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OF ACCOUNTANTS  
545 Fifth Avenue, 14th  Floor Tel: (212) 286-9344 
New York, New York 10017 Fax: (212) 286-9570 
Internet: http://www.ifac.org 
 

 
DATE:   8 JULY 2005 
MEMO TO: MEMBERS OF THE IPSASB 
FROM:  CHARLES COE 
SUBJECT: EXTERNAL ASSISTANCE 
 
 
 
ACTION REQUIRED 
The Board is asked to: 

• Note the submissions made in response to Exposure Draft ED 24 – Disclosure 
Requirements for Recipients of External Assistance, and the analysis of these 
submissions; 

• Note the comments and proposals made by the World Bank and consider the need for 
field testing of the ED; 

• Provide guidance on the process for further development of an IPSAS. 
 
 
AGENDA MATERIAL     Pages 
14.2 Summary of Submissions (responses) to ED 24 14.11 – 14.30 
14.3 Submissions (responses) to ED 24    1 to 105 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
The International Public Sector Accounting Standards Board (IPSASB) issued the ED 
“Disclosure Requirements for Recipients of External Assistance” in February 2005 for 
public comment. Comments were due by 15 June 2005. Twenty-six (26) responses have 
been received, 10 originated from respondents located in member countries of OECD, 13 
from respondents resident in non-member countries of OECD and 3 from multilateral or 
regional agencies or organizations. Several responses were received after the submission 
date. To accommodate the addition of late submissions the numbering system has been 
determined based on the classification of the nature of the respondent as follows: 
 

• Professional Accounting Bodies and National Standard Setters 
• Government Organizations  
• Audit Institutions  
• International and Regional Organizations  
• Other Individuals and Organizations  

 
The analysis of submissions is included at Agenda item 14.2. It encompasses the 26 
submissions distributed to members. The identity, nature and country of each respondent are 
identified in the listing of submissions at the commencement of Agenda item 14.2. The 
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analysis of the responses to the individual questions asked is broken down by the nature of 
the response; with two exceptions the break down is consistent with the following: 
 

• Agrees with the proposal in the ED 
• Supports the proposal but with some modification 
• Disagrees with the proposal 
• Didn’t respond to the question 

 
The analysis of submissions is also broken down by the country location of the respondent as 
follows: 

• Respondents from OECD member countries 
• Multilateral and regional organizations 
• Respondents from non-OECD member countries 

 
The reason for this additional breakdown of the submissions was due to the nature of the ED, 
to identify the extent to which support or objection of the ED originated from respondents 
resident in countries where most external assistance originates or from respondents resident 
in countries where most external assistance is received. 
 
This memo summarizes respondents’ comments on the issues raised in the ED and explores 
the implications of those responses for the development of an IPSAS. The summary has been 
prepared to assist members in drawing together major themes and issues. It is not a 
replacement for the detailed views in the submissions themselves, and should be read in 
conjunction with those submissions. As with all summaries and analysis, some judgment has 
been necessary in classifying responses and drawing out major points made by respondents. 
In some cases, an expression of support (or opposition) was qualified with some concerns 
and/or an acknowledgement of the merits of an alternative approach. Staff have classified 
responses to reflect their perception of where, on balance, the respondent’s views lay. Where 
staff have not felt that the response can be classified as either support or opposition, the 
response has been identified as not responding to the question. 
 
 
GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 
Positive responses to virtually all questions were split fairly evenly between respondents 
located in OECD member countries and those located in non-OECD member countries. One 
exception was question 3 addressing the classification of receipts by the nature of the 
assistance and secondarily by the major class of provider of assistance; respondents in non-
OECD countries favoured the proposal twice as strongly as respondents from OECD 
countries. The issue of the complexity of the information required by the ED and the ability 
of recipients to prepare and disclose the information was raised in a number of responses. 
While there were exceptions the majority of the concerns that the requirement was too 
onerous and should either be scaled back or made discretionary originated form respondents 
located in OECD countries. Conversely the majority of respondents in non-OECD countries 
noted that one set of standard requirements which met the reporting requirements of all 
providers of external assistance would lighten the work load of the reporting agencies. 
Several comments were noted from respondents located in non-OECD countries that the 
ED’s requirements are less onerous than existing requirements imposed by providers of 
external assistance. 
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In a few cases respondents from non-OECD countries noted that the Paris Declaration issued 
at the High Level Forum in Paris 28 Feb to 2 March 2005 emphasized the use of external 
assistance recipient’s financial reporting systems in accounting for and reporting on the 
receipt and use of external assistance, in particular development assistance. One Ministry of 
Finance from a non-OECD country noted that the ED is the embodiment of the Paris 
Declaration. 
 
One unfortunate feature of the submissions is the number of non-responses to some or 
several questions particularly in responses from respondents located in non-OECD countries. 
In some of these cases respondents generally supported the questions they referred to or 
suggested some modification to that point, rather than assume the general positive tone of 
the response implied support for the questions not specifically addressed staff have recorded 
that the question was not answered. In other cases discussion about a question occurred but 
the discussion did not come to a specific conclusion, in this case the response was noted as 
not answering the question. 
 
In addition to responding to each of the specific questions raised in the ED, several 
respondents raised concerns relating to due process and field testing of the ED as well as 
issues concerning the technical complexity of the ED. These will be summarized below and 
Staff’s comments provided. World Bank is one of the original supporters of the need for this 
standard, and has prepared a comprehensive discussion of the topics, therefore staff will use 
their comments as representative of the issues raised. 
 
Due Process 
A concern is raised regarding due process for the review and approval of the ED/IPSAS. The 
concern is based on the composition of the IPSASB in terms of the relative influence of 
developed nations versus developing nations on the Board, with a view that developed 
nations have a disproportionate influence. It is noted that the Board has made efforts in the 
past to field test EDs and suggests that this ED should also be field tested. It is also noted 
that the OECD-JV meeting with the Chair of the Board in November 2004 suggested field 
testing and together with World Bank attempted to organize a limited field test during the 
exposure period. Unfortunately there was insufficient time to undertake a meaningful field 
test and no results have been reported to the Board via the OECD-JV.  
 
IPSASB member Mr Ron Points liaised directly with a number of countries to encourage 
field testing and noted that the following countries were intending to undertake field tests of 
the requirements and would build the results of such field tests into their response to ED 24: 
Bangladesh, India, Indonesia and Sri Lanka – to date submissions have been received from 
Bangladesh, but not from the other countries. Staff discussed the issue of field testing with 
the World Bank observer and subsequently with the Argentinean, Mexican and South 
African IPSASB members to ensure as far as possible a thorough review of the ED from the 
perspectives of their countries and/or regions. The IFAC Developing Nations Permanent 
Task Force (DNPTF) was also encouraged to subject the ED to a full review from the 
perspective of developing nations and provide the IPSASB with views. A submission from 
the DNPTF is being finalized and will be forwarded as soon as available together with any 
other responses received. 
 
