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1. OPENING REMARKS & MINUTES 

1.1 Attendance Beijing China 

 PARTICIPANTS ATTENDEES APOLOGY/NIA*

Mike Hathorn (M) X  1 
  Ian Carruthers (TA) X  
Peter Batten (M) X  2 
  Jim Paul (TA) X  
David Bean (M) X  3 
   
Andreas Bergmann (M, public) X  4  
  Reto Fausch (TA) X  
Marie-Pierre Cordier (M) X  5 
  Jean-Luc Dumont (TA) X  
Yosef Izkovich (M) X  6 
  Haya Prescher (TA) X  
Pankaj Jain (M) X X (Nov 28) 7 
  Avinash Chander (TA)  X  
Hong Lou (M) X (Nov 27) X (Nov 28-30) 8 
  Hongxia Li (TA) X (Nov 27) X (Nov 28-30) 
Rick Neville (M) X  9 
  Ron Salole (TA) X  
Tom Olsen (M)  X 10 
  Harald Brandsås (TA) X  
Carmen Palladino (M) X  11 
  Pablo Maroni (TA)  X 
John Peace (M, public) X  12 
   
Stefano Pozzoli (M, public) X  13 
  Marcello Bessone (TA) X  
Alejandro Luna Rodríguez (M) X  14 
   
Greg Schollum (M) X  15 
  Annette Davis (TA) X  
Tadashi Sekikawa (M) X  16 
  Kenji Izawa (TA) X  
Erna Swart (M) X  17 
  Lindy Bodewig (TA) X  
Frans Van Schaik (M) X  18 
  Thomas Van Tiel (TA) X  
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 PARTICIPANTS ATTENDEES APOLOGY/NIA*

ADB 
EU 
Eurostat 
IASB 
IASB 
INTOSAI 
IMF 
OECD 
UN 
UNDP 
World Bank 
IFAC 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IFAC 
IFAC 

Hong-Sang Jung (O) 
Rosa Aldea Busquets (O) 
Eduardo Barredo Capelot (O) 
Tatsumi Yamada (O) 
Wei-Guo Zhang (O) 
Robert Dacey (O) 
Abdul Khan (O) 
Jon Blondal (O) 
Jay Karia (O) 
Gwenda Jensen (O) 
Simon Bradbury (O) 
Stephenie Fox (S) 
Paul Sutcliffe (S) 
John Stanford (S) 
Matthew Bohun (S) 
Don Geiger (S) 
Barry Naik (S) 
Juan Zhang (S) 
Qing Song (S) 
Tracey Stark (S) 
 
Fermin del Valle (President) 
Ian Ball (Chief Executive 
Officer) 

 
X 
X 
X (Nov 29-30) 
X (Nov 29-30) 
X 
X 
X (Nov 27-29) 
X 
X 
X (Nov 27-28) 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
 
 

X 
 
 
X (Nov 27-28) 
X (Nov 27-28)  
 
 
X (Nov 30) 
 
 
X (Nov 29-30) 

 
* 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 to their first IPSASB meeting; 
• Yosef Izkovich, Member – Israel: 
• Abdul Kahn, Observer – IMF; 
• Fermin del Valle – President IFAC; 

 
 

The Chair noted apologies from: 
• Tom Olsen, Member - Norway; 
• Hong-Sang Jung, Observer, Asian Development Bank; 
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The Chair welcomed IFAC President Fermin del Valle and the Chief Executive Officer 
Ian Ball. 

Mr. del Valle expressed his pleasure and delight to be in Beijing and attend the IPSASB 
meeting.  He stressed that the contact and dialogue within IFAC bodies was very 
important. Mr. del Valle emphasized the need to continue the strong links with IFAC 
organizations around the world. He described IFAC as successful, pioneers in addressing 
accounting and auditing issues with a global mindset of convergence. He congratulated 
IPSASB for the success and adoption of IPSASs in the public sector. 

The Chair extended thanks on behalf of the IPSASB to the hosts for the meeting – the 
Chinese Institute of CPAs and the Ministry of Finance for the People’s Republic of 
China.  The entire Chinese delegation was acknowledged for the events planned during 
the week with special thanks to the Ministry of Finance for hosting the local seminar.  

The Chair expressed his pleasure at being in Beijing and at seeing Hongxia Li, Juan 
Zhang, and Qing Song in their home territory. He reiterated the enormous contribution 
that they have each made to the IPSASB. 

The Chair noted that Roy Alroy from Israel had stepped down, and is replaced by Yosef 
Izkovich for this meeting. The Chair thanked Mr. Alroy for his service to the IPSASB. 
The IFAC Nominations Committee has issued a call for nominations to fill the position 
vacated by Ron Alroy.  

The Chair noted the important work that is being done around the World in the promotion 
of IPSASs and the adoption of accrual accounting. He especially noted the prime focus 
that the IPSASB had received at the recent IFAC 30th Anniversary Seminar. He thanked 
the IFAC President and CEO for providing the IPSASB with this opportunity to take 
centre stage at this important event and noted the impressive panel of international 
experts, including Rick Neville, who had been brought together for the public sector 
segment chaired by the IPSASB Chair. 

1.2 Minutes of Previous July 2007 IPSASB Meeting 

The Chair asked for discussion and approval of the Minutes of the Montreal Meeting held 
on July 3-6, 2007. Noting none, the (Montreal) minutes were then approved without 
amendment. 

The approval of Amendments to IPSAS 4 “The Effects of Changes in Foreign Exchange 
Rates” after the Montreal meeting was noted.  The results of the vote were In Favor 13, 
Against 0, Abstain 5. Members were given copies of the voting record that took place 
between meetings. 

The Chair noted that effective with this meeting the minutes will record the votes taken 
on standards and exposure drafts.  The voting record will be recorded in the minutes by 
name, and any dissenting members will be given the opportunity to express their reasons 
if desired.   

2. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

Members reviewed the agenda papers and: 
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• Noted the second and third reports of the Conceptual Framework subcommittee 
(July and September 2007); 

• Received a verbal report on the subcommittee’s fourth meeting which took place 
immediately preceding this (November 2007) IPSASB meeting; 

• Noted and agreed the proposed process for finalization of the composite 
Consultation Paper (CP) comprising sections dealing with objectives, scope, 
qualitative characteristics and reporting entity; 

• Agreed that staff would prepare a first draft of the CP for review at the March 
2008 meeting and would request input from authors in the development process as 
appropriate; 

• Agreed that the introductory material to the draft CP would: 

o clarify that the Framework would focus on public sector entities other than 
GBEs; 

o include explanations of general purpose financial reports (GPFRs), the 
purpose and proposed authority of the Framework, the due process being 
adopted in its development, and the relationship of the IPSASB Framework to 
the IASB Framework and current developments thereof; and  

o explain that differential reporting will be considered as an application issue of 
relevant components of the Framework.  

Members also agreed that the CP would note that input from constituents on these 
matters was welcomed; 

• Agreed the draft CP for review in March 2008 would be updated for 
developments in the IASB Framework project as at the end of 2007 (or early in 
2008 if documents were available in time to be referred to in the draft), where 
appropriate; 

• Agreed it was appropriate to delete/neutralize jurisdictional references in the text 
as much as possible, and that the current appendices in each paper/chapter should 
be deleted or merged as far as possible; 

• Agreed that members would provide additional input on experience in their 
jurisdiction with a view to increasing the spread of jurisdictions referred to in the 
bibliography. Members also noted that because of translation issues the 
bibliography would be considered for posting as a web document separate from 
the Consultation Paper itself; 

• Directed that the “scope” chapter would be the first chapter of the draft CP for 
review at the next meeting, rather than the objectives chapter – however members 
also agreed that this direction was subject to major unanticipated sequencing 
issues that might be identified in preparation of the draft for review at the next 
meeting. Members also noted that within the parameters agreed at this meeting, 
decisions regarding the coordination, composition and revision of the papers for 
inclusion in first draft of the CP would be left to staff;  

• Noted that the draft CP would not be prepared in time to allow for a review by the 
subcommittee prior to its distribution to the IPSASB for the March 2008 meeting 
and agreed that: 

o the subcommittee would be provided with the draft CP when it was distributed 
to the IPSASB; and  
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o a subcommittee meeting may be arranged following the March 2008 IPSASB 
meeting - to review the draft CP and any amendments agreed by the IPSASB 
at that meeting;  

• Agreed that a revised draft CP would be reviewed by the IPSASB at its June 2008 
meeting with a view to its approval to issue; and 

• Noted the proposed schedule for development of Group 2 projects and an update 
on NSS participants leading its development. 

