
 

 
 

MEETING HIGHLIGHTS 
September 2015 

Contact: Leah Weselowski (leahweselowski@ifac.org) 

This Meeting Highlights from the International Public Sector Accounting Standards Board (IPSASB) has 
been prepared for information purposes only. Except for approval of documents for public exposure and 
issuance of final Standards, Chapters or Guidelines, decisions reported are tentative, reflect only the current 
status of discussions on projects, and may change after further deliberation by the IPSASB. 

For more detailed information about IPSASB projects, please refer to the project summaries under Current 
Projects on the IPSASB website. 

New IPSASB Chair 
The current Chair, Andreas Bergmann, acknowledged the appointment of IPSASB member, Ian Carruthers, 
as the Chair of the IPSASB from January 1st 2016 and the reappointment of Jeanine Poggiolini as Deputy 
Chair for the year commencing January 1st 2016. The Chair also noted the appointment of new members 
from Australia, Austria, China, Germany and Switzerland. 

Cash Basis Review 
The IPSASB considered the first draft of an Exposure Draft (ED) proposing amendments to the IPSAS, 
Financial Reporting Under the Cash Basis of Accounting (the Cash Basis IPSAS). The amendments are 
directed at (a) overcoming obstacles to adoption of the Cash Basis IPSAS that arise as a result of the 
requirements relating to consolidation, external assistance and third party payments; and (b) clarifying that 
the role of the Cash Basis IPSAS in the IPSASB’s standard-setting strategy is as an intermediate step on 
the transition to the accrual basis of financial reporting rather than as an end in itself. 

The IPSASB confirmed the broad direction of the amendments proposed in the draft ED and identified a 
number of structural and other refinements to clarify the amendments proposed.  

The IPSASB agreed that for the next meeting it would consider a revised draft ED that will include proposals 
to reflect the matters noted below. 

Consolidation 

Part 1 of the Cash Basis IPSAS will not include requirements for the preparation of consolidated financial 
statements. Rather, Part 2 of the IPSAS will encourage controlling entities to prepare consolidated financial 
statements that encompass all controlled entities.  

Part 2 of the IPSAS will also encourage: 

(a) A controlling entity that does not present financial statements that consolidate all its controlled 
entities to present financial statements that consolidate sub-groups of its controlled entities as 
a useful step in the transition to full consolidation; and 

(b) The disclosure of information about the entities, or classes of entities, included in any 
consolidated financial statements that are presented. 
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External Assistance 

Part 1 of the Cash Basis IPSAS will not include requirements for the disclosure of information about external 
assistance. Rather, Part 2 of the IPSAS will encourage the disclosure of certain information about such 
matters as the amount and form of assistance received during the reporting period from all parties external 
to the reporting entity, including multilateral and bilateral external assistance agencies, non-governmental 
organizations, public or private sector organizations or individual donors. The draft ED will also encourage 
disclosure of information about the purposes for which such assistance was provided and the amount of 
any undrawn assistance that is available to the entity at reporting date. 

Third Party Payments 

Part 1 of the Cash Basis IPSAS will not include requirements for the disclosure of third party payments. 
Rather, the IPSAS will include additional explanation of the arrangements that may be in place for managing 
the cash flows that result from the activities of individual government departments or other government 
entities. The encouragements in Part 2 of the IPSAS will also encompass disclosure of information about 
payments that have been made to settle obligations of the entity or purchase goods and services for its 
benefit by parties which are not part of the economic entity to which it belongs.  

“Housekeeping”  

The IPSASB identified a number of additional “housekeeping” type amendments that are necessary to 
ensure that the requirements and encouragements in the Cash Basis IPSAS are not contrary to those of 
the equivalent accrual IPSASs, unless intended to be so to reflect the cash basis focus in this Standard. 

