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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF CBI POSITION

1. We welcome the opportunity to respond to the Board' s consultation.
2. Our views on the principal issues are asfollows:

- Pooling of interests - We do not accept that the pooling of interests method should
be prohibited for al transactions.

- Contingent liabilities - We support the generd gpproach to fair vauing acquired
assets and liahilities, but we are concerned at the inconsistent trestment of acquired
contingent liabilities compared with other contingent liabilities under IAS 37.

- ldentified intangibles — Though the usefulness of financid statements would be
enhanced by a greater andysis of intangible assats, we have concerns regarding the
detailed proposals.

- Goodwill - We consder that the option to amortise goodwill should be maintained.

- Impairment testing - We do not support atwo-step gpproach to impairment
tegting of goodwill.

- Disclosure — The proposed disclosure requirements are excessve.
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[SVESTOR 1N PEOPLE



RESPONSESTO IASB QUESTIONS

Q.1

Q.2

Scope

The Exposure Draft proposes:

(@) to exclude from the scope of the |FRS business combinationsin which
separ ate entities or oper ations of entities are brought together to form ajoint
venture, and business combinations involving entities under common contr ol
(see proposed paragraphs 2 and 3 and paragraphsBC9-BC11 of the Basisfor
Conclusions).

Arethese scope exclusions appropriate? If not, why not?

(b) toinclude in the IFRS a definition of business combinations involving entities
under common control, and additional guidance on identifying such transactions
(see proposed paragraphs 9-12 and Appendix A, and paragraphs BC12-BC15 of
the Basisfor Conclusions).

Arethedefinition and additional guidance helpful in identifying transactions
within the scope excluson? If not, what additional guidance would you suggest,
and why?

We agree with the scope exclusions. However, we have significant concerns over the
proposed accounting trestments of transactions involving changes in minority interest
in Phase Il of the project. We bdieve that the Board should not proceed to an IFRS
based on Phase | before it has published its proposas under Phase |1 and sought
comment on the overdl package.

The amendment to the joint venture definition in IAS 28 and IAS 31 goestoo far. The

unanimous consent on dl financia and operating decisons should not be necessary —
only unanimous consent on strategic decisons.

M ethod of accounting for business combinations

The Exposure Draft proposesto eliminate the use of the pooling of interests
method and require all business combinationswithin its scope to be accounted
for by applying the pur chase method (see proposed paragraphs 13-15 and
paragraphs BC18-BC35 of the Basisfor Conclusions).

Isthisappropriate? If not, why not? If you believe the pooling of interests
method should be applied to a particular class of transactions, what criteria
should be used to distinguish those transactions from other business
combinations, and why ?

Our members can cite anumber of examples of true mergersin the UK, where there
has been both broad equality in both the valuations of the entities and in the ongoing
management of the merged entity. Therefore acquisition accounting will be applied
where no acquirer exists, which will lead to other issues. We congder that the
dimination of the pooling of interests method on the pragmatic grounds thet it might

be abused would be regrettable. Greater efforts should be made to define more strictly
the criteria to be gpplied, with emphasis on the ongoing management and on

prohibiting creetive structures designed to achieve merger accounting.



Q.3.

Rever se acquisitions

Under |AS 22 Business Combinations, a business combination isaccounted

for asareverse acquisition when an entity (the legal parent) obtains owner ship
of the equity of another entity (thelegal subsidiary) but, aspart of the exchange
transaction, issues enough voting equity as consider ation for control of

the combined entity to passto the owners of the legal subsidiary.

In such circumstances, the legal subsidiary is deemed to be the acquirer.

The Exposure Dr aft:

(@) proposesto modify the circumstances in which a business combination could
be regarded as a reverse acquisition by clarifying that for all business
combinations effected through an exchange of equity interests, the acquirer isthe
combining entity that hasthe power to govern the financial and operating
policies of the other entity (or entities) so asto obtain benefitsfrom its (or their)
activities. Asaresult, areverse acquisition occurs when the legal subsidiary has
the power to govern the financial and operating policies of the legal parent so as
to obtain benefits from its activities (see proposed paragraph 21 and paragraphs
BC37-BC41 of the Basisfor Conclusions).

Isthisan appropriate description of the circumstancesin which a business
combination should be accounted for asa rever se acquisition?

If not, under what circumstances, if any, should a business combination be
accounted for asa reverse acquisition?

