Federal Accounting Standards Advisory Board

November 16, 2007

Memorandum

To: Members of the Board

From: Eileen W. Parlow, Assistant Director
Through: Wendy M. Payne, Executive Director

Subj: Fiscal Sustainability Reporting — Tab F

Note: The staff prepares Board meeting materials to facilitate discussion of issues at the Board
meeting. This material is presented for discussion purposes only; it is not intended to reflect
authoritative views of the FASAB or its staff. Official positions of the FASAB are determined only
after extensive due process and deliberations.

Obijective: To review a draft exposure draft (ED) for a proposed standard:
“Comprehensive Long-Term Fiscal Projections for the U.S. Government,” gain tentative
approval of (1) the revised objectives section and (2) guidance on selection of
assumptions, and obtain initial feedback on draft display options.

The attached partial draft ED includes coverage of objective and assumptions. These
sections have been revised based upon member comments at the September 2007
Board meeting and staff consultation with task force members representing the
Department of the Treasury (Treasury), the Office of Management and Budget (OMB),
the Government Accountability Office (GAO) and the Congressional Budget Office
(CBO). | hope to gain tentative approval of these portions of the ED at the December
meeting.

The attached draft ED also includes initial draft requirements for a proposed reporting
package within the context of the consolidated financial report of the U.S. Government
(CFR). The proposed reporting package includes

(a) a “primary summary display” and
(b) required additional reporting in the form of narrative and graphic displays.

Future Board discussions will address the potential placement of the proposed reporting
package within the CFR. These discussions will be in coordinated with the conceptual
framework project on communications methods, which addresses the presentation and
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audit status of information within a general purpose federal financial report. For this
reason, items have been given titles such as “Primary Summary Display” that are
neutral in terms of where they might be placed within the CFR.

With respect to the draft displays and other components of the reporting package, |
hope to obtain feedback from you regarding the merits of three possible summary
displays including the pros and cons of displaying “per capita” measures. Selecting one
or more sample display(s) to be included in the ED involves many discrete decisions. At
this time, my goal is to identify any initial preferences you have between the displays. |
will provide a complete analysis of issues and options raised by task force members at
later meetings. As such issues are addressed; | will incorporate the necessary changes
in the summary display(s).

Issues for such future discussions include:

Appropriate horizon for summary amounts: 75 years, 100 years, or

“infinite” horizon,

e Whether it is appropriate to display range or point estimates on the face of
the primary display,

¢ Initial discussion of proposed requirements for additional information to be
provided via narrative and graphics,

e Placement and audit status of the proposed reporting package within the
CFR in coordination with separate concepts project,

e Title for the “primary summary display” that is appropriate to its proposed
placement within the CFR,

e Whether the scope of this project should be expanded to include
generational accounting beyond the cohort information already in the
SOSI, and

e Changes in assumptions (whether prior periods displayed should be

restated for significant changes in economic or policy assumptions).

Note also that aspects preferred in one display may be added to another display to
arrive at an overall preferred display.

Questions for the Board:

Specific questions for the Board appear on pages 3, 4, 6, 12, and 13 of this document,
and on pages 44, 46, and 52 of the draft ED.

Board members are also encouraged to send questions and comments on any aspect
of the draft ED directly to staff at any time. Staff is best able to research questions that
are received prior to Board meetings.




Following is a more detailed discussion of the draft that may serve as a guide to Board
discussion in December.

1) Objectives

Staff revised the “Objectives” sections (paragraphs 1-10 and Basis for Conclusions
paragraphs A2-A3 and A7-A9) based upon the Board’s discussion and
recommendations at the September 2007 Board meeting. Changes include:

. Integrating the notion of “current policy” into the objectives section,

. Streamlining the example list of four questions that the report should
assist the reader in answering to two, and

o Removing the Australian description of fiscal sustainability and including

the general expectation that current policy may be fiscally sustainable in
the absence of permanent deficits and rising debts.

Question for the Board:

Are there additional comments on the objectives portion of the ED?

2) Assumptions

Staff revised the “Assumptions” sections (paragraphs 19-31 and Basis for
Conclusions paragraphs A 10- A 29) based upon the Board'’s discussion and
recommendations at the September 2007 Board meeting. The Board recommended
general guidance and asked that staff confer with the federal members of the task
force. On October 15, 2007, we met with the technical experts representing OMB,
CBO, GAO and Treasury on the Fiscal Sustainability Task Force, revised the draft
based on their input and provided another opportunity for them to comment. In
addition, staff sought comments from the entire task force on the draft material and
incorporated comments as appropriate.

The revised ED explains that the overall objective is a projection consistent with
current policy and provides general guidance regarding situations when current law
is not consistent with current policy. Definitions of current policy, policy assumptions
and economic assumptions are included.

With respect to conservatism, staff previously recommended requiring the selection
of the least optimistic assumption if no single assumption within a range of
assumptions was most likely. The draft now provides that conservatism be
considered in the context of the overall set of assumptions so that the projection is
not systematically biased toward higher deficits.



Questions for the Board:

a) Are there areas where the intent of the text is unclear?

b) Does the Board agree with the definition of “current policy” and the
explanatory text?

c) Does the Board agree with the guidance regarding situations when current
law would not result in projections consistent with current policy?

d) Does the Board agree with the revised guidance regarding conservatism?

e) Does the Board agree with the guidance on economic assumptions?

f) Are there other comments on the draft regarding assumptions?

3) Milestone Dates

The dates for issuance of the ED, the comment period, and the public hearing are
the dates in the Project Plan and reflect the Board’s interest in issuing an ED as
promptly as feasible due to the importance of the subject matter and the concept
that this reporting is likely to evolve over time in response to user feedback. The
dates will be changed if necessary.

4) “Per Capita” measures

“Per capita” measures allocate a total amount- which can be either a historical
amount or the present value of a projected amount- among members of designated
populations (e.g., total population, workers, or households). Population segments
other than individuals (such as households) need to be defined and explained.

The Task Force technical group did not come to a consensus regarding whether per
capita amounts should be displayed. Significant technical issues were raised
regarding the appropriate denominator when the numerator is the present value of
flows over a specified time horizon. