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1. OPENING REMARKS & MINUTES 

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

• Lucie Laliberté, Claudia Dziobek, Sagé De Clerck and Abdul Khan, representing the 
International Monetary Fund (IMF) for providing the meeting facilities and for 
hosting the reception on May 18, 2009; and  

• Robert Dacey, representing the Government Accountability Office (GAO) for hosting 
the reception on May 19, 2009. 

1.1 Attendance – Washington, DC, USA 

 PARTICIPANTS ATTENDEES APOLOGY/ 
NIA* 

 IPSASB Members   
1 Mike Hathorn (M) X  
  Ian Carruthers (TA) X  
    
2 Erna Swart (M) X   
  Lindy Bodewig (TA) X  
    
3 Peter Batten (M) X  
  Jim Paul (TA) X  
    
4 David Bean (M) X  
    
5 Andreas Bergmann (M – Public) X  
  Stefan Berger (TA) X  
    
6 Marie-Pierre Cordier (M) X (18th – 20th pm) X (21st) 
  Jean-Luc Dumont (TA) X  
    
7 Sheila Fraser (M – Public) X  
  Stuart Barr (TA) X  
    
8 Yosef Izkovich (M) X  
    
9 Hong Lou (M)  X 
  Hongxia Li (TA)  X 
    
10 Thomas Mueller-Marques Berger 

(M) 
X  

  Viola Eulner (TA)  X 
    
11 Bharti Prasad (M) X   
  Rakesh Jain (TA) X  
    
12 Ron Salole (M) X  
    
13 Anne Owuor (M) X (18th am only) X (19-21) 
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 PARTICIPANTS ATTENDEES APOLOGY/ 
NIA* 

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

Observers 
Hong-Sang Jung (O) 

 
X 

 
 

EC Rosa Aldea Busquets(O) X  
European 
Central Bank 

Paul Haenen (O)  X 

Eurostat Eduardo Barredo Capelot (O) X  
IASB Warren McGregor (O)  X 
INTOSAI Robert Dacey (O) X   
IMF Abdul Khan (O) X   
IMF Sagé De Clerck,  (O) X  
OECD Jon Blondal (O)  X 
UN Jay Karia (O) X   
UNDP Gwenda Jensen (O) X  
World Bank Simon Bradbury (O) X   
    
 IFAC Staff   
IFAC Jim Sylph, Executive Director, 

Professional Standards (S) 
X (18, 19)  

IFAC –
IPSASB 

Stephenie Fox (S) X  

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

* NIA –  Not in Attendance 
(M)  Member 
(TA)  Technical Advisor 
(O)  Observer 
(S)  IFAC Staff 
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The Chair welcomed Members, Technical Advisors, Observers and Staff, as well as all 
members of the public gallery. He indicated that, due to travel restrictions because of the 
H1N1 virus, Hong Lou and Hongxia Li would not be attending the meeting. 

The Chair noted that Jim Sylph, Executive Director, Professional Standards, now has 
responsibility for IPSASB, under a reorganization of IFAC management. As such Jim 
will attend IPSASB meetings regularly.  

He also welcomed Andrew Lennard (Director of Research, UK Financial Reporting 
Council – Accounting Standards Board), and noted the IPSASB’s appreciation for his 
assistance in preparing the Phase 3 Conceptual Framework paper.  

1.2 Approval of Minutes of February 2009 Meeting – Paris France 

The minutes of the IPSASB meeting held on February 23-26, 2009 were approved 
without amendment.  

The Chair noted that two Exposure Drafts (EDs) were approved between meetings — ED 
40, “Intangible Assets” and ED 41, “Business Combinations from Exchange 
Transactions.”  

The results of the ballot vote for ED 40 were as follows: In Favour 15 (1 conditional – 
see explanatory comments below); Against 1; Abstain 1. The voting details of the 
ballot draft approval are at Appendix 2, item 12.1. 

Conditional Approval – Peter Batten (Member):  

This Member’s vote was conditionally in favour, subject to concerns regarding “rights to 
tax” being considered from the grantor’s point of view as part of service concessions 
arrangements project. The Member noted that Interpretation 12, “Service Concession 
Arrangements,” of the International Financial Reporting Interpretations Committee 
requires an operator to recognise an intangible asset when the right to charge users for a 
service has been received in exchange for a construction service.  The right to charge 
users is typically a tolling fee which in substance is a tax.  Presumably this intangible 
asset existed prior to being exchanged by the public sector entity for construction 
services.  It may be necessary to address this matter further if required as a consequential 
amendment from the service concession standard. 

The Member believes that reasonable consideration was given to this position in the 
discussion of a draft exposure draft on “Service Concession Arrangements” at the 
IPSASB’s May 18-21, 2009 meeting although the Member does not agree with all 
aspects of the conclusion reached by the IPSASB on this matter. (see Item 6) 

Consequently, the Member believes his criteria in regard to ED 40 have been met.  
Importantly, the Member also notes that the IPSASB agreed that the issue of “rights to 
tax” will be considered as part of the public sector conceptual framework project, now 
under way. 

The results of the ballot vote for ED 41 were as follows: In Favour 15; Against 2; 
Abstain 0. The voting details of the ballot draft approval are at Appendix 2, item 12.2. 
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The voting details of the ballot draft approvals are at Appendix 2, items 12.1 and 12.2 
respectively. 

1.3 Communications and Liaison 

In accordance with the Chair’s commitment at the October 2008 IPSASB meeting, he had 
circulated his written notes of the IASB-IPSASB Liaison Committee’s March 26, 2009 
meeting. The date of the Liaison Committee’s next meeting is expected to be later in 
2009. 

The Chair drew the Members’ attention to his report on the April 7, 2009 National 
Standard Setters Meeting. 

It was noted that the Chair, Members and Staff continue to work actively on 
communications activities and that progress is being seen around the world. Nevertheless 
concern was raised about what additional promotional efforts should be undertaken in 
Latin America, the Caribbean and Asia. 

2. GLOBAL FINANCIAL CRISIS  
IMF Presentations and Discussion of Issues (Agenda Item 1) 

The Chair welcomed the three IMF representatives, Mr. Murillo Portugal, Ms. Lucie 
Laliberté and Mr. Carlo Cottarelli. 

Some of the notable points made in the presentations and related discussion were: 

• The need to understand the variations in the responses undertaken in various 
jurisdictions to the global financial crisis. 

• How to report these interventions to ensure transparency, accountability and oversight 
of the significant value of taxpayer funding (i.e., the need for clear accounting and 
statistical information). 

• The value placed on, and the continuing need for, collaboration between the IPSASB 
and the statistical profession in order to better inform policy decisions.   

• Effective measurement of these interventions call not only for internationally 
consistent accounting standards, but also for reporting that will show the impact that 
these activities have on the other sectors of the economy. The IMF’s statistical work 
and accounting standards are complementing one another. 

• That the IPASB attempt to stay ahead of developments and not lose sight of these 
major challenges in the future (e.g., the broader impact of the global financial crisis 
on funded pension schemes that were invested in equity markets and the impact of the 
decrease in tax revenues and increase in expenditure on long-term economic growth). 

• The continuing need to report on long-term fiscal sustainability. 

• The need to consider reporting options for a broad concept of “government.” 

• The need for improved regulation and systems to report on lending practices to 
provide adequate forewarning of future crises. 
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At the conclusion of the session, the Chair expressed the IPSASB’s gratitude to the IMF 
representatives for providing their insights into the public sector implications of the 
global financial crisis. He noted that the insights provided by the IMF presentations 
would serve to inform the IPSASB’s upcoming debates on the conceptual framework and 
long-term fiscal sustainability. 

In addition, the Chair thanked the IMF and the IMF’s regular observers at IPASB 
meetings for the ongoing quality of their contributions on IPSASB projects. 

3. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
Discuss Responses to Phase 1 Consultation Paper, Discuss Issues and Draft 
Consultation Papers for Phase 2 and Phase 3 (Agenda Item 2) 

Overview 

The IPSASB highlighted the importance of the linkages among all phases of the 
Conceptual Framework and directed the Staff to consider the three phases of the 
Conceptual Framework project in totality as they are further developed. 

Issues arising from the Global Financial Crisis 

Prior to commencing the discussion of the Conceptual Framework, the Chair noted that 
the IPSASB had scheduled at this meeting consideration of a number of the components 
of the Conceptual Framework project and he was of the view that the presentations by 
IMF staff (see item 2) on government interventions in response to the Global Financial 
Crisis (GFC) raised a number of matters that should usefully be considered in the 
Framework development process. He proposed that Members commence this session by 
identifying any matters raised in the GFC presentations that should be tested as the 
Framework documents are developed.  

Members agreed that this was appropriate, and identified the following matters: 

• The frequent use of  “transparency” as a term to identify a key quality or outcome of 
financial reporting by governments and to embrace the role of general purpose 
financial reports (GPFRs) in ensuring that information for accountability purposes 
was made publicly available; 

• The increased emphasis on the need for comprehensive and consistent financial 
reporting by government business entities (GBEs), including the need to clarify what 
constitutes or is defined as a GBE and to track/report government financial packages 
and other interventions to support their operations; 

• The potential extension of what might be included within the government reporting 
entity as a consequence of  government interventions to support private sector 
entities; 

• Whether “reporting what the government should be accountable for,” is a different 
and more appropriate concept than “reporting what the government controls” as the 
basis for determining what entities and activities should be encompassed within the 
whole of government reporting entity; 
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• The relationship of the concepts being developed in the Framework to those of the 
statistical reporting bases developed consistent with the System of National Accounts 
(SNA) and, while acknowledging that their objectives may differ, the potential 
benefit of ensuring that there are no unintended differences in the concepts that 
underpin IPSASs and statistical reporting models; 

• The impact that responses to the GFC have on the public sector regulatory, 
institutional and legislative environment and the fiscal framework within which 
government entities operate; 

• The need for a long term perspective to be embraced within general purpose financial 
reporting by public sector entities—including reporting information that would 
support assessments of the impact that current decisions and activities of government 
may have on intergenerational equity and the capacity to provide services to 
constituents in the future; 

• The importance of providing meaningful and understandable reports of the 
performance of public sector entities in GPFRs—including consideration of reporting 
financial and other aspects of performance and the methods of presentation of 
performance information in GPFRs; 

• Measurement basis that may be adopted—in particular, the meaning and 
appropriateness of fair value accounting in the public sector; 

Members noted these matters should be considered as the elements of financial 
statements and measurement and presentation components of the Framework were 
developed as well as in matters dealt with by the Phase 1 Consultation Paper. Members 
also noted that these matters may also impact the IPSASB’s IFRS convergence 
program— particularly in respect of the need for standards and guidance on reporting of 
financial instruments and the application of fair value measurement in the public sector. 