IPSASB staff member contact – Paul Sutcliffe: paulsutcliffe@ifac.org 

Public Sector Financial Instruments 
Monetary Gold – Definitions 

The IPSASB discussed the proposed modifications to the definition of “tangible gold” and the inclusion of 
an additional description noting that financial instruments which can result in the physical delivery of gold 
are within in the scope of the project. The IPSASB agree with the proposed changes. 

Monetary Gold 

In June 2015, the IPSASB directed staff to develop and include specific matters for consideration (SMCs) 
as each chapter in the Consultation Paper (CP) is developed.  

The IPSASB agreed that there would be a single SMC, asking constituents if guidance should prescribe an 
accounting requirement for measurement at current value or historical cost, with a further sub-option asking 
if preparers should be allowed to select a measurement basis, based on their intentions for holding 
monetary gold assets.  

Currency in Circulation – Definition 

The IPSASB raised concerns over the revised definition of “Domestic Currency in Circulation”. In particular, 
the IPSASB directed that the term “domestic” should be removed from the definition because it may create 
confusion in those economies using a foreign currency, such as the US dollar (USD). In such jurisdictions, 
a foreign currency may be used as “domestic” currency. However, recognition of the related currency 
liability is a matter for the issuing foreign monetary authority rather than the domestic monetary authority.  

The IPSASB considered the different types of currency arrangements which exist and the directed that the 
CP more clearly identify and explain each. The types of currency arrangements are as follows: 
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• Currency issued by a monetary authority for its economy; 

• Currency issued by a monetary authority for a currency union; and  

• Currency issued by a monetary authority for a foreign economy which has been adopted without 
formal agreement.  

Currency in Circulation – Notes 

The IPSASB considered the options presented in the draft chapter on Currency in Circulation. The IPSASB 
agreed that the options focused too much on the current practices of preparers and needed greater 
consideration of users’ perspectives. The IPSASB directed that the chapter be further developed to include 
more approaches for accounting for notes and, in particular, consideration of the guidance in the 
Conceptual Framework. 

Currency in Circulation – Coins 

The IPSASB believes the discussion on accounting for coins in the CP should reflect the perspective of all 
users and not focus on current practice in accounting for coins by preparers only. The IPSASB questioned 
whether there is a conceptual difference between notes and coins and directed staff to consider this further.  

Currency in Circulation – Examples 

The IPSASB directed that generic examples should be developed for each approach. 

IPSASB staff member contact – Ross Smith: rosssmith@ipsasb.org 

Impairment of Revalued Assets 
The IPSASB considered proposals to bring property, plant, and equipment and intangible assets on the 
revaluation model within the scope of the IPSASB’s two standards on impairment―IPSAS 21, Impairment 
of Non-Cash-Generating Assets and IPSAS 26, Impairment of Cash-Generating Assets. These changes 
seek to provide users with relevant information on impairment losses to property, plant, and equipment and 
intangible assets on the revaluation model and to clarify that impairments to individual assets within a class 
of property, plant, and equipment in IPSAS 17, Property, Plant, and Equipment, do not necessitate a 
revaluation of the entire class to which that impaired asset belongs.  

The IPSASB also considered an alternative view that the rationale for the current scope exclusions in IPSAS 
21 and IPSAS 26 is robust. According to this view the ambiguity over the relationship between impairments 
of individual assets and revaluations could be addressed through a clarification in IPSAS 17, Property, 
Plant, and Equipment. Such a clarification would be that, for assets on the revaluation model, the 
assessment that carrying amount does not differ materiality from that which would be determined using fair 
value at the reporting date precedes impairment testing and that, unless other assets in the class have 
similar indications of potential impairment, there is no need for a revaluation of the entire class. 

On balance, the IPSASB considered that the objectives of financial reporting are best served by bringing 
property, plant, and equipment and intangible assets on the revaluation model within the scope of IPSAS 
21 and IPSAS 26. The IPSASB then reviewed draft Exposure Draft (ED) 57, Impairment of Revalued 
Assets, to achieve this objective. Subject to minor changes the IPSASB approved ED 57. ED 57 will be 
issued in mid-October 2015 and open for public comment until mid-January 2016. 