The World Bank suggests that the Board review the responses received during the exposure 
period and determine whether developing countries are adequately represented in the 



page 14.4 

Item 14.1  Memo from Charles Coe 
IPSASB New York July 2005 
 

responses. They suggest that if there is only limited response from developing countries that 
the Board consider an “alternative means of outreach”.  
 
Technical Complexity 
World Bank agrees that there is “little question of the need for the standardization that this 
Exposure Draft proposes”. However, they raise a concern that the ED is “highly prescriptive 
and complex” and express concern specifically about paragraphs 13/14, 22 and 44. As 
indicated in the summary of responses, concerns were also raised by other respondents. 
 
Interrelationship between ED 24 and the Cash Bases IPSAS 
The World Bank suggests that the Board combine ED24 with the Cash Based IPSAS and 
undertake the review of the Cash based IPSAS that it committed to do at the end of two 
years after issuance. 
 
 
STAFF VIEWS  
Due process 
The Board received twenty-six responses to ED 24, of those 10 were from respondents 
located in OECD countries, 13 were from respondents from non-OECD countries and 3 were 
from multilateral or regional agencies or organizations. Of the 13 respondents from non-
OECD countries in 5 cases 4 respondents did not answer the question and in the remaining 3 
cases 5 out of the 13 did not respond to the specific question. However, in no case did the 
respondents from a non-OECD country that supported the proposal number less than those 
supporting the proposal from OECD countries. 
 
Staff recognizes that 26 responses for an important proposed IPSAS is not a significant 
response from over 180 countries and other interested organizations, particularly given the 
extensive consultation with the PAP and OECD-JV undertaken by the IPSASB Chair and 
staff leading up to approval of the ED and the wide distribution and promotion of the ED 
itself. However in all cases the support for each proposal is at least equal to the support from 
OECD countries. Therefore staff is of the view that based on responses received non-OECD 
countries are adequately represented – albeit in a small number of responses. However, in 
view of the overall low response levels staff supports seeking an alternative means of 
outreaching to more countries to identify their views on the ED. 
 
Staff also recognizes that some of the responses received indicate that further explanation of 
external assistance practices and/or of the specific issues raised in the ED would be useful. In 
some cases respondents have recommended more guidance is needed. Staff suggests that the 
Board could usefully consider preparation of guidance for users of the ED/final IPSAS. In 
particular, it would be important to ensure that the individuals undertaking field testing fully 
understand the ED and the circumstances it is intended to address. 
 
Staff also feels that it is too restrictive to see the ED as applying only to developing 
countries. In at least the case of balance of payments assistance provided by the IMF, OECD 
member countries have in the past received this type of assistance and it is probable that 
some of them will do so again. In this case the proposed IPSAS would apply to them. In 
addition staff believe that transfer payments between super-national entities such as the 
European Union and member states constitute external assistance, as would transfer 
payments between national governments and secondary or tertiary levels of government. 
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Staff feels that the ED needs to be seen in terms of its application to all nations and not only 
to developing nations 
 
Technical Complexity 
Staff feels that the information needed by the manager of an external assistance project to 
properly manage that project is no less than the information needed to comply with this ED, 
as follows: 
 
INFORMATION NEEDED TO PROPERLY MANAGE A PROJECT ED Paragraph 
Total funds available to undertake the project 15 
The source of each pool of funds available P 13/14 
The currency each pool of funds is available in P 19/23 
Restrictions on the use of any of the pools of funds, such as  

• Only for purchase of specified goods or services 
• Limitation on the sourcing of the goods or services 

P 26 
 
 

Potential limitations on access to any pool of funds, such as:  
• Physical progress or performance benchmarks 
• Financial performance benchmarks or covenants P 27 

Compliance with limitations to access any pool of funds P 36 
The amount of funds spent from each pool of funds P 22/23 
What was purchased from each pool of funds P 22/23 
The opening balance of funds available from each pool of funds P 22/23 
Transactions applicable to each pool of funds throughout the period P 22/23 
The closing/current balance of funds available from each pool of funds P 22/23 

 
Staff is of the view that since the information needed to comply with the ED is the same as 
the basic information needed to properly manage the project, the benefit of acquiring the 
information exceeds the cost. 
 
Staff is aware that some information presentation or disclosure may be mandatory and some 
discretionary and accepts that this may be a way forward to progressively introduce 
additional disclosures in an orderly fashion. Although, staff are not convinced that 
information needed to manage the project should not also be disclosed. 
 
Staff feels notes that these disclosures are consistent with the Paris Declaration which calls 
for greater use of recipient country accounting and reporting capabilities and, where these 
may be found lacking, to provide technical assistance to improve them. Many responses 
from developing countries commented how they see the proposed IPSAS as delivering them 
from the current huge work load of reporting according to separate requirements set by each 
MDB/donor by instead using one standard that will be accepted by all as the means to 
account for eternal assistance. 
 
Interrelationship between ED 24 and the Cash Bases IPSAS 
Staff is of the view that the Board should give this suggestion its full consideration. 
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SPECIFIC MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION 
The ED identified eight specific matters for comment that the Board would specifically 
welcome comments on. An overview of the responses to each specific matter for comment 
raised in the ED follows.  Staff views on how these matters should be dealt with in the first 
draft of an IPSAS are also included below. 
 
Issue 1. Whether the proposed definition of “external assistance” in paragraph 5 is 

sufficiently broad to encompass all official resources received. 
The majority of respondents who responded to this particular question (18 of 20 responses 
on this question (90%), including 8 of 9 respondents from non-OECD countries) agreed that 
the definition of “external assistance” is broad enough. Favourable support for this question 
is the strongest among all questions and was generally without comment. There were some 
suggestions that additional definitions or expanded definitions or more examples and 
explanations would be useful. 
Generally, those disagreeing with the definition of external assistance raised issues related to 
the treatment of NGOs or military assistance. These matters will be discussed below. 
Staff View 
Staff believes that the strong showing of support particularly from non-OECD countries 
indicates that the definition of external assistance is appropriate. This essentially sets the 
scope of coverage of the proposed IPSAS.  
 
Issue 2. Whether other sources of assistance, such as assistance provided by non 

governmental organizations (NGOs), should also be included in the definition 
of “external assistance”. Currently, the Exposure Draft requires that entities 
disclose all official resources received. Official resources as defined in 
paragraph 5 would exclude certain assistance received from NGOs. 

