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Exposure Draft ED/2014/1 

Disclosure Initiative  

Proposed amendments to IAS 1 

Representing preparers’ point of view, the Swedish Enterprise Accounting Group (SEAG) 

welcomes the opportunity to comment on this Exposure Draft (ED). 

 

In summary, we are positive to the ED because it efficiently solves much of the disclosure 

issues that have been identified and discussed. In our comment to question 2 (d) we 

recommend a further analysis of whether generic information about IFRS shall be required or 

not. Our view is that the communication about significant accounting policies should focus on 

entity specific application and especially in those areas where the business model of the 

entity is rather unique. Today, the disclosure about significant policies is too voluminous and 

as a consequence of that we believe that essential information can be hard for users to find.  

 

In the Appendix, we have answered the questions raised in the ED. 

  

We are pleased to be at your service in case further clarification to our comments will be 

needed.  

 

Yours sincerely,  

 

CONFEDERATION OF SWEDISH ENTERPRISE 

 
 

Dr Claes Norberg 

Professor, Director Accountancy 

Secretary of the Swedish Enterprise Accounting Group 

 

The Swedish Enterprise Accounting Group (SEAG) represents more than 40 international 

industrial and commercial groups, most of them listed. The largest SEAG companies are 

active through sales or production in more than 100 countries.  
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Appendix 

Question 1 — Disclosure Initiative amendments 

The amendments to IAS 1 arising from the Disclosure Initiative aim to make narrow-focus 
amendments that will clarify some of its presentation and disclosure requirements to ensure 
entities are able to use judgement when applying that Standard. 
The amendments respond to concerns that the wording of some of the requirements in 
IAS 1 may have prevented the use of such judgement. 
The proposed amendments relate to: 
 
(a) materiality and aggregation (see paragraphs 29–31 and BC1–8 of this Exposure 
Draft); 
 
(b) statement of financial position and statement of profit or loss and other comprehensive 
income (see paragraphs 54, 55A, 82, 85A and 85B and BC9–BC15 of this Exposure Draft); 
 
(c) notes structure (see paragraphs 113–117 and BC16–BC19 of this Exposure Draft); 
And 
 
(d) disclosure of accounting policies (see paragraphs 120 and BC20–BC22 of this Exposure 
Draft). 
 
Do you agree with each of the amendments? Do you have any concerns about, or 
alternative suggestions for, any of the proposed amendments? 

 
We agree with (a) and (c).  
 
Regarding (b), we would question the purpose and benefit of the proposed paragraph 

85B.  It is not clear what an “excluded item” is and why reconciliation would be needed given 

that paragraph 85A requires that any subtotal must comprise items recognised and 

measured in accordance with IFRS.  As any subtotals presented in accordance with 

paragraph 85 presumably also meet the definition of “the subtotals or totals required by this 

IFRS” in paragraph 85B, entities seem to being asked to reconcile something with 

itself.  From reading paragraph BC14(c), we assume that paragraphs 81A-81B are those that 

the IASB intended to refer to and the benefit of a reconciliation remains unclear. 

 

Regarding (d), we think it is good that additional work around guidance for significant 

accounting policies will be performed in the materiality project in the Disclosure Initiative. We 

suggest that it should be further analysed to what extent significant accounting policies 

should either: 

 

1) inform about IFRS in general and the adoption of the entity for each standard that is 

significant for the entity (as is proposed in the ED), as required today or   

 

2) to present no generic IFRS information but only names *) of standards applied and 

focus on disclosure of the entity´s accounting adoption of IFRS for areas where the 

entity´s business and operations are more unique. We believe that one main area for 

such disclosure would be in relation to revenue recognition, at least for entities with 

complex business models or customer contracts. Entities also encounter significant 

risks in their operations, which might require disclosure about some accounting 

policies.  If this alternative is chosen the knowledgeable reader would easier 

understand the essential accounting assumptions and considerations that a financial 

report is based upon. Our understanding is that the present significant accounting 
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policy disclosure is used only to limited extent by the readers of annual reports, 

presumably due to that this disclosure is too voluminous. We understand though that 

this alternative could be an issue for those potential readers who have low 

knowledge in IFRS.  

 

3) *) An exception to this could be that a short summary is presented for standards that 

are of significant importance. Another practical solution to any such educational 

needs could be that the IASB presents technical summaries of all standards. Entities 

could then disclose links to such summaries. 

Question 2 — Presentation of items of other comprehensive income arising 

from equity-accounted investments 

Do you agree with the IASB’s proposal to amend IAS 1 for the presentation of items of other 
comprehensive income arising from equity-accounted investments amendments (see 
paragraphs 82A, BC1–BC6 and the Guidance on implementing IAS 1)? 
 
If not, why and what alternative do you propose? 

 
We agree. 

Question 3 — Transition provisions and effective date 

Do you agree with the proposed transition provisions for the amendments to IAS 1 as 

described in this Exposure Draft (see paragraphs 139N and BC23–BC25)? 

 

If not, why and what alternative do you propose? 

 
We agree. 

 

 

 


