Prepare overriding Introduction for FI 

Fox 
 

Fox/Hathorn 

 
 

March 31, 2009 
2.  INTANGIBLE ASSETS Keenan  

• Post proposed consequential changes to 
IPSAS 21 on Intranet 
− references to intangible assets from 

IPSAS 26 

 March 7, 2009 

• Revise ED 40, “Intangible Assets” and post 
pre-ballot draft ED 40 on Intranet for 
IPSASB members’ comments (jointly with 
ED 41) 

Keenan March 16. 2009 for 
comment by April 

2, 2009 

• Members to provide comments on ED 40 to 
staff  

Members April 2, 2009 

• Revise ED 40 and post voting ballot draft 
ED 40 on Intranet (jointly with ED 41) 

Keenan April 8, 2009; final 
date for voting 
April 20, 2009

• Members to send votes  Members April 20, 2009 
• ED 40 to be published (jointly with ED 41) Keenan May 1, 2009 
Details of revisions:   

• Develop introductory comments to provide 
context (placement in ED/standard to be 
determined) 
− convergence project 
− exclusion of powers to grant rights and 

tax 

Keenan/Fox Included in drafts 
above 

• “No commercial substance”  
− heading before para. 51 to refer to 

exchange txns. 

Keenan Included in drafts 
above 

• Disclosures – revert to IAS 38 wording Keenan Included in drafts 
above 

• Effective date and transitional provisions 
− revert to IAS 38 wording 
− use IFRS 1 for initial adoption 

Keenan Included in drafts 
above 
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3.  ENTITY COMBINATIONS Davis  

• Develop introductory comments to provide 
context (placement in ED/standard to be 
determined) 

Davis/Fox Included in drafts 
below 

• Revise ED 41 "Entity Combinations from 
Exchange Transactions" and post pre-ballot 
draft ED 40 on Intranet for IPSASB 
members’ comments (jointly with ED 40) 

Davis March 16. 2009 for 
comment by April 

2, 2009 

• Members to provide comments on ED 41 to 
staff  

Members April 2, 2009 

• Revise ED 41 and post voting ballot draft 
ED 41 on Intranet (jointly with ED 40) 

Davis April 8, 2009; final 
date for voting 
April 20, 2009

• Members to send votes  Members April 20, 2009 
• ED 41 to be published (jointly with ED 40) Davis May 1, 2009 
4. CASH BASIS REVIEW Sutcliffe  

• Revise and develop “population” of 
recipients of project questionnaire to focus 
on developing economies 

Sutcliffe March 31, 2009 
 
 

• Proceed with project development under 
guidance from Task Force and report 
progress at next IPSASB meeting  

Swart/Sutcliffe May 5, 2009 

• Members to provide input to staff on 
additional jurisdictions and individuals that 
should be recipients of the project 
questionnaire and contact details for such 

IPSASB March 31, 2009 

5. BORROWING COSTS Davis  

• Staff to send out letters to all respondents to 
ED 35 asking for further clarification of the 
respondents’ views 

Davis March 20, 2009  

• Chairman to raise the Board’s unease 
regarding the accounting treatment required 
by IAS 23, at the next IASB-IPSASB 
Liaison Committee meeting 

Hathorn March 26, 2009 

• Respondents to provide further comments Respondents April 17, 2009 
• Analyze further responses Davis May 4, 2009 
6.  SERVICE CONCESSION 

ARRANGEMENTS 
Keenan April 30, 2009 

• Develop overall structure/framework for 
SCA standard, based on IFRIC 12 (from 
grantor’s point of view) 

Keenan Post on Intranet by 
mid-April (2 week 

turnaround) 
• Members provide comments  Members  
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• Develop explanatory wording re: control  
− empirical research indicates r/r results in 

inconsistency 
− sharing r/r – by definition cannot reach 

decision 
− subjectivity in assigning and weighting 

risks 
− inconsistent r/r definition and 

application across jurisdictions 

  

• Additional guidance  
− SCAs are fundamentally contracts – 

must consider all elements in assessing 
treatment 

  

• Basis for Conclusions 
− current definitions of assets and 

liabilities used (per inflows of resources 
issue) 

  

• Retain “regulate” in control condition and 
provide guidance to explain 

  

• Reinstate “significant” in control condition 
and provide guidance for whole of life 
arrangements  

  

• Develop public sector examples to illustrate 
application of principles, and the accounting 
when one or more of the control conditions 
are not met 

  

• Discount rate – retain proposal in CP, but 
provide more guidance was in the CP on 
appropriate rate to use 

  

7.  AGRICULTURE Chang/Stanford April 2009 

• Finalize and issue ED 36 converged with 
IAS 41 

  

10. ANNUAL IMPROVEMENTS Chang/Stanford  

• Revise draft of Rules of the Road Analysis 
and Project Outline to address improvement 
to IAS 23 

• Develop the first draft of ED converged 
with  Improvements to IFRS 

 
 

March 2009 
 
 