The majority of respondents who responded to this particular question (15 out of 20 
responses (75%) including 9 out of 9 respondents from non-OECD countries) support the 
position proposed in the ED. The ED includes in receipts only receipts from NGO provided 
the government gains control over the receipts. The ED excludes those transfers made by an 
NGO from its own resources directly to citizens on the basis that there has been no resource 
transfer to the government. This principle of ensuring the reporting entity has control over 
cash receipts originates in the Cash Basis Standard.  
Comments which disagree with the disclosure requirement proposed by the ED cover both 
those that advocate inclusion of all NGO activities to those who suggest excluding all NGO 
activity. Those advocating the exclusion of NGO activity generally do so because they see 
the gathering of the information needed as being too difficult or too much of a burden on the 
existing government information systems. They did not oppose the inclusion of all NGO 
activity on any theoretical basis or on principle. Therefore they basically endorse inclusion 
of all NGO activity provided the information is readily available. Those that support 
inclusion of all NGO activity do so because they believe the NGOs provide social services to 
the community or nation. 
Staff views 
There is confusion about the distinction between the nation, the national economy and the 
government. Many NGOs carry out social programs for which they raise funds domestically 
or internationally and although they may need permission (or the equivalent of a licence) to 
operate in a particular country they do not, and do not wish to, take direction from the 
government or to be seen as part of the government.  
The position taken in the ED is that when an NGO gives money (or goods and services) to a 
government (Gov’t gains control) to assist the government to carry out a government 
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program the funds provided should be accounted for by the government. In addition when 
the government gives/provides funds (or goods and services) to an NGO to carry out a 
program those funds should be accounted for by the government.  
Staff believes the entity being accounted for is the government and the ED is not attempting 
to prepare an economic statement - an economic statement would include not only private 
NGO operations but also private business operations. Therefore the critical test that must be 
met is whether cash (or goods or services) are provided to the government or by the 
government and whether the government has established control over the funds (or goods 
and services). 
Staff believes the position taken in the ED is correct but recognizes a need to explain the 
reasoning and or remove any confusion that may exist between the accounting entity and the 
economy as a whole. 
 
Issue 3. Whether the Exposure Draft should specify the categories of external 

assistance as required in paragraphs 13-15 or only require the disclosure of 
external assistance by “major classes” without further specification. 

The majority of respondents who responded to this particular question (12 out of 22 
responses (56%) including 8 out of 9 respondents from non-OECD countries) support the 
position proposed in the ED. The categories of external assistance receipts used in the ED 
are the categories used by OECD for the classification of external assistance in their 
economic reports and are internationally recognized and used in published reports. The ED is 
based on the premise that external assistance received will be as a result of an agreement or 
other legal document which will adequately describe the nature of the assistance. In addition, 
since most external assistance is provided by OECD countries and they are required to report 
all external assistance to OECD according to these categories, information on their 
classification will be readily available. 
 
Similarly the ED is based on the premise that major classes of provider (paragraph 15) of 
external assistance are equally well known to the recipient because all material external 
assistance will be provided as a result of a legal document which will clearly identify the 
provider. The classes envisaged include Multilateral Development Banks, Bilateral aid 
agencies, UN agencies etc., which should be clearly evident to the recipient. The additional 
disclosure proposed of classification as either loan or grant is also clearly evident from the 
documentation. 
 
Of those responders that did not fully support the proposal, two agreed with the disclosure 
but favour making disclosure discretionary, three favour requiring disclosure by major class 
but leave the determination of major class to the preparer and 5 (including the only 
respondent from a non-OECD country to disagree) objected largely regarding the disclosure 
of military assistance and/or emergency assistance. The concern about military assistance 
was that governments might refuse to disclose it or might report an incorrect amount. The 
concern about emergency assistance was that it is difficult to determine with accuracy. Some 
respondents suggested disclosure by individual provider. 
 
Staff views 
Staff is of the view that the classification suggested is well defined and generally in use for 
international reports regarding external assistance. Staff also feels that since material 
amounts of external assistance are virtually always accompanied by legal documentation the 
determination of the amount of assistance and the nature of the assistance is not difficult. 
The main exception would be emergency assistance for which some estimation may be 
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needed. Staff feels that disclosure by individual provider is too detailed but is not precluded 
in the existing ED.  
Staff is encouraged by the strong support for the proposal among the non-OECD 
respondents. 
 
Issue 4. The proposal to disclose the balance of, and changes in, undrawn external 

assistance during the period (paragraph 22).  
The majority of respondents who responded to this particular question (13 out of 20 
responses (65%) including 7 out of 8 respondents from non-OECD countries) support the 
position proposed in the ED. Supporters of the proposal indicated that the information is 
useful to both providers of external assistance as well as to other users. The information is 
necessary for project managers to be able to track the progress of a project. 
Concerns raised by the two respondents who objected to the proposal include the belief that 
the information is irrelevant and impractical and that the treatment proposed is more relevant 
to the accrual basis of accounting. Five respondents basically agreed with the disclosure but 
felt it should be discretionary which means that 18 out of 20 respondents agree the 
information if relevant, although there was also a view that only the balances are needed.  
 
Staff views 
Staff is of the view that the information is relevant to managing any project and is readily 
available. The information needed to complete the table is readily available from the MDBs 
loan and grant accounting systems and the information provided to recipients every time a 
payment is made to a third party. Bilateral agencies may need to provide additional 
information to recipients of external assistance. Current ring-fenced financial statement 
reporting includes most if not all of the information needed to complete the table. The 
information is relevant because it indicates the amount of funds committed but not yet 
disbursed to meet the cost of the project, it also gives a clear picture of the use of available 
credit lines during the fiscal period. The information is very useful to the project manager 
and the manager’s supervisors including senior ministries, it also provides a summary of the 
governance or management of the available funds to all readers. 
 
Issue 5. The proposal to disclose the terms and conditions of external assistance 

agreements as required by paragraphs 26-28 and any non-compliance thereof 
(paragraph 36).  

Respondents were very supportive of this proposal. Sixteen out of twenty-one fully 
supported the proposal while 5 supported the proposal but felt the information should be 
summarized or that the proposal asked for too voluminous an amount of information. No 
respondent opposed the proposal. 
 
Staff views 
Staff feels the proposal is strongly supported and recognizes that there is an opportunity to 
think that the ED is calling for an exhausting amount of information. Staff feels that further 
guidance needs to be provided either in an appendix or in a separate document that explains 
that the level of detail of information needed is not as onerous as it might appear. The 
appendix provided as part of the ED showed this information in a summarized manner but 
this did not seem to be sufficient to inform some readers that large volumes of information 
on each individual loan is not expected – hence the need for further guidance. 
 