Members received presentations from David Loweth (UK-ASB) on “Objectives of 
Financial Reporting”, Paul Sutcliffe (IPSASB- staff) on “The Scope of Financial 
Reporting”, Barry Naik (IPSASB staff) on Qualitative Characteristics of General Purpose 
Financial Reporting” and Ahmad Hamidi Ravari (Australian AASB) on “The Reporting 
Entity”. Members thanked the NSS staff and IPSASB staff for their work in preparing the 
papers and noted that comments on each paper/chapter had recently been received from 
Ian Hague (IASB staff) and Kevin Simpkins (NSS-4 staff) and are available on the 
intranet.  

Members also agreed that as part of the review of the draft CP in March 2008 they will 
consider whether: 

• To specify a 6 or 7 month comment period to allow for its translation from 
English; 

• It is possible to identify IPSASB preliminary views on at least some of the issues 
identified, to inform readers of IPSASB current thinking; and 

• The list of the matters for comment may be reduced to focus on key public sector 
issues. However, members agreed that it may be appropriate to have a lengthy list 
of specific matters for comment given this is the first Framework Consultation 
Paper issued by the IPSASB. 

Members then noted the recommendations of the subcommittee on each paper/chapter, 
discussed each paper/chapter in detail and provided input to staff for development of the 
draft CP for review at the March 2008 IPSASB meeting.  

In respect of the paper/chapter “Objectives of Financial Reporting”, members agreed that 
the paper/chapter should: 

• Be restructured to commence with a discussion of likely users and their 
information needs; 

• Retain the section exploring the need for identification of a narrow primary user 
group, notwithstanding that members had differing views on the need for 
identification of such; 

• Re-title specific matter for comment 1 to ask “what should be the objective(s) of 
general purpose financial reporting in the public sector?” with a consequential 
redrafting of questions 1 and 2 (para 27 in the November 07 draft); 

• Use the term accountability rather than stewardship, but explain what 
accountability may encompass and that in some jurisdictions stewardship may be 
used with the same meaning as accountability. Some members expressed the view 
that there was a case that accountability was more important than decision making 
as the objective of financial reporting for public sector entities; 
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• Draw out the nature of decision making by users of GPFRs in the public sector 
and reflect that it may well be wider than in the private sector; 

• Note that while the focus of GPFRs may be on financial accountability, 
“financial” could be interpreted very broadly as explained in the scope 
paper/chapter; 

• Initially identify likely public sector users of GPFRs in paragraph 49, and then 
interpret and compare that list with the list of users identified in the IASB-DP; 

• Elaborate on the meaning of inter-period equity and its relationship to 
accountability, and draw out its potential implications for other components of the 
Framework. 

• Make clear that information provided in the general purpose financial report 
would contribute to the discharge of financial accountability, but additional 
information outside the scope of financial reporting might also be important for 
the discharge of political accountability. 

Members also agreed to provide additional input to staff on any work undertaken in their 
jurisdiction on the identification of user needs, and the outcome of that work. 

In respect of the paper/chapter “The Scope of Financial Reporting”, members agreed that 
the: 

• Paper/chapter should continue to use the term “scope” rather than “boundary” of 
financial reporting; 

• Paper/chapter should not deal with the frequency of financial reporting, the 
contents or nature of reports and communication mechanisms - but would indicate 
that such matters may be considered in other components of the framework which 
consider presentation and display, or by specific standards; 

• Paper/chapter should explain that a firm scope or boundary of GPFR would not be 
established, but rather that the scope could evolve in response to a number of 
factors; 

• Criteria identified by staff and the interpretation thereof and conclusions thereon, 
were appropriate but directed that the criteria should be reconstructed to: 

o identify the principles that should be referred to in determining whether an 
item should be addressed by the standards setter - being the objectives of 
GPFRs, user needs and the nature of the reporting entity; and 

o identify factors that may limit the actioning or development of an IPSAS on a 
particular topic at a particular time - being the meaning of “financial” in 
GPFR, the skills that could be brought to bear at any time, the value added by 
dealing with the issue as an IPSAS, the qualitative characteristics and a range 
of practical considerations including the resources available to the standard 
setter, cost/benefit considerations and the relative priority of the issue.  

• Specific reporting issues discussed in the chapter should be retained and that the 
paper/chapter should seek input on whether, as a minimum, the scope should 
include prospective financial information, budget reporting (or some aspects 
thereof), performance reporting, operations review (MDA or management 
review), long term fiscal sustainability; 
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• Paper/chapter should acknowledge that in some jurisdictions the standards setter 
may have the capacity to determine whether the disclosures should be subject to 
audit or be outside the components of the financial report that are subject to audit. 
Some members noted that whether or not disclosures should be subject to audit 
might turn on the reliability and verifiability of the data, and this was as much an 
issue for the preparer as it was for the auditor or the standards setter. Members 
agreed this matter should be raised early in the paper/chapter; 

• The paper/chapter should acknowledge where the IPSASB had already 
commenced to move on areas identified as potentially with the scope; and 

• Appendices should be deleted, but members would provide input on how broadly 
the scope was identified in their jurisdiction for inclusion in the bibliography 
(which may be included as a separate web document). 

In respect of the paper/chapter “The Qualitative Characteristics of Financial 
Information”, members agreed that: 

• It was desirable that the qualitative characteristics of financial information 
identified by the IPSASB and those identified by the IASB be the same. However, 
some members noted that there may be some public sector reasons to differ 
including for example that: 

o “prudence” might be more important in the public sector given the political 
sensitivity of some disclosures; 

o while the QCs themselves may not differ between the private and public 
sectors, the relative priority of certain of those QCs may differ – that is, while 
the “building blocks of the QCs” may be the same for the IASB and the 
IPSASB Frameworks, the relationship between those blocks may differ to 
reflect the different operating environments;  

o the notion of whether “undue cost and effort” should replace, or be built into 
assessments of, cost-benefit analysis should be raised in the paper/chapter; 
and 

o the interpretation and/or application of, for example, QCs dealing with 
reliability/faithful representation and verifiability may differ if applied to 
reporting of non-financial performance indicators and prospective financial or 
other information;  

• The importance of QCs in promoting reliability/faithful representation of future 
cash flow projections should not be overly downplayed – particularly in respect of 
whole of government GPFRs;  

• The explanation of whether there were public sector reasons to differ from the 
IASB QCs should be further developed – members agreed to provide staff with 
additional input on their views on public sector reasons to differ; and 

• The appendix identifying differences between the current qualitative 
characteristics identified in IPSAS 1 and those proposed in the IASB-DP (and 
subsequent developments thereof) should be retained but, subject to staff views to 
the contrary when developing the CP, the other appendices should be deleted or 
substantially reduced. 

In respect of the paper/chapter “Reporting Entity”, members agreed that: 
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• The paper/chapter should focus on the reporting entity, and discussion of the 
nature of the entity could be a subsection of the reporting entity discussion; 

• The paper/chapter should not attempt to define the reporting entity but rather 
identify the characteristics that a reporting entity which prepared GPFRs was 
likely to possess - each jurisdiction would then determine which of their entities 
satisfied those characteristics and should prepare GPFRs. Some members noted 
that the overwhelming criteria was that a reporting entity had an obligation to be 
publicly accountable and the paper/chapter was directed at identifying the 
characteristics that such entities may possess; 

• Jurisdictional specific characteristics should not be identified in the CP. Some 
members expressed the view that it was not appropriate that the paper/chapter 
reflect/acknowledge that in a particular jurisdiction an entity may be required to 
prepare a GPFR when it did not possess the characteristics of such as identified by 
the IPSASB; 

• If possible, the paper/chapter should jointly discuss the boundary of the individual 
and group reporting entity – rather than discuss each separately; 

• The discussion of each of the approaches to determining the boundary of the 
reporting entity should be retained but the discussion of control and common 
control should be simplified – in particular, the discussion of common control 
may be dealt with in terms of a general observation or request for input on 
whether additional approaches, such as common control, should also be 
considered by the IPSASB as it considers the basis on which the boundary of the 
reporting entity should be determined; 

• The discussion of problems in application of control should be simplified. A 
number of members expressed concern that the discussion, particularly in the 
appendices, was too lengthy and detailed and was more appropriate for a paper 
dealing with the development of a standard, rather than one dealing with concepts 
to be reflected in a Framework; and 

• The discussion in the appendices needed to be condensed and as appropriate 
relocated in the body of the text or in the web based reference source. 