(b) proposes additional guidance on the accounting for rever se acquisitions (see
proposed paragraphs B1-B14 of Appendix B).

Isthisadditional guidance appropriate? If not, why not? Should any additional
guidance be included? If so, what specific guidance should be added?

Y es, we agree with the description of circumstancesin which reverse acquisition
treatment is appropriate.
The additiona guidance is appropriate.

I dentifying the acquirer when a new entity isformed to effect a busness
Combination

The Exposure Draft proposesthat when a new entity isformed to issue equity
instrumentsto effect a business combination, one of the combining entities that
existed befor e the combination should be adjudged the acquirer on the evidence
available (see proposed paragraph 22 and paragraphs BC42-BC46 of the Basis
for Conclusions).

Isthisappropriate? If not, why not ?

We agree with the proposals in the context of an acquisition.
As indicated in the answer to Question 3 above, we condder that there are cases

where pooling of interests accounting is appropriate and the new IFRS should provide
for such stuations.



Q.5.

Q. 6.

Provisonsfor terminating or reducing the activities of the acquiree

Under |AS 22, an acquirer must recognise as part of allocating the cost of a
business combination a provision for terminating or reducing the activities of
the acquiree (a ‘restructuring provision’) that was not a liability of the acquiree
at the acquidition date, provided the acquirer has satisfied specified criteria.

The Exposure Draft proposesthat an acquirer should recognise arestructuring
provision as part of allocating the cost of a business combination only when the
acquiree has, at the acquisition date, an existing liability for restructuring
recognised in accordance with |AS 37 Provisions, Contingent Liabilities and
Contingent Assets (see proposed paragraph 40 and paragr aphs BC55-BC66 of
the Basisfor Conclusions).

Isthisappropriate? If not, what criteria should an acquirer be required to satisfy
torecognise a restructuring provision that was not a liability of the acquiree as
part of allocating the cost of a combination, and why?

We disagree with this proposal, which again appears to be driven by a desire to avoid

abuse rather than to identify which are the correct principlesto apply. We would
prefer to retain the gpproach set out in IAS 22.

Contingent liabilities

The Exposure Draft proposesthat an acquirer should recognise separ ately the
acquiree’ s contingent liabilities at the acquisition date as part of allocating the
cost of a business combination, provided their fair values can be measured
reliably (see proposed paragraphs 36 and 45 and par agraphs BC80-BC85 of the
Basisfor Conclusions).

Isthisappropriate? If not, why not?

We agree that contingent liabilities need to be carefully considered in dlocating the

cost of abusiness combination. There are a number of issues. Paragraph BC84 dtates
that contingent ligbilities identified in a business combination and measured & fair

vaue will continue to be measured at fair value theresfter. Other contingent ligbilities
will, under IAS 37, be subject to the probable existence criterion. Thiswill be very
confusng. The Board should make the review of IAS 37 apriority.

The usein Appendix B15 (1) of 'amounts that a third party would charge to assume
these contingent ligbilities would result in mideading results. What isrdevant isthe
best etimate (if reasonably possible to obtain) of the likely outflow to the company
which can be very different to what might be necessary to pay athird party to assume
the contingent ligbility (which isnot ways easy to achieve). Asan entity will
normaly have the choice of between the two, accounts should reflect the option which
arationa decison maker would take.

The purpose of the amounts recognised in the accounts must be to reflect liabilities a
amounts which are (a) relevant to how the business operates and (b) relevant to users
in reaching decisons on the busness. Thisis not what comes out of ED 3.



Q.7.

M easuring the identifiable assets acquired and liabilities and contingent liabilities
assumed

IAS 22 includes a benchmark and an allowed alter native treatment for theinitial
measur ement of the identifiable net assets acquired in a business combination,
and thereforefor theinitial measurement of any minority interests.

The Exposur e Draft proposesrequiring the acquiree’ sidentifiable assets,
liabilities and contingent liabilities recognised as part of allocating the cost to be
measured initially by the acquirer at their fair values at the acquisition date.
Therefore, any minority interest in the acquiree will be stated at the minority’s
proportion of the net fair values of thoseitems. Thisproposal isconsistent with
the allowed alternative treatment in 1AS 22 (see proposed paragraphs 35 and 39
and paragraphs BC88-BC95 of the Basisfor Conclusions).