Issue 6. Whether the proposals in paragraph 44 as noted below are appropriate:  
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(a) To disclose the fair value of non-cash goods in kind; and 

(b) That fair value should be based on the prices of equivalent goods or services 
in the recipient country.  

Twelve respondents support the proposal as is, plus four supported the proposal but 
suggested it should be discretionary. This means that 16 out of 21 respondents (76%) support 
the proposal in principle. A number of comments were made questioning the ability to 
determine fair value in specific cases such as emergency assistance or where the commodity 
is not traded locally in the recipient country. Several respondents commented that more 
guidance is needed to clarify readers understanding of this part of the ED. One respondent 
doubted the usefulness of the information and noted that the statement is on a cash basis and 
that the PSC had rejected mixed bases of accounting, such as modified cash or modified 
accrual accounting. Several respondents noted that services in kind would encompass 
technical assistance. 
 
Staff views 
Staff feels that the proposal includes an important aspect of external assistance in the 
financial statements. Perhaps the most significant component of goods in kind would be food 
aid. In order to show the full amount of investment by the government in all sectors it is 
important that when goods in kind are significant that this investment is reflected in the notes 
to the financial statements of the recipient. Equally true is the need to disclose the full extent 
of external assistance being provided to the government. Staff feels that additional guidance 
addressing practical issues in identifying fair value could be provided either in an appendix 
or in a separate document. Staff notes that the proposal is for note disclosure only of the 
receipt of goods or services in-kind which is different from the concept of modified cash or 
modified accrual accounting previously discussed by the PSC.  Further input from the “field” 
will be useful in determining the practicality of this disclosure in all jurisdictions and 
therefore whether it should be required, encouraged or noted. 
 
Issue 7. Whether the disclosures proposed are appropriate. If the disclosures are 

considered excessive, the IPSASB would welcome input on which disclosures 
should not be required. The IPSASB would also welcome input on any key 
disclosures that have not been dealt with and should be required. 

This issue was included in the list of specific items for comment to encourage respondents to 
discuss broadly the issue of the level of disclosure and to consider whether the proposals as a 
whole were too excessive. It also broadened the scope of coverage given in the ED to 
enquire whether respondents thought any additional disclosures are necessary beyond those 
included in the ED. The potential for requiring complementary disclosures by assistance 
providers was also raised. No respondent raised any issue beyond those already raised in the 
earlier issues for consideration. Several respondents repeated positions taken in regard to 
earlier issued discussed. Twelve respondents fully support the proposal while five felt that 
the disclosure proposed is appropriate but the Board should consider making some items 
discretionary. On this basis 17 out of 20 respondents support the disclosure in principle.  
Staff views 
Staff feels that the level of disclosure proposed by the ED is appropriate (subject to 
clarifications and practicality concerns raised previously) and that the information needed for 
project investments to comply is needed by the manager of the project to properly manage 
the project. Other information such as goods and services in-kind and information regarding 
rescheduling or cancellation of debt should be available with central ministries and generally 
would not apply to most investment projects, except in rare cases. No new issues were raised 
by this issue and staff feels the issues raised have been discussed in earlier issues noted 
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above. Staff shares the general issue raised that additional guidance is needed either in the 
appendices or in an additional document. 
 
Issue 8. Whether the proposal in paragraph 52: 

(a) For a transition period of two years is sufficient to apply this Standard. Is a 
longer transitional period necessary to ensure that the appropriate 
authorities in each recipient country are able to access the data necessary to 
properly account for external assistance?  

(b) To exempt the requirement to disclose comparative figures during the first 
year of application of this Standard is appropriate. 

Respondents strongly supported the proposal of a two year transition period for this 
proposal. Fifteen of eighteen respondents support the proposal of two years and an 
exemption from preparing comparatives in the first year of application. Three respondents 
suggest a longer transition period of either three years or three to five years. 
Staff views 
Staff supports the proposal of a two year transition period and an exemption from reporting 
comparative figures in the year of application. 
 
Other Matters 
Respondents raised other issues in addition to those directly raised in the issues for 
comment. These include the need for full harmonization with the IASB General 
Improvement Project and a suggestion to drop Appendix three because the topic is not 
included in the ED, and a need to more explicitly link the ED to the Cash Based Standard. 
Staff views 
Staff agrees that any resulting IPSAS should be fully harmonized with the IASB General 
Improvement Project and that there should be a very strong linkage between this proposal 
and the Cash Based Standard. Staff does not agree that Schedule 3 is unnecessary and notes 
that the appendix supports the discussion in paragraphs 50 and 51 of the ED. 
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SUMMARY OF SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED  
SPECIFIC MATTERS FOR COMMENT  

ED Disclosure Requirements for Recipients of External Assistance 
 
 
Note:  Comments identified in this analysis are drawn from the submissions. They 
attempt to capture the relevant points made in individual submission, particularly if 
the point is reflective of a theme that seems to be emerging or raises a new 
perspective on the issue.  In some cases, similar points may have been made in a 
number of submissions, and are not repeated – as such, a comment is not included for 
each submission 
 

Submissions Received Country 

(P)   Professional Accounting Bodies and National Standard 
Setters 

 

1. Association of Chartered Certified Accountants (ACCA) UK 
2. Australian Accounting Standards Board (AASB) AUS 
3. Professional Accounting Body – Sweden (FAR) Sweden 
4. Accounting Standards Board (ASB) South Africa 
5. South African Institute of Chartered Accountants (SAICA) South Africa 

(G)  Government Organizations  
1. Ministry of Finance, Azerbaijan Azerbaijan 
2. Treasury, Republic, Cyprus Cyprus 
3. Ministry of Finance, Bangladesh  Bangladesh 
4. Swedish International Development Assistance (SIDA) Sweden 
5. Ministry of Finance El Salvador 
 
(A)  Audit Institutions 

 

1. National Audit Office (NAO) UK 
2. Institute of Public Finance and Auditing (IPFA) South Africa 
3. Office of Auditor General (OAG) Nepal 
4. Office of Comptroller General and Auditor General 

(OCGAG) Bangladesh 

(I)   International and Regional Organizations 
1. Federation des Expert Comptables Europeens (FEE) Europe 
2. East and South African Association of Accountants General 