Members also noted that the subcommittee had recommended that the: 

• Section on “controlling-entity-only” financial reports should not be included in 
the Consultation Paper; 

• Paper/chapter should note that if control was adopted as the criteria for 
establishing the boundary of the reporting entity, the IPSASB would need to 
action a standards level project to deal with a number of 
implementation/application issues identified in the appendices, including its 
application to autonomous and semi-autonomous public sector entities; and 

• Discussion of the concept of control should include a few paragraphs noting the 
implications of the power of governments to change legislation.   

3. RULES OF THE ROAD 

The Technical Director introduced and led the discussion on a draft policy for modifying 
IASB documents as part of the IFRS convergence strategy of the IPSASB. At the March 
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2007 meeting, the IPSASB agreed to a “Review and Adapt” approach to IFRS 
convergence and the IPSASB had identified the “Rules of the Road” as an important tool 
to assist with IFRS convergence. The intention is that the “Rules of the Road” will create 
a structured and disciplined approach for staff which will assist them in identifying public 
sector specific reasons for departing from IASB positions.  

The Technical Director noted that the “Rules of the Road” agreed at this meeting will be 
refined as experience is gained in applying them over the next 12 months.   

The IPSASB had decided at the July meeting and reaffirmed at this meeting that 
involvement with IASB projects and documents should be as early as possible in their 
development including IFRICs and consultation or discussion papers as well as 
Standards. 

The Technical Director, will revise the current IPSASB work program to establish a more 
extensive program related directly to IASB.  In addition to continuing to monitor the 
IASB work program and responding to Exposure Drafts, more formal processes in terms 
of addressing all IASB projects, including IFRICs, will be developed and brought to the 
IPSASB in March 2008 as part of the annual planning cycle. The revised program will 
also address how the staff will deal with interpretations in an appropriate format. 

It was noted that even with the “Rules of the Road”, professional judgment, will be 
required. Internal consistency between IPSASs is the objective. However, given that 
standards development is an evolutionary process, inconsistencies will be unavoidable at 
times, particularly in the short-term. In such cases it will be important to document the 
inconsistencies and develop a timetable for when inconsistencies will be resolved. 

As noted previously, in many respects, this is a project for the short term since the public 
sector conceptual framework will, in effect; set the “Rules of the Road” in the longer 
term. Once a conceptual framework is developed, all standards will be assessed in the 
context of how they fit within the framework, rather than whether or not they converge 
with IFRS. Members acknowledged that it is likely however that there will always be 
some need for this type of process and guidance. 

Each member of the IPSASB was assigned to one of five breakout groups assigned to 
look at specific sets of rules as a primary task, with a secondary task if time permitted. 
The goal of the breakout sessions was to discuss and debate the specific rules, assess 
whether they are complete, and consider whether there are any anticipated difficulties in 
applying the rules.  

Results from the breakout sessions provided the following feedback:  

• Confirmed that all work should consider the full suite of IASB documents (except 
Conceptual Framework); 

• Early involvement in IASB process is essential on a proactive basis; 
• Noted that there should be some flexibility and that professional judgment will be 

required; 
• It was suggested that steps 1 and 2 be combined; 
• In step 3 it was noted that the term “Unique” seemed to establish too high a test 

and an alternate should be considered; 
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• It was noted that cost/benefit is an important filter not only as outlined in step 2. 
In addition the IPSASB disagreed that there should be a rebuttable presumption 
that the costs would not differ overall in the public sector from the private sector; 

• A number of editorial modifications were suggested with respect to step 4 and the 
additions and deletions outlined.  On the flowchart a feedback loop should also be 
added that highlights that during step 4, there would be an ongoing analysis that 
may lead to the conclusion that a public sector specific project may be required; 

• A number of other comments were provided with respect to proposed 
improvements. 

The Technical Director made revisions to what was now draft Guidance for the IPSASB 
and “Rules of the Road” for the staff, based on the feedback from the breakout sessions 
which was further discussed.  It was agreed that revised Guidance will be prepared and 
circulated to the IPSASB for their approval prior to the next meeting and the expectation 
is that the “Rules of the Road” for staff will be applied on a go-forward basis. While the 
IPSASB noted that it may be desirable to make the Guidance publicly available, it agreed 
that it would use the next 12 months to refine the Guidance as experience is gained in 
applying them and consider them again at its meeting in October 2008. 

A number of items were noted that will be addressed in future work. In particular the 
Technical Director agreed to provide the IPSASB with material relating to voting policies 
and procedures particularly related to documentation of voting records. This information 
will be provided for the IFAC standard setting boards as well as for the IASB. The 
IPSASB will then discuss any potential changes to current policies related to 
documenting voting records at a future meeting.    

4. IMPAIRMENT OF CASH GENERATING ASSETS (IPSAS 26) 

The IPSASB continued the discussion, commenced at the July 2007 meeting, of whether 
property, plant and equipment carried on the revaluation model in IPSAS 17, “Property, 
Plant and Equipment” should be within the scope of draft IPSAS 26, “Impairment of 
Cash-generating Assets”. The IPSASB acknowledged the rationale of those who 
considered that property, plant and equipment carried on the revaluation model should be 
within the scope. However, it accepted that such an approach would be inconsistent with 
the approach in IPSAS 21, “Impairment of Non-cash-generating Assets”. The IPSASB 
considered the Staff proposal that: 

• The scope exclusion for property, plant and equipment on the IPSAS 17 
revaluation model should be retained with an explanation in the Basis of 
Conclusions; 

• IPSAS 21 should not be amended at present, but the scope exclusion in both 
IPSAS 21 and IPSAS 26 will be reviewed in the future; and 

• The requirements in relation to measurement after initial recognition for property, 
plant and equipment carried on the revaluation model in IPSAS 17 and, in 
particular, the requirement that where one item in a class is revalued all items in 
that class must also be revalued will also be reviewed.  
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Before reviewing the other issues, the IPSASB took an informal vote to establish whether 
it supported the staff position on the substantive issue of the scope exclusions.  The 
results of the vote were In Favor 16, Against 1, Abstain 1.  

Staff was asked to review the rationale for the scope exclusion in paragraphs BC 4 and 
BC 5 of the Basis for Conclusions. 

The IPSASB considered whether goodwill should be within the scope of the draft IPSAS. 
Whilst some members were of the view that goodwill is unlikely to arise in the public 
sector, others considered that such a conclusion could not be made with assurance until 
the IPSASB has initiated and concluded a project on entity (business) combinations. 
Under the requirements as drafted any entity with goodwill would not allocate goodwill 
to cash-generating units (CGUs). This was considered inappropriate and it was therefore 
decided to remove goodwill from the scope of IPSAS 26 and explain the rationale in the 
Basis for Conclusions. 

