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Staff analysis and recommendation 

4. The staff recommends that: 

(a) Entities with a date of initial application before 1 January 2012 should 

not be subject to any changes.  Therefore they should not be required to 

present these disclosures.  They were already eligible for comparative relief 

without any additional disclosure obligations.2 

(b) Entities with a date of initial application of 1 January 2012 until 31 

December 2012 were required to present comparative statements and 

presumably were preparing for transition on this basis.  The staff 

recommends that these entities should not be required to meet the modified 

disclosure requirements for which they may not be prepared.  However, the 

staff recommends that these entities should be permitted to present the 

modified disclosures instead of restating their comparative statements.  This 

would align them with the information provided by entities that do not 

provide restated comparatives on the application of IFRS 9 in future.   

(c) Entities with a date of initial application of 1 January 2013 or thereafter 

should be required to present the modified disclosures irrespective of whether 

they restate their comparatives to reflect IFRS 9.  As the staff noted in the 7 

November meeting, these disclosure requirements are largely based on 

existing disclosure requirements and therefore should not be overly 

burdensome for entities to prepare, so requiring this disclosure as of 1 

January 2013 seems reasonable.  The staff believes that the modified 

disclosures provide useful information to investors to enable them to 

understand the transition from IAS 39 to IFRS 9, and therefore the staff 

believes that they should be required as soon as possible. 

 

 

                                                 
2 Paragraph 7.2.14 allowed relief from providing comparatives reflecting the application of IFRS 9 for dates of 
initial application up until 31 December 2011. 
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5. Below is a matrix illustrating the staff’s recommendations: 

Date of initial 
application 

Modified disclosures Comparatives 
reflecting IFRS 9 

Before 1 January 
2012 

Not required Not required 

1 January 2012 –  
31 December 2012 

Not required Required unless entity 
chooses to provide 

modified disclosures 
1 January 2013 or 

thereafter 
Required Not required 

 

Question – Effective date of modified IFRS 9 transition disclosures  

Does the Board agree with the staff recommendations in paragraph 4 that: 

- Entities with a date of initial application before 1 January 2012 should not 
be subject to any changes (ie should not be required to present either 
comparative statements or the modified disclosures)? 

- Entities with a date of initial application of 1 January 2012 until 31 
December 2012 should not be required to meet the modified disclosure 
requirements, but should be permitted to present them instead of restating 
their comparative statements?  

- Entities with a date of initial application of 1 January 2013 or thereafter 
should be required to meet the modified disclosure requirements 
irrespective of whether they restate their comparatives to reflect IFRS 9? 

If not, what would the Board prefer and why? 

 