(ESAAG) 
East and South 

Africa 
3. World Bank (IBRD) Multilateral 

(O)  Other Individuals and Organizations  
1. Erik Peters Canada 
2. T. Kawakami Japan 
3. M. Sugimoto Japan 
4. Nestor A. Columbus  Argentina  



page 14.12 

Item 14.2  Summary of responses to ED 
IPSASB New York July 2005 

5. Grant Thornton International 
6. Carmen Palladino Argentina 
7. Nelsen Camsen and Jose Allende Chile 
8. Mohamed Osman Abdelrahman Medani Sudan 
9. Juan Manuel Fabra Valles   Luxemburg 
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SPECIFIC MATTERS FOR COMMENT 
1. Whether the proposed definition of “external assistance” in paragraph 5 is 

sufficiently broad to encompass all official resources received 
 
  X Y Z TOTAL 
Definition is sufficiently broad A 7 3 8 18 
Definition is not sufficiently broad B 0 0 0 0 
Definition is largely sufficient with some 
improvement C 0 0 0 0 

Disagrees with definition D 2 0 1 3 
No response E 1 0 4 5 

Total  10 3 13 26 

X Represents respondents from OECD Countries 
Y Represents international or regional agencies 
Z Represents respondents from Non-OECD Countries 
 
Percentage agreeing with proposal – out of total responses 18/26  69% 
Percentage agreeing with proposal – excluding no responses 18/20  90% 
 

 Respondent View Summary  

P1 ACCA (UK) A 
Definition broad enough, but mandatory sections of 
Standard should only apply to assistance provided in 
the form of cash. 

P2 AASB (AUS) A  
P3 FAR (SWE) A  

P4 ASB 
(S.AFRICA) A 

Suggests clarify whether “Goods and Services” is a 
component of technical assistance. Define “assigned 
external assistance” 

P5 SAICA A Suggests need for examples and more explanation 
and consider including private assistance to Gov’t 

G1 MOF 
Azerbaijan E  

G2 Treasury 
Cyprus D 

Believes many will not adhere to disclosure of 
military assistance or in-kind assistance because of 
national security (public benefit) reasons. 

G3 MOF (BANG) A An explicit definition of “official resources” would 
be helpful. 

G4 SIDA D Questions need for separate disclosures 

G5 MOF EL 
SALVADOR A  

A1 NAO (UK) A Agrees but see comments on in-kind. 

A2 IPFA  
(S. AFRICA) A  

A3 OAG (NEP) A Suggests including debt or interest forgiveness in 
definition of external assistance. 

A4 OCGAG 
(BANG) E  
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I 1  FEE A Would exclude NGOs (see Question 2 below) 
I 2 ESAAG A  
I 3 IBRD A  
O1 E. Peters A  
O2 T. Kawakami E  

O3 M. Sugimoto A 
Except wishes to exclude military aid because he 
feels it may not be accurately reported for political 
reasons and may discourage accuracy elsewhere. 

O4  Nestor A 
Columbus A Prefers to use accrual basis. 

O5 GRANT 
THORNTON A Believes official resources may be generated 

internally as well. 

O6 Carmen 
Palladino E  

O7 Nelsen Camsen 
Jose Allende E Mentions need for break down by source which is 

given in paragraph 15 

O8 

Mohamed 
Osman 

Abdelrahman 
Medani 

A 

 

O9 Juan Manuel 
Fabra Valles D 

States that all NGO assistance should be included, 
emergency assistance excluded and military aid 
buried in “Other Assistance” 
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SPECIFIC MATTERS FOR COMMENT 
2. Whether other sources of assistance, such as assistance provided by non 

governmental organizations (NGOs), should also be included in the definition of 
“external assistance”. Currently, the Exposure Draft requires that entities disclose 
all official resources received. Official resources as defined in paragraph 5 would 
exclude certain assistance received from NGOs 

 
  X Y Z Total 
Agree with disclosure requirement A 5 1 9 15 
Agree with some disclosure but make discretionary B 0 0 0 0 
Disagree with disclosure requirement C 3 2 0 5 
No response D 2 0 4 6 

Total  10 3 13 26 

 
Percentage agreeing with proposal – out of total responses 15/26  58% 
Percentage agreeing with proposal – excluding no responses 15/20  75% 
 
 

 Respondent View Summary  

P1 ACCA (UK) C 
Include cash assistance provided by NGO’s if made 
directly to recipient and subject to formal agreement. 
Do not include payments in-kind or to 3rd parties. 

P2 AASB (AUS) A Disclose only to the extent that information is 
reasonably available 

P3 FAR (SWE) A  

P4 ASB 
(S.AFRICA) A Include all NGO assistance received. 

P5 SAICA A  

G1 MOF 
Azerbaijan D  

G2 Treasury 
Cyprus D  

G3 MOF (BANG) A Agree with degree of inclusion of NGOs – only 
where Gov’t controls cash. 

G4 SIDA D  

G5 MOF EL 
SALVADOR A  

A1 NAO (UK) D Misunderstood question as applying to NGO to 
report as a recipient. 

A2 IPFA  
(S. AFRICA) A Suggests that all aid from NGOs be included. 

A3 OAG (NEP) D  

A4 OCGAG 
(BANG) D  

I 1 FEE C Exclude NGOs, too much detail too much burden on 
reporting entity 
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I 2 ESAAG C Exclude NGOs as too burdensome until later when 
systems better. 

I 3 IBRD A No reason to restrict to “official resources” 
O1 E Peters A Include all receipts from NGOs 
O2 T. Kawakami A Include if Gov’t has control 

O3 M. Sugimoto A 
Agrees but feels information systems in recipient 
countries may be inadequate to comply. Assistance 
needs to be given to improve systems 

O4 Nestor A 
Columbus A Should include other assistance including assistance 

form NGOs. 

O5 GRANT 
THORNTON C Do not include NGOs, would give rise to confusion 

and too much detail.  

O6 Carmen 
Palladino A  

O7 Nelsen Camsen 
Jose Allende A  

O8 

Mohamed 
Osman 

Abdelrahman 
Medani 

A 

 

O9 Juan Manuel 
Fabra Valles C Advocates including all NGO assistance. 
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SPECIFIC MATTERS FOR COMMENT 
3. Whether the Exposure Draft should specify the categories of external assistance as 

required in paragraphs 13-15 or only require the disclosure of external assistance 
by “major classes” without further specification. 

 
  X Y Z Total 
Agree with disclosure requirement A 3 1 8 12 
Agree with some disclosure but make discretionary B 1 1 0 2 
Only Require “Major Classes” without 
specification C 2 1 0 3 

Disagree with disclosure requirement D 4 0 1 5 
No response E 0 0 4 4 

Total  10 3 13 26 

 
Percentage agreeing with proposal – out of total responses 12/26  46% 
Percentage agreeing with proposal – excluding no responses 12/22  56% 
 
 

 Respondent View Summary 

P1 ACCA (UK) B 

Mandatory requirements over prescriptive and may 
increase compliance costs. Require disclosure by 
“major class” only. Disclosure by specified 
categories should be discretionary/encouraged. 
(Proposes additional disclose by provider rather than 
class of provider.) 