The IPSASB also considered a number of issues highlighted by Staff and gave directions 
on these and other matters identified by Members:  

• The Introduction should not refer to the date on which the IPSAS becomes 
effective: 

• A consequential amendment should be inserted in IPSAS 21 that would include 
paragraphs 16-21 from draft IPSAS 26 providing commentary on the 
identification of cash-generating assets; 

• Paragraphs 77 and 99 dealing with impairment losses that lead to the recognition 
of liabilities, which had been deleted from the marked-up version of the draft 
IPSAS, should be reinserted; 

• Whilst the intent of the rebuttable presumption in paragraph 98 dealing with 
assets releasing service potential to one or more CGUs, but not to non-cash-
generating activities, was accepted the wording was unclear and needed to be 
revised; 

• The non-authoritative boxed examples previously in the body of the draft IPSAS 
should be inserted in Implementation Guidance and treated as non-authoritative, 
rather than be deleted as proposed by Staff; 

• Re-designation of an item from a cash-generating asset to a non-cash-generating 
asset should not be required to trigger an impairment test. However, it should be 
made clear that following re-designation an entity reviews indications of 
impairment at the subsequent reporting date; 

• A black letter paragraph should be inserted with a requirement that when an 
impairment loss related to a CGU is reversed none of the amount of that reversal 
is to be attributed to a non-cash-generating asset that contributes service potential 
to the CGU; 

• Ensuring that Appendix B reflects the rebuttable presumption that when an asset 
only contributes service potential to one or more CGUs, but not to non-cash-
generating activities, entities refer to the relevant international and national 
accounting standard dealing with such circumstances; 

• To review and, if necessary, amend Examples 1 and 2 in the Implementation 
Guidance; and  
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• Modify the Table of Comparison with IAS 36 so that the definition of cash-
generating assets and the commentary on the distinction between cash-generating 
assets and non-cash-generating assets is a separate bullet point from the definition 
of a cash-generating unit. 

Staff was directed to contact IASB staff over two issues where the current wording in 
draft IPSAS 26 mirrors that in IAS 36 and is considered ambiguous: 

• In paragraph 45 of draft IPSAS 26 in the commentary section on fair value there 
is a reference to a “forced sale”- “Fair value less costs to sell does not reflect a 
forced sale, unless management is compelled to sell immediately”. This mirrors 
paragraph 27 of IAS 36. It was felt unclear why there is a distinction between a 
forced sale and an immediate forced sale and therefore why the second part of this 
sentence has been included; and 

• In paragraph 38 in the section on “Measuring Recoverable Amount” commentary 
states that recoverable amount is determined for an individual asset, unless the 
asset is part of a cash-generating unit (CGU). Commentary continues to state that 
in such cases recoverability is determined for the CGU unless one of two 
conditions is present. The second of these (paragraph 22 (b)) is that “the asset’s 
value in use can be estimated to be close to its fair value less costs to sell and fair 
value less costs to sell can be determined.” It was questioned how such an 
estimate can be made because value-in-use involves an estimated cash flow 
projection.  

It was agreed that the effective date should be 1 April 2009. 

The IPSASB voted on the approval of IPSAS 26 “Impairment of Cash-generating 
Assets”.  The results of the vote were In Favor 17, Against 0, Abstain 1.  
See Appendix A – 14.1 Vote #1 – IPSAS 26 - for complete details. 

5. LONG TERM FISCAL SUSTAINABILITY 

The IPSASB considered the context of the proposed project and its linkage to current and 
planned projects, in particular social benefits, the conceptual framework and management 
commentary. It was also stressed that this project is in an area in which statisticians and 
economists are heavily involved. This both enhances the risks of the project, but also 
affords an opportunity for inter-disciplinary cooperation. The IMF, The World Bank and 
the European Commission observers indicated that it is an area of major significance for 
their organizations. 

Various Members indicated jurisdictional sustainability projects are currently in process, 
including: 

• The US FASAB – Fiscal Sustainability project; 
• The US GASB – Economic Condition project; and  
• The Canadian PSAB Indicators of Government Financial Condition project 

Members were broadly happy with the scope of the coverage proposed by Staff and 
agreed to initiate the project. It was suggested that the project should contain a 
component on verifiability and assurance implications: such a component had also been 



  Page 14  
   

proposed by Staff of the International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board (IAASB). 
Staff was directed to review the drafting to ensure that it reflects areas for research and 
does not contain unsupported assertions. It should also be emphasized that the sequence 
of issues identified in the project brief does not reflect the chronological order in which 
they will be addressed in the project. It was also considered that the project brief needed 
to make it clear upfront that the project will consider inflows in the form of taxation, 
contributions, fees, charges, appropriations and inter-governmental transfers as well as 
program outflows. Staff was also directed to: 

• Review and shorten the explanation of the concept of inter-generational equity in 
section (i) on definitions; 

• Review the discussion of the whole-of government level and nations with federal 
structures in section (iii) on reporting entity; and 

• Highlight the relevance of qualitative characteristics in sub-section (b) on links 
with the conceptual framework in the section entitled “Implications for Specific 
Groups”. 

Staff also advised that in accordance with IFAC’s corporate protocols the project brief 
had been circulated to Staff of other Boards and standing committees. The only detailed 
substantive comments received prior to the meeting had been those of the IAASB 
highlighted above. Any further substantive comments received will be forwarded to 
members. 

A further version of the project brief will be distributed to Members for final comment 
out of session. Members agreed that a Task Force should be established to oversee the 
project and were broadly content with the proposed composition of the Task Force. The 
Chair and Technical Director were given authority to determine the membership of the 
Task Force. 

6. SOCIAL BENEFITS (ED 34) 

i) ED34, “Social Benefits: Disclosure of Cash Transfers to Individuals and Households” 

The IPSASB considered a further revision of ED 34, “Social Benefits: Disclosure of Cash 
Transfers to Individuals and Households”.  

Members directed that: 

• The section with the title “The IPSASB Strategy” should be re-termed “The 
IPSASB Strategy on Accounting for Social Benefits” 

• The term “eligible individuals and households” should be defined and deployed 
throughout the document rather than “eligible participants”: Staff was asked to 
review the document to ensure the use of consistent terminology throughout, 
noting that at some points the term “eligible individuals and households” is used 
and elsewhere “eligible individuals or households” is used; 

• The specific matter for comment asking Members whether the disclosure 
requirements have onerous and impractical audit implications should be deleted 
and replaced by a reference to “verifiability” in Specific Matter for Comment 4; 

• The Introduction should be amended to include a clear statement that the ED is a 
first step in accounting for social benefits and that it is part of a suite of 
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documents that also comprises the Consultation Paper and the project brief on 
fiscal sustainability; 

• In accordance with the directions for Impairment of Cash-generating Assets 
(Agenda Item 4) and Employee Benefits (Agenda Item 8) it was agreed that the 
Introduction should not refer to the date on which the IPSAS becomes effective 

• In both commentary in the body of the text and the Introduction an 
encouragement should be added for entities to provide financial information on 
cash transfers beyond that proposed as a requirement in the ED; 

• The black letter paragraph 2 in the scope section should use the term 
“information” to reflect the fact that the proposed disclosures go beyond amounts 
expected to be transferred; 

• The term  “amounts expected to be transferred” should be deployed rather than 
the term “amounts to be transferred” as drafted in order to further emphasize that 
the proposals do not deal with the identification of present obligations and the 
recognition of liabilities; 

• The term “discontinued” rather than “terminated” should be used where 
legislation has been enacted at the reporting date which specifies a date beyond 
which a program will not operate; 

• The disclosure requirement at paragraph 45(d) should be amended to require 
disclosure of the rate used to discount amounts expected to be transferred to 
present value, if this rate is not based on yields on government bonds; 

• A disclosure requirement that amounts expected to be transferred should be split 
on a short-term, medium-term and long-term basis should not be inserted. 
However, entities would be encouraged to make such a disclosure; and  

• The illustrative disclosures should be reviewed to ensure that they reflect the 
revised proposed disclosures in paragraph 45; 

• Some of the background detail in the Basis for Conclusions in paragraph BC 2 
should be deleted; and 

• The rationale for the discount rate in paragraph BC 22 should be simplified. 

It was agreed that Staff would circulate a further version of the ED for final review.  

The IPSASB voted on the approval of ED 34 “Social Benefits: Disclosure of Cash 
Transfers to Individuals and Households”.  The results of the vote were:  
In Favor 15, Against 2, Abstain 1.   
See Appendix  A - 14.2 Vote #2 – ED 34  -for complete details.  

