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Feedback Questionnaire (Section A)

1 Formation and structure of WG 1 2 3 4 5

The WG is meeting the objectives of AOSSG as stipulated in the Strategic

Plan and Vision Paper.

The structure of the WGs is well in place: for example, the 17 WGs are suited

for conveying the AOSS view to the IASB/IFRS.

1.1

1.2

3.89

Comment:

3.33

AASB: Working groups are managed in very different ways, partly due to the number of working groups in existence.  WGs often

submit collations of different views instead of a majority or collective view to the IASB.  This outcome does not necessarily contribute

to the AOSSG’s objectives.

ASBJ: The WG is providing regional views through written submissions on IASB consultative documents and communicating with WG

members to respond to the requests of the ASAF Working Party Leader.

HK: Yes, because we comment on consultation documents and ASAF meeting papers.

No, because we tend to be reacting to requests but not proactively driving initiatives or sharing our insights (education) on a topic.

Overall, we're partly meeting our aims.

MASB: In November 2011, the AOSSG Agriculture working group submitted an ‘Issues Paper on IAS 41 Agriculture’ which led to the

IASB adding to its work programme the limited-scope project for bearer biological assets (see IAS 41 paragraph BC43).

Also, the few pro-active research papers produced by the AOSSG Islamic Finance working group (see Feedback Statement - Agenda

Consultation 2011 (page 15 under the caption ‘Other Activities – Islamic (Shariah-compliant) transactions & instruments’

NZ: Feedback is sought from all members of the WG on IASB consultation documents that AOSSG provides comments on.  Feedback

is also sought on ASAF papers for the Chair of AOSSG.



The procedure of the WGs is well in place: for example, approval of the

proposal by a WG is gained by a simple majority of its members.

1.3

1.2

3.89

Comment:

Comment:

AASB: There are 17 working groups, spreading the AOSSG’s resources too thin.  It would be better if the AOSSG rationalised the

number of groups down to key topics for the region.

ASBJ: The structure of WGs has been well in place so far.  However, going forward, it may need to be assessed whether some WGs are

still necessary, especially for the WGs that are or will be inactive, considering the IASB’s future activities.

HK: Our working groups are still suited to lead discussions/initiatives and prepare AOSSG submissions. However it might be time to

review the composition of our working groups including leadership members to ensure that we have the right expertise/experience, and

review whether we have the right groups to deal with upcoming major topics. Leadership of working groups should be capable of

driving initiatives and members' contribution, as well as representing the AOSSG to external parties on the topic.

NZ: This is an ideal time to review the number of WGs that are needed and which topics are covered.  For example, now that the IASB

has issued IFRS 15 and IFRS 16 there is unlikely to be a need for WGs for revenue and leases respectively.

Overall, New Zealand is of the view that there should be fewer AOSSG WGs.  We believe that the WGs should be based on the IASB’s

current active projects, including its research projects.  This would enable the AOSSG to be more proactive and undertake research that

is relevant to projects being considered and/or researched by the IASB.  Once the IASB has issued a new standard (or the Conceptual

Framework), WGs for those projects are unlikely to be needed going forward.

SG: The number of WG members varies across WGs in the range of 5 to more than 10 members. With some of the topics receiving a

low level of interest from the wider AOSSG members, AOSSG could consider, as a matter of policy, whether it should establish a WG

for all IASB’s major projects or only for topics of sufficient relevance to AOSSG. The latter would improve the use of resources and the

representativeness of identified issues to give AOSSG a stronger voice when raising those issues to IASB or IFRS IC.



The WG (preparation) meeting is functioning well: for example, it is sufficient

to have a WG preparation meeting one day before the Annual AOSSG meeting

as is the case for most WGs.

1.3

1.4

Comment:

4.00

AASB: Some working groups function better than others.  The Financial Instruments Working Group conducts teleconference meetings

instead of only emailing around a document for views.  Telephone conversations are more suited to understanding all parties views and

contribute to a more in-depth analysis in proposals and memos.

ASBJ: No issue on the procedure of the WGs has been identified.  However, considering the diversity of views among AOSSG

members, generally speaking, it might be difficult to apply to the rule of approval by a simple majority.

NZ: By “the proposal by a WG” we assume this means the comment letter.

All members of a WG are able to provide comments to the lead countries and the draft comment letter is provided to WG members prior

to its submission to the IASB.

SG: At present, WGs do not seek to achieve a commonality of views. Consequently, the proposals often include individual jurisdictions’

specific comments, which at times appear to represent merely a compilation of different views of WG members. AOSSG could

determine the objective of AOSSG comments, i.e. whether to give AOSSG a stronger voice in raising common issues and views, or to

provide IASB or IFRS IC the variety of issues and views that reflect the diversity of jurisdictions in the Asia-Oceania region.



1.4

ASBJ: The WG meeting is functioning well.  However, the WG meeting has been led by a small number of WG Leaders, resulting in

burden to them, which should have a room for improvement.

china: We agree withthe changing format ofWG meeting. It’s a good idea to invite senior staffs and board membersfromIASB to attend

the WG meeting. Therefore, we suggest that it could be arrangedless time for the same projectduring the annual meeting, since there will

be less discussion with IASB.

HK: WGs should meet more regularly and not just once a year to rehearse for the annual meeting presentations. Our observation is WGs

only communicate when there is a request for comment by the IASB.

When there is no need to meet, WGs (or its leadership) should consider whether ongoing discussions on emerging issues or education

sessions are necessary.

If WGs meet to prepare for the annual meeting, the structure of discussion should be carefully considered so that we hear the views of all

members including those who have been unable to actively communicate their views. Members who attend should also take the

initiative to contribute to the discussion even if it is requesting for more information about a proposal or a view shared by another

jurisdiction.

NZ: This is an ideal opportunity for WG members to meet face-to-face to discuss technical matters as there is very little additional cost

in arriving a day or two before the meeting.

SG:  Generally, issues are discussed in sufficient details only at the WG preparation meetings, and most of those detailed discussions are

not repeated or are substantially summarised at the annual meetings. However, majority of the wider AOSSG members attend only the

annual meetings, but not the WG preparation meetings. There is a risk that the wider AOSSG members are not benefiting from those

detailed discussions, which would assist them in building knowledge on the topics. It may in turn prevent them from understanding the

issues and participating in ongoing WG discussions. WGs could identify issues of sufficiently broad interest for detailed discussion at

the annual meetings.