P2 AASB (AUS) C IPSAS to provide guidance on various possibilities 
for defining classes including the one given. 

P3 FAR (SWE) A But when item classified as “other” it needs 
explanation. 

P4 ASB 
(S.AFRICA) A 

Agree with paragraphs 13 and 14 but doesn’t support 
second breakdown by provider (para15) also suggests 
sub-classification and third party payments in notes 
and one line item in statement for third party 
transactions. 

P5 SAICA A 
Suggests disclosure only in the notes and not on the 
face of the statement and that the name of each 
provider of assistance be provided. 

G1 MOF 
Azerbaijan E  

G2 Treasury 
Cyprus D 

Expressed confusion over difference between paid by 
third parties and paid to third parties. Suggests 
disclose by individual provider of assistance. 

G3 MOF (BANG) A Useful in promoting transparency 
G4 SIDA D Questions value in return for work 

G5 MOF EL 
SALVADOR A  
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A1 NAO ( UK) D Suggests disclosure by individual provider to assist 
providers track aid given. 

A2 IPFA 
(S. AFRICA) A Agrees classification is most useful of alternatives 

A3 OAG (NEP) E  

A4 OCGAG 
(BANG) E  

I 1 FEE A  

I 2 ESAAG B Military might be offensive to some, suggest broad 
categories like “Development”, “Welfare” and Other. 

I 3 IBRD C  

O1 E. Peters C 
Major classes is sufficient if IPSAS provides 
guidance on classes i.e. grants/loans/items below 
market/ goods in kind, etc. 

O2 T. Kawakami D May get arbitrary classification by Gov’t so don’t do 
O3 M. Sugimoto A Agrees but recipients need guidance 

O4 Nestor A 
Columbus A  

O5 GRANT 
THORNTON A 

While take some time to determine what 
categorization is must useful so may need some 
flexibility as long as full disclosure is not 
compromised. 

O6 Carmen 
Palladino A  

O7 Nelsen Camsen 
Jose Allende E  

O8 

Mohamed 
Osman 

Abdelrahman 
Medani 

A 

 

O9 Juan Manuel 
Fabra Valles D 

Feels that emergency assistance should be excluded, 
all NGO aid should be included and military 
assistance should be grouped into Other Assistance. 
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SPECIFIC MATTERS FOR COMMENT 
4. The proposal to disclose the balance of, and changes in, undrawn external 

assistance during the period (paragraph 22).  
 
  X Y Z Total 
Agree with disclosure requirement A 5 1 7 13 
Agree with some disclosure but make discretionary B 2 2 1 5 
Disagree with disclosure requirement C 2 0 0 2 
No response D 1 0 5 6 

Total  10 3 13 26 

 
Percentage agreeing with proposal – out of total responses 13/26  50% 
Percentage agreeing with proposal – excluding no responses 13/20  65% 
 
 
 Respondent View Summary  

P1 ACCA (UK) B 
Not essential and not necessarily existing good 
practice. Include in section identifying additional 
optional disclosures.  

P2 AASB (AUS) A Agrees with proposal as it provides useful 
information 

P3 FAR (SWE) A  

P4 ASB 
(S.AFRICA) A  

P5 SAICA A  

G1 MOF 
Azerbaijan D  

G2 Treasury 
Cyprus B  

G3 MOF (BANG) A Useful in promoting transparency 

G4 SIDA B Need to strike a balance between coverage and 
reliability 

G5 MOF EL 
SALVADOR A  

A1 NAO ( UK) C Agrees info is useful but seems more appropriate for 
accrual accounting.  

A2 IPFA  
(S. AFRICA) A Fully support as it gives providers info they require 

and other users get useful information 
A3 OAG (NEP) D  

A4 OCGAG 
(BANG) D  

I 1 FEE A Include category of “other” 

I 2 ESAAG B 

Recommendation is good practice but suggest make 
recommended because of difficulty with information 
on technical assistance, loans are not a problem 
already disclosed in a number of cases. 
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I 3 IBRD B Support disclosure of balances but doubt need for 
details of movement. 

O1 E. Peters A Para 22 is sufficient, but may need some 
modification 

O2 T. Kawakami D  
O3 M. Sugimoto A Agrees but recipients need guidance 

O4 Nestor A 
Columbus A  

O5 GRANT 
THORNTON A Comparison of relative accessibility would also be 

useful 

O6 Carmen 
Palladino D Notes concerns because data is kept in different 

ministries. 

O7 Nelsen Camsen 
Jose Allende D  

O8 

Mohamed 
Osman 

Abdelrahman 
Medani 

A 

 

O9 Juan Manuel 
Fabra Valles C 

Believes that the disclosure of undrawn external 
assistance is impractical and irrelevant. Questions 
causal link between undrawn external assistance and 
sustainability of ongoing projects.  
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SPECIFIC MATTERS FOR COMMENT 
5. The proposal to disclose the terms and conditions of external assistance 

agreements as required by paragraphs 26-28 and any non-compliance thereof 
(paragraph 36).  

 
  X Y Z Total 
Agrees with disclosure requirement A 6 2 8 16 
Agrees with some disclosure but make 
discretionary B 3 1 1 5 

Disagrees with disclosure requirement C 0 0 0 0 
No response D 1 0 4 5 

Total  10 3 13 26 

 
Percentage agreeing with proposal – out of total responses 16/26  62% 
Percentage agreeing with proposal – excluding no responses 16/21   76% 
 
 

 Respondent View Summary  

P1 ACCA (UK) B 

Not essential and not necessarily existing good 
practice. Include in section identifying additional 
optional disclosures. However, indicate that will 
revisit Standard in 5 years and require disclosure. 

P2 AASB (AUS) A Agree with proposals because they provide useful 
information 

P3 FAR (SWE) A  

P4 ASB 
(S.AFRICA) A 

Except suggest disclosure of conditions that could 
cause default be combined with actual defaults and 
the exemption to certain data disclosure relating to 
balance of payments loans be applied to all debt. 

P5 SAICA A Suggests including reasons for non-compliance with 
loan covenants 

G1 MOF 
Azerbaijan D  

G2 Treasury 
Cyprus B  

G3 MOF (BANG) A Except disclosure of Balance of Payments terms and 
conditions would be matter for Gov’t to decide. 

G4 SIDA B Needs guidance on level of detail and what about 
non-compliance with covenants that is in dispute. 

G5 MOF EL 
SALVADOR A  

A1 NAO (UK) B Agrees useful but onerous and providers will seek 
separate info and confirmation. 

