Deloitte

Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu Limited
2 New Street Square

London EC4A 3BZ

United Kingdom

Tel: +44 (0) 20 7936 3000
Fax: +44 (0) 20 7583 1198
www.deloitte.com

Direct: +44 20 7007 0884
. . . Direct Fax: +44 20 7007 0158
Sir David Tweedie vepoole@deloitte.co.uk

Chairman

International Accounting Standards Board
30 Cannon Street

London

United Kingdom

EC4M 6XH

Email: commentletters@iash.org

6 September 2010

Dear Sir David,

Re: Exposure Draft ED/2010/3 Defined Benefit Plans-Proposed amendmentsto |AS 19 Employee
Benefits

Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu Limited is pleased to respond tBxpesure Draft, ED/2010/Befined Benefit
Plans-Proposed Amendments to IAS 19 Employee BdtleditED’).

We support the Board's proposal to eliminate the optiateter recognition of changes in defined benefit
assets and liabilities because the current deferred reloogrepresents a smoothing mechanism that often
fails to capture and present relevant information orsthtus of the defined benefit plans. Further, the
deferred recognition approach is inconsistent with the dieimand recognition criteria of assets and
liabilities in the Framework and it represents a soof@mplexity within IAS 19.

However, we do not support introducing other proposed chamgésiing a hew presentation method, the
elimination of the expected rate of return on plan asseichanges in definitions of employee benefits, in
this short-term project. We believe these issues shouledoasidered as part of the Board’s planned
fundamental review of the accounting for employee beneafdssame should be timed to coincide with the
Financial Statement Presentation Project (FSPP) wircivould expect to address what is financial
performance, what is other comprehensive income (OClagdwhen and how amounts recognised in OCI
are recycled to profit or loss. Therefore, until the catiph of these projects, we support the status quo with
respect to many of the issues addressed in the ED.

Further, we do not support combining post-employment benefits hedlohg-term benefits into a single
category since the change would have unintended consequatitesspect to the measurement of certain
long-term bonus plans with contingent performance targetaré/eot aware of issues arising with respect to
the classification of plans between post-employment kisreeid long-term benefits that warrant a change at
the present time.

Finally, while we agree with the proposed objectivedistlosures about an entity’s defined benefit plans, we
disagree with several of the proposed new disclosure etsrtteat we believe will be onerous and
burdensome for entities to prepare and will not provideraelieand reliable information to users of financial
statements. By proposing detailed disclosure requirerriet&D appears to deviate from the stated objective
set out by the Board that users of the financial stet¢srshould be provided with relevant information that is
not obscured by excessive detail.



Our detailed responses to the invitation to comment questrenscluded in the Appendix to this letter.

If you have any questions concerning our comments, pleasectdf@ronica Poole in London at
+44 (0) 207 007 0884.

Sincerely,

Veronica Poole
Global IFRS Leader — Technical



Appendix: | nvitation to Comment

Question 1

The exposure draft proposes that entities should recognise ahges in the present value of the defined
benefit obligation and in the fair value of plan assets whemyloccur. (Paragraphs 54, 61 and BC9-BC12)
Do you agree? Why or why not?

We agree that all changes in the present value of tireeddienefit obligation and in the fair value of plan
assets should be recognised when they occur. The currentediefecognition (the corridor approach) often
fails to capture and present relevant information orsthts of defined benefit plans. This method is
inconsistent with the definition and recognition criteriaséets and liabilities in the Framework and it adds
complexity within IAS 19. The proposal enhances comparglbétween entities by eliminating an
accounting option, increases transparency about an eritig obligation and represents a move towards
convergence with U.S. GAAP, at least from the perspectitieeo$tatement of financial position.

Question 2

Should entities recognise unvested past service cost ienelated plan amendment occurs? (Paragraphs
54, 61 and BC13) Why or why not?

We agree with the recognition of unvested past servicarcds¢ period in which the related plan amendment
occurs because it eliminates an inconsistency with thergemeasurement requirements applicable to other
elements of defined benefit plans in IAS 19.

Question 3

Should entities disaggregate defined benefit cost into threepmments: service cost, finance cost and
remeasurements? (Paragraphs 119A and BC14-BC18)Why or why not?