Isthisappropriate? If not, how should the acquire€ sidentifiable assets,
liabilities and contingent liabilities recognised as part of allocating the cost of a
business combination be measured when thereisa minority interest in the
acquiree, and why?

We agree that minority interests should be measured initidly by the acquirer at fair
vaue. However, the establishment of the fair values is subject to the response to Q.6
above.

Goodwill

The Exposure Draft proposesthat goodwill acquired in a business combination
should be recognised as an asset and should not be amortised. Instead, it should
be accounted for after initial recognition at cost lessany accumulated

impair ment losses (see proposed par agraphs 50-54 and par agraphs BC96- BC108
of the Basisfor Conclusions).

Do you agreethat goodwill acquired in a business combination should be
recognised as an asset? If not, how should it be accounted for initially, and why?
Should goodwill be accounted for after initial recognition at cost less any
accumulated impairment losses? If not, how should it be accounted for after
initial recognition, and why?

We agree that acquired goodwill should be recognised as an asset. We would aso
agree that where the useful life isindefinite or very long term, then imparment testing
with no amortisation is a reasonable gpproach.

However, it must dso be recognised that there are conceptua and practica problems
with impairment testing , notably the mingling of internally generated goodwill and

the costly and subjective nature of some impairment testing. Therefore use of
systemétic amortisation, with impairment testing when triggered, isasmple and
trangparent method to reflect the fact that in many cases purchased goodwill
diminishes over time.

Consequently we do not believe that either impairment testing or amortisation is
gppropriate in dl circumstances and strongly believe that the option currently
dlowed in IAS 22 should be retained.



Q.9. Excessover thecost of a business combination of the acquirer’ sinterest in the
net fair value of the acquir ee's identifiable assets, liabilities and contingent
liabilities

In some business combinations, the acquirer’sinterest in the net fair value of the
acquiree sidentifiable assets, liabilitiesand contingent liabilities recognised as
part of allocating the cost of the combination exceedsthat cost.

The Exposure Draft proposes that when such an excess exists, the acquir er
should:

(a) reassess the identification and measurement of the acquire€’ sidentifiable
assets, liabilities and contingent liabilities and the measurement of the cost of the
combination; and

(b) recogniseimmediately in profit or lossany excessremaining after that

r eassessment.

(See proposed par agraphs 55 and 56 and par agraphs BC109-BC120 of the Basis
for Conclusions.)

Isthistreatment appropriate? If not, how should any such excess be accounted
for, and why?

We agree that the proposed accounting treatment is appropriate and that where
negetive goodwill resultsit does generdly represent again. We bdieve that the
immediate recognition of this gain would be a smple and consistent trestment.

Q. 10. Completing theinitial accounting for a business combination and subseguent
adjustmentsto that accounting

The Exposure Draft proposesthat:

(a) if theinitial accounting for a business combination can be determined only
provisonally by the end of thereporting period in which the combination
occur s because either the fair valuesto be assigned to the acquiree's
identifiable assets, liabilitiesor contingent liabilities or the cost of the
combination can be determined only provisionally, the acquirer should
account for the combination using those provisonal values. Any adjustment
to those values asaresult of completing theinitial accounting isto be
recognised within twelve months of the acquisition date (see proposed
paragraphs 60 and 61 and par agraphs BC123-BC126 of the Basisfor
Conclusions).

I stwelve months from the acquisition date sufficient time for completing
the accounting for a business combination? If not, what period would be
aufficient and why?



(b) with some exceptions carried forward asan interim measure from 1AS 22,
adjustmentsto theinitial accounting for a business combination after that
accounting is complete should be recognised only to correct an error (see
proposed paragraphs 62 and 63 and par agraphs BC127-BC132 of the Basis
for Conclusions).

Isthisappropriate? If not, under what other circumstances should theinitial
accounting be amended after it iscomplete, and why?

We agree with the proposas for a 12 month hindsight period.

We dso agree that only adjustments to correct errors should subsequently be
alowed.

OTHER POINTS

Deferred tax

Paragraph 64 requires that an dement of goodwill be expensed when the income tax carry —
forwards not recognised as deferred tax assets at acquisition are subsequently realised.

The gpplication of grict matching isincongstent with both the twelve month fixing of

the opening baance sheet and the genera approach to impairment of goodwill, which avoids
aright down where the current implied vaue of goodwill is no lower than carrying vaue.