Ongoing development of the IPSASB Framework and relationship to the work of 
the NSS-4 

The Chair advised that the Report of the April 2009 meeting of the group of four national 
standards-setters (the NSS-4 group) which has been monitoring the IASB-FASB joint 
Conceptual Framework project to identify any ramifications/issues for not-for profit 
entities in the private and public sectors had been tabled.   

The Chair spoke to the Report, noting that the NSS-4 group was of the view that the 
IPSASB Framework may soon move ahead of the IASB Framework. Consequently, the 
NSS-4 was considering whether to continue with its monitoring of the IASB project. He 
also noted that he had expressed to the NSS-4 his view that the IPSASB should press 
ahead with the Framework project and put in place as soon as possible an International 
Public Sector Framework.  As the IASB developed their Framework, the IPSASB may 
revisit and if considered appropriate, refine the Public Sector Framework. As such, he 
had encouraged the NSS-4 to continue with its activities in respect of the Framework 
project.   

The Chair noted the NSS-4 was supportive of this approach. He then sought the views of 
IPSASB Members on whether the IPSASB should continue to progress its Framework 
project even though it may move ahead of the IASB project. IPSASB Members strongly 
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supported progressing the IPSASB project, noting that while it could be informed by 
IASB developments, this was not an IFRS convergence project; rather, as noted in the 
Consultative Paper,  its purpose was to develop a public sector conceptual framework that 
makes explicit the concepts, definitions, and principles that underpin the development of 
IPSASs. 

3.1 Phase 1 – Discuss Responses to Consultation Paper  

Review of Responses to Conceptual Framework Consultation Paper  

In September 2008, the IPSASB issued the Consultation Paper “Conceptual Framework 
for General Purpose Financial Reporting by Public Sector Entities: The Objectives of 
Financial Reporting; The Scope of Financial Reporting; The Qualitative Characteristics 
of Information Included in General Purpose Financial Reports; The Reporting Entity” 
(CP). Comments were requested by March 31, 2009.   

Members noted that: 

• 53 responses to the CP had been received as at April 30, 2009 when the Staff 
undertook its initial analysis of responses, and distributed to Members. Subsequently 
two additional responses had been received and distributed to Members prior to the 
meeting, but had not been included in the analysis of responses included in the staff 
paper; and 

• Responses were of very high quality, dealt with the issues in great detail and raised a 
number of substantive issues.  

Some Members expressed concern that there were relatively few responses from Africa, 
Latin America and Asia. Members noted potential reasons for this, including that 
contributing factors may be that the document was only available in English and French 
during the comment period, the relative predominance of financial statements prepared 
on the cash or near cash basis in these regions and hence a lack of interest in the accrual 
Framework, and the reluctance of constituents to commit their views in submissions that 
were public documents. However, other Members noted that they were pleased with the 
number of responses noting that the number of responses compared favorably to the 
number and spread of responses received to other IPSASB documents and to similar 
documents issued by other IFAC Boards and committees. Members agreed that they 
should continue to explore mechanisms for enhancing the dissemination and response 
rate to their comment documents including that going forward (a) an acknowledgement 
should be sent to all who submit responses IPSASB comment documents, and (b) 
accounting firms and other relevant organizations should be encouraged to undertake 
round-table or similar forums to discuss and encourage input on IPSASB consultative 
papers and EDs. 

One Member noted that just over half the replies were from three countries and suggested 
that it would be useful to provide a global analysis of responses with a multicriteria 
classification such as region, country, language, profession (Ministry of Finance, public 
external auditor, standard setter, accountancy firm, individual, academic, etc.).  Some 
Members also noted that in certain cases, responses may be regionally based and may 
encompass the views of a number of organizations from different countries, and that 
ultimately it is the substance of the comments made that is important. 
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Members confirmed that: 

• The purpose of the review of responses at this meeting was to provide the Staff with 
the Board’s initial views on key issues, and that further analysis of responses would 
be undertaken in forthcoming meetings before a final or substantive Board position 
were agreed;  

• It was intended to progress the Framework project as originally conceived – that is 
the IPSASB would issue consultation papers identifying its preliminary views on 
each component of the Framework and then prepare and issue an exposure draft (ED) 
of the full Framework for comment. Subject to those comments the Framework 
would be finalized; and therefore  

• It was intended that, after the IPSASB had completed its review of responses to this 
CP, it would provide directions to the Staff for drafting these components of the full 
Framework ED. 

Members reviewed the staff summary and analysis of responses and noted the Staff 
advice that judgment had often been necessary in assessing whether, on balance, the 
substance of an often complex response constituted support or opposition for a particular 
Preliminary View (PV); therefore the staff analysis and summary of responses should be 
treated with caution and should be read in conjunction with the full text of the 
submissions themselves.  

Members agreed that: 

• The documents should make it clear that the classification of responses as supporting 
or opposing a particular Preliminary View (PV) reflected staff views and not 
necessarily the views of the Board Members; 

• The analysis of responses should be updated to provide a profile of the types of 
respondent by region and to remove the staff view on whether a particular respondent 
supported or opposed a particular PV; 

• Public documents analyzing responses to an IPSASB consultation paper should not 
tabulate or highlight staff views on the number of responses which were assessed as 
supporting or opposing a Preliminary View or other Board proposition. This is 
because in many cases judgment is necessary and staff assessments may or may not 
reflect the assessments made by Board Members. Some Members expressed concern 
that the inclusion of a staff assessment of the numbers of support or opposition in 
public Board papers may be misinterpreted as the Board view; and 

• If considered appropriate, each IPSASB Member could make available to other Board 
Members their analysis of responses developed for their own purposes in preparation 
for discussion at this meeting. It was noted that one Member had undertaken such 
analysis and it was made available to IPSASB Members. 

Members considered broad themes to emerge from responses and noted that: 

• Overall there had been a very good quality response to the CP; 

• In many cases, there had been helpful suggestions for improvement and clarification 
of the PVs.  
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• A number of respondents had raised significant concerns about the PVs – in 
particular, the scope of financial reporting (PV-5) and whether the IPSASB should 
identify a primary user or priority user group (PV-3). One Member expressed the 
view that there was no overall support for any of the IPSASB’s PVs as identified in 
the CP, noting in particular that a majority of respondents had not supported PV-3 
dealing with users of GPFRs (see discussion below on PV-3). 

• Members agreed that all issues would be explored in detail as respondents’ views on 
each  of the PVs were considered; and 

• Some respondents appeared to be of the view that the IPSASB anticipated that a 
single GPFR would satisfy all objectives of financial reporting and encompass all 
matters identified as being within the scope of financial reporting. Members agreed 
that their view was that GPFRs may encompass multiple reports each responding 
more directly to certain aspects of the objectives of financial reporting and/or of the 
broad scope, as appropriate, and directed the Staff to further clarify this matter in 
drafting the Framework ED. 

Members confirmed the objective of the project was to develop a public sector 
Framework and that they would continue to monitor the work of the IASB as appropriate, 
but noted that it may well be that the IPSASB project would move ahead of the IASB 
project in the near future.  

Members then commenced their initial review of responses to each of the PVs identified 
in the document and the staff analysis and the staff recommendations thereon. Members 
expressed broad support for many, but not necessarily all, staff recommendations for the 
ongoing development of this phase of the Framework. 

Preliminary View 1: The Authority of the IPSASB Framework  

In the discussion of PV 1 and supporting explanatory paragraphs, Members agreed the 
authority of the Framework as currently identified in the PV is appropriate and should be 
retained, but that commentary/basis for conclusion in the ED of the Framework when 
developed should explain that: 

• While the Framework identifies the broad principles that underpin the development of 
IPSASs, the authoritative requirements are established by the IPSASs after 
application of a due process which provides the opportunity for interested parties to 
provide input on the specific requirements proposed, including their compatibility 
with current practices in different jurisdictions; 

• The Board was of the view that existing authoritative requirements should not be 
overturned without the application of due process; and 

• Once the Framework was issued, the IPSASB would review extant IPSASs and 
would identify and, through application of the due process, address circumstances 
where there was substantial conflict between the IPSAS and the Framework. 

Members also noted that some respondents had expressed concern that paragraph 1.8: 

• Explains that the IPSASB Framework would not apply to GBEs. In addition, the 
Introduction noted that, after consultation with the IASB on how GBE’s were to be 
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dealt with in the IASB Framework, the IPSASB would consider whether to action a 
separate project to address GBE’s. Some Members advised that issues specific to 
GBE’s were unlikely to be considered by the IASB until late in the IASB Framework 
development process. Members noted that the definition of GBE’s, whether central 
banks were GBE’s and issues related to the consolidation of GBE’s in whole of 
government financial reports were likely to be considered by the IPSASB-IMF Task 
Force. Members agreed to revisit this matter and determine future action when the 
report of the Task Force was available; and 

• Establishes the view that international governmental organizations are not public 
sector entities. Members agreed that this was not intended and the ED of the 
Conceptual Framework, when developed, should reflect that international 
governmental organizations may well be public sector entities. 

Preliminary View 2: General Purpose Financial Reports (GPFRs)  

In the discussion of PV 2 and supporting explanatory paragraphs, Members noted that 
there was broad support for this PV but that some respondents expressed concern about: 

• The use of the term “financial” in general purpose financial reporting given that the 
Framework acknowledged that GPFRs could include non-financial information; and 

• Whether references to meeting the common information needs of a broad range of 
potential users was appropriate and practicable.   

Members agreed that this PV should be revisited following conclusion of its discussion of 
users of GPFRs and the scope of financial reporting. The substance of PV 2 should then 
be updated to reflect Board decisions on those matters. 

Preliminary View 3: The Users of GPFRs  

In the discussion of PV3 and supporting explanatory paragraphs, Members noted that 
many respondents advocated that the users identified be ranked in importance, or that a 
primary user group be identified - because it is unlikely that GPFRs would be able to 
respond to all the information needs of all users. Members noted that respondents had 
differing views on who should be identified as primary users with the most commonly 
identified user groups being: 

• The public, citizens and/or the legislature, parliament or similar bodies acting in their 
capacity as representatives of citizens or the public (identified most frequently as the 
primary or priority users); and 

• Resource providers, funders or similar groups/persons.  