Dissenting View- Tom Olsen (member) - Vote Held by Harald Brandsas 
(TA): 
The member's reasons for voting against ED 34 are that the ED should have dealt 
with recognition, and required recognition, but when dealing only with 
disclosures, the ED has very limited value since it is limited to those that have met 
the eligibility criteria at the reporting date. The required disclosures will give a 
misleading picture of the obligations related to social benefits at the reporting 
date. 



  Page 16  
   

Dissenting View - David Bean (member): 

This member believes that the eligibility requirements that are used as a basis for 
disclosing the amount associated with cash transfers to individuals and 
households results in disclosures that not faithful representations of the 
obligations (or potential liabilities) associated with these programs.  The member 
believes that any disclosure of amounts associated with these programs should be 
appropriately placed in the context of both future outflows and further inflows 
associated with those programs (sustainability reporting). 

Because the IPSASB chose to defer liability recognition and sustainability 
reporting issues pending further input based on the consultative paper, this 
member believes that basing disclosure on a specified amount introduces an 
undue bias into future proceedings.  Substantial systems costs will likely incurred 
to calculate the amounts to be disclosed, which may lead some preparers to 
ultimately support the reporting of these amounts as a liability simply to contain 
the costs associated with determining that liability.  The costs incurred to 
determine this disclosure also may negatively influence the feedback the IPSASB 
will receive on what this member believes are more essential disclosures on 
program sustainability.  

ii) Consultation Paper, “Social Benefits: Issues in Recognition and Measurement” 

The IPSASB considered a revised version of the Consultation Paper, “Social Benefits: 
Issues in Recognition and Measurement” that had been circulated for comments in 
August. Members were supportive of the component dealing with the strategic approach 
to addressing accounting issues for social benefits, subject to relatively minor drafting 
comments. Consistent with the approach for ED 34 the title should be amended to “The 
IPSASB Strategy on Accounting for Social Benefits.” 

Members considered that the component on Issues in Recognition and Measurement 
would be strengthened if it included material linking the discussion to the conceptual 
framework project. This would provide a more dynamic and forward-looking context for 
the discussion of the key issues, on which input from constituents is being sought. Staff 
was directed to review and modify the Specific Matters for Comment (SMC) in light of 
this revised approach. It was agreed that there should not be a SMC asking whether the 
strategic approach for addressing accounting for social benefits was supported. 

Members also directed that: 

• A definition of the term “present obligation” should be included; 
• The discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of recognizing large expenses 

and liabilities as a result of the view that a present obligation for cash transfers 
occurs before all eligibility criteria have been satisfied should be redrafted in 
starker language; 

• The term “giant executory contract” should not be used. In its place the less florid 
term “executory contract accounting” should be used; and 

• The term “matching” should not be used. Instead the term “inter-period equity” 
should be used and explained as ensuring that all appropriate costs are related to 
the service outputs generated in a reporting period. 
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A further version of the Consultation Paper will be circulated to members for approval 
out-of-session. It is also intended to produce a short (one to two pages) document in plain 
language, which will explain the issues at a high level for non-accountants. 

The Consultation Paper will be issued together with ED 34 and the project brief on fiscal 
sustainability. 

7. SERVICE CONCESSIONS 

The Chair welcomed Greg Driscoll and Barbara Ruane (via telephone) from the GASB 
staff and expressed the IPASB’s gratitude for Greg’s presence in Beijing, and for the 
support given by the US Member and the GASB Chairman for providing staff to the 
project to date. 

Further, the Chair emphasized that the consultation paper (CP), while developed by the 
subcommittee with subcommittee analysis and proposals, is to be considered a document 
of the Board and will be issued as such. The Chair advised the meeting that he wanted 
discussion to be focused on pages 24 to the end at this session.  

The Chair then invited the Subcommittee Chair, Rick Neville to introduce the draft 
consultation paper.  

Mr. Neville provided a brief overview of developments to date with the project.  The 
presenters then proceeded with discussing the major sections of the draft CP. 

Preliminary comments from the Board were favorable as to the progress made on the 
project since the Montreal meeting in July. 

Introduction/Scope. 

Mr. Neville provided an overview of the Introduction and Scope sections of the 
Consultation Paper.  Overall Board members were comfortable with the content; however 
there was discussion as to how to improve the clarity of some of the ideas presented. 

It was agreed that it would be helpful to review the use of the terminology for ‘service 
concession arrangements’ in particular as presented in charts B & D.  There was concern 
that as currently presented, the scope seemed almost contradictory, and could be 
interpreted as more limited than was intended.  Numerous suggestions for terminology 
were provided which staff agreed to take into consideration. 

A number of secondary matters were presented for staff to action, in particular, 
introducing public-public partnerships sooner in the body of the paper and including 
discussion acknowledging that guidance for non-GBE operators is not specifically 
considered in the CP.  

Financial Reporting of Infrastructure and Public Facilities 

Mr. Driscoll provided an overview of the section with an emphasis on explaining the 
rationale supporting the proposed basis for the grantor approach of infrastructure and 
public facilities involved in SCAs. 

The Board was generally comfortable with the conclusions reached for asset recognition.  
However, in addition to some secondary revisions, the Board agreed that the paper should 



  Page 18  
   

provide a more fulsome discussion about the application of a definition of an asset and 
how this translates to the preference for a control approach to asset recognition. 

Similarly, there was agreement that there needs to be a more thorough and equal 
discussion of the risks and rewards approach to asset recognition before coming to the 
view that the control approach is the preferred option.  If feasible, reconciling the two 
approaches should be addressed in the paper. 

Further, it was also agreed that additional discussion should be made about the 
unbundling/components with particular focus (as with risks and rewards) as to why such 
an approach is not being followed. 

The Board had considerable discussion about the proposed treatment of whole of life 
arrangements in SCAs – and whether enabling grantor recognition, provided the first of 
the control is met, resulted in the substance of such situations being reported.  It was felt 
that as proposed, the substance would not be reported where, for example, an asset is 
subject to a long term SCA, at the end of which, there is no significant residual interest 
remaining.  Should such an asset be reported as property of a grantor just because the 
grantor satisfies the ‘control of use’ of the asset throughout the life of the SCA? There 
was concern that as written, the whole of life provision created a conceptual 
inconsistency within the CP which was not desirable i.e. the two control criteria should 
be the principles to be adhered to within the document. 

It was noted that the current approach in the paper did reflect an existing provision in 
IFRIC 12.  However, the Board was reminded that this project was not a convergence 
project and as such need not be constrained by any existing guidance.  However, it was 
felt that it was not inappropriate to consider the IFRIC 12 position, but the paper should 
explain why the approach to whole-life arrangements differed to that in IFRIC 12. 

The Board agreed that a possible solution would be that for whole of life situations, the 
paper should be revised so that instead of the second control criteria requiring there to be 
any ‘significant residual interest’, it should be any ‘significant residual interest’.  It was 
felt such the revision would make the paper conceptually internally consistent and result 
in better reporting of those arrangements which were of concern.  Staff agreed to consider 
the proposal and revise the paper accordingly. 

Ancillary Accounting Issues Associated with Property 

The Board was concerned that the paper while presenting significant discussion with 
respect to asset recognition should provide equally weighted discussion with respect to 
liabilities flowing from SCAs.  Such broader discussion should also better encompass 
grantor ‘obligations’ (guarantees and commitments) stemming for SCAs and how they 
should be treated in the financial statements. 

Comment was also made that the paper should provide more discussion on alternate 
views for not reporting property and liability for SCAs where the grantor is not making 
payments. Staff agreed to reflect this in the paper. 

Some secondary matters were raised which staff agreed to take into consideration – e.g., 
the potential confusion from use of the terms ‘deferred revenue’ or ‘unearned revenue’ 
both within this section and elsewhere. 
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Inflows of Resources from a Service Concession Arrangement / Guarantees and Other 
Commitments / Consolidations / Financial Statement Note Disclosures / Appendix A – 
“Decision Tree For Service Concession Arrangements” 

The Board discussed and provided secondary comments on the remaining sections 
agreeing in particular to the following revisions: 

• Need to review terminology for ‘upfront payments’ 
• Give focus to the concept of earning process when inflows are received in a fixed 

series of payments and not a singular up-front payment; 
• Further explore options for potential measurement of debt guarantees; 
• Further consider interplay with IAS 39; 
• Consider impact on accounting for grantor interest in SPV/SPE for any changes in 

structure in the SPV/SPE or any changes in the SCA; 
• Delete references to developments with IASB projects or the IPSASB conceptual 

framework project; 
• Discussion of disclosures should be elevated to a more principals level; and 
• Reviewed numerous proposals for revision to improve clarity of decision trees. 

