
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 
    Barranquilla, Colombia- 25 July 2013 

 

IASB 
International Accounting Standards Board 
30 Cannon Street  
London  
EC4M 6XH 
United Kingdom 
 
 

RE: Exposure Draft ED/2013/4 Defined Benefit Plans: Employee Contributions 
(Proposed amendments to IAS 19) 

 
 
Dear Board Members, 
 
The group-members UNICA1 & GEICUC 2 The Northern Regional of FENECOP3 (National Federation 
Students of Public Accountants of Colombia)    welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Exposure 
Draft ED/2013/4 Defined Benefit Plans: Employee Contributions (Proposed amendments to IAS 
19) 
 
This response summarizes the views of our group-members, in accordance with the following due 
process. 
 
Please contact us should you wish to discuss any of the points raised in the attached response. 

 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Andres Cabrera Narvaez 
Member of UNICA 
Northern Regional of FENECOP 

 
 
 
Jorge Tamara Name 
Member of UNICA 
Northern Regional of FENECOP 

 
 
 
Lisseth Vasquez 
Member of GEICUC 
Northern Regional of FENECOP 

                                                           
1
 RESEARCH GROUP: Atlantic Investigative Unit Accounting of “Universidad del Atlántico” (UNICA) 

2
 RESEARCH GROUP: Student investigative group of " Universidad de la Costa CUC" (GEICUC) 

3
  The general objective of the Northern Regional of National Federation Students of Public Accountants of Colombia 

(FENECOP) 
 



 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

QUESTIONS FOR RESPONDENTS 

 

 

Question 1—Reduction in service cost 

The IASB proposes to amend IAS 19 to specify that contributions from employees or third 

parties set out in the formal terms of a defined benefit plan may be recognized as a reduction 

in the service cost in the same period in which they are payable if, and only if, they are linked 

solely to the employee’s service rendered in that period. An example would be contributions 

that are a fixed percentage of an employee’s salary, so the percentage of the employee’s 

salary does not depend on the employee’s number of years of service to the employer. Do you 

agree? Why or why not? 

 

We believe that further clarity on how to establish whether contributions “are linked solely to 

the employee’s service rendered in the same period in which they are payable” would be very 

helpful and necessary. We recommend to add more example because that impossible to cover 

all potential situations with one example might be seen as incongruously adding rules to an 

aspect of a standard that should be resolute by the exercise of judgement, therefore we 

recommend that the examples incorporated in paragraph BC5 of the Basis for Conclusions on 

the Exposure Draft be included into the main body of IAS 19.  

 

 

Question 2—Attribution of negative benefit 

The IASB also proposes to address an inconsistency in the requirements that relate to how 

contributions from employees or third parties should be attributed when they are not 

recognized as a reduction in the service cost in the same period in which they are payable. The 

IASB proposes to specify that the negative benefit from such contributions is attributed to 

periods of service in the same way that the gross benefit is attributed in accordance with 

paragraph 70. Do you agree? Why or why not? 

 

 



 

 
 
 

 

 

 

We agree with IASB's proposal to address an inconsistency in the requirements that relate to 

how contributions from employees or third parties should be attributed when they are not 

recognized as a reduction in the service cost in the same period in which they are payable. The 

standard being amended to clarify that the contributions should be attributed in the same way 

as the gross benefit. We support the proposed amendment, as it adds clarity to the 

measurement of the negative benefit resulting we also agree provided that by IASB means that 

the conclusion on whether attribution should be done on a straight line basis or to reveal the 

benefit method should be done only once for the gross benefit, as using different attributions 

would disfigure the measurement of the defined benefit obligation. 

 

Question 3—Other comments 

Do you have any other comments on the proposals? 

 

We consider it is helpful and necessary that the IASB to issue illustrative examples which 

contribute to guidance of the application of the practical expedient, in order to avoid possible 

divergences. And in addition, that these illustrative examples match the discussions by IFRS 

Interpretations Committee performed in November 2012 for the purpose to make the 

amendment clearer for everyone, including the academic community. 

 



 

 

 

If you have any questions about our comments, please contact regionalnorte@fenecop.org 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Andres Cabrera Narvaez 

Member of UNICA 

Northern Regional of FENECOP 
 

 

 

Jorge Tamara Name 

Member of UNICA 

Northern Regional of FENECOP 
 

 

 

Lisseth Vasquez 

Member of GEICUC 

Northern Regional of FENECOP 
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