We believe that the short-term targeted amendments ta9/Bould be limited to addressing issues that
require immediate attention and should not propose chamgiesiady need to be revisited based on the
decisions reached in other IASB projects. Accordingly, waatasupport the disaggregation of defined
benefit costs into three components at this time. Whil@avnot disagree with the idea of disaggregation in
and of itself, we believe that the determination ohppropriate disaggregation method is intrinsically linked
to the accounting model and as such it should be condidsrgart of a fundamental review of IAS 19 and of
the financial statements presentation project (“FSRHi)iI then, we believe that entities should be perditt
to continue to present current service cost, intexestand expected return on plan assets as currently
permitted in paragraph 119 of IAS 19. While we believeithgeneral the elimination of accounting options
is desirable, we do not believe it would be appropriatempmse an interim change prior to the outcome of a
full review of pension accounting. See our responseuestipn 5 and 6 for further details on our views in that
respect.

Question 4

Should the service cost component exclude changes in thee@fbenefit obligation resulting from
changes in demographic assumptions? (Paragraphs 7and BC19-BC23) Why ynuif?

Notwithstanding our view that the Board should not modifyciimeent requirements of IAS 19 with respect to
the presentation of service costs and changes in actassiainptions, if the Board was to proceed with the
proposed changes in that respect, we agree that theeseogt component should exclude changes in the
defined benefit obligation resulting from changes in demogceggsumptions. Demographic assumptions
form part of the actuarial assumptions and they should &etrén the same manner as other actuarial
assumptions.



Question 5

The exposure draft proposes that the finance cost component shaurtthbdse net interest on the net
defined benefit liability (asset) determined by applying the dist rate specified in paragraph 78 to the net
defined benefit liability (asset). As a consequence, inetates from IAS 19 the requirement to present an
expected return on plan assets in profit or loss.

Should net interest on the net defined benefit liabilipséet) be determined by applying the discount rate
specified in paragraph 78 to the net defined benefit liabiliag$et)? Why or why not? If not, how would
you define the finance cost component and why? (Paragraphs 7, 119B, ah8@BC23-BC32)

We do not support the definition and presentation of net intenethe net defined benefit liability (asset).

The appropriate rate(s) to be used to discount the ddfiereefit obligation and to measure the return on plan
assets to be reported in the performance statemeniddimaddressed as part of a more fundamental review
of the principles applicable to defined benefit plans. Wotth a project is undertaken, we believe that the
Board should retain the current requirements of IASriParticular that an entity should present the expected
return on plan assets in profit or loss. Also, until ctatipn of the FSPP, it would be premature to impose
where interest cost on the defined benefit obligation b@@xpected return on plan assets should be
presented within profit or loss. Further, we beligwa the proposal is counterintuitive because it results in
applying a rate of return on plan assets that has nooredhip to the assets themselves. The resulting amount
is not a pure measure of the passage of time as idexhhe credit risk inherent in high quality corporate
bonds where there is a deep market. As a result, while tbiedmnent proposed avoids the subjectivity
inherent in the expected rate, it does not necessarily pronade relevant information to the users of the
financial statements. Additionally, we do not believe thatcurrent determination of an expected rate is so
subjective as to be unreliable. The subjectivity involved imesing an expected return can be addressed by
appropriate disclosures. For all of these reasons, wevbehat the Board should not proceed with this
amendment at this time. Similarly, we believe thatateounting for reimbursement rights should not change
and therefore, the Board should not proceed with theopegbconsequential amendment to paragraph 104A.

Question 6

Should entities present:

(a) service cost in profit or loss?

(b) net interest on the net defined benefit liability (assas) part of finance costs in profit or loss?
(c) remeasurements in other comprehensive income?

(Paragraphs 119A and BC35-BC45) Why or why not?

We do not support the proposed presentation method. We aerged that introducing such a change
outside a fundamental review of IAS 19 and in the absdnoengpletion of the FSPP that is expected to
provide clarity on what distinguishes amounts recognisediiit pr loss from those recognised in other
comprehensive income will result in a change that is not futjerstood and potentially short-term.

IAS 19.BC41 (current) state$he Board found the immediate recognition approach attractive. Howteeer,
Board believes that it is not feasible to use this approach for aelugains and losses until the Board
resolves substantial issues about performance reporting. Theseiissués:
(@) whether financial performance includes those items that are recogtirsetly in equity;
(b) the conceptual basis for determining whether items are recognisediirctimae statement or directly
in equity;
(c) whether net cumulative actuarial losses should be recognised indtvaé statement, rather than
directly in equity; and
(d) whether certain items reported initially in equity should subsequkathgported in the income
statement (‘recycling’).
When the Board makes further progress with those issues, it widg terevisit the treatment of actuarial
gains and lossegemphasis added).