Disclosur es
The proposed leve of disclosureis excessive,

Paragraph 69 (b), in requiring afull proformareflecting the impact of dl acquigtions, seems
an excessive requirement requiring the restatement of the relevant pre acquisition period for
the effects of the business combination(s).

Paragraph 70 aso seems unredligtic in requiring dl the information in paragraph 66,

especialy when companies are trying to produce their accounts in a shorter time frame.
Thereisthe let out of “undue cost and effort”. However, it would be better to have disclosure
requirements which most companies are likely to be able to comply with.

We are dso concerned about the additiona disclosures proposed for interim reports by the
proposed amendmentsto IAS 34. We strongly oppose the proposal that companies provide
the information required by Paragraphs 65 — 72 in interim statements.



[AS 36 QUESTIONS

Q. 1. Frequency of impairment tests

Arethe proposalsrdating to the frequency of impair ment testing intangible
assets with indefinite useful lives and acquired goodwill appropriate

(see proposed paragraphs 8 and 8A and paragraphs C6, C7 and C41

of the Basisfor Conclusions)?

If not, how often should such assets betested for impair ment,

and why?

Generdly we agree that annud testing is gppropriate for materid intangible assets.

The requirements in respect of the time the impairment tests are alowed be carried out
—i.e. if other than at the baance sheet date - should be consgtent for dl intangibles,
both goodwill and other intangibles. The standard should aso permit individuly
immaterid intangible amounts to be assessed at longer intervas than annudly unless
there is evidence of impairment.

Q. 2. Intangible assetswith indefinite useful lives

The Exposure Draft proposes that the recoverable amount of an intangible asset
with an indefinite useful life should be measured, and impairment losses

(and reversals of impairment losses) for such assets accounted for,

in accordance with the requirementsin |AS 36 for assets other than goodwill
(see paragraphs C10-C11 of the Basisfor Conclusions).

Isthisappropriate? If not, how should the recover able amount be measured,
and impair ment losses (and rever sals of impair ment losses) be accounted for?

We agree that this proposal is appropriate.

Q. 3. Measauring value-in-use

The Exposure Draft proposes additional guidance on measuring the value in use
of an asset. | sthisadditional guidance appropriate?

In particular:

(@) should an asset’svaluein usereflect the elementslisted in proposed
paragraph 25A? If not, which elements should be excluded or should any
additional eements beincluded? Also, should an entity be per mitted to reflect
those elements either as adjustmentsto the future cash flows or adjustments
to the discount rate (see proposed paragraph 26A and paragraphs C66 and
C67 of the Basisfor Conclusions)? If not, which approach should be
required?



(b) should the assumptions on which cash flow projections are based take into
account both past actual cash flows and management’s past ability to forecast
cash flows accur ately (see proposed paragraph 27(a)(ii) and paragraphs C66
and C67 of the Basisfor Conclusions)? If not, why not?

(c) isthe additional guidancein proposed Appendix B to [draft] IAS 36 on using
present value techniquesin measuring an asset’svalue in use appropriate?
If not, why not? Isit sufficient? If not, what should be added?

We agree with the guidance in the ED. The choice of discount rate or adjustment to
cash flow is appropriate. The auditorswill take account of the factors set out in (b)
concerning cash flows in assessng management's projections, but the forecast will be
the best estimate of the directors. The guidance in Appendix B appears appropriate.

Allocating goodwill to cash-gener ating units

The Exposure Draft proposesthat for the purpose of impair ment testing,
acquired goodwill should be allocated to one or mor e cashrgener ating units.

(@) Should the allocation of goodwill to one or mor e cash-gener ating unitsresult
in the goodwill being tested for impairment at a level that is consstent with
the lowest level at which management monitorsthereturn on the investment
in that goodwill, provided such monitoring is conducted at or below the
segment level based on an entity’sprimary reporting format (see proposed
paragraphs 73-77 and paragraphs C18- C20 of the Basisfor Conclusions)? I f
not, at what level should the goodwill be tested for impair ment, and why?

(b) If an entity disposes of an operation within a cashrgener ating unit to which
goodwill has been allocated, should the goodwill associated with that
operation beincluded in the carrying amount of the operation when
determining the gain or loss on disposal (see proposed paragraph 81 and
paragraphs C21-C23 of the Basisfor Conclusions)? If not, why not? If so,
should the amount of the goodwill be measured on the basis of thereative
values of the operation disposed of and the portion of the unit retained or on
some other basis?