Members agreed that: 

• Before making a decision on this matter, further consideration of the responses was 
necessary to identify why some respondents did not support the identification of a 
primary user group and why others were of the view that identification of a particular 
user group as the primary user was necessary; 



  Page 12 

• It was likely that the third potential user group identified in the CP (“other parties, 
including special interest groups and their representatives”) would be encompassed 
by the other groups, and consequently, it need not be identified as a separate user 
group; and 

• Whether or not the Board identified a particular user group as the primary user of 
GPFRs, the explanation/basis for conclusions included in the ED of the Framework 
when developed should: 

− Explain why the potentially wide range of users identified in the CP are grouped 
in the broad categories of service recipient or resource provider and clarify that 
representatives of these groups may encompass elected representatives and 
oversight or monitoring bodies that act on their behalf; 

− Acknowledge that the information needs of users in different jurisdictions and/or 
in respect of different entities may differ in particular circumstances; and  

− Test the extent to which these bodies are users of GPFRs, rather than special 
purpose financial reports.  

Some Members expressed the view that: 

• The identification of users should be determined by reference to which parties the 
public sector entity is accountable to or, if different, have a legitimate right to 
information for decision making purpose and are dependent on GPFRs for such 
information; and 

• If retained in the ED of the Framework, the reference to the legislature as a major 
user of GPFRs should be recast as reference to Members of the legislature, parliament 
or similar body as major user. 

Preliminary View 4: The Objectives of Financial Reporting  

In the discussion of PV 4 and supporting explanatory paragraphs, Members noted that the 
IMF presentation on responses to the GFC had emphasized the role that GPFRs should 
play in ensuring the accountability of public sector entities and that such information 
would also be useful as input for decision making purposes, and tentatively agreed that: 

• The objectives of general purpose financial reporting should be identified as 
including both an accountability and decision making dimension; 

• The linkage between accountability and decision making should be 
strengthened/clarified by acknowledging that the information provided by  GPFRs is 
necessary for accountability purposes and useful as input for decision making; 

• The objectives of financial reporting should not include a reference to “making 
resource allocation, political and social decisions” as included in PV 4. Rather, the 
objectives should include a more general reference to just “decision-making 
purposes” and be supported by an explanation of the types of decisions that users of 
GPFRS may require information for, which should acknowledge that: 

− Different potential users of GPFRs of public sector entities may have a different 
capacity for and focus on decision making and  
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− Different GPFRs may be of greater significance for accountability purposes and 
decision-making purposes.  

Members also noted that the nature and focus of decisions that should be identified 
may well be influenced by the Board’s deliberations on whether to identify a primary 
user (see  PV 3 above), and the identity of that user.  

Preliminary View 5: The Scope of Financial Reporting and  
Preliminary View 6: Evolution of the Scope of Financial Reporting  

In the discussion of PV 5 and PV 6 and supporting explanatory paragraphs, Members 
noted that: 

• Most respondents agreed that the scope of financial reporting by public sector entities 
should encompass reporting of financial information about assets, liabilities, revenues 
and expenses and compliance with budgets and relevant legislation and regulation 
and, in respect of these matters, should allow financial reporting to evolve in response 
to users’ needs; but that  

• A majority of respondents expressed concern about the scope of GPFRs being 
extended to encompass reporting on service delivery achievements, prospective 
financial information and explanatory material about those matters. Some respondents 
raised concerns about whether the IPSASB had a current mandate to issue standards 
or guidance on all of these matters and the Technical Director was asked to provide 
clarification from IFAC on the ability of the IPSASB to undertake work beyond dealing 
with accounting standards for financial statements. 

Some Members noted that presentations by IMF staff on government interventions in 
response to the GFC had highlighted the need for GPFRs to embrace a long term 
perspective and to provide information that would enable the entity to be accountable for 
the financial consequence of all its activities, including the achievement of the entity’s 
service delivery and, as appropriate, other policy objectives. Consequently Members 
expressed the tentative view that: 

• A broad scope for general purpose financial reporting as proposed in the Consultative 
paper appeared appropriate if GPFRs were to provide information necessary for 
accountability purposes and useful as input for decision making purposes – a number 
of Members expressed the view that disclosure of non-financial and prospective 
financial information was likely to be necessary to better understand the financial 
position and performance of the entity as reflected in the financial statements;  

• While not unlimited, the scope of financial reporting should be allowed to develop in 
response to users’ information needs. Members agreed that the further development 
of, and responses to, project briefs on narrative reporting and performance reporting 
and the project on long terms fiscal sustainability would effectively establish 
boundaries on the scope of financial reporting for the near term; 

• The ED of the Framework when developed should make clear that the establishment 
of a broad scope for financial reporting does not mean that it is inevitable that an 
IPSAS will be developed to direct reporting on these matters. Some Members noted 
that certain disclosures may be encouraged rather than required and best practice 
guidance rather than requirements or IPSASs may also be developed; 
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• The Framework should be developed to initially focus on key aspects of financial 
statements, which reflected the current work on the elements and measurement 
components of the Framework. How the concepts may apply to other areas of 
financial reporting would be considered subsequently—for example in the context of 
projects dealing with the narrative reporting, performance reporting and long-term 
fiscal sustainability.  

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

Members noted that while most respondents supported the qualitative characteristics 
(QCs) as identified in the Preliminary View and supporting paragraphs, a number of 
responses included proposals for revision, refinement and additional explanation of 
individual QCs and the relationship between them. Members also noted that some 
respondents had expressed a view that additional QCs such as “true and fair view,” 
“transparency” and “credibility” should be identified, and others had expressed  concern 
about the potential for the IPSASB QCs and IASB QCs, and their explanation, to differ—
particularly in respect of the identification of fundamental and enhancing characteristics. 

Some Members noted that the need for transparency in financial reporting had frequently 
been raised in the presentations on governments’ responses to the GFC and expressed the 
view that qualities such as transparency, credibility and a true and fair view were: 

• Broader, overarching qualities than those intended for the QCs identified in PV 7; and 

• Achieved as a result of application of the QCs, other concepts identified in the 
Framework and compliance with the requirements of the specific IPSASs themselves 
and this should be explained in the ED of the Framework. 

Members noted that their review of responses to this PV would continue at the next 
meeting and tentatively agreed that, subject to further consideration of those responses 
and additional QCs identified by respondents: 

• The existing suite of QCs was appropriate for application to information to be 
included in general purpose financial statements (GPFSs); 

• Whether the term reliability or faithful representation was more appropriate for 
application to the GPFSs of public sector entities would be revisited in a future 
meeting; 

• The applicability of the QCs, particularly faithful representation (or reliability) and 
verifiability, to non-financial and prospective financial information that may be 
included within the scope of general purpose financial reporting would be tested as 
the projects extending the scope were developed—for example by the projects 
dealing with narrative reporting, performance reporting and long-term fiscal 
sustainability;  

• The guidance currently included in the CP that the relative importance of the QCs in 
different circumstances is a matter of professional judgment responded appropriately 
to the circumstances to be considered in determining whether an item of information 
qualified for inclusion in GPFRs of public sector entities; consequently it was not 
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proposed to introduce a notion of fundamental and enhancing characteristics or 
otherwise establish some characteristics as being of greater important than others; and 

• The basis for conclusions in the ED of the Framework when developed could usefully 
include an explanation of the reasons for differences among the QCs proposed for 
public sector entities and those identified by the IASB. Such explanation should build 
on material/explanations included in a number of responses. 

Members also agreed to further consider at a future meeting whether: 

• The role of prudence and substance over form was appropriately expressed; and 

• The operation of materiality and cost as a constraint in the public sector context 
needed further explanation, particularly given that legislation may require disclosure 
of certain matters irrespective of materiality or cost. 

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

Members noted that the time available at this meeting to consider responses to PV8 and 
PV9 was very limited. As such it was agreed, to focus on only the broad principles 
relating to the characteristics of the reporting entity (PV8) and whether consideration of 
the reporting entity and the composition of the group entity should be included in this 
phase of the Framework or dealt with separately. Within these parameters Members 
noted the process for development of this section of the CP and tentatively agreed to: 

• Retain and continue to develop in this phase of the Framework, consideration of the 
characteristics of the reporting entity as reflected in PV 8. Members noted that the 
majority of respondents supported the explanation of the reporting entity as proposed 
and the existence of users as an important, if not key, characteristic of a reporting 
entity. Members also agreed to consider at a future meeting whether additional 
guidance on the characteristics that are likely to exist for an entity to be designated as 
a reporting entity should be identified, and the nature of those characteristics; and 

• Continue to include consideration of the composition of the public sector group 
reporting entity as dealt with in PV 9 in this phase of the Framework development, 
but that the section should: 

−  Focus on only the high level principles for determining the composition of the 
group entity and should not deal with application of those principles to particular 
circumstances—Members expressed the view that such application is more 
appropriately dealt with at the standards level; 

− Draw out the influence that users’ information needs would play in determining 
the boundaries of the group; and  

− Consider more explicitly the applicability of the principles established in 
statistical financial reporting models to determining the composition of a 
reporting entity or group reporting entity. 

Members noted that the newly established joint IPSASB-IMF Task Force considering 
potential financial reporting consequences of governments’ responses to the GFC would 
be considering matters related to the identification of the reporting entity, composition of 
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the group reporting entity at whole-of-government level and, potentially, other PVs 
identified in the CP, including the objectives, scope of financial reporting and qualitative 
characteristics of financial information. Members also noted that the Task Force would 
complete its report in the second half of 2009 and agreed that it was desirable that its 
ongoing review of the CP be informed by matters raised and any recommendations made 
by the Task Force. 

3.2 Phase 2 – Discuss Issues and Draft Consultation Paper 

The Chair welcomed Tim Beauchamp, Director Public Sector Accounting Board at the 
CICA, who presented this session. The IPSASB considered a discussion paper and 
provided input to the development of a draft CP, “Conceptual Framework for General 
Purpose Financial Reporting by Public Sector Entities: Elements of Financial Statements 
and Recognition.”   

“Primacy” of elements 

The Staff sought the IPSASB’s agreement that Objective 1 (which dealt with the purpose 
of elements, characteristics of public sector entities that could affect the elements and the 
“primacy” of the element definitions) and Objective 2 (which dealt with financial 
position and financial performance) needed to be resolved at the outset, as they underpin 
the rest of the discussion. In particular, it was noted that these issues not only affect the 
measurement of financial position and performance but it also have an effect on which 
elements are defined and how they are to be defined. Members expressed concern that the 
CP as drafted reflected only an asset/liability approach to defining the elements.  