A2 IPFA  
(S. AFRICA) A Only significant conditions should be disclosed – 

those that could cause default under the loan. 
A3 OAG (NEP) D  
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A4 OCGAG 
(BANG) D  

I 1 FEE A  

I 2 ESAAG B Information is too voluminous suggest make 
recommended. 

I 3 IBRD A Doubts disclosure of non-compliance will be adopted 
O1 E. Peters A Paragraphs are sufficient 
O2 T. Kawakami D  
O3 M. Sugimoto A Agrees but recipients need guidance 

O4 Nestor A 
Columbus A  

O5 GRANT 
THORNTON A  

Supports full disclosure but says that materiality 
should not be stated only in introduction to ED it 
needs to be added to the paragraphs covered by this 
question, also consider something like paragraph 52 
in IPSAS 15.  

O6 Carmen 
Palladino A  

O7 Nelsen Camsen 
Jose Allende D  

O8 

Mohamed 
Osman 

Abdelrahman 
Medani 

A 

 

O9 Juan Manuel 
Fabra Valles A But limited to terms of loans and reform programs. 
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SPECIFIC MATTERS FOR COMMENT 
6. Whether the proposals in paragraph 44 as noted below are appropriate:  

(a) To disclose the fair value of non-cash goods in kind; and 

(b) That fair value should be based on the prices of equivalent goods or services in 
the recipient country.  

 
  X Y Z Total 
Agree with disclosure requirement A 5 0 7 12 
Agree with some disclosure but make 
discretionary B 1 2 1 4 

Disagree with disclosure requirement C 3 1 1 5 
No response D 1 0 4 5 

Total  9 3 13 26 

 
Percentage agreeing with proposal – out of total responses 12/26  46% 
Percentage agreeing with proposal – excluding no responses 12/21  57% 
 
 

 Respondent View Summary  

P1 ACCA (UK) B Should not be a mandatory disclosure (but may be 
additional optional disclosure).  

P2 AASB (AUS) A Needs consistency with non-exchange project 
P3 FAR (SWE) A  

P4 ASB 
(S.AFRICA) A 

Agree on basis of fair value but where fair value 
cannot be determined to require a description of the 
goods or services and an explanation of why fair 
value cannot be determined. Provide more guidance 
on determining fair value 

P5 SAICA A 
Suggests an option not to include fair value if 
impractical and an appendix of guidance on 
establishing fair value 

G1 MOF 
Azerbaijan D  

G2 Treasury 
Cyprus B Need to consider practical difficulty of fair value 

measurement. 

G3 MOF (BANG) C Assumes goods in kind would only be included in 
F/S when using Accrual Basis. 

G4 SIDA C Feels too onerous to get information 

G5 MOF EL 
SALVADOR A  

A1 NAO (UK) C 
Since statements are on cash basis doubts usefulness 
and reminds that PSC rejected mixed model 
accounting bases before. 

A2 IPFA  
(S. AFRICA) A 

(a) Agrees with disclosure current legislation requires 
this, (b) additional guidance on fair value needed in 
an appendix. 
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A3 OAG (NEP) A Date for application of exchange rate needs to be 
clarified 

A4 OCGAG 
(BANG) D  

I 1 FEE B  

I 2 ESAAG B Make note mandatory but put fair values 
measurement in recommended category. 

I 3 IBRD C Doubts value of information exceeds costs of 
obtaining it. 

O1 E. Peters A 
Principle is appropriate; use of value in last sentence 
applies more broadly. Also concern that fair value 
may be difficult in certain circumstances. 

O2 T. Kawakami D  

O3 M. Sugimoto A Agrees but needs more explanation why non-cash 
items need to be included. 

O4 Nestor A 
Columbus A Agrees even though it violates the Cash Basis 

philosophy  

O5 GRANT 
THORNTON A  

O6 Carmen 
Palladino D Would like to see the use of accrual accounting. 

O7 Nelsen Camsen 
Jose Allende D  

O8 

Mohamed 
Osman 

Abdelrahman 
Medani 

A 

Except that fair value should be the lowers price 
available in the recipient economy 

O9 Juan Manuel 
Fabra Valles C Feels that information is extremely difficult to 

acquire and may be outside official sources. 
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SPECIFIC MATTERS FOR COMMENT 
 
7. Whether the disclosures proposed are appropriate. If the disclosures are 

considered excessive, the IPSASB would welcome input on which disclosures 
should not be required. The IPSASB would also welcome input on any key 
disclosures that have not been dealt with and should be required. 

 
  X Y Z Total 
Agree with disclosure requirement A 5 1 6 12 
Agree with some disclosure but make 
discretionary B 2 2 1 5 

Disagree with disclosure requirement C 2 0 1 3 
No response D 1 0 5 6 

Total  10 3 13 26 

 
Percentage agreeing with proposal – out of total responses 12/26  46% 
Percentage agreeing with proposal – excluding no responses 12/20  60% 
 

 Respondent View Summary  

P1 ACCA (UK) B 

Many disclosure requirements are excessive - 
included as additional optional disclosures. Also 
proposes that Standard require main providers of 
assistance to disclose the proposed disclosures and 
the Standard be revisited in 5 years and some 
optional disclosures be made mandatory. 

P2 AASB (AUS) A Appropriate, subject to comments in Q1-Q6 above. 
P3 FAR (SWE) A  

P4 ASB 
(S.AFRICA) C Too onerous should simplify. 

P5 SAICA A  

G1 MOF 
Azerbaijan D  

G2 Treasury 
Cyprus B Believes Q4 to Q6 plus repayment terms, guarantees 

and rescheduling should be discretionary.  

G3 MOF (BANG) A 
Disclosure does not appear excess, but consideration 
may be given to making some compulsory and some 
recommended. 

G4 SIDA C Too onerous 

G5 MOF EL 
SALVADOR A  

A1 NAO (UK) B 
Don’t see statements as universal document 
additional data identified might be provided in 
separate unaudited schedule on a discretionary basis. 

A2 IPFA  
(S. AFRICA) A 

While date quantity is significant it will not be 
applicable to most reporting entities mainly to whole-
of-Gov’t and Treasury. May need a longer time to 
comply 
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A3 OAG (NEP) D  

A4 OCGAG 
(BANG) D  

I 1 FEE A If problems develop with ability to get data then 
make discretionary rather than drop 

I 2 ESAAG B 

There is no doubt that a standard embraced by donors 
and recipients on External assistance would really be 
very helpful in discharging accountability  and 
resolving issues of comparability and reducing costs 
of administration on the part of recipients. However 
split like Cash Basis Standard 

I 3 IBRD B  

O1 E. Peters A 
Is appropriate but may be beyond capacity suggest 
effective date of this standard to be 3 yrs after Cash 
Basis Standard adopted by recipient. 