While we agree with the elimination of the option to deésognition in this short-term project and
understand the need to reduce presentation options in penfmmeporting eventually, we do not believe the



Board has solved, or made progress on, the issues abogéfogliminating the current option to present all
changes in the present value of the defined benefit ololigahd in the fair value of plan assets in profit or
loss when they occur.

Therefore, until these issues are resolved, we supgtats quo in terms of where actuarial gains and losses
should be presented, i.e., entities should be allowpdsgent these amounts either in profit or loss othiaro
comprehensive income without recycling based on an entitgsuating policy.

Question 7

(a) Do you agree that gains and losses on routine and non-routindesaent are actuarial gains and
losses and should therefore be included in the remeasurernentponent? (Paragraphs 119D and
BC47) Why or why not?

(b) Do you agree that curtailments should be treated in the savag as plan amendments, with gains and
losses presented in profit or loss? (Paragraphs 98A, 119A(a) and BC48)

(c) Should entities disclose (i) a narrative description of grign amendments, curtailments and non-
routine settlements, and (ii) their effect on the statemh of comprehensive income? (Paragraphs
125C(c), 125E, BC49 and BC78) Why or why not?

(a) We agree that gains and lossesautine settlementare actuarial gains and losses (experience
adjustments) which should be treated like other actugaiak and losses and recognised in profit or loss
or other comprehensive income as explained in our commentesti@h 6. However, BC78 of the ED
explains thahon-routine settlementsfer to transactions not envisaged in the terms géltre
Accordingly, we believe that non-routine settlements ayeerakin to plan amendments than to actuarial
assumptions, and therefore, should be presented in pradgorather than as part of the remeasurement
component. Further, we find that the definition of non-routeements provided in paragraph 7 of the
ED lacks clarity. This definition should be improvedrnoarporate the notion that what distinguishes a
routine from a non-routine settlement is whether it restgi® &2 transaction envisaged in the terms of the
plans and the measurement methodology, as explained in BCtildt &so be useful to clarify
whether, and at what point, management intended actiahgld not reflect enacted amendments should
be considered as part of actuarial assumptions.

(b) We agree that curtailments should be treated in the sayas plan amendments, with gains and losses
presented in profit or loss. However, the ED proposeelite paragraphs 109 and 110 from IAS 19,
thereby eliminating the explanation of how the curtailmemsyand losses are calculated. We would
expect that these amounts would be calculated iretfme snanner as gains and losses on settlements but
we note that paragraph 119D refers specifically to settiésn The Board should clarify whether
paragraph 119D would apply also to curtailments.

(c) We generally agree with the proposals on the disclospagadraph 125C(c) and 125E) and we believe
that an entity should provide a narrative description of plaendments, curtailments and non-routine
settlements. However, we believe that this disclosurelgie required only whea significant change in
the defined benefit liability (asset) has happened or iscesgéo happen. Disclosing apian
amendment, curtailment and non-routine settlement would be orferdirancial statements preparers
and would not provide relevant information to users.al$e question whether the benefits obtained from
the separate disclosure of gains and losses arisingcfianges in demographic assumptions and from
financial assumptions justify the costs required to ctertpe information. Finally, we believe that an
entity should not be required to disclose separatelynpact of non-routine settlements and curtailments
when they relate to the same transaction since it ealifficult to distinguish the effect of settlements
from curtailments in such circumstances.



Question 8

The exposure draft states that the objectives of disclosing mttdion about an entity’s defined benefit

plans are:

(@) to explain the characteristics of the entity’s defined benelians;

(b) to identify and explain the amounts in the entity’s financiatatements arising from its defined benefit
plans; and

(c) to describe how defined benefit plans affect the amount, timamgl variability of the entity’s future
cash flows. (Paragraphs 125A and BC52-BC59) Are these objectives apprepiehy or why not? If
not, how would you amend the objectives and why?

We agree that these objectives are appropriate. Wegipors the Board's objective to establish disclosures
that‘provide sufficient disclosure about defined benefit plans when thase ate materiato the operations

of the entity(paragraph BC53(a)) angrovide users of financial statements with relevant informationishat
not obscured by excessive détgparagraph BC53(b)). However we question whether this obgebts been
met as noted in our responses to Questions 9 to 12.

