
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Pensions’ project simplified  
 
The IASB’s January meeting was as long as the December one. The Board decided to 
modify its initial pensions’ project. It agreed to let smaller companies amortise 
goodwill and also made progress towards its fair value measurement exposure draft. 
 
After their initial presentation of comment letters on phase 1 of the IASB’s work to 
modernise the pensions’ standard, IAS 19, at the end of last year, the staff brought 
back a paper suggesting that the project should be split into three. The idea was that 
addressing contribution-based promises had proved to be particularly intractable. 
Constituents had not liked the Board’s proposals in the discussion paper and the staff 
could see this part of the reform as taking a long time to resolve. 
 
The reaction from Board  members Bob Garnett and Jim Leisenring was negative. 
They did not think the first phase should be split up. Mr Leisenring said they would 
end up having an annual pensions’ standard. The staff thought that dealing with all the 
aspects in one standard would take them well past the 2011 deadline. 
 
Other Board members were willing to see the project split. Chairman Sir David 
Tweedie pointed out that they had said when starting the project that they would trim 
it if it looked likely to stretch out beyond four years. 
 
They finally agreed that the staff would address recognition, presentation and 
disclosure, as well as a shopping list of clarifications put forward by constituents, in 
the short term amendment. Introducing contribution-based promises would be dealt 
with after that – although some Board members were sceptical as to whether it was 
likely to be worth addressing them ahead of the major review of pension accounting 
jointly with the FASB that is phase 2 of the project. 
 
The staff then discussed a paper on presentation. The aim of phase 1 of the project is 
primarily to do away with the ‘corridor’ that permits fluctuations in actuarial 
estimates to be smoothed over several years. The staff suggested that the amendment 
should require that all annual pension costs should be shown in the income statement. 
 
They said there was no obvious reason why any element should go through Other 
Comprehensive Income. However, they suggested that companies should be 
encouraged to break out the composition of the annual charge. Service cost would go 
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through with other employment costs, financing would go in the financing section of 
the income statement and changes in actuarial estimates should be shown on a 
separate line. 
 
The staff paper included an example of this presentation that was greeted with 
enthusiasm by Board member and UBS analyst Steve Cooper. He thought that 
presentation should be made compulsory to promote comparability. Other Board 
members noted that IAS 1 (presentation) did not currently prescribe layout, and there 
was a separate financial statement presentation project in hand whose staff should 
address it. 
 
Smaller business  
 
Staff are trying to tie down the last issues on the IFRS for private entities, which they 
hope to be able to issue within weeks rather than months. However, many of the 
outstanding issues are amongst the most contentious. 
 
Staff brought back the question of whether there might be some exemption from 
consolidation. This was firmly rejected by the Board. Staff then asked the Board to re-
consider creating a special rule for intangible assets with an indefinite life.  
 
Could this be amortised over ten years instead of being subject to an annual 
impairment test? Smaller companies thought the impairment test was too complicated 
and potentially expensive and would rather get rid of the asset. 
 
Board member Jan Engström told his colleagues that one of the members of the 
working group for the standard had remarked that the IASB called these 40 people in 
from all over the world and then ignored them on the one point they felt most strongly 
about. Bob Garnett added that the users said that whether goodwill was there or not, 
they did not lend on it, they ignored it both in the balance sheet and the income 
statement. 
 
Deputy Chairman Tom Jones said this was something people wanted that was going 
to cost the Board nothing. Why agonise over it? The Board was swayed: entities using 
the standard could amortise indefinite life intangibles over ten years. 
 
The vexed question of the name came up again. It appeared that the choice of name 
had been referred to the informal grouping of about 20 standard-setters that aim to 
provide some support for IASB work (‘the National Standard-Setters’). The National 
Standard Setters had said the title should revert to ‘IFRS for Non-Publicly 
Accountable Entities’ (NPAEs). Not everyone was happy about that, but that is the 
whole problem - no-one has found a name that everyone is happy with. 
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