
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The April meeting of the IASB had to deal with the FASB’s final amendments on fair 
value measurement as well as working on the urgent new financial instruments 
standard. Aside from that they had yet another attempt to finalise measurement under 
IAS 37 Liabilities and agree the name of the standard for smaller entities. 
 
The previous month’s meeting had still, to an extent, been reeling from the shock of 
the FASB’s rapid proposals to ease impairment for some financial instruments. This 
month they were able to absorb the final pronouncements into their system and move 
on. 
 
The Staff Position (FSP) on illiquid markets had been exposed to IASB constituents 
and the responses indicated that they found nothing shocking there, and nothing that 
was materially different from the IASB’s Expert Advisory Panel guidance. They 
decided that they would, however, adapt the material into their exposure draft on fair 
value measurement. This exposure draft is due to be published very shortly. 
 
The Board also debated the FSP on interim statements and decided that it would 
require that the disclosures in annual statements for some financial instruments be 
repeated in interim statements. Some Board members thought that this was 
unnecessary, and the disclosures could have been left as guidance to be followed 
when a substantive change had taken place. 
 
However, when it came to the easing of impairment requirements, the Board was 
unenthusiastic, as also were respondents to the exposure of this FSP on the IASB 
website. The feeling was that an interim ‘fix’ would, after due process, only be in 
force for a few months before the financial instrument standard changed. Making two 
changes in rapid succession would impose unnecessary costs on constituents, and 
could at worst also delay work on the new standard. 
 
The Board made clear that they were working towards issuing an exposure draft of the 
new standard by the end of 2009 and issuing a final standard in the first half of 2010. 
They would follow an accelerated due process, and would organise additional Board 
meetings, probably in May and August. They have also scheduled a joint meeting 
with the FASB for the end of July. 
 
Management commentary (4) 
 
Staff also brought a paper on the management commentary project. An exposure draft 
will be issued shortly. However this is quite a unique piece of IASB literature. The 
original discussion paper was prepared by a group of national standard-setters. The 
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exposure draft has been prepared by IASB staff, by updating the discussion paper for 
changes in the joint conceptual framework. 
 
The document will be issued as a staff draft, and will eventually offer guidance to 
those companies that wish to provide additional information as well as regulators who 
wish to make such information obligatory. Everything that is mandated by IFRS will 
appear in the financial statements, and may not migrate to the management 
commentary. 
 
In the light of the document’s status as guidance, some Board members thought it 
should just be exposed on the IASB website and be updated later when comments had 
been received. Others disagreed, saying that this would potentially cause people to 
think the IASB did not accord it much significance. The document will be published 
in June and be exposed in the normal way, but for eight months. 
 
Staff brought a paper on amendments to IAS 37. The thrust of this was a 
recommendation that the Board should abandon attempts to settle further issues and 
go ahead with what had been decided. The Board agreed this and then went on to 
demonstrate that they were still not all on the same page as regards measurement. 
 
After another run round the hurdles, it was agreed that the measurement objective 
should be clarified. Currently the standard can be interpreted to allow three 
approaches: the discounted cash flows that the company expects to pay, the price to 
settle now, or the price to transfer to a third party. 
 
The amendments should clarify that the objective was the price to transfer the liability 
now, but in a competitive market. If there is no competitive market, it should be the 
costs to the company plus a margin that the company would charge a third party to 
take over the liability. This approach relates to liabilities where there is a service 
element. Where there is no service, such as a legal claim, the measurement is just the 
discounted value of the expected cash flows. 
 
Board member Warren McGregor asked his colleagues to promise, hand on heart, that 
they would not debate this issue again. 
 
The staff brought back some after thoughts that had occurred in writing the final 
version of the standard for smaller business. There were agreed fairly easily, but at the 
end David Tweedie announced that the standard was definitively to be called the IFRS 
for SMEs. The choice had been left to the National Standard-Setters, and they had 
preferred that to the Board’s preferred IFSR for Private Entities. 
 
 
 