Members questioned whether it was necessary to resolve this issue at this early stage. 
After considerable discussion, the IPSASB agreed that it would be preferable to present a 
balanced analysis of the alternative approaches—i.e., asset/liability focus and 
revenue/expense focus and solicit input on the merits of each before reaching a 
conclusion. The analysis should focus on the public sector’s unique characteristics. 
Members agreed that it was not necessary to reach a preliminary view now. It was noted 
that, as a consequence, the CP would need to reflect the analysis of both approaches 
throughout, even though it was recognized that it might be difficult to fully develop each 
model in the draft CP. A Member pointed out, however, that the reason why the Phase 1 
CP elicited such high-quality responses is because it presented preliminary views based 
on a well-documented discussion of the alternatives considered in reaching the 
preliminary view.  

Concern was expressed that the IPSASB should not abrogate its responsibility to its 
constituents. It was further noted that it was important to reach a preliminary view on this 
important issue. Lack of a clear view could create difficulty for those attempting adoption 
of the IPSASs and could be misinterpreted as a “cash vs. accrual” issue. A Member 
suggested that the analysis could also provide a justification for why accrual accounting 
is preferred over cash accounting. 

In discussing the two approaches, it was noted that:  
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• The asset/liability approach measures an entity’s financial position and, through 
changes in financial position, its financial performance. Assets and liabilities are the 
primary elements.  

• The revenue/expense approach measures an entity’s financial position through 
changes in financial performance. Revenue and expense are the primary elements. 

Some Members expressed the view that the traditional view is that the budget document 
is the major public sector financial document used in measuring performance, and, as a 
result, the revenue/expense approach is important. Others indicated that there is 
increasing focus on the balance sheet (e.g., financial instruments, employee future 
benefits) in the private sector, but that the IASB approach is not strictly an asset/liability 
approach (e.g., there is deferral of foreign currency gains/losses and government grants). 
It was also noted that the asset/liability approach may be a more reliable approach. 

Members noted that in the public sector, performance also encompasses the “3 e’s” 
(economy, efficiency and effectiveness). While recognizing the importance of such non-
financial reporting measures in the public sector, it was stressed that this project is 
intended to address financial reporting. It would be important to distinguish the scope of 
this CP from the general purpose financial reporting in the Phase 1 CP. 

Members agreed that the revised CP must directly address the issue of powers to grant 
rights and to tax. Two approaches were suggested: 

• A bottom-up approach (when is a power or right considered an asset?); and 

• A top-down approach (define an asset and then test whether a power or right would 
meet the definition of an asset). 

Members also raised the following points for consideration in developing definitions of 
certain elements: 

• The paper should consider which phenomena give rise to an asset—i.e., when does a 
resource become an asset? 

• Likewise, for liabilities—i.e., contingencies, commitments, social policy obligations. 

The IPSASB directed Staff to redraft the CP to present a full and balanced analysis of the 
alternative approaches—it should not present a “primary” focus. The analysis should 
show the impact of the two approaches with respect to what might be included in / 
excluded from the elements (e.g., deferred revenues and expenses, gains included as 
revenue, broader view of assets). This could be done using a simple diagram. 

The revised CP should also clearly indicate that the discussion of the approaches is in the 
context of accrual accounting only—an asset/liability approach is not intended to imply a 
cash basis of accounting. The IPSASB will determine at a future meeting whether it is 
feasible to present a preliminary view on this issue.  

Financial position and financial performance 

It was noted that there is no existing succinct definition of “financial performance”—it is 
generally presented in terms of formulae. This was somewhat reinforced by the chart at 
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page 23 of the draft CP. It was suggested that the chart be expanded to include some 
discussion of the pros and cons of the approaches, as well as similarities and differences 
among them. In that way, a preliminary view may emerge based on the alternative with 
the strongest technical support. 

It was stressed that performance is not a bottom line, but shows, for example, how 
expenses are recovered from revenue sources. Concern was expressed that it is necessary 
to develop a clear definition of what is meant by financial performance in the public 
sector. It was suggested that such a definition would require consideration of the concept 
of “capital.” 

Members noted that it was important for the CP to discuss what financial performance 
means in the public sector and to obtain constituents’ views on this issue. For example, is 
it the change in net assets, revenues less expenses or some other measure? Should there 
be a public sector equivalent of other comprehensive income, through which certain gains 
and losses flow?  

It was also noted that in practice, there is a move away from the revenue focus and 
actual-to-budget comparisons. The definition of financial performance would need to 
take this into account. In the future there may be a need to initiate a distinct project on 
financial performance to address some of these presentation issues. 

The IPSASB-IMF Task Force will look at the issue of gains and losses arising from 
recent government interventions in response to the global economic crisis (e.g., types of 
gains and losses and where they would be reported, the potential for manipulation of 
performance results based on the reporting). It was noted that the Government Finance 
Statistics (GFS) distinguish between transactions (direct results of policy decisions) and 
other economic flows (non-direct results of policy decisions such as second-round 
effects). This issue should ultimately be considered in conjunction with the definitions 
being developed. There may be a need for separate disclosure of items that are not 
separated for accounting purposes that are required for statistical purposes. It was agreed 
that the revised CP should include a comparison with the treatment of elements in the 
GFS Manual 

Staff noted any editorial points Members raised during the discussion for revisions to the 
CP. 

Staff was directed to make the required revisions to the CP and to distribute the revised 
draft to the subcommittee for its input before distributing the materials to the full IPSASB 
for its September 2009 meeting.  

3.3 Phase 3 –Discuss Issues  

Overall views 

The Chair welcomed Andrew Lennard, who presented this session as the first 
“educational” session. The IPSASB discussed the overall direction of the issues paper, 
“Conceptual Framework for General Purpose Financial Reporting by Public Sector 
Entities: Measurement.”  The IPSASB expressed general support for the content of the 
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paper and the Staff’s proposals.  It was also agreed that this paper should link to both the 
Phase 1 and Phase 2 consultation papers on the Conceptual Framework. 

The IPSASB agreed at the outset that the structure and approach taken in the paper 
leading to a draft CP on measurement should be neutral (i.e., it should analyze the various 
possible alternatives for the purpose of seeking input on the related issues) and that the 
paper should focus on the alternatives and the advantages and issues associated with each 
of them in a balanced way.  

The IPSASB discussed issues raised by the Staff, as set out below. 

Q 1: Confirmation that the measurement phase proceeds without waiting for the 
IASB’s equivalent phase of their Conceptual Framework 

The Staff proposed that the measurement phase of the Conceptual Framework could 
proceed irrespective of the IASB’s work on the measurement phase of its Conceptual 
Framework.  The IPSASB agreed with this proposal.  The project brief for the 
Conceptual Framework project limits the scope of the measurement phase to financial 
statements.  The IPSASB agreed with this scope. Members made the following 
comments: 

• A draft CP needs to include a discussion of the IASB’s proposals as they proceed; 

• The underlying assumption for the CP should be to develop the best conceptual 
framework for the public sector; and 

• A draft CP needs to include a discussion as to whether the service potential of an 
asset is finite.   

Q 2: Specification of a single measurement basis 

The Staff proposed that a draft CP would not be able to specify a single measurement 
basis for financial statements.  The IPSASB agreed with this proposal.  Members made 
the following comments. 

• A draft CP needs to include a discussion of how the measurement base may change 
for different types of assets, e.g., property, plant and equipment at replacement cost 
and financial instruments at fair value.  In addition the distinction between 
measurement at initial recognition and subsequent recognition needs to be considered. 

• One of the linkages between this phase of the Conceptual Framework project and 
phase 1 is that the choice of measurement base will depend upon the decisions made 
in phase 1.  One such decision is the choice as to who are the primary users of the 
financial statements. 

• A draft CP should discuss that asset categories, such as financial instruments and 
assets with service potential, are not mutually exclusive.  For example, the valuation 
of a student loan portfolio could be thought of as a public service asset.  

• Additionally, there needs to be a discussion regarding the use of discount rates.  
Economists consider that discounting should only be used in market circumstances 
and not for all circumstances. 
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Q 3: The objective of measurement 

The Staff proposed that a draft CP would attempt to identify an objective of measurement 
and expressed it as: “to portray the entity’s advantage attributable to the asset being 
measured.”  There was discussion regarding whether it may be too difficult to link the 
measurement bases to the conclusions in phase 1 of the project and a measurement 
objective.  Members generally agreed that it would be better to include a neutral 
discussion and then see whether a measurement objective can be derived. One aspect that 
needs to be considered is the effect on the measurement objective where an asset has a 
higher alternative use, e.g., the land of a school could have a higher alternative value as 
residential housing.   

Further, discussion should be included in a draft CP as to how a measurement objective 
will relate to using different measurement bases for different assets, including what it 
means by the “cost to provide services.”  For example, using historical cost, the cost to 
provide services will be the cost of purchase.  Under replacement cost, the cost to provide 
services will be the cost to maintain the asset to provide the same level of services.  These 
two amounts are usually different.   

Q 4: Are measurement values entity-specific? 

The Staff proposed that measurement values may be entity-specific.  For example, 
investments in US Treasury Bills will be at market value and specialized assets, such as 
prisons, are more likely to be held at an entity-specific value.   

Members made the following comments: 

• Rather than focussing on an entity-specific value, a draft CP needs to include a 
discussion regarding the fact that most assets in the public sector have service 
potential instead of a purely economic benefit.  Additionally, it should discuss the 
difference between private sector entities which generally operate under market 
conditions whereas public sector entities generally do not operate under market 
conditions. 

• A draft CP should not imply that an entity-specific value means a particular asset’s 
held-to-maturity amount.  Furthermore, a draft CP should also include a discussion on 
the fact that, in some jurisdictions, contractors charge a premium to public sector 
entities and therefore, assets such as office buildings will have a higher initial cost 
than if the owner is a private entity.  This could be incorporated into initial 
measurement guidance, otherwise public sector entities may need to recognize an 
immediate impairment.  

• The interplay between management intent and entity-specific values should be 
discussed in a draft CP.  Currently, the measurement objective has “hard-wired” 
entity-specific values into the objective itself.  The potential dangers of this need to 
be explained.  Furthermore, value-in-use is not necessarily an entity-specific value. 

Q 5: Historical cost 

The Staff asked for the IPSASB’s views on historical cost.  Paragraph 2.10 of the issues 
paper included a table comparing the historical cost measurement base with the 
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qualitative characteristics of financial statements.  The IPSASB generally agreed that the 
table could be interpreted in several different ways and thus be a cause for confusion.  
Therefore, it should be deleted. 

Members made the following comments: 

• A draft CP should include a discussion on the measurement of assets acquired many 
years ago which are still held by the entity, but which are used only rarely; 

• One of the benefits of using historical cost for assets is to avoid the cost of revaluing; 
and  

• The valuation profession should be consulted during the development of a draft CP.  
In particular, the terminology that is used should not conflict with the terminology 
used by the valuation profession. 

Q 6: Market values 

The Staff asked for the IPSASB’s views on market values.   