Having debated the CP and thanking all those who have contributed to its development to 
date, the Chair then indicated that the Technical Director would work out administrative 
procedures for progressing the paper – in particular contacting the US member to 
determine GASB involvement as well as determining how and if the subcommittee 
should continue in its role. 

The Chair asked the Board for their views with respect to formally sharing the CP as 
currently written with key constituents in the interest of keeping those stakeholders 
abreast of IPSASB developments and direction on the matter - notably IASB member 
Warren Macgregor and the UK Treasury.  The Board agreed to the proposal. 

While exact timeframes and processes are yet to be finalized, the Board agreed that a 
revised version of the paper should be approved and made available for public comment 
before the Board’s next meeting in March 2008. 

8. EMPLOYEE BENEFITS (IPSAS 25) 

The IPSASB continued its deliberations over the wording of the requirements, 
commentary and Basis for Conclusions on the discount rate. Members reaffirmed that the 
requirement for the discount rate for discounting post-employment benefit obligations to 
present value should be for a rate that reflects the time value of money. Members directed 
that the commentary at paragraph 93 should be condensed and that paragraph BC 5 in the 
Basis for Conclusions should be amended. Whilst commentary on methods of 
determining the risk-free rate would not include a reference to synthetic instruments, the 
Basis for Conclusions would state that other financial instruments might be used to 
determine the risk-free rate, dependent upon local circumstance. 

The rationale for, and need for, insertion of an additional paragraph 40A in a section 
dealing with entities participating in plans under common control was accepted. It was 
agreed that, rather than adopting a permissive approach, this paragraph should reflect the 
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principle that, where the ultimate obligation lies with the controlling entity, it is 
inappropriate for controlled entities to report on a defined benefit basis. This section of 
the draft IPSAS is to be titled “Defined Benefit Plans where the Participating Entities are 
Under Common Control”. 

It was also agreed that, as proposed by Staff: 

• There should be a rebuttable presumption that long-term disability benefits are not 
subject to the same degree of uncertainty as post-employment benefits. Where this 
presumption is rebutted an entity may account for such benefits on the same basis 
as for post-employment benefits;  

• The list of examples of long-term employee benefits at paragraph 146 should 
include “compensation payable to individuals until they enter new employment”;  

• The requirements and guidance in IFRIC 14, “IAS 19-The Limit on Defined 
Benefit Asset, Minimum Funding Requirements and their Interaction” should not 
be incorporated. 

The IPSASB considered the location and authority of the examples illustrating 
paragraphs in the text. It determined that the examples should be located outside the body 
of the text as Application Guidance prior to Implementation Guidance. They should be 
authoritative and will form part of the Standard. Staff was directed to delete the example 
illustrating accounting for sick leave after paragraph 18 and to make editorial changes to 
other examples. 

The IPSASB recognized the rationale for a shorter implementation lead-time, particularly 
in the light of IASB’s current intentions to issue a revised IAS 19, “Employee Benefits” 
in 2011. Some members considered it problematic to issue a Standard that would take 
effect after the IASB had issued a substantially revised Standard. Others considered that 
in many jurisdictions with plans to migrate to the accrual basis, the 5 year lead-time 
proposed in the ED was necessary in order to allow entities time to develop the systems 
necessary to provide the information required by the draft IPSAS. The IPSASB 
concluded that it would be appropriate to shorten the lead-time, whilst still allowing some 
time and that the effective date should be  January 1, 2011. 

In accordance with the directions for Impairment of Cash-generating Assets (Agenda 
Item 4) and Social Benefits (Agenda Item 6) it was agreed that the Introduction should 
not refer to the date on which the IPSAS becomes effective. 

Staff will circulate a revised version for final review prior to issuance. 

The IPSASB voted on the approval of IPSAS 25, “Employee Benefits”. The results of the 
vote were: In Favor 15, Against 2, Abstain 1.  
See Appendix A -  
14.3 Vote #3 – IPSAS 25-for complete details. 

Dissenting View - David Bean (member): 
Although long-term defined employee benefits represent a substantial costs 
associated with public sector services which should be reported on the accrual 
basis of accounting, this member dissented to this Statement because he believes 
that basing these important calculations on a private sector standard (International 
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Accounting Standard 19) does not appropriately take into consideration the public 
sector environment.  The longevity of entities found in the public sector as 
compared to entities normally found in the private sector and the importance of 
the cost-of-services information should have greater influence on the employee 
benefit standards.   

This member believes that the rules-based approach used in the standard, 
introduces unnecessary complexity that gives financial statement users a false 
sense of comparability. For example, this member believes that the corridor 
approach used in calculating the annual employee costs does not adequately 
consider the fact that these benefits are earned over the entire service career.  This 
member believes employee benefits for this form of long term plan, should be 
systematically allocated over that period with the artificial overlay of a corridor.   

This member also believes that the use of a specified actuarial cost allocation 
method substantially contributes to the false sense of comparability.  The use of 
other actuarial methods (for example, entry age) is equally acceptable in 
allocation of costs under the accrual basis of accounting. 

Finally, this member believes that the unique nature of liabilities associated of 
long-term employee benefits warrants a different approach to discounting for 
those plans that are funded or partially funded.  This member believes that the use 
of market yields at the reporting date on government bonds, high quality 
corporate bonds or by another financial instrument may result in a significant 
overstatement of both the cost of public sector services and the liabilities 
associated with these benefits.  Public sector plans of this type are rarely, if ever, 
defeased.  Therefore, applying defeasance accounting discounting approaches in 
this member’s view does not result in a faithful representation of these 
transactions.  This member believes that the expected rate of return on 
investments that will be used to pay for those benefits is more appropriate in 
discounting these benefits given the environment in which public sector plans 
function. 

Dissenting View – Mme Marie-Pierre Cordier (member): 
This member dissents from IPSAS 25 over the requirements for accounting for 
post-employment benefit plans. This member believes that: 

1) IPSAS 25 could lead to an unbalanced accounting treatment, across 
employers, of post-employment benefits funded on a pay-as-you-go basis 
from a state plan or a social security plan. And  

2) The standard does not address adequately the issue of how assets to fund post-
employment benefits should be defined.   

1) Under IPSAS 25, a public sector employer providing post-employment benefits 
under a defined contribution plan only accounts for the fixed contributions to the 
plan (in such a case the liability in the employing entity’s statement of financial 
position is limited to the amount of any unpaid contributions at the reporting 
date). The requirement is the same as that in IAS 19 (a private sector employer 
participating in a defined contribution plan only accounts for its fixed contribution 
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to the plan). This is because the entity’s legal and constructive obligation is 
limited to the amount that it agrees to contribute to the plan and it bears no risk 
beyond this amount. 

Defined contribution accounting may be used for pension benefits provided to 
past employees participating in a state plan or a social security plan into which 
public and private employers pay their contributions. Those state plans or social 
security plans are often funded on a pay-as-you-go basis and their statements of 
financial position generally do not include pension liabilities (liabilities in the 
IPSAS 25 sense of “the present value of expected future payments required to 
settle the obligation resulting from employee service in the current and prior 
periods”). So far, there is no international accounting standard dealing with 
accounting by state plans or social security plans.  IPSASB has not initiated a 
project on composite social security plans. 

When a public sector employer provides post-employment benefits based on  a 
pay-as-you-go basis, as defined in IPSAS 25 (with contributions from the 
employer and employees set at a level that is expected to be sufficient to pay the 
benefits falling due in the same period whereas future benefits earned during the 
current period will be paid out of future contributions) it is required to recognize 
the related liability on the face of its financial statements, if the plan in which an 
entity is participating meets the definition of a defined benefit plan. 