IPSASB staff member contact – John Stanford: johnstanford@ipsasb.org 
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Improvements 

The IPSASB discussed and considered Exposure Draft 58, Improvements to IPSASs 2015 (ED 58) for 
approval.  

The IPSASB agreed to include the following proposed improvements: 

• Part I: Consequential Amendments Arising from Chapters 1-4 of the Conceptual Framework 

o Deletion of Appendix A, summarizing the qualitative characteristics (QCs) and constraints on 
relevant and reliable information (constraints), from IPSAS 1, Presentation of Financial 
Statements, and amending references QCs and constraints in other IPSASs to reflect the 
Conceptual Framework QCs and constraints. 

o Amending requirements and guidance relating to the selection and application of accounting 
policies where there is no IPSAS dealing with a transaction, other event or condition to reflect 
revised QCs and constraints and the establishment of the Conceptual Framework in the 
IPSASB’s literature; and  

o An explanation by footnote of the term “reliable” in initial references to recognition criteria in 
individual IPSASs and in broader discussion of measurement in IPSAS, together with an 
explanation that terms such as “reliability” and “reliably” are being retained in IPSAS until 
recognition criteria and measurement guidance are addressed in more detail. 

• Part II: General Improvements to IPSASs 

o Remove references to international or national standards dealing with non-current assets held 
for sale and discontinued operations in a number of IPSASs; and 

o Align the requirements regarding the classification of assets in IPSAS 32, Service Concession 
Arrangements, and IPSAS 17, Property, Plant, and Equipment. 

• Part III: IPSAS/GFS Alignment 

o Replace the term “ammunition” in IPSAS 12, Inventories, with the Government Finance 
Statistics term “military inventories” and include a description; and 

o Replace the term “specialist military equipment” in IPSAS 17, Property, Plant, and Equipment, 
with the Government Finance Statistics term “weapons systems” and include a description. 

• Part IV: IASB Improvements 

o Incorporate amendments to IPSAS 17, Property, Plant, and Equipment and IPSAS 27, 
Agriculture, derived from the IASB narrow scope amendment Agriculture: Bearer Plants 
(Amendments to IAS 16 and IAS 41 issued in June 2014 by the IASB). 

Approval of ED 58 and Exposure Period 

The IPSASB completed a page-by-page review and approved ED 58 subject to amendments agreed during 
the session. ED 58 will be issued in mid-October 2015 and open for public comment until mid-January 
2016.  

IPSASB staff member contact – Ross Smith: rosssmith@ipsasb.org 
  

mailto:rosssmith@ipsasb.org


5 

Public Sector Combinations 
Staff presented an Issues Paper on the classification of public sector combinations. The Issues Paper also 
discussed sections of a draft Exposure Draft (ED) on public sector combinations. 

At its June 2015 meeting, the IPSASB agreed that combinations in which no existing entity gained control 
of operations should be classified as amalgamations; where an existing entity did gain control of operations, 
further consideration of additional factors is required. At this meeting, the IPSASB considered how the 
interactions of the additional factors (consideration and decision making) should be described in the draft 
ED. 

Factors 

The IPSASB agreed that in assessing the additional factor of consideration, the reasons for consideration 
are helpful in classifying public sector combinations. The IPSASB considered that this would address the 
situation where consideration compensates an entity for the costs incurred in effecting a combination rather 
for giving up its rights in the operations. 

Approaches 

At its June 2015 meeting, the IPSASB directed staff to consider how the factors should interact. The Issues 
Paper outlined two approaches: 

• Rebuttable presumption approach. Under this approach, when one party to the combination gains 
control of an operation, there is a rebuttable presumption that the combination is an acquisition. 