Members made the following comments: 

• A draft CP should include further discussion on the use of fair values: and 

• A draft CP should separate the discussion of value-in-use and market values because 
the value-in-use concept is closer to the replacement cost measurement base.   

Q 7: Replacement cost 

The Staff asked for the IPSASB’s views on replacement cost. 

• A draft CP should include further discussion regarding the use of replacement cost for 
assets held for their service potential.  For example, some public sector entities use 
current value which requires financial instruments generally to be recognised at fair 
value and property, plant and equipment to be generally recognised at replacement 
cost. Additionally, a draft CP needs to include a more detailed discussion on 
replacement cost and its role as a facsimile for value-in-use.   

Q 8: Higher value alternative uses 

The Staff asked the IPSASB whether a draft CP should include the issue of higher value 
alternative uses.  The IPSASB generally agreed that this issue should be included.   

Members made the following comments: 

• A draft CP should include discussion regarding constraints that may face public 
sector entities regarding the disposition of assets.  For example, a public sector entity 
may be unable to change the location of an office building because it has another 
separate requirement to maintain a certain number of government employees in that 
district.  Another example relates to military equipment—there may be an alternative 
market for this equipment, but for public policy purposes it is unlikely that the sale of 
this equipment would be considered.  Further, if a cheaper location is to be 
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• In some jurisdictions, the military are located on very good land sites, but the valuers 
apply a discount to the value of the land due to the fact that it is occupied by the 
military.  A discussion on the appropriateness of applying a discount factor simply 
due to the fact that the government owns the land should be included in a draft CP. 

• A draft CP should include a discussion on circumstances where the higher alternative 
use value should be applied, e.g., where a school’s land is going to be sold to become 
residential housing. 

Q 9: Capital maintenance 

The Staff asked the IPSASB whether a draft CP should include a discussion on capital 
maintenance within the discussion on different measurement bases.  There were mixed 
views as to whether a section should be included on capital maintenance.  Members made 
the following comments. 

• A draft CP should differentiate between nominal and real capital maintenance.  

• A draft CP should not include a discussion on capital maintenance as it is only 
relevant in times of high inflation and at present only matters from an historical 
context.  Further, capital maintenance is more of a regulatory issue rather than an 
accounting issue. 

Q 10: Other measurement bases 

The Staff asked the IPSASB whether a draft CP should include discussion on 
measurement bases other than those already discussed, i.e. historical cost, market value, 
replacement cost and recoverable amount.  The discussion has already identified fair 
value, value in use and net realisable value for inclusion and/or further discussion.  
Members made the following comments: 

• A draft CP should include further discussion regarding the bases of valuation used in 
GFS and its implications on the measurement bases used in financial statements. GFS 
generally uses market value and DRC is suitable to use as a surrogate for market 
value. 

• A draft CP should include a discussion on when it may be appropriate to use the 
insurable value of an asset, as this value is easily obtainable for some items. 

• A draft CP should include a brief discussion of the equity method as it is a 
measurement basis for one line item, being “associates.”  The equity method is also 
used in GFS. 

Q 11: Further issues to be addressed 

The Staff asked the IPSASB whether the draft CP should include discussion on any 
issues that have not been covered in this discussion, in particular, whether a draft CP 
should include a basis for conclusions.   

The following comments were made: 



  Page 23 

• The CP for phase one of the Conceptual Framework project does not include a basis 
for conclusions.  The IPSASB generally agreed that it is important for all of the 
discussion to be in the body of a draft CP 

• A draft CP should include a discussion on the effect that the global financial crisis has 
had on the issue of measurement.  

• Further measurement examples need to be included.  In particular, there should be 
differentiation between cash-generating and non-cash generating assets. 

• A draft CP should include a discussion on the relationship between measurement 
bases. 

Staff requested that Members, Technical Advisors and Observers send examples on 
measurement in public sector entities to them. 

Q 12: Background information 

The Staff asked the IPSASB whether a draft CP should include background information.  
The IPSASB generally agreed that, at this stage, background information should be 
included, as well as a bibliography. 

Staff noted any editorial points Members raised during the discussion for the 
development of a draft CP. 

4. FINANCIAL INSTRUMENTS 

The IPSASB discussed the implications of the IASB proposals to revise the financial 
instruments IFRS. The IPSASB currently has three exposure drafts (EDs) in the comment 
period, which are converged with the IFRS on financial instruments.  

It was noted that it was critical to the IPSASB’s convergence objective that the financial 
instruments EDs continue to proceed towards the planned convergence date of December 
31, 2009 for IFRS approved as at December 31, 2008. It would not be appropriate to rely 
on the accounting standard hierarchy for financial instruments in light of the issues 
related to the global financial crisis. Further, it was noted that finalization of the financial 
instruments IPSASs will provide greater certainty of consistent application of the 
standards. 

Once the IPSASB has its own financial instruments standards, it will be able to assess 
any future IASB changes to the underlying IFRS in light of public sector needs.  

The IPSASB agreed that it would issue a press release to indicate its intention to proceed 
to finalize the financial instruments IPSASs proposed in ED 37, “Financial Instruments: 
Presentation, ED 38, “Recognition and Measurement” and ED 39, “Financial 
Instruments: Disclosures” in accordance with its due process. One Member noted that 
constituents might provide feedback as to whether, in their opinion, IPSASB should 
continue with the project in the current context. The Chair noted that any such feedback 
would be considered in analyzing the responses and that the IPSASB’s decisions would 
ultimately be determined based on that analysis and what is considered most appropriate 
for the public sector in accounting for financial instruments. 
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5. LONG-TERM FISCAL SUSTAINABILITY  

Discuss Issues (Agenda Item 3) 

The Chair of the Task Force updated Members on the meeting of the Task Force held at 
the Organization of Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) in Paris in early 
March. He noted that, in accordance with the direction at the October 2008 meeting, an 
invitation had been extended to the OECD to join the Task Force. The OECD had 
accepted this invitation and officials of the OECD had attended the Paris meeting. The 
OECD had recently initiated its own project on “Fiscal Futures” and the Task Force Chair 
and Staff acknowledged the significant benefits to the IPSASB project of some of the 
comparative material compiled by OECD officials. 

Members reaffirmed their support for continuing this project, treating it as a “test bed” 
for the broader approach to financial reporting proposed in the first Conceptual 
Framework CP (see agenda item 2(a)). In light of the response to that first CP, Members 
indicated that it would be inappropriate to formulate requirements for reporting 
projections on long term fiscal sustainability and that the final output from the project is 
therefore likely to take the form of guidance rather than an IPSAS. 

Members considered a number of key issues raised by the Task Force on Long Term 
Fiscal Sustainability and a preliminary draft of a CP, “Long-Term Fiscal Sustainability in 
the Context of General Purpose Financial Reporting.” The key issues discussed were: 

• A working definition of long-term fiscal sustainability; 

• Alignment of fiscal sustainability reports and general purpose financial statements 
(GPFSs); 

• The nature of a general purpose financial report (GPFR); 

•  A high-level principles-based approach; and 

• Assurance. 

Working definition of long-term fiscal sustainability 

In response to the direction at the October 2008 Zurich meeting to develop a working 
definition of long-term fiscal sustainability the Task Force proposed the following 
working definition: “… the ability of government to manage its finances so it can meet 
financial commitments both now and in the future.” 

There was broad support for the proposed working definition. However, reservations 
were expressed that the phrase “financial commitments” did not recognize sufficiently 
service delivery considerations; it might be possible for an entity to meet its financial 
commitments, but it is contestable whether the entity is sustainable if it drastically 
reduces the level and quality of service delivery. A further concern was that the proposed 
working definition was insufficiently rigorous in failing to include constraints on 
increases in taxation and borrowing, together with the maintenance of service delivery in 
accordance with current policy and known future policy changes. Some reservations 
were, however, expressed about anticipating future policy decisions and the need for full 
disclosure of any such assumptions. There was an acceptance that a definition cannot 
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encapsulate all aspects of the topic and that these issues need to be identified and 
discussed in the narrative. There was also a general view that the phrase “manage its 
finances so it can meet” in the proposed working definition was redundant and should be 
removed.  

Staff was directed to further develop the working definition and narrative discussion in 
order to address these concerns. 

Alignment of fiscal sustainability reports and GPFSs 

The Task Force Chair and Staff noted that the CP contains preliminary views that the 
presentation of information on long-term fiscal sustainability is necessary for 
accountability and decision-making purposes and that guidance and requirements, if any, 
should be linked to the concept of the reporting entity. However, they noted the views of 
one Task Force member that, although long-term fiscal sustainability reports are 
important for accountability purposes, long term fiscal sustainability projections should 
not be linked to the reporting boundary for the general purpose financial statements and 
long-term fiscal sustainability reporting should be considered outside the scope of general 
purpose financial reporting. The IPSASB acknowledged these concerns, but accepted the 
view that reliance on voluminous and complex long-term fiscal sustainability reports 
would not meet the objectives of general purpose financial reporting. 

Nature of a GPFR 

Members reaffirmed the view formulated in the discussion on the response to the first 
Conceptual Framework report that a GPFR did not have to be a unified report covering 
all aspects of financial reporting and that a GPFR did not have to be published with the 
general purpose financial statements. 

High-level principles-based approach 

Members reaffirmed the view expressed at the Zurich meeting that the reporting of long-
term fiscal sustainability in GPFRs would rely on the work of other professionals. In this 
respect it had some parallels with the reliance on actuaries and valuers for aspects of 
accounting for long term employee benefits and property, plant and equipment. Members 
confirmed that the approach should be to develop high-level and broad principles and not 
to seek to prescribe complex methodological approaches. For example, the CP should 
acknowledge that reporting on long-term fiscal sustainability might not be on an annual 
basis. 

Assurance 

The Task Force Chair explained that the CP had included a section on Assurance (Section 
8) in accordance with the project brief. The CP contained a preliminary view that formal 
assurance should be provided on the reasonableness of assumptions underpinning long 
term fiscal sustainability projections and that such assurance might be on a “negative 
basis.” Some Task Force members had reservations as to whether this guidance was 
appropriate. There was a general view that decisions on the need for formal assurance 
and the appropriate level of such assurance should be left primarily to the preparer. 
Members directed that this section should be deleted and replaced by less prescriptive 
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guidance that the measures taken by the preparer to enhance the reliability of assumptions 
should be disclosed.  

Staff highlighted three models of reporting: 

• A specific financial statement showing forward projections over a pre-determined 
time horizon; 

• Discussion of long-term fiscal sustainability in narrative reporting; and 

• Cross-references in GPFRs to other reports addressing long term fiscal sustainability. 