Question 9

To achieve the disclosure objectives, the exposure draft prapose disclosure requirements, including:

(a) information about risk, including sensitivity analyses (paragraph85C(b), 1251, BC60(a), BC62(a)
and BC63-BC66);

(b) information about the process used to determine demographic actuasalmptions (paragraphs
125G(b) and BC60(d) and (e));

(c) the present value of the defined benefit obligation, modifieexalude the effect of projected salary
growth (paragraphs 125H and BC60(f));

(d) information about asset-liability matching strategies (paragraphs 125d &C62(b)); and

(e) information about factors that could cause contributions to diffieEom service cost (paragraphs 125K
and BC62(c)).

Are the proposed new disclosure requirements appropriate? Whyhoyr not? If not, what disclosures do

you propose to achieve the disclosure objectives?

While we agree with the proposed objectives of discloswedelieve that several requirements would be
onerous to preparers and the costs to prepare those aissleguld exceed benefits to users of financial
statements, in particular for entities with multiplarnd. Our comments on specific disclosures are as follows:

Paragraph 125C(a)(ii),(iii) The Board should better explain the nature of the discéothat it expects to be
disclosed in terms of “the effect of the regulatoryrfeavork” (par. 125C(a)(ii)) since the term regulatory
framework is itself very broad. Further, the descriptibfany other entity’s responsibilities for governance
of the plan” (par. 125C(a)(iii)) may not provide relevanbrmfation to users except if the responsibilities of
the entity are significant and unusual.

Paragraph 125C(a)(iv)We question the relevance of disclosing how an entgydetermined the maximum
economic benefit available since this is often a purejgllposition and is not indicative of how the entity
expects to recover the amount.

Paragraph 125FWe do not believe that the Standard should mandate s¢igregf assets into specific

classes of investments. The requirements should bbl#dw allow entities to adapt their disclosures based
on the nature and risks of assets in the plans. Thdisp#asses indicated in this paragraph could be given as
examples. Also we believe more guidance is requirdibanto establish whether an investment is
determined to be traded in an active market, in partiouth respect to investments in funds of funds,
investment funds or investment vehicles that hold various ymdgihvestments.

Paragraph 125G(b)We do not understand the objectives and benefits of providinigfadescription of the
process used to determine demographic actuarial assumptions.



Paragraph 125KHWe believe that the disclosure of the present valulesofiéfined benefit obligation
excluding the effect of projected growth in salaries \wdié confusing to the users because the amount
presented in the financial statement is based onereliff measurement.

Paragraph 1251 We believe more guidance should be provided for debéngivhat is a “significant

actuarial assumption” and if a change “is reasonably possibigiout guidance, the analysis would be more
appropriately disclosed along with liquidity informatidrat an entity may provide outside the financial
statements. Further, we fail to understand the relevahthe information required in paragraph 125I(a)(ii)
since it has limited predictive value with respectuinife cash flows given that it is derived solely based on
past information.

Paragraph 125JWe believe that it would be sufficient to provide aebnarrative disclosure that covers the
plan’s asset-liability matching strategy (if any) andpla’s investment guidelines or asset allocation
policies provided in the plan documents, rather than waineedisclosure of the detait$ any asset-liability
matching strategies used by the plan.

Paragraph 125KWhile disclosing some factors that may impact futurdrdmrtions would be meaningful

for users to predict future cash flow (e.g. probable changmpioyees’ contribution rate or tax law changes),
we believe that those factors are more appropriatetyodisd along with liquidity information that an emntit
may provide outside the financial statements. If the Baatd iequire this information for financial
statements purposes, we note the proposed thresholat¢udd ‘tause”) is too low as compared to the
disclosure objectives in the ED. Further, we believe itkhbe clarified that the disclosure would be
prepared assuming no volatility in fair values of plaretsss the future periods.

Question 10

The exposure draft proposes additional disclosures about participatiomulti-employer plans. Should the
Board add to, amend or delete these requirements? (Paragraphs 33A @6d-BBC69) Why or why not?

We are concerned that the requirements in paragrapv88A be difficult to meet in certain circumstances.
In certain jurisdictions, the withdrawal liability is atiocation of unfunded vested benefit obligation.
Unfunded vested benefit obligation is determined on assumsimiiar to funding assumptions and the
entity has absolutely no control over the assumptions us@auf(ficular, the discount rate would be unlikely
to be consistent with IAS 19 requirements). An entitfipipating in several multi-employer plans could have
a wide range of assumptions underlying the determination ofpdacls unfunded vested benefit obligation.
The allocation is specified in the plan document. Howeditferent plans can specify a different allocation
method and the different methods produce different resusta résult, the information presented may be of
limited relevance to users due to the lack of compatabittween entities (or even for different plangof
single entity).