(o) If an entity reorganisesitsreporting structurein amanner that changes the
composition of one or mor e cash-gener ating unitsto which goodwill has been
allocated, should the goodwill be reallocated to the units affected using a
relative value approach (see proposed paragraph 82 and paragraphs C24 and
C25 of theBasisfor Conclusons)? If not, what approach should be used?

We consder the proposed all ocation methods to be appropriate.



Q.5. Deermining whether goodwill isimpaired

The Exposure Draft proposes:

(a) that the recoverable amount of a cashrgener ating unit to which goodwill has
been allocated should be measured asthe higher of the unit’svaluein use and net
sdling price (see proposed paragraphs 5 (definition of recover able amount) and
85 and paragraph C17 of the Basisfor Conclusions).

Isthisappropriate? If not, how should the recoverable amount of the unit be
measured?

(b) the use of a screening mechanism for identifying potential goodwill

impair ments, wher eby goodwill allocated to a cash-generating unit would be
identified as potentially impaired only when the carrying amount of the unit
exceedsitsrecoverable amount (see proposed paragraph 85 and paragraphs C42-
C51 of theBasisfor Conclusions). Isthisan appropriate method for identifying
potential goodwill impairments? If not, what other method should be used?

(c) that if an entity identifies goodwill allocated to a cashrgener ating unit as
potentially impaired, the amount of any impairment lossfor that goodwill should
be measured asthe excess of the goodwill’ s carrying amount over itsimplied
value measur ed in accor dance with proposed par agraph 86 (see proposed
paragraphs 85 and 86 and paragraphs C28-C40 of the Basisfor Conclusions).
Isthisan appropriate method for measuring impairment losses for goodwill?

If not, what method should be used, and why?

We agree with the method of measuring the recoverable amount.

We do not support the adoption of a two-step imparment test for goodwill. The
screening test is consstent with 1AS 36 and ensures that no cash generating unit
(including goodwill) is carried a more that its recoverable amount. No additiond test
Isnecessary. Where the recoverable amount is lower than the aggregate carrying
vaue, it would be gppropriate to assume that any impairment relates to goodwill. The
second test, the caculaion of implied vaue of goodwill, isinconsgtent with the
principle of IAS 36 that assets are written down to recoverable amount. A one-step
test would be both less costly and smpler.

The proposals draw on US GAAP, but result in an unsatisfactory hybrid between fair
vaues and value-in-use. In the case of US GAAP, other assets will have been
individualy tested for impairment prior to testing goodwill. In the US, the equivaent
sep 1 isbased on the fair value of abusiness unit. It checks whether step 2 needs to
be undertaken but does not quantify the impairment write-down. The IASB proposed
dep lisafull caculation of the vdue-in-use and it quantifies the total impairment
based on vaue-in-use, making the step 2 process unnecessary.
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Q. 6.

Reversals of impairment losses for goodwill

The Exposur e Draft proposesthat reversals of impairment losses recognised for
goodwill should be prohibited (see proposed paragraph 123 and par agr aphs C62-
C65 of the Basisfor Conclusions).

Isthisappropriate? If not, what are the circumstancesin which rever sals of
impairment losses for goodwill should be recognised?

We agree with the proposa.

Estimates used to measur e r ecover able amounts of cash-gener ating units
containing goodwill or intangible assets with indefinite useful lives

The Exposure Draft proposesrequiring a variety of information to be disclosed
for each segment, based on an entity’sprimary reporting format, that includes
within its carrying amount goodwill or intangible assets with indefinite useful
lives (see proposed paragraph 134 and paragraphs C69-C82 of the Basisfor
Conclusions).

(a) Should an entity be required to disclose each of theitemsin proposed
paragraph 134? If not, which items should be removed from the disclosure
requirements, and why?

(b) Should the information to be disclosed under proposed paragraph 134 be
disclosed separately for a cash-generating unit within a ssgment when one or
mor e of thecriteriain proposed paragraph 137 are satisfied? If not, why not?

Theleve of disclosure appears to usto be excessve. In particular, we consider that
the disclosures required by paragraph 134(d), (e) and (f) and paragraph 137 would
potentidly disclose commercidly senstive information with no corresponding need
from the user.
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IAS 38 QUESTIONS

Q.1

| dentifiability

The Exposure Draft proposes that an asset should betreated as meeting the
identifiability criterion in the definition of an intangible asset when it is separable
or arisesfrom contractual or other legal rights (see proposed paragraphs 10 and
11 and paragraphs B6-B10 of the Basisfor Conclusions).