It was also noted that the approach advocated by the Task Force member who did not 
accept that there should be an alignment of boundaries for fiscal sustainability reporting 
and the reporting entity for the GPFSs effectively constituted a fourth model of reporting: 
that such reports should be considered as disconnected from the GPFRs. As noted above, 
while this view was not accepted by Members, consideration should be given to 
discussing it in the CP 

Members were broadly supportive of the structure, format and detail of the report. 
Consistent with their view that a high-level principles-based approach should be adopted, 
a number of Members emphasized that the themes underpinning the project should be 
transparency and the disclosure of assumptions, methodology and changes in 
assumptions and methodology between reporting periods. It was generally accepted that 
rigid requirements and inflexible guidance are inappropriate. 

The CP reflected the direction at the Zurich meeting that the Paper should be linked to the 
reporting entity. Some reservations were expressed that an emphasis on the reporting 
entity might lead to the imposition of unduly onerous and inappropriate reporting 
requirements or expectations on small and medium sized public sector entities and supra-
national organizations. Members were also of the view that, although the CP would not 
be restricted to the national level of government, in view of the financial crisis, the focus 
would likely be at the consolidated national level. Staff was directed to address these 
considerations in further developing the CP. 

Members directed that a revised version of the CP be brought to the September IPSASB 
meeting. 

6. CASH BASIS REVIEW 
Update on Progress (Agenda Item 4) 

Members noted a report on progress made by the Task Force for Review of the Cash 
Basis IPSAS and attachments thereto, including that: 

• The Task Force held its first meeting in late February 2009, following the IPSASB 
February meeting. Representatives of CIPFA, INTOSAI, IMF, World Bank, Indian 
GASAB and South African Treasury also attended the meeting as observers, 
confirmed their support for the review and offered their assistance to distribute 
project questionnaires and related material through their contact networks and, where 
possible, to facilitate follow-up discussions;  
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• Task Force members had expressed concern that inclusion of requirements for 
additional disclosures of information about financial instruments would present an 
additional impediment to adoption of the Cash Basis IPSAS;  

• An initial project questionnaire and supporting explanatory material had been 
prepared, translated into French and Spanish, and was being distributed through the 
IPSASB and IFAC contact networks and the networks of Task Force members and 
observers around the world. Staff noted that a broad coverage of developing 
economies around the world was anticipated with Task Force members already 
making contact with relevant organizations in, or supporting developing economies 
in, Africa, Central Asia, Eastern Europe, Middle East, Latin America and South and 
East Asia to lay the foundation for distribution of the initial questionnaire and the 
follow-up discussions. The French IPSASB Member offered additional assistance in 
distributing the questionnaire through Francophone Africa, and the Indian IPSASB 
Member noted that distribution of the questionnaire to relevant government bodies at 
the national and state levels was under way in India; 

• The Task Force was actively pursuing opportunities and locations for development of 
the second stage of the project – the follow-up discussions with relevant government 
officials and other parties on an individual basis or in “round-table” forums in the 
second half of 2009. However, the Task Force would welcome additional assistance 
from IPSASB Members on distribution of the project questionnaire to relevant 
organizations in their region, and advice on opportunities for follow-up discussions 
with relevant parties in their regions;  

• The Task Force anticipated completing its  report on the results of its data gathering 
activities in the first quarter of 2010; and 

• Mr. Hong-Sang Jung, Controller, the Asian Development Bank and ADB observer on 
the IPSASB, will represent the ADB on the Task Force. 

Members agreed to advise Staff of regional seminars occurring during the second and 
third quarters of 2009 which the Task Force could usefully participate in and/or 
coordinate “round-table” discussions with.  

7. SERVICE CONCESSION ARRANGEMENTS 
Discuss Preliminary Draft Exposure Draft (Agenda Item 5) 

The IPSASB considered a proposed Exposure Draft (ED) on service concession 
arrangements (SCAs). It was noted that the responses to the CP had been generally 
favourable and that accordingly, the proposed ED was based on the proposals set out in 
the March 2008 CP and the accompanying narrative. 

It was also reiterated that the project was not intended to be a convergence project (with 
the IASB’s IFRIC 12, “Service Concession Arrangements.” 

The IPSASB discussed the following issues: 
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Infrastructure/property 

The proposed ED generally used the term, “property” consistent with the March 2008 
CP. It was noted that IFRIC 12 uses the term “infrastructure” to describe the item that is 
the subject of the SCA. Some Members pointed out that “infrastructure” is not a defined 
term, and that it has different connotations in various jurisdictions. However, it was also 
noted that using different terminology from IFRIC 12, which has been applied in the 
public sector, creates complications. If “infrastructure” is used in the ED, it will need to 
be explained. It was noted that there is some discussion of the term in IPSAS 17 that 
could be expanded upon for this ED.  

The terms “facility,” “resource” and “public facility” were also suggested. There was 
some support expressed for use of the term “facility (ies).”  

No agreement was reached on the appropriate term to use in the ED. Staff was therefore 
directed to develop an analysis of the various terms that could be used and distribute the 
analysis for the IPSASB’s input off-line, prior to finalizing the next draft of the ED. 

Grantor 

A Member questioned the use of the term “grantor.” It was noted that the public sector 
uses the term differently from its context in IFRIC 12, which is a private sector point of 
view. In the public sector, grantor is used in describing a non-exchange transaction. Other 
Members pointed out that, although the IPSASB is not bound by the IFRIC 12 wording, 
the term “grantor” is generally understood in the context of SCAs, and introducing 
another term would create more confusion. Staff was directed to analyze this issue and 
post the analysis for the IPSASB’s comments. 

Scope of “service concession arrangement” 

Staff noted that the CP used the term “service concession arrangement” in a broad 
sense—i.e., SCAs would include arrangements that met the control criteria as well as 
those that don’t. This was consistent with the treatment in IFRIC 12.  

The IPSASB discussed whether SCAs included only those arrangements that meet the 
control criteria or whether the other arrangements that did not meet the control criteria are 
also SCAs. Some Members indicated that SCAs should include only those arrangements 
that meet the control criteria. Others noted that other arrangements that don’t meet some 
or all of the control criteria are also within the scope of an SCA, albeit they faced 
different accounting and reporting issues.  It was suggested that the title of the ED be 
changed, for example, to “service concession and other similar arrangements.” 

The IPSASB did not come to a conclusion on this issue.  

Types of SCAs 

Members noted that the draft ED focused on cases when the SCA involved scheduled 
payments from the grantor. They agreed that the guidance should clearly distinguish the 
accounting and financial reporting issues for SCAs in which: 

• The operator receives cash payments directly from the grantor (“government pays”); 
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• The operator is granted a concession to charge users directly for a service (“user 
pays” — e.g., a toll); and 

• The operator does not receive cash payments; rather, the grantor provides the operator 
with access to another asset to the operator which it uses to generate revenues (e.g., 
land adjacent to the SCA property—a stadium—on which the operator builds a hotel 
that it operates for its own profit). 

Whole-of-life assets 

The proposed ED was drafted such that the “residual value” criterion would include 
whole-of-life assets on the basis that the IPSASB. During the discussion, it was noted that 
such arrangements may, in substance, be privatization, such as when they involve an 
existing public sector asset that is provided to a private sector operator.  

However, it was argued that in a privatization, the private sector entity would recognize 
the underlying asset. In the case of a whole-of-life SCA, neither party would recognize 
the asset.  

Some Members expressed support for the proposed wording, noting that, while symmetry 
with IFRIC 12 is not a goal of the project, there is merit in retaining consistent wording 
with IFRIC 12 for the underlying principle, to ensure that significant assets are not 
reported by either party.  

Staff requested that Members and/or Technical Advisors send Staff examples of whole-
of-life and similar arrangements that could be understood and considered by all 
Members. A paper will be developed and posted on the Intranet for Members’ comments 
to gain information and work towards consensus on this issue prior to redrafting the ED. 

Grantor/entity 

It was indicated that the terms “grantor” and “entity” were used variously throughout the 
proposed ED. Some Members noted that the IPSASs generally use the term “entity.” 
However, it was also noted that IPSAS 13, “Leases,” uses the terms “lessor” and “lessee” 
in the place of “entity.” A Member also pointed out that a public sector entity could be 
the operator, so using “entity” could create confusion in some cases. 

Staff was directed to draft an analysis of this issue for the IPSASB’s input. 

Recognition and Measurement 

Asset  

The draft ED set out recognition criteria for constructed assets consistent with IPSAS 17. 
Some Members questioned why the timing of recognition was not contract-based. They 
noted that control over the asset does not pass to the grantor until the asset is ready for 
use and that assets constructed under SCAs are closer to leasing—i.e., performance of the 
service triggers asset recognition. It was argued, however, that in some jurisdictions, the 
risks transfer to the grantor on a continuous basis over the construction period (e.g., as a 
floor of a building is completed). 
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It was also pointed out that the IASB is currently considering revisions to its standard on 
revenue from contracts that could affect the asset recognition in an SCA. The IPSASB 
agreed that it was premature to incorporate the IASB proposals in this ED until they are 
finalized. The IPSASB’s due process does not allow for adoption of non-final IASB 
proposals. However, it was noted that the Basis for Conclusions could state the IASB 
proposals as a point of view (rather than a direct reference to the IASB Discussion Paper) 
that the IPSASB has considered in reaching its conclusions. Thus, the Introduction of the 
revised ED would indicate that the ED is based on the CP, IFRIC 12 and IFRSs as at 
December 31, 2008. 

Liability 

The IPSASB also considered treatment of related revenues and liabilities associated with 
the SCA. With respect to the liability, one Member noted that there could be 
circumstances when the liability initially recognized would not equal the value of the 
asset recognized by the grantor. It was agreed that an example of this circumstance was 
required. 

It was also agreed that the liability section of the revised ED should clearly address cases 
when the liability related to the SCA property is reduced over the term of the SCA 
because: 

• The grantor makes scheduled payments to the operator (both separable and non-
separable); 

• The grantor gives the operator the right to charge users a fee for services; and 

• The liability is reduced when the grantor provides the operator with access to the 
SCA property to provide services. 

In regards to the first bullet point, a Member pointed out that this is the only case in 
which a financial liability would exist and that the revised ED should indicate this fact. 

Members agreed that the revised ED should provide clear direction on revenue 
recognition related to advance payments the grantor receives from the operator. It was 
also agreed that the revised ED needs to provide clear guidance for the accounting and 
reporting for revenue-sharing arrangements. 

Intangible asset 

The draft ED contained a specific exclusion of an intangible asset by the grantor (public 
sector entity). Members agreed that the issue did not need to be raised in this project, on 
the basis that it will be considered in the Conceptual Framework project. 