• Individual weighting approach. Under this approach, the weighting given to the gaining of control, 
consideration and decision making is a matter for professional judgment based on the individual 
circumstances of the combination. Preparers would identify which (if any) factors indicate an 
acquisition and which (if any) factors indicate an amalgamation. Where indicators of both an acquisition 
and an amalgamation are present, the weighting given to the respective factors would determine the 
classification. 

Members noted that the rebuttable presumption approach provided greater clarity, whereas the individual 
weighting approach was likely to be more subjective in practice. Control was seen by most members as 
more important in determining the classification than the other factors, and the rebuttable presumption 
approach reflected this. 

Other members considered that in practice, classification decisions are not straightforward. The individual 
weighting approach might enable practitioners to better reflect the economic substance of the combination, 
but could lead to greater inconsistency. 

The IPSASB agreed to include the rebuttable presumption approach (referring to the reasons why 
consideration was or was not given) in the draft ED. The IPSASB also agreed that the rebuttable 
presumption approach should also consider the economic substance of a combination by reference to the 
qualitative characteristics and constraints in the Conceptual Framework. 

Sections of Draft ED 

The IPSASB considered the coverage of the Application Guidance, Implementation Guidance and 
Illustrative Examples in the draft ED, and provided staff with directions on what additional guidance and 
examples should be developed. 

IPSASB staff member contacts – João Fonseca: joaofonseca@ipsasb.org and Paul Mason: 
paulmason@ipsasb.org 
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Non-Exchange Expenses 
Interaction between Non-Exchange Expenses and Revenue projects 

The IPSASB continued its discussion of the Non-Exchange Expenses project. The IPSASB first discussed 
the potential for overlap with the Revenue project. 

The IPSASB discussed the following issues, and provided direction for the future coordination and 
development of the Non-Exchange Expenses and Revenues projects: 

• Example transactions and variations; 
• Applicability and potential challenges of using a performance obligation approach to revenue 

recognition in the public sector; and 
• Additional factors present in non-exchange transactions that may affect the recognition of the 

transaction. 

Non-Exchange Expenses 

The IPSASB discussed how decisions in both the Revenue project and the Social Benefits project may 
affect the non-exchange expenses project (and vice-versa). The IPSASB also discussed whether 
approaches should primarily be developed by distinguishing exchange and non-exchange transactions, 
which characterizes the IPSASB’s current approach, or by distinguishing transactions with performance 
obligations from transactions without performance obligations. The IPSASB suggested that both 
approaches should be explored at this point and no decisions were taken. 

The IPSASB considered potential clarifications to the current definition of non-exchange transactions that 
may help better operationalize the definition, if the definition is retained. Several potential factors were 
considered and some IPSASB members suggested additional characteristics for consideration. Some 
IPSASB members also suggested that current guidance on exchange expenses should be reviewed. No 
decisions were taken. 

The IPSASB discussed the types of transactions to be considered in this project and those included in 
social benefits. The IPSASB provided examples of additional transactions that should be within the scope 
of this project. No decisions were taken. 

The next steps are for Staff to develop an Issues Paper for the December 2015 meeting with the Revenue 
project team to address the definition of a performance obligation in the public sector, as well as consider 
the effects of additional factors on recognition. Staff also will develop an Issues Paper for the December 
2015 meeting to further clarify the definition of non-exchange transactions and also address specific 
recognition and measurement issues.  

IPSASB staff member contact – Paul Mason: paulmason@ipsasb.org 
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Revenue 
The IPSASB considered an Issues Paper about the requirements for revenue from non-exchange 
transactions. The Issues Paper considered the main issues that have been raised on non-exchange 
revenue (the exchange vs non-exchange distinction, interaction between IPSAS 23, Revenue from Non-
Exchange Transactions (Taxes and Transfers) and other standards, services in-kind and capital grants).   