Further, it would be difficult to aggregate multi-employesathsures given the many variables that affect
comparability.

Question 11

The exposure draft updates, without further reconsideratiore tisclosure requirements for entities that
participate in state plans or defined benefit plans that shaiksi between various entities under common
control to make them consistent with the disclosures in paragmpB5A-125K. Should the Board add to,
amend or delete these requirements? (Paragraphs 34B, 36, 38 and BCii@pwWivhy not?

We do not believe that the resulting information wouldddevant and accordingly we suggest deleting this
requirement. Indeed, in order to comply with the requéneis) an entity would need to determine whether
state plans represent defined benefit or defined contribpkiors. In many cases, this determination may be
difficult. Further, where participation in a state plametermined to represent a defined benefit plan, the
proposal in the ED would result in information with naliidnal value compared to the information that is
already publicly available hence it would be of limitelvance to users.



Question 12

Do you have any other comments about the proposed disclosure ragemts? (Paragraphs 125A-125K
and BC50-BC70)

We do not have additional comments.

Question 13

The exposure draft also proposes to amend IAS 19 as summarised below:

(&) The requirements in IFRIC 14 IAS 19—The Limit on a DefindBlenefit Asset, Minimum Funding
Requirements and their Interaction, as amended in November 2008 jrzgorporated without
substantive change. (Paragraphs 115A-115K and BC73)

(b) ‘Minimum funding requirement’ is defined as any enforceablequirement for the entity to make
contributions to fund a post-employment or other long-term defirteenefit plan. (Paragraphs 7 and
BC80)

(c) Tax payable by the plan shall be included in the return on planeassr in the measurement of the
defined benefit obligation, depending on the nature of the tax. @maphs 7, 73(b), BC82 and BC83)

(d) The return on plan assets shall be reduced by administrationsosty if those costs relate to
managing plan assets. (Paragraphs 7, 73(b), BC82 and BC84-BC86)

(e) Expected future salary increases shall be considered in det@ng whether a benefit formula
expressed in terms of current salary allocates a materially leiglkevel of benefits in later years.
(Paragraphs 71A and BC87-BC90)

() The mortality assumptions used to determine the defined bepéfigation are current estimates of the
expected mortality rates of plan members, both during and after enmént. (Paragraphs 73(a)(i) and
BC91)

(g) Risk-sharing and conditional indexation features shall be considkie determining the best estimate
of the defined benefit obligation. (Paragraphs 64A, 85(c) and BC92—-BC96)

Do you agree with the proposed amendments? Why or why not? |fwbét alternative(s) do you propose

and why?

We generally agree with these proposed amendments. Howevhagve the following remarks on certain of
these proposed amendments as follows:

(@) IFRIC 14
Contrary to what is indicated above we do not believetti@ED incorporates IFRIC 14 without substantial
changes. Indeed, it appears that paragraph 115J of the EDala®srectly incorporate IFRIC 14.22. We
believe that the paragraph should be amended as follows greunderlined):
“When an entity determines the amount described in paragraph 115Hestimated minimum
funding requirement contributions for future service exceed thmasil current service cost to the
entity in any given perigdhat excess [...]"
The Board should also ensure that the basis for conctisfdfRRIC 14 is reproduced in its entirety in the
revised Standard.

(c) Taxes payable

We believe it should be clarified how taxes payable woulestienated (for example, would it be based on
the contributions required to fund the existing net liabditya plan or would it factor in other elements that
may impact the level of future contributions such as the ¢éxgeate of return on plan assets). It would also
be useful to clarify whether “taxes payable” includes employrn@ems and other similar social security
payments relating to post-employment benefits.

(f) Mortality assumptions

Paragraph 73(a)(i) of the ED refers to the expected fitpnates of plan membergemphasis added). We
believe the Board should clarify that standard mayt&dibles are sufficient (e.g. tables calculated based on
nationwide experience) and that there is no need to spatdic tables.




Question 14

IAS 19 requires entities to account for a defined benefit tiveimployer plan as a defined contribution plan
if it exposes the participating entities to actuarial risks agsted with the current and former employees of
other entities, with the result that there is no cosignt and reliable basis for allocating the obligation, plan
assets and cost to individual entities participating in the plamthe Board’s view, this would apply to many
plans that meet the definition of a defined benefit multiemypér plan. (Paragraphs 32(a) and BC75(b))

Please describe any situations in which a defined benefittrmamployer plan has a consistent and reliable
basis for allocating the obligation, plan assets and cost to the iddial entities participating in the plan.
Should participants in such multi-employer plans apply defineenefit accounting? Why or why not?