Disclosures 

Members noted that the draft ED included disclosures pertaining to some matters that 
were fully addressed in other IPSASs. Members agreed that rather than repeat such 
disclosure requirements in this standard, appropriate references to the other IPSASs 
should be provided. 
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Members also agreed that there should be a disclosure requirement added for changes to 
SCAs during the reporting period. 

Transitional Provisions 

The draft ED included transitional provisions similar to those for property, plant and 
equipment. Members noted that the proposals dealt only with asset recognition and not 
with the liabilities and agreed that transitional provisions were also required for the 
liability. 

The IPSASB considered whether the transitional provisions needed to be prospective or 
retrospective and whether they needed to apply only to new SCAs or to existing SCAs. In 
the discussion, it was noted that if it applied to existing SCAs, the UK experience was 
that substantial effort is required to adjust prior financial statements.  

Some Members also questioned whether a “relief” period was required. It was noted that 
the five year period provided for in IPSAS 17 for property, plant and equipment was 
intended to allow for the volume of assets that would be recognized. It was not felt that 
such a long period would be required for SCAs. Members expressed support for 
retroactive application with early adoption, and a two-year effective date.  

Flowcharts 

Members expressed general agreement with material in the flowcharts in Appendix C. It 
was suggested that the flowcharts should be incorporated in the body of the draft IPSAS. 
Some Members disagreed because they felt this could detract from following the 
substance of the principles themselves. An alternative was suggested that there be a 
reference to the flowcharts in the appropriate place within the revised ED. 

It was also indicated that the structure of the flowcharts should be used in restructuring 
the ED text. 

Other matters 

Members also agreed that: 

• The project should continue to be developed because although there may be fewer 
SCAs now, there was concern that progress made to date would be lost if the project 
were deferred now. 

• The Introduction (IN) section was too detailed, and should be truncated after 
paragraph IN7. 

• Definitions should be provided in the body of the ED (see Item 9.1). 

• Definitions of specific types of SCAs should be deleted. As a result, Exhibit A in 
Appendix B should also be deleted. 

• It was important to use the IFRIC 12 wording for the control criterion (e.g., for price 
component). 

• The ED should be structured to address separately the asset and liability issues, as 
well as the initial recognition and measurement and subsequent measurement. 
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• Care needs to be taken in referring to the CP as support in the Basis for Conclusions 
(BFC). 

• The BFC should use the CP discussion in terms of bridging the risks and rewards and 
control-based approaches; however, the arguments supporting the IPSASB’s decision 
to use the control-based approach must be given prominence. 

• The wording used in the IN and BFC sections should be consistent with that used in 
the body of the ED, in particular as it relates to the control criteria for asset 
recognition and definitions. 

Staff noted editorial points Members raised during the discussion for revisions to the 
draft ED. The draft ED will be considered for approval before the end of 2009. 

8. BORROWING COSTS 
Review of Responses / Discussion of approach (Agenda Item 7) 

The IPSASB considered the staff analysis of the responses to a supplementary letter sent 
to each of the 26 respondents to ED 35 “Borrowing Costs,” which asked for further 
clarification of their initial submission, as agreed to at the IPSASB’s February 2009 Paris 
meeting.  In particular, the letter sought clarification of the respondents’ views on 
whether, if the option were removed, they would support a requirement to capitalize 
borrowing costs specifically incurred for obtaining a qualifying asset or, conversely, a 
requirement to expense all borrowing costs.  During the IPSASB’s discussion, Members 
noted the following points:  

• That Staff needed to research the GFS position regarding borrowing costs. 

• That several responses considered that a conceptual analysis should be undertaken of 
borrowing costs, rather than using a rules of the road analysis.  That the proximity of 
the measurement phase of the Conceptual Framework project meant that this analysis 
could be undertaken.  

Therefore, the IPSASB agreed that:  

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

• Staff should include an appendix in the draft CP, “Conceptual Framework for General 
Purpose Financial Reporting by Public Sector Entities: Measurement,” showing an 
analysis of borrowing costs as they relate to the discussion in the body of the CP. 

9. IPSASB DUE PROCESS AND HANDBOOK 
Discuss Key Unresolved Issues (Agenda Item 8) 

9.1  Structure of IPSASs 

Members considered a staff paper which highlighted a number of issues related to the 
structure and format of IPSASs. The main purpose of this agenda item was to inform an 
external review of the IPSASB Handbook of International Public Sector Accounting 
Standards that the Technical Director planned to commission later in 2009, with a view to 
implementing changes in the 2010 Handbook. The Technical Director noted that the 
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International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board (IAASB) had commissioned such 
a review of the 2009 IAASB Handbook. IAASB Staff considered that this had been a 
worthwhile exercise that had contributed to an improvement in the quality of the 
Handbook. It was noted that this was a separate exercise from the IAASB’s clarity 
project. 

Staff further noted that they have had concerns about differences in the format and 
structure of IPSASs for some time, and considered that, as far as possible, high quality 
standards should have a common template, particularly for the arrangement of 
authoritative and non-authoritative material. Staff also acknowledged that some Members 
had expressed reservations about the differences in format and structure in the raft of EDs 
issued in the March-May 2009 period. A particular issue was the location of 
definitions/defined terms, which reflected the structure in the International Financial 
Reporting Standard (IFRS), from which the ED was primarily drawn, rather than the 
IPSASB’s more usual alphabetically-ordered format. Consequently, certain of the EDs, 
such as ED 39, “Financial Instruments: Disclosure,” had located defined terms in an 
authoritative appendix, while ED 38, “Financial Instruments: Recognition and 
Measurement” had located defined terms in the body of the Standard. It was further 
highlighted that, even where the definitions are located in the core of the ED, format 
varied. For example ED 36, “Agriculture” reflected the approach in IAS 41, 
“Agriculture” in distinguishing “General Definitions” and “Agricultural-Related 
Definitions” and ED 38 reflected the approach in IAS 39, “Financial Instruments: 
Recognition and Measurement” in organizing definitions according to the subsequent 
sections of the ED.  

In the discussion of definitions there was a general view that readers should be made 
aware of definitions at an early stage of the text. Some Members also noted that locating 
defined terms in an appendix can cause legal difficulties in adoption of IPSASs in some 
jurisdictions. 

There was preliminary agreement that: 

• In terms of overall structure authoritative appendices would include Application 
Guidance and, where necessary, Consequential Amendments. The Basis for 
Conclusions would precede other non-authoritative material, such as Illustrative 
Examples. 

• Definitions should be in the body of the IPSAS rather than in an Appendix. 

• IPSASs should commence with an ‘Objective” section rather than a “Core Principle”; 

• The Basis for Conclusions should provide a rationale for the IPSASB’s decisions to 
depart from IFRSs in convergence projects, but should not be limited to this purpose-
all departures from IFRS highlighted in the Comparison with IFRS should be 
addressed in the Basis for Conclusions. 

It was also clarified that the Introduction which has been a feature of IPSASs from 
IPSAS 22, “Disclosure of Financial Information about the General Government Sector” 
is non-authoritative. It was noted that the format of the Introduction varies between 
IPSASs and EDs and further discussion is necessary to agree its purpose and standardize. 
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Members directed Staff to develop a framework for the development of IPSASs. It was 
also noted that the Staff proposals were highly limited in scope and that a more 
substantial project to simplify further the structure and content of IPSASs might be 
necessary in the future. 

9.2 Rapid Response Process 

Staff brought to the IPSASB’s attention work being undertaken by the IAASB on behalf 
of all of IFAC’s standard-setting boards to consider a rapid response mechanism that 
might be applied to amend an existing authoritative pronouncement on a more rapid basis 
than the usual due process. Before discussing the proposals in detail the Chair highlighted 
the review currently being undertaken that will consider whether the PIOB should 
provide oversight for the IPSASB. It is IFAC’s position that the IPSASB should have 
oversight by the PIOB though it may be necessary to change certain operations or 
structures to make this appropriate for the public sector. 

It was highlighted that this work on a proposed rapid response mechanism is still very 
preliminary and that this is an opportunity for the IPSASB to express its views as to what, 
if any, criteria should be applied. Members initially expressed mixed views on the need 
for this particularly in light of IFAC’s already strong due process. Some saw it as 
unnecessary. However, some acknowledged it could be helpful to take preemptive 
measures in the event that such a situation arises in the future. In that regard, the 
mechanism was analogized to a disaster recovery plan. It was clarified that it was 
intended not as a process to develop interpretations of existing IPSASs but as a potential 
process to amend existing IPSASs on a timely basis, in rare circumstances. 

Some expressed concern that because the IPSASB has fewer meetings than the IASB, it 
is not structured to respond quickly to issues and that the use of telephone conference 
calls might need to be considered. Overall there was a general feeling that it might be 
wise to consider this in anticipation of situations that could arise in the future. Members 
noted, however, that the different context the IPSASB is currently facing in terms of 
adoption of standards does not support any urgency in doing this. Staff noted that any 
process developed by IFAC would ideally apply across all of its standard-setting boards. 

In discussing the specifics of what might be included in such a process, the IPSASB 
suggested the following: 

• That public exposure would be required; however, a shorter exposure period might be 
appropriate; 

• The need for clear and concise criteria that would limit the circumstances in which 
this mechanism would apply; 

• Members recommended an alert system by email that would disseminate the 
proposals more quickly; and 

• One Member recommended that during any exposure period the IPSASB actively 
reach out to constituents on the issues to ensure that interested parties have an 
opportunity to be engaged. 
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Staff agreed to communicate the IPSASB’s views on the proposed rapid response 
mechanism to IFAC staff working on the project.  

In addition staff agreed to express to IFAC the IPSASB Members’ views on the “rapid 
response” process in the context of the current absence of oversight for IPSASB and the 
current IFAC review of this oversight. 

10. ANNUAL IMPROVEMENTS 
Approve ED 42 (Agenda Item 6) 

Members reviewed draft ED 42, “Improvements to IPSASs” and additional material 
prepared by Staff. The IPSASB considered a rules of the road analysis of an 
improvement to IPSAS 5, “Borrowing Costs” dealing with commentary on the 
components of borrowing costs relating to the definition of “borrowing costs.” This 
improvement mirrored an improvement to IAS 23, “Borrowing Costs.” Because of the 
intention to replace IPSAS 5, this improvement had not previously been addressed in the 
project. Members agreed that an improvement to IPSAS 5, based on the improvement to 
IAS 23, should be included in ED 42, “Improvements to IPSASs.” 

