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ICAC comments on  IASB’s Exposure Draft ED/2010/5 Presentation of Items of Other Comprehensive Income
Statement of profit or loss and other comprehensive income
Question 1: The Board proposes to change the title of the statement of comprehensive income to ‘Statement of profit or loss and other comprehensive income’ when referred to in IFRSs and its other publications. Do you agree? Why or why not? What alternative do you propose?
ICAC is not against the proposed title as an interim step, as it simply implies the unification of the previous ones, giving users of the financial statements a view of its purpose. Nevertheless, in our opinion the title that best describes the content of the statement is “Performance Statement” and we believe that a possible future change of the title should go on that direction.
If this proposal is adopted, a thorough revision of the IAS is necessary, so that there is consistency with the new title. For instance, example 2 in page 16 should reflect the change made to the title.
Question 2: The proposals would require entities to present a statement of profit or loss and other comprehensive income with two sections – profit or loss and items of other comprehensive income. The Board believes this will provide more consistency in presentation and make financial statements more comparable. Do you agree? Why or why not? What alternative do you propose?
We agree with the presentation of profit or loss and other comprehensive income in one single statement with two sections, for the sake of the consistency and comparability of the financial information. The elimination of the present option to present two separate statements leads to a wider standardization, taking also the fact that this is a joint project with the FASB into account.
We believe that this argument is enough to adopt the proposed amendment, considering that the quality of financial reporting would not be diminished and that the cost of the adoption would be minimal. In our view, this would not lead to any loss of meaningfulness of profit or loss, as the proposal maintains a clear distinction between items presented in profit or loss and items presented in other comprehensive income.

In our view, a proper debate is necessary on fundamental issues related to performance reporting, including a conceptual review of the role and components of other comprehensive income and their recycling. Although we believe that the IASB should add such a wide project in its agenda, we see no objection to introducing these minor improvements at this point, taking the increased use of other comprehensive income derived from other IASB projects into account. 
Finally as regards the Performance Reporting: A European Discussion Paper it seems the majority of respondents did not support the “one performance statement” approach. Nevertheless the respondents were split on this question and the real issue pointed out, as stated above, was to insure that the information within the statement(s) is disaggregated and categorised in a useful way so that the right key lines are presented.
Presentation of items of other comprehensive income
Question 3: The exposure draft proposes to require entities to present items of other comprehensive income (OCI) that will be reclassified to profit or loss (recycled) in subsequent periods upon derecognition separately from items of OCI that will not be reclassified to profit or loss. Do you support this approach? Why or why not? What alternative do you propose, and why?
The ICAC strongly agrees with the proposal to present items of other comprehensive income that will be recycled separately from items that will not be reclassified to profit or loss, as this would give decision-useful information to users of financial reports to aid in their assessment of potential future profits and losses.
Question 4: The exposure draft also proposes to require that income tax on items presented in OCI should be allocated between items that might be subsequently reclassified to profit or loss and those that will not be reclassified subsequently to profit or loss, if the items in OCI are presented before tax. Do you support this proposal? Why or why not? What alternative do you propose and why?
We also agree with this proposal, as a coherent consequence of the decision to present items of other comprehensive income that will be recycled separately from items that will not be reclassified to profit or loss (Question 3). 
Benefits and costs
Question 5: In the Board’s assessment:

a) the main benefits of the proposal are:

(i) presenting all non-owner changes in equity in the same statement.

(ii) improving comparability by eliminating options currently in IAS 1.

(iii) maintaining a clear distinction between profit or loss and items of other comprehensive income.

(iv) improving clarity of items presented in OCI by requiring them to be classified into terms that might be reclassified subsequently to profit or loss and items that will not be reclassified subsequently to profit or loss.

b) the costs of the proposals should be minimal because in applying the existing version of IAS 1, entities must have all the information required to apply the proposed amendments.

Do you agree with the Board’s assessment?

The ICAC has no comments on the cost-benefit analysis, although we would suggest the IASB to explain more thoroughly the conclusions of this analysis and their qualitative and/or quantitave importance. 
Other comments
Question 6: Do you have any other comments on the proposals? 
We support the EFRAG’s suggestion to include the transitional requirements explicitly in the text of the amendment and, in relation to these requirements, we also agree with the retrospectivity proposed in the Basis for Conclusions, which improves the comparability and usefulness of the information provided.
Madrid, 10 September 2010
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