The IPSASB agreed that the performance obligation approach should be explored, using the definition in 
IFRS 15, Revenue from Contracts with Customers, as the starting point with appropriate modifications for 
the public sector. In the public sector, the person receiving the benefit is not always the same as the person 
receiving the funds. There is often a three way relationship between funder, recipient of the funds and the 
beneficiary of the funds.   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

The IPSASB agreed that the performance obligation approach and IPSAS 23 approach should be applied 
to examples of transactions, in order to compare and contrast each approach. The focus needs to be on 
the substance of the transactions, the practical challenges and the extent of judgement involved. The 
resulting analysis should include the benefits of each approach and whether the outcomes under each 
approach are appropriate. 

The IPSASB agreed that services in-kind should be re-examined taking into account the Conceptual 
Framework. There may be circumstances where services in-kind should be recognized, such as where 
there is control of those services and they can be measured reliably. An alternative to recognition in the 
financial statements is disclosure or reporting services in-kind as part of service performance.  

The IPSASB agreed that capital grants should be re-examined under the performance obligation approach. 
This included considering presentation and disclosure to help address some of the issues. It is about how 
best communicate the performance story of the entity receiving the capital grant. The IPSASB directed that 
the use of "other resources" and "other obligations", as discussed in the Elements chapter of the Conceptual 
Framework, should only be considered as a last resort.   

The IPSASB discussed tax revenue issues and agreed they should be considered in the Revenue project. 
This includes whether or not to define taxation. The IPSASB also noted that recognition and measurement 
of tax revenue is an issue. The taxable event is often considered to be the point at which tax revenue should 
be recognized. However, the submission of a tax return and tax assessment often occurs the year following 
the taxable event. Recognizing tax revenue when the taxable event occurs requires estimation, which can 
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involve significant uncertainty. A further issue is whether tax revenue should be initially recognized at face 
value or fair value. 

The IPSASB received an update on outreach to date for the Revenue and Non-Exchange Expenses 
projects. Outreach has included preparers and users of public sector financial statements in order to identify 
issues that should be considered in both projects and to seek feedback on users’ information needs.   

The IPSASB noted that further work is required to consider alignment with Government Finance Statistics.   

IPSASB staff member contact – Paul Mason: paulmason@ipsasb.org 

Emissions Trading Schemes 
The IPSASB considered three issues for development of the Emissions Trading Schemes (ETSs) 
consultation paper (CP). First, the IPSASB noted recent developments with respect to the International 
Accounting Standards Board’s (IASB) project, Pollutant Pricing Mechanisms (formerly Emissions Trading 
Schemes). IASB staff are developing a new accounting approach, which treats Emission Allowances (EAs) 
granted to ETS participants as loans from the ETS administrator. The IPSASB emphasized the desirability 
of developing a coherent accounting approach that reflects the economic substance of transactions from 
both, administrator and participant perspectives. The IASB Discussion Paper is now scheduled for approval 
in 2016, and the IPSASB CP will follow the same timeline. 

Second, the IPSASB reviewed a draft description of the public policy objectives of an ETS and identified 
revisions. The administrator’s public policy objectives provide important context for alternative accounting 
treatments and for understanding the economic impact of an ETS. The IPSASB directed staff to develop 
the description into a background paper.  

The IPSASB then discussed five alternative accounting approaches for ETS administrators and noted that 
one or more further approaches may emerge. The discussion included consideration of different ways in 
which participants receive EAs. Accounting treatments should cope with the variety of different schemes 
that exist worldwide and their evolution over time. Staff were directed to continue to develop the accounting 
approaches, including possible further approaches arising from IASB discussions.  

Next steps are for staff to transform the description of public policy objectives into a background paper and 
develop a further Issues Paper for the IPSASB’s December 2015 meeting.  

IPSASB staff member contact – Gwenda Jensen: GwendaJensen@ipsasb.org 

Employee Benefits 
The IPSASB discussed key issues in the revision of IPSAS 25, Employee Benefits. The IPSASB considered 
both the maintenance of convergence with the underlying International Accounting Standard (IAS) 19, 
Employee Benefits, and the narrowing of differences with Government Finance Statistics Manual 2014 
(GFSM 2014). 