April 2009 

11. COMMUNICATIONS Stark  

• Action List posted to intranet  March 16, 2009 
• All PowerPoints to be posted on Intranet  March 16, 2009 
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11. APPENDIX 2 – BOARD VOTING RECORD 

11.1 Vote #1 – ED 37, “Financial Instruments: Presentation” (approved at 
meeting) 

MEMBER VOTING RECORD 
 

Agenda Item # 2  Date Vote Taken February 23, 2009 
Description ED 37, “Financial 

Instruments: 
Presentation” 

  

Final Standard □ ED  CP □ Other □ 
 

BOARD MEMBER IN FAVOUR AGAINST ABSTAIN ABSENT NOTES
Mike Hathorn, Chair √ 

    

Erna Swart, Vice-Chair √ 
    

Peter Batten √ 
    

David Bean √ 
    

Andreas Bergmann √ 
    

Marie-Pierre Cordier √ 
    

Sheila Fraser √ 
    

Yossi Izkovich √ 
   1

Hong Lou √ 
    

Thomas Mueller-Marques Berger √ 
    

Anne Owuor √ 
    

Stefano Pozzoli √ 
    

Bharti Prasad √ 
    

Ron Salole √ 
    

Tadashi Sekikawa √ 
    

Franz Van Schaik √ 
    

Ken Warren √ 
    

TOTAL 17 0 0 0 17 

                                                 
1 Proxy for voting provided to the Chair. 
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11.2 Vote #2 – ED 36, “Agriculture” (approved at meeting) 
MEMBER VOTING RECORD 

 
Agenda Item # 8 Date Vote Taken February 25, 2009 

Description ED 36, 
“Agriculture” 

  

Final Standard □ ED  CP □ Other □ 
 

BOARD MEMBER IN FAVOUR AGAINST ABSTAIN ABSENT NOTES
Mike Hathorn, Chair √ 

    

Erna Swart, Vice-Chair √ 
    

Peter Batten √ 
    

David Bean √ 
    

Andreas Bergmann √ 
    

Marie-Pierre Cordier √ 
    

Sheila Fraser √ 
    

Yossi Izkovich √ 
   2

Hong Lou √ 
    

Thomas Mueller-Marques Berger √ 
    

Anne Owuor √ 
    

Stefano Pozzoli √ 
    

Bharti Prasad √ 
    

Ron Salole √ 
    

Tadashi Sekikawa √ 
    

Franz Van Schaik √ 
    

Ken Warren √ 
    

TOTAL 17 0 0 0 17 

 
  

                                                 
2 Proxy for voting provided to the Chair. 
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11.3 Vote #3 – ED 38, “Financial Instruments: Recognition and Measurement” 
(approved at meeting) 

MEMBER VOTING RECORD 
 

Agenda Item # 2 Date Vote Taken February 26, 2009 
Description ED 38, “Financial 

Instruments: 
Recognition and 
Measurement” 

  

Final Standard □ ED  CP □ Other □ 
 

BOARD MEMBER IN FAVOUR AGAINST ABSTAIN ABSENT NOTES
Mike Hathorn, Chair √ 

    

Erna Swart, Vice-Chair √ 
    

Peter Batten √ 
    

David Bean  √ 
   

Andreas Bergmann √ 
    

Marie-Pierre Cordier √ 
    

Sheila Fraser √ 
    

Yossi Izkovich √ 
   3

Hong Lou √ 
    

Thomas Mueller-Marques Berger √ 
    

Anne Owuor √ 
    

Stefano Pozzoli √ 
    

Bharti Prasad   √ 
  

Ron Salole √ 
    

Tadashi Sekikawa √ 
    

Franz Van Schaik √ 
    

Ken Warren √ 
    

TOTAL 15 1 1 0 17 

  

                                                 
3 Proxy for voting provided to the Chair. 
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11.4 Vote #4 – ED 39, “Financial Instruments: Disclosures” (approved at meeting) 
MEMBER VOTING RECORD 

 
Agenda Item # 2 Date Vote Taken February 26, 2009 

Description ED 39, “Financial 
Instruments: 
Disclosures” 

  

Final Standard □ ED  CP □ Other □ 
 

BOARD MEMBER IN FAVOUR AGAINST ABSTAIN ABSENT NOTES
Mike Hathorn, Chair √ 

    

Erna Swart, Vice-Chair √ 
    

Peter Batten √ 
    

David Bean √ 
    

Andreas Bergmann √ 
    

Marie-Pierre Cordier √ 
    

Sheila Fraser √ 
    

Yossi Izkovich √ 
   4

Hong Lou √ 
    

Thomas Mueller-Marques Berger √ 
    

Anne Owuor √ 
    

Stefano Pozzoli √ 
    

Bharti Prasad √ 
    

Ron Salole √ 
    

Tadashi Sekikawa √ 
    

Franz Van Schaik √ 
    

Ken Warren √ 
    

TOTAL 17 0 0 0 17 

 

                                                 
4 Proxy for voting provided to the Chair. 
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