O2 T. Kawakami D  
O3 M. Sugimoto A Agrees but delete military assistance. 

O4 Nestor A 
Columbus A Except modify excess disclosure of terms and 

conditions 

O5 GRANT 
THORNTON A  

O6 Carmen 
Palladino D Requirements by providers are usually more detailed 

and comprehensive than the ED requires.  

O7 Nelsen Camsen 
Jose Allende D  

O8 

Mohamed 
Osman 

Abdelrahman 
Medani 

A 

 

O9 Juan Manuel 
Fabra Valles C Exclude emergency assistance and merge military 

assistance with “other assistance” 
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SPECIFIC MATTERS FOR COMMENT 
8. Whether the proposal in paragraph 52: 

(a) For a transition period of two years is sufficient to apply this Standard. Is a 
longer transitional period necessary to ensure that the appropriate authorities 
in each recipient country are able to access the data necessary to properly 
account for external assistance?  

(b) To exempt the requirement to disclose comparative figures during the first 
year of application of this Standard is appropriate. 

 
  X Y Z Total 
Agree with both A 5 3 7 15 
Agrees but recommend longer period B 3 0 1 4 
Disagrees  C 0 0 0 0 
No response D 2 0 5 7 

Total  10 3 13 26 

 
Percentage agreeing with proposal – out of total responses 15/26  58% 
Percentage agreeing with proposal – excluding no responses 15/19  80% 
 
 

 Respondent View Summary  

P1 ACCA (UK) D Transitional period should be 5 years. Agree with 
exemption of comparatives for 1st year. 

P2 AASB (AUS) A 
Only if relatively short time is given between 
issuance and operative date. If there will be a long 
period then no transition period needed.  

P3 FAR (SWE) A  

P4 ASB 
(S.AFRICA) A  

P5 SAICA A  

G1 MOF 
Azerbaijan D  

G2 Treasury 
Cyprus D  

G3 MOF (BANG) A Two years is adequate for Bangladesh to comply 
G4  SIDA D  

G5 MOF EL 
SALVADOR A  

A1 NAO ( UK) B  

A2 IPFA  
(S. AFRICA) B 

Recommend 3 to 5 years transition unless or delay 
effective date of Standard and then apply 2 yrs. 
Agree with exemption. 

A3 OAG (NEP) D  

A4 OCGAG 
(BANG) D  
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I 1 FEE A  
I 2  ESAAG A  
I 3 IBRD A  

O1 E. Peters B Recommends 3 years because of difficulty getting 
data 

O2 T. Kawakami D  

O3 M. Sugimoto A 
Agrees but feels many will not be able to comply 
even in 5 years encourages imperfect application 
with exceptions disclosed by recipient 

O4 Nestor A 
Columbus A  

O5 GRANT 
THORNTON A  

O6 Carmen 
Palladino A  

O7 Nelsen Camsen 
Jose Allende D  

O8 

Mohamed 
Osman 

Abdelrahman 
Medani 

A 

 

O9 Juan Manuel 
Fabra Valles A  

 
 
 



page 14.29 

Item 14.2  Summary of responses to ED 
IPSASB New York July 2005 

ADDITIONAL ISSUES RAISED BY RESPONDENTS 
 

 Respondent Summary of Additional Issues Raised 

P1 ACCA (UK) 

Feels the ED is too onerous 
Could have used a best practice survey 
Less frequently implemented aspects could be discretionary  
Disclose rescheduled debt but terms of rescheduling too onerous. 
Require donors to provide statement to recipient containing most of 
“Note” requirements in the ED 

P3 FAR (SWE) Risk that adding potential cash or “modified accrual” information 
may detract from “pure cash” accounting and may cause confusion. 

P4 ASB 
(S.AFRICA) 

Harmonize fully with IASB General Improvements, netting of 
transactions either use wording in Cash Basis Standard or redefine 
term, disclose reasons for non-compliance with covenants 

P5 SAICA Harmonize fully with IASB General Improvements, add a definition 
for “economic entity” 

G1 MOF 
Azerbaijan 

MOF feels it would be appropriate to include some aspects of ED in 
their National Accounting Standard which is under preparation. 

G2 Treasury 
Cyprus 

Useful if standard applied to providers and would lead to must more 
and improved compliance with standard. Standard useful for 
recipients who have to report to providers but suggest discretionary 
disclosure for several items. State that entity receiving debt still has 
primary responsibility for compliance. 

G3 MOF (BANG) Feels introduction of IPSAS will materialize the Paris Declaration. 

A1 NAO (UK) 

Endorses need for standard but sees it as “Gold Standard” and many 
may not be able to adhere, needs more guidance as to what is 
essential and what is additional good practice. More detailed items 
should be discretionary. Needs more coordination with users and 
preparers (see OECD), may consume scarce resources. 

A2 IPFA  
(S. AFRICA) 

ED needs to be completely aligned with the IASB General 
Improvements Project decisions currently some alignment has been 
done and other items have not. Several wording and definition issues 
usefully raised. 

A3 OAG (NEP) Mode of payment (cash, reimbursable, direct payment and turnkey) 
need to be specified. 

A4  OCGAG 
(BANG) 

Notes that Ed is at advanced stage of processing and it is hard to 
identify any errors, omissions or conceptual errors. Feels strongly 
against “ring fencing” and feels ED will only be effective if it 
prescribes that donors accept Gov’t statements using ED 

O2 T. Kawakami Suggest refer to National Gov’t and Gov’t Agencies rather than 
entities or recipients. 

I 3 IBRD 
More explicitly link requirement to comply with this ED to 
requirement to meet Cash Basis IPSAS. Suggest combine the ED into 
Cash Bas IPSAS. Drop Appendix 3. 

O3 M. Sugimoto  
Recipients need guidance and help in implementing systems, expand 
explanation of “entity” and Ed focuses on receipts needs more focus 
on payments. 
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O4 Nestor A 
Columbus 

Standard should b restructured to include both cash and accrual basis 
statement. IPSAS should be an accepted standard by providers of 
assistance so they stop the multitude of reporting requirements and 
different standards. 

O5 Grant Thornton 

Believes disclosure of ED should apply also to all accrual statements, 
recognizing that IPSAS2 (Cash Flow Statement ) and IPSAS 15 
(Financial Instruments) require some of the disclosure neither are as 
specific or comprehensive as the ED, including all Gov’t entities 
receiving assistance including those on accrual basis 

O6 Carmen 
Palladino 

Notes that the requirements of donors and multilateral institutions are 
more detailed and difficult than what is asked by the ED. Plus the 
donors and multilaterals are not consistent in what they ask for. 
Suggests the ED should be tougher.   

 