As a result, if one considers, within a jurisdiction, the whole pension related 
liability, for both public and private sector employees and past employees, funded 
on a pay-as-you-go basis, under the current international accounting standard 
framework (IAS 19 and IPSAS 25), pension liabilities would be partially 
accounted for. Such a situation would also not allow  a comparison of the 
financial statements of public and private employers and between public sector 
entities  as well (in jurisdictions where some public sector employing entities pay 
contributions to a separate social security fund and some participate in a separate 
defined benefit plan).  

2) With regard to the asset side, IPSAS 25 requires that the fair value of any plan 
assets be deducted from the gross obligation in determining the amount 
recognised in the statement of financial position.  It is further specified that plan 
assets comprise assets held by a defined benefit plan, legally separate from the 
reporting entity, which exists solely to pay or fund employee benefits. The 
requirement in IPSAS 25 is appropriate for a defined benefit plan in which assets 
are set aside to fund post-employment benefits. The member feels that there 
should have been greater consideration whether such a requirement is modified 
for defined benefit plans funded on a pay-as-you-go basis. In this member’s view, 
the answer to the question will ultimately depend on the outcome of the current 
project on the conceptual framework (especially the components of that project 
dealing with liability and asset definitions and the information needs of the users 
of public sector financial statements and financial reporting, including the long 
term fiscal sustainability debate).  
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9. BORROWING COSTS (IPSAS 5) 

The IPSASB received only a short presentation on IPSAS 5 “Borrowing Costs” due to 
time constraints. Staff identified the remaining substantive issues for the IPSASB to 
debate. The Chair asked that the IPSASB provide their feedback to staff on the staff 
analysis provided in the agenda materials in order to progress the project and for 
reconsideration at the March meeting.  

10. REVIEW OF CASH BASIS IPSAS (project brief) 

The IPSASB considered a project brief proposing a review of the Cash Basis IPSAS. The 
IPSASB agreed that the project should be initiated, however it also concluded that the 
project should use a task force and that the project documentation should clearly identify 
that the review is to focus on developing countries. The project documentation will also 
be amended to include definitions of the “Cash Basis” and “Accrual Basis” of 
accounting, to ensure that all participants are clear on what the IPSASB means by these 
terms. The project initiation document will be also be revised to accelerate the timing of 
the project schedule. 

11. OBSERVER REVIEW 

This session was conducted in camera and will be distributed to IPSASB members 
directly. 

12. EXTERNAL ASSISTANCE (Cash Basis IPSAS) 

The IPSASB noted: 

• The significant and appropriate efforts that had been undertaken to identify 
partners to field test ED 32, “Financial Reporting Under the Cash Basis of 
Accounting – Disclosure Requirements for Recipients of External Assistance”; 
and 

• The field test reports from Ghana, Uganda, Nigeria and Estonia noting that they 
did not identify major impediment to moving forward to finalize the IPSAS. 

Members discussed the revised wording and more limited circumstances in which 
disclosure of undrawn assistance was required. Staff noted that they had sought input on 
the revised wording and narrower requirement from respondents to ED 32 who had 
expressed concern with this disclosure, and had received one response. That respondent 
indicated that the revision was welcomed and substantially dealt with the concerns raised 
in his organizations submission to ED 32 on this matter. Staff noted that the respondent 
had also expressed a view that the IPSAS should require disclosure of the amounts 
provided by each provider and should further clarify the explanation of third party 
settlements – it was noted that these matters had been discussed at the previous IPSASB 
meeting and the draft reflected the IPSASB decision at that meeting. 

Members then reviewed the proposed amendments to the Cash Basis IPSAS and 
identified the following editorial and other amendments:  
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• Paragraph 1.10.4 - refer to bilateral or multilateral external assistance agency; 
note that paragraph 2.1.70 (rather than 2.1.69) encourages the disclosure of the 
amount provided by each provider in the currency provided; 

• Paragraph 1.10.15 delete cross reference to paragraph 2.1.70; 
• Paragraph 1.10.16- change wording from “softer or harder” to “different”. 
• Paragraph 1.10.30- refer to the date of first application of paragraphs 1.10.1 to 

1.10.27 of this Standard (rather than date of first application of this Standard) 
• Paragraph 1.10.32 - refer to paragraph 1.10.18, rather than 1.10.30; 
• Note 3 of Appendix I of Part 1 – delete illustration of the currency of undrawn 

assistance  
• Paragraph 2.1.30 (e) -  change “additional” to “other”; 
• Paragraph 2.1.82 - include additional explanation of the terms and conditions of 

grants that are guaranteed by third parties as referred to in paragraph 2.1.80(b). 
The IPSASB member from Japan agreed to work with staff to provide additional 
explanation of this matter; 

• Appendix 2- delete “external” from the note disclosure of assistance received 
from NGOs; and 

• Appendix 2- the final two columns on page 36 are to read “Other” and “Total”. 

The requirements are to apply for period beginning on or after 1 January 2009, twelve 
months after issue. 

The IPSASB voted on the approval of the proposed amendments to the Cash Basis 
IPSAS to incorporate ED 32, “Financial Reporting Under the Cash Basis of Accounting – 
Disclosure Requirements for Recipients of External Assistance”.  The results of the vote 
were: In Favor 15, Against 2, Abstain 1.  
See Appendix A - 
14.4 Vote #4 – External Assistance -for complete details. 

Dissenting View - David Bean (member): 
The member dissented to the Statement because he believes that the standard does 
not rise to the level of general purpose financial reporting.  This member notes 
that one national standard setter recently held a forum with a wide cross section of 
financial statement users to discuss intergovernmental financial dependency risk 
(an issue that could be consider as broad, if not broader than external assistance).  
Almost to the person, these external financial statement users considered the 
subject matter too narrow for general purpose external reporting.  They 
recommended to the national standard setter that the subject matter of the project 
be placed in context for all revenue sources (receipts) as part of an economic 
(financial) condition project.   

This member believes that the same financial statement users would come to a 
similar conclusion for external assistance.  Although some of the data could be 
consider essential, this member believes the extensive disclosures required by this 
standards are not essential information for external financial statement users. 
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13. FINANCIAL INSTRUMENTS 

The IPSASB did not discuss Financial Instruments at this meeting due to time 
constraints. The IPSASB directed staff to re-examine the draft exposure draft and 
associated agenda materials in light of its decisions regarding Guidance on modifying 
IASB documents and asked staff to present revised materials at the next meeting, together 
with an in-depth analysis of public sector issues related to financial instruments. 
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14. APPENDIX A – BOARD VOTING RECORD 

14.1 Vote #1 – IPSAS 26 
Member Voting Record 

Agenda Item # 4b                         Date Vote Taken: Wednesday November 28, 2007 
Description of Voting Topic:   

IPSAS 26 “Impairment of Cash-generating Assets” 
IPSAS_X_ ED____ 

 
Board member 

 
In 

Favo  r

 
Against 

 
Abstain  Absent 

 
Notes 
 

Peter Batten            1 

David R. Bean            2 

Andreas Bergmann            3 

Ma ier rie‐Pierre Cord           4 

Mike Hathorn            5 

Yosef Izkovich            6 

Pa n nkaj I.  Jai           7 

Hong Lou            8 

Richard J. Neville            9 

Tom Henry Olsen            10 

Carme ladino n Giachino Pal           11 

John B. Peace            12 

Stefano Pozzoli            13 

Alejan guez dro Luna Rodri           14 

Greg Schollum            15 

Tad a ashi Sekikaw           16 

Erna Swart            17 

Frans D.J. van Schaik            18 

TOTALS  17  0  0  1     
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14.2 Vote #2 – ED 34 
Member Voting Record  

Agenda Item # 6                         Date Vote Taken: Wednesday November 28, 2007 

Description of Voting Topic:   
ED 34 “Social Benefits: Disclosure of Cash Transfers to Individuals and 

Households” 
IPSAS__ ED__X__ 

 
Board member 

 
In 

Favo  r

 
Against 

 
Abstain  Absent  Notes 

 