As indicated by BC 75(b) of the ED, in situations whereraityeis or becomes a dominant party, it should
not be exempted from defined benefit accounting. Whileeneur with the Board that many plans (e.g. the
industry wide plans known in some jurisdictions) would bgilge for the IAS 19.32(a) exemption, we note
there is a need in some countries for further clation of this paragraph. The Board should consider adding
more guidance indicating when a consistent and reliable isaigsidered to exist.

Question 15

Should entities apply the proposed amendments retrospectiBlgfagraphs 162 and BC97-BC101) Why
or why not?

We generally agree that the proposed amendments should eslappiospectively. However, we believe
that entities may have difficulties in preparing certéigtlosure information for comparative periods (e.g.
information required by paragraphs 125E and 125F). Accosdisghilar to the transitional provisions of the
March 2009 amendments to IFRS 7, we believe comparativeslisefoshould not be required in the first
year of application and in the first IFRS financial staénts of a first-time adopter.

Question 16

In the Board’'s assessment:

(a) the main benefits of the proposals are:

(i) reporting changes in the carrying amount of defined benefit obligais and changes in the fair
value of plan assets in a more understandable way.

(i) eliminating some presentation options currently allowed by 12§ thus improving
comparability.

(iii) clarifying requirements that have resulted in diverse ptiaes.

(iv) improving information about the risks arising from an entityisvolvement in defined benefit
plans.

(b) the costs of the proposal should be minimal, because entitiesalready required to obtain much of the
information required to apply the proposed amendments when theyyaty@ existing version of IAS
19.

Do you agree with the Board's assessment? (Paragraphs BC103—-BC18y)oiMvhy not?

We do not believe the benefits of the proposals outweigbasts.

Apart from the elimination of the option to defer recognitbdichanges in defined benefit assets and
liabilities in the statement of financial position ahd timmediate recognition of unvested past service costs,
we do not believe that the other substantial changes, ingltite new presentation method, the elimination of
expected rate of return on plan assets and the chandenions of employee benefits in the ED have clear
benefits. Instead, these changes are likely to be confusihddsdinancial statements preparers and users
because the Board has not provided clear and conceptuatiregafor introducing the changes at this time.

We also believe the costs of preparing disclosures undeDtfsh@lld not be underestimated.



Question 17
Do you have any other comments on the proposals?

We do not support the proposal to define short-term emplaymefits and long-term employee benefits based
on the length of time between the date when the employdersetine service that gives rise to the benefit and
the date when the entity expects the benefit to becommdeesettled. The basis for conclusions does not
explain why the Board has decided to change the definitishat-term benefits that was recently amended
to be consistent with the classification criterion irblA. We supported that recent amendment. Should the
Board decide to pursue this amendment we recommend that thestaprie paragraph 4 in the EBxpected

to become due to be settlstiould be modified togxpected to be settler clarity.

We also disagree with combining post-employment benefito#med long-term employee benefits into a
single category. We do not believe there is a substantibdégpndo be fixed in the current accounting
treatment for other long-term employee benefits. Furtherproposed change would have unintended
consequences with respect to certain long-term bonusplnsontingent performance targets. Currently,
the true-up of the performance estimates on these bonssagsfaats profit or loss. As a result of the proposed
changes, any difference between the original estinfgterformance and actual result would be treated as an
experience adjustment and recognised in other comprehensiveeind o not believe that the substance

of these estimates is sufficiently similar to actalagains and losses to justify this treatment.

While we agree with the views of the Board with regarthe so-called shared risk plans as expressed in BC
92-95, we believe that paragraph 85 needs to be expanded teiacituation where an entity’s obligation

to pay additional contributions to cover a deficit is ledity regulations or laws. This is important since the
determination of the ultimate cost of providing the benefijarisdictions where risks are shared between the
entity and the participants in the plan is often not wetlerstood and divergence in practice could easily
arise. Therefore, further guidance is needed in thestaravoid future requests for clarification.

Finally, we note that the Board intends incorporatirgMay 2008 IFRIC rejection - Settlements, as set out in
paragraph BC 73(f) of the ED, by adding paragraph 73(a)(M3dl9. However, to make the Board's intent
clearer and to avoid unintended changes in practice aslaotthe proposal, we would suggest including the
following sentence in the final Standard, extracted ftloerejection noticeEvents covered by the actuarial
assumptions underlying the measurement of the defined benefit obleyatioat treated as settlements under
this Standard’