Maintaining convergence with IAS 19 

The IPSASB agreed to eliminate the corridor option in IPSAS 25 and a number of other recent amendments 
to IAS 19 relating to definitions, recognition and measurement. 

The IPSASB directed staff to include an explanation in the Basis for Conclusions of how the elimination of 
the corridor option enhances the understandability of financial statements and accountability of 
management. 
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Net Interest Approach 

The IPSASB did not decide whether to adopt the net interest approach in the revised IAS 19. The IPSASB 
directed staff to bring a proposal to the IPSASB December 2015 meeting for bridging the difference between 
IPSASs and GFS reporting guidelines. 

Disclosures 

The IPSASB decided to include the disclosure objective and the disclosures in IAS 19 in the revised version 
of IPSAS 25. However, the IPSASB decided that the disclosures in IPSAS 25 should also consider GFS 
reporting guidelines, in particular the inclusion of a table that could bridge the supplementary table that 
exists in the System of National Accounts 2008.  

Shared risk plans  

The IPSASB acknowledged that the amendments made on risk sharing in this revision of IPSAS 25 does 
not address in full the issues that shared risk plans raise. However, as IPSAS 25 is a converged standard 
with IAS 19 and this is a limited-scope project, the IPSASB decided not to make a comprehensive approach 
to revise IPSAS 25 and decided to wait for a future revision of IAS 19 on this subject. 

Composite social security programs 

The IPSASB decided that the Exposure Draft (ED) should have a specific matter for comment on the 
existing requirements and guidance on composite social security programs in order to ascertain whether 
these requirements and guidance are useful. 

Future Directions 

The IPSASB directed staff to develop a draft ED for the December 2015 meeting. 

IPSASB staff member contact – João Fonseca: joaofonseca@ipsasb.org 

Heritage Assets 
The IPSASB discussed four issues: a draft description of heritage items; the project’s focus on particular 
categories of heritage items; whether heritage items meet the asset definition in the Conceptual Framework; 
and a proposed definition of a heritage asset. The IPSASB indicated support for the proposed description 
of heritage items, which takes a wide, inclusive approach. The description was revised to read: “Heritage 
items are items that, because of their rarity, importance and/or significance, are expected to be held for the 
benefit of present and future generations and preserved indefinitely.” A staff proposal that the project focus 
on heritage items that broadly fit into three existing accounting categories—property, plant, and equipment 
(tangible physical assets), intangible assets and biological assets or natural resources—was rejected on 
the basis that this approach takes too narrow a financial reporting category perspective.  

The IPSASB considered arguments for and against heritage items being assets for financial reporting 
purposes, applying the asset definition in the Conceptual Framework. Some types of heritage items may 
be assets while others are not. For the next IPSASB meeting staff should provide specific examples 
applying the asset definition to different types of heritage items. Factors that could influence whether a 
heritage item can be classified as an asset should be identified.  

Next steps are for staff to develop a further Issues Paper for the IPSASB’s December 2015 meeting.  

IPSASB staff member contact – Gwenda Jensen: GwendaJensen@ipsasb.org  
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Governance 
The Managing Director, Professional Standards provided an update on the second meeting of the Public 
Interest Committee (PIC) in Washington DC on September 17, 2015. The IPSASB noted the PIC’s view 
that the IPSASB consider whether certain projects might be progressed more quickly, the addition of 
projects to the IPSASB’s work plan, the PIC’s approach to assessing whether due process has been 
followed in the development of IPSAS and the approach to selection of the Chair and membership of the 
Consultative Advisory Group. It was noted that the next meeting of the PIC is scheduled for March 2016.  

IPSASB staff member contacts – John Stanford: johnstanford@ipsasb.org and IPSASB staff member 
contact – Ross Smith: rosssmith@ipsasb.org 

The next IPSASB meeting will be held in Toronto, Canada on December 8–11, 2015. 
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