Members noted that the IASB’s improvement to IAS 28, “Investments in Associates,” 
involving a clarification of guidance relating to the treatment of the recognition of 
impairment losses and the reversal of impairment losses on investments in associates had 
been dealt with as part of a broader consequential amendment to IPSAS 7, “Investments 
in Associates” in ED 41, “Entity Combinations.” Members also agreed that 
improvements to IPSAS 5, “Borrowing Costs,” IPSAS 7 and IPSAS 8, “Interests in Joint 
Ventures” containing references to requirements on financial instruments, where there is 
an ED out for comment, should refer to that ED rather than making a generic reference to 
“the international or national accounting standard dealing with the recognition and 
measurement of financial instruments.” 

The proposed amendments to IPSAS 16, “Investment Property” clarified that property 
being constructed or developed for future use as investment property is within the 
definition of “investment property” and include a rebuttable presumption that the fair 
value of investment property under construction can be measured reliably. As a result of 
the implication that investment property in the public sector may be cash-generating it 
was proposed that consequential amendments should be made to the minimum 
indications of impairment and impairment reversals in IPSAS 26, “Impairment of Cash-
Generating Assets.” The consequential amendments proposed were to include: 

• A decision to halt the construction of an asset before it is complete or in a usable 
condition as an indication of impairment; and 

• A decision to resume the construction of an asset that was previously halted before it 
was completed or in a usable condition as an indication of a reversal of an impairment 
loss. 

These minimum indications had been included in IPSAS 21, “Impairment of Non-Cash-
Generating Assets.” It was agreed to incorporate these consequential amendments in the 
ED. 
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The IPSASB approved ED 42 for issuance. The results of the vote were: In Favor 16; 
Against 0; Abstain 0; Absent 1. The voting details of the approval are at Appendix 2, 
item 12.3.  

The consultation period for the ED will expire on September 30, 2009. 

At the close of this session, the Chair thanked Qi Chang on behalf of the IPSASB for his 
contributions to the IPSASB’s work, notably the development of ED 36, “Agriculture” 
and ED 42. He also expressed the IPASB’s gratitude to the People’s Republic of China 
for its secondments over the past few years. 
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11. APPENDIX 1 – MAY 2009 IPSASB ACTION LIST 
INTERNATIONAL PUBLIC SECTOR ACCOUNTING STANDARDS BOARD 

ACTION LIST – May 2009 MEETING 

Action Required Person(s) 
Responsible 

Date to be  
Completed 

1.  CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK Sutcliffe / 
Beauchamp / 

Lennard 

 

• Further analyze responses to Phase 1 CP, 
Preliminary View 3 and report to Board 
on respondents’ reasons for supporting a 
primary user group 

Sutcliffe October 2009 

• Further develop the analysis of responses 
to Phase 1 Consultation Paper (CP), 
Preliminary Views 1, 4, 5, 6 and 7 for 
Board review (and progressively update 
these Preliminary Views to reflect Board 
decisions after each issue has been further 
reviewed/discussed by the board) 

Sutcliffe October 2009 and 
ongoing 

• Update Phase 1 CP, Preliminary View 2 
for consequential changes to Preliminary 
Views 3, 4 and 5, as necessary 

Sutcliffe Ongoing 

• Prepare for further discussion of responses 
to Phase 1 CP, Preliminary Views 8 and 9 
on the reporting entity in conjunction with 
the work undertaken by the IMF-IPSASB 
Task Force on response to issues arising 
from the global financial crisis 

Sutcliffe October 2009 

• Revise draft Phase 2 CP, “Conceptual 
Framework for General Purpose Financial 
Reporting by Public Sector Entities:  
Definition and Recognition of Elements” 

Beauchamp June 29, 2009 

• Discuss revised draft Phase 2 CP with the 
Conceptual Framework sub-committee 

Beauchamp July 15, 2009 

• Revise draft paper  for Phase 3, 
“Conceptual Framework for General 
Purpose Financial Reporting by Public 
Sector Entities:  Measurement” 

Lennard August 10, 2009 

• Include an analysis of borrowing costs as 
they relate to the Phase 3 CP on 
Measurement, including a comparison to 
GFS 

Lennard August 10, 2009 

• Members to provide public sector 
measurement examples 

Members July 27, 2009 



  Page 38 

Action Required Person(s) 
Responsible 

Date to be  
Completed 

2. NARRATIVE REPORTING Fox  

• Update Project Brief on Narrative 
Reporting to reflect discussion on 
Conceptual Framework, as appropriate 

 June 29, 2009 

• Consider formation of Task Force for 
Narrative Reporting project 

 July 2009 

   

3. REPORTING OF SERVICE 
PERFORMANCE INFORMATION 

Fox  

• Update Project Brief on Reporting of 
Service Performance Information to 
reflect discussion on Conceptual 
Framework, as appropriate 

 June 29, 2009 

• Consider formation of Task Force for 
Reporting of Service Performance 
Information project 

 July 2009 

   

4. LONG TERM FISCAL 
SUSTAINABILITY 

Stanford  

• Revise draft Consultation Paper, “Long-
Term Fiscal Sustainability in the Context 
of General Purpose Financial Reporting” 

 August 10, 2009 

   

5. CASH BASIS REVIEW Sutcliffe  

• Distribute brief questionnaire and compile 
responses  

Task Force /  
Sutcliffe 

August 31, 2009 

• Undertake follow up interviews Task Force /  
Sutcliffe 

October 31, 2009 

• Include link to the Cash Basis Review 
media release in the Wikipedia page on 
IPSASB.   

Sutcliffe May 29, 2009 

• Report progress to IPSASB Sutcliffe Ongoing 
   

6.  SERVICE CONCESSION 
ARRANGEMENTS 

Keenan  

• Papers on issues posted to Intranet, i.e. 
whole of life assets (with examples not in 
ED), and analysis of term to use to 
describe underlying asset (e.g. facility) 

Keenan June 1, 2009 

• Board Members to provide comments on 
papers on whole of life assets examples 
and analysis of proposed definition to 
Staff 

Members June 15, 2009 
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Action Required Person(s) 
Responsible 

Date to be  
Completed 

• Revise draft Exposure Draft (ED) XX, 
“Service Concession Arrangements”  

Keenan TBD 

• Members to provide comments on draft 
ED to Staff 

Members TBD 

   

7.  ANNUAL IMPROVEMENTS Chang / Stanford / 
Bohun-Aponte 

 

• Finalize and issue ED 42, “Improvements 
to IPSASs”; Response date September 30, 
2009 

 June 30, 2009 

   

8.  RAPID RESPONSE PROCESS  Fox  

• Express to IFAC the Board Members’ 
views on the ‘rapid response’ process in 
the context of the current absence of 
oversight for IPSASB and the current 
IFAC review of the oversight of the 
IPSASB 

 May 29, 2009 

   

9.  STRUCTURE AND FORMAT OF 
IPSASs 

Stanford / Fox  

• Provide a draft framework on the structure 
and format of IPSASs to Board Members 

 July 27, 2009 

   

10. COMMUNICATIONS Staff  

• Action List posted to Intranet Stark May 28, 2009 
• Power Point presentations posted to 

Intranet 
Stark May 28, 2009 

• Draft minutes posted to Intranet Keenan June 11, 2009 
• Meeting highlights posted to Internet Davis June 11, 2009 
• Revised work plan and draft meeting 

agendas posted to Intranet  
Fox June 11, 2009 

• Media release on the IPSASB’s strategy 
on financial instruments posted to Internet 

Fox May 29, 2009 
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12. APPENDIX 2 – BOARD VOTING RECORD 

12.1 Vote #1 – ED 40, “Intangible Assets” (approved between meetings) 

MEMBER VOTING RECORD 
 

Agenda Item # Item 1.2 Date Vote Taken April 20, 2009 
Description ED 40, “Intangible 

Assets” 
 Ballot Draft taken 

between meetings 
Final Standard □ ED  CP □ Other □ 

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

    

Erna Swart, Vice-Chair  √ 
   

Peter Batten √ 
   1

David Bean √ 
    

Andreas Bergmann √ 
    

Marie-Pierre Cordier √ 
    

Sheila Fraser √ 
    

Yossi Izkovich √ 
    

Hong Lou √ 
    

Thomas Mueller-Marques Berger √ 
    

Anne Owuor √ 
    

Stefano Pozzoli √ 
    

Bharti Prasad √ 
    

Ron Salole √ 
    

Tadashi Sekikawa √ 
    

Franz Van Schaik √ 
    

Ken Warren   √ 
  

TOTAL 14 2 1 0 17 

 

                                                 
1  See comments at agenda item 1.2 regarding the conditional nature of the approval and how it was 

satisfied. 
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12.2 Vote #2 – ED 41, “Entity Combinations from Exchange Transactions” 
(approved between meetings) 

MEMBER VOTING RECORD 
 

Agenda Item # Item 1.2 Date Vote Taken April 20, 2009 
Description ED 41, “Entity 

Combinations 
from Exchange 
Transactions” 

 Ballot Draft taken 
between meetings 

Final Standard □ ED CP □ Other □ 
 

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

    

Erna Swart, Vice-Chair  √ 
   

Peter Batten  √ 
   

David Bean √ 
    

Andreas Bergmann √ 
    

Marie-Pierre Cordier √ 
    

Sheila Fraser √ 
    

Yossi Izkovich √ 
    

Hong Lou √ 
    

Thomas Mueller-Marques Berger √ 
    

Anne Owuor √ 
    

Stefano Pozzoli √ 
    

Bharti Prasad √ 
    

Ron Salole √ 
    

Tadashi Sekikawa √ 
    

Franz Van Schaik √ 
    

Ken Warren √ 
    

TOTAL 15 2 0 0 17 
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12.3 Vote #3 – ED 42, “Annual Improvements” (approved at meeting) 

MEMBER VOTING RECORD 
 

Agenda Item # Item 10 (Agenda 
Item 6)  

Date Vote Taken May 21, 2009 

Description ED 42, “Annual 
Improvements” 

  

Final Standard □ ED  CP □ Other □ 
 

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

    

Erna Swart, Vice-Chair √ 
    

Peter Batten √ 
    

David Bean √ 
    

Andreas Bergmann √ 
    

Marie-Pierre Cordier √ 
    

Sheila Fraser √ 
    

Yossi Izkovich √ 
    

Hong Lou    √ 
 

Thomas Mueller-Marques Berger √ 
    

Anne Owuor √ 
    

Stefano Pozzoli √ 
    

Bharti Prasad √ 
    

Ron Salole √ 
    

Tadashi Sekikawa √ 
    

Franz Van Schaik √ 
    

Ken Warren √ 
    

TOTAL 16 0 0 1 17 
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