Peter Batten            1 

David R. Bean       
  Received 

Dissenting 
View Text  

2 

Andreas Bergmann            3 

Marie‐Pierr ier e Cord           4 

Mike Hathorn            5 

Yosef Izkovich            6 

Pa n nkaj I.  Jai           7 

Hong Lou            8 

Richard J. Neville            9 

Tom Henry Olsen       
  Received 

Dissenting 
View Text  

10 

Carme ladino n Giachino Pal           11 

John B. Peace            12 

Stefano Pozzoli            13 

Alejan guez dro Luna Rodri           14 

Greg Schollum            15 

Tad a ashi Sekikaw           16 

Erna Swart            17 

Frans D.J. van Schaik            18 

TOTALS  15  2  0  1     
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14.3 Vote #3 – IPSAS 25 
Member Voting Record  

Agenda Item # 8                         Date Vote Taken: Thursday November 29, 2007 
Description of Voting Topic:   

IPSAS 25, “Employee Benefits” 
IPSAS_X_ ED____ 

 
Board member 

 
In 

Favo  r

 
Against 

 
Abstain  Absent 

 
Notes 
 

Peter Batten            1 

David R. Bean       
  Received 

Dissenting 
View Text  

2 

Andreas Bergmann            3 

Marie‐Pierre Cordier       
  Received 

Dissenting 
View Text  

4 

Mike Hathorn            5 

Yosef Izkovich            6 

Pa n nkaj I.  Jai           7 

Hong Lou            8 

Richard J. Neville            9 

Tom Henry Olsen            10 

Carme ladino n Giachino Pal           11 

John B. Peace            12 

Stefano Pozzoli            13 

Alejan guez dro Luna Rodri           14 

Greg Schollum            15 

Tad a ashi Sekikaw           16 

Erna Swart            17 

Frans D.J. van Schaik            18 

TOTALS  15  2  0  1     
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14.4 Vote #4 – External Assistance 
Member Voting Record  

Agenda Item # 12                         Date Vote Taken: Friday November 30, 2007 
Description of Voting Topic:   

ED 32, “Financial Reporting Under the Cash Basis of Accounting – 
Disclosure Requirements for Recipients of External Assistance” 

IPSAS_X_ ED____ 

 
Board member 

 
In 

Favo  r

 
Against 

 
Abstain  Absent 

 
Notes 
 

Peter Batten            1 

David R. Bean       
  Received 

Dissenting 
View Text  

2 

Andreas Bergmann            3 

Marie‐Pierr ier e Cord           4 

Mike Hathorn            5 

Yosef Izkovich            6 

Pa n nkaj I.  Jai           7 

Hong Lou            8 

Richard J. Neville            9 

Tom Henry Olsen            10 

Carme ladino n Giachino Pal           11 

John B. Peace            12 

Stefano Pozzoli            13 

Alejan guez dro Luna Rodri           14 

Greg Schollum            15 

Tad a ashi Sekikaw           16 

Erna Swart            17 

Frans D.J. van Schaik            18 

TOTALS  15  2  0  1     
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15. APPENDIX B - ACTION LIST – NOVEMBER 2007 MEETING 

INTERNATIONAL PUBLIC SECTOR ACCOUNTING STANDARDS BOARD 
 

Action Required Person(s) 
Responsible 

Date to be  Completed 

1. Conceptual Framework 
• Prepare meeting report subcommittee 
• Discuss involvement of Simpkins  - 

(a) with Mackintosh and  
            (b) with Simpkins 

• Update each paper to reflect decisions 
at IPSASB meeting and prepare 
composite Consultation Paper. 

• Provide additional input on qualitative 
characteristics as needed 

• Consider attendance at future 
subcommittee meeting – NSS March 
27/28, 2008 

• Consider timing required for March 
meeting 

 

 
Sutcliffe 

 
(a) Hathorn 
(b) Sutcliffe 

 
Sutcliffe 

 
Naik 

 
 Fox 

 
Fox 

 

 
Completed December 
28, 2007 
 
Held December 17, 
2007 
February 2008 
 
February 2008 
 
 
 
 
January 2008 
 
December 31, 2007 

2. Rules of the Road 
• Send revised policy to IPSASB  
• Consider publication on website in 

Zurich (October 2008) 
• Provide draft copy to 

Tweedie/McGregor 
• Provide IPSASB with policies and 

procedures re voting regulations 
• Mtg with Sir David Tweedie 

 
• Mtg with Warren McGregor 
 

 
Fox 
Fox 

 
Hathorn 

 
Fox 

 
Hathorn 

 
Hathorn 

 
December 15, 2007 
October, 2008 
 
Provided December 
17, 2007 
January 15, 2007 
 
Arranged for 
February 18, 2008 
Held December 17, 
2007 

3. Impairment of Cash Generating Assets 
• Revise based on IPSASB comments 

including scope exclusion re goodwill 
• Distribute for final review to IPSASB 
• Finalize IPSAS 

 

 
Stanford 

 
December 31, 2007 
 
December 31, 2007 
January 15, 2007 
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Action Required Person(s) 
Responsible 

Date to be  Completed 

4. Social Benefits/Long-Term Fiscal 
Sustainability 
• Revise ED 34 based on IPSASB 

comments  
• Distribute to IPSASB for final review 
• Revise Consultation Paper and 

distribute to IPSASB for vote 
• Consider plain English review of 

Consultation paper 
• LTFS project brief revise for IPSASB 

comments 
• Issue Exposure Draft, CP and PB 
• Task force to be established for LTFS 
 

 
 

Stanford 
 

Stanford 
Stanford 

 
Fox 

 
Stanford 

 
Stanford 

Hathorn/Fox 

 
 
January 21, 2008 
 
January 31, 2008 
January 31, 2008 
 
February 8, 2008 
 
February 15, 2008 
 
March 1, 2008 
February 28, 2008 

5. Service Concession Arrangements 
• Discuss with GASB timing for 

completion 
• Scope – improve use of term ‘SCA’;  
• Financial reporting of underlying 

property:  
o improve balance between 

control and risks & rewards 
approaches; 

o more on 
components/unbundling approach; 

o update SCAs involving whole 
of life property; and 

o more focus on liabilities  
• Guarantees – increase liability focus 

& interplay with IAS 39; and  
• Inflow of Resources / Consolidation / 

Disclosures / Decision Trees – review 
to address secondary Board concerns. 

• Copy to Warren McGregor 
 

• Provisional conclusions to be reported 
to UK Treasury/FRAB 

• Rewrite first 23 pages     
  

 
Fox 

 
Naik/Driscoll 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Hathorn 
 

Hathorn/Carruthers 
 

Fox 

 
December 15, 2007 
 
TBD 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Provided December 
21, 2007 
Provided December 
10, 2007 
TBD 
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Action Required Person(s) 
Responsible 

Date to be  Completed 

6. Employee Benefits 
• Revise IPSAS based on IPSASB 

comments 
• Distribute to IPSASB for final review 
• Finalize IPSAS 

 

 
Stanford 

 
December 31, 2007 
 
December 31 2007 
January 15 2007 

7. Updating IPSAS 5 
• Send IPSASB a reminder  to provide 

feedback on the arguments in the staff 
analysis; highlight convergence 
project and need to  comment on staff 
analysis – responses by January 15, 
2008 

 

 
Fox 

 
December 15, 2007 

8. Cash Basis IPSAS Review 
• Modify project brief re task force 
• Modify project brief to reflect 

meaning of adoption of cash basis  
• Amend project timetable to accelerate 
• Create project page 

 

 
Bohun 

 
December 31, 2007 
 
 
 
 
 

9. External Assistance 
• Liaise with Sekikawa re change   
• Finalize Cash Basis standard 
 

 
Sutcliffe 

 
Completed December 
18, 2007 
 

10. Financial Instruments 
• Consider in the context of Guidelines 

for Modifying IASB Documents 
• Prepare in-depth analysis of public 

sector issues  
 

 
Bohun 

 
Late January/early 
February 

11. Observer Review 
• Prepare letters for signature by MH 
• Summarize Board views re observers 
 

 
Geiger 

 
December 15, 2007 

12. Communications/Other 
• Schedule of all documents to be issued 

for consultation including timing for 
response 

• All PowerPoints to be posted on 
website 

 

 
Fox/Naik/others 

 
 

Stark 

 
December 15, 2007 
 
 
December 7, 2007 
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