Arethe separability and contractual/other legal rightscriteria appropriate for
determining whether an asset meetsthe identifiability criterion in the definition
of an intangible asset? If not, what criteria are appropriate, and why?

We agree that the criteria are appropriate.

Criteriafor recognising intangible assets acquired in a business combination
separ atdy from goodwill

This Exposure Draft proposes clarifying that for an intangible asset acquired

in a business combination, the probability recognition criterion will always

be satisfied and, with the exception of an assembled workfor ce, sufficient
information should always exist to measureitsfair value reliably (see proposed
paragraphs 29-32 and paragraphs B11-B15 of the Basisfor Conclusions).
Therefore, asproposed in ED 3, an Exposure Draft of a proposed International
Financial Reporting Standar d Business Combinations, an acquirer should
recognise, at the acquisition date and separ ately from goodwill, all of the
acquiree sintangible assets, excluding an assembled wor kfor ce, that meet the
definition of an intangible asset (see proposed paragraphs 36, 43 and 44 of ED 3).

Do you agree that, with the exception of an assembled wor kfor ce, sufficient
information can reasonably be expected to exist to measurerdiably the fair value
of an intangible asset acquired in a business combination? If not, why not? The
Board would appr eciate respondents outlining the specific circumstancesin

which thefair value of an intangible asset acquired in a business combination
could not be measured reliably.

We are not convinced that sufficient information should be assumed to exist to
measure the fair vaue of intangible assetsin a business acquisition. We accept that
the identification of the principle materid intangibles acquired in a busness
combination may help users to understand the economics of the transaction. It may
aso facilitate the estimated useful life of each identified intangible asset. However,
we are concerned that the gpplication of the principle to al intangibles may be very
difficult, as well as giving rise to costs and other issues that far outweigh any benefits
to users.

We would suggest the inclusion of amateridity threshold below which intangibles
would be subsumed into goodwill. This could be, for example, where classes of
intangible assets callectively amount to less than 5% or 10% of the total acquisition
cost.

12



Q.3.

In order to vaue an intangible ass, it is necessary to identify the cash flows
associated with that asset. Whilst some assets are reedily identifiable, e.g. trademarks,
patents and proprietary technology, others may derive vaue from the same income
dream. Thisis particularly truein the area of cusomer-reated intangibles. The
customer only generates one income stream, yet this may need to be recognised for
vauation purposes under different intangible assets. Andysing one income stream

into different assets will be very subjective and result in unrdigble numbers. We
believe that this means that the requirements must be framed flexibly to take account
of such issues.

Indefinite useful life

The Exposure Draft proposesto remove from IAS 38 the rebuttable presumption
that an intangible asset’ s useful life cannot exceed twenty years, and to require
itsuseful lifeto beregarded asindefinite when, based on an analysis of all of
therelevant factors, thereis no foreseeable limit on the period of time over which
the asset is expected to generate net cash inflowsfor the entity (see proposed
par agraphs 85-88 and par agraphs B29-B32 of the Basisfor Conclusions).

Isthisappropriate? If not, under what circumstances, if any, should an
intangible asset beregarded as having an indefinite useful life?

Please see our comments in response to Question 8 of ED 3.

Useful life of intangible asset arising from contractual or other legal rights

The Exposure Draft proposesthat if an intangible asset arises from contractual
or other legal rightsthat are conveyed for alimited term that can berenewed, the
useful life shall include the renewal period(s) only if thereis evidenceto support
renewal by the entity without significant cost (see proposed paragraphs 91 and 92
and paragraphs B33-B35 of the Basisfor Conclusions).

Isthisan appropriate basisfor determining the useful life of an intangible asset
arisng from contractual or other legal rightsthat are conveyed for alimited term
that can be renewed? If not, under what circumstances should the useful life
includetherenewal period(s)?

We consider that the proposed basisis appropriate.

Non-amortisation of intangible assets with indefinite useful lives

The Exposure Draft proposesthat an intangible asset with an indefinite useful
life should not be amortised (see proposed par agraphs 103 and 104 and
paragraphs B36-B38 of the Basisfor Conclusions).

Isthisappropriate? If not, how should such assets be accounted for after their
initial recognition?

We support the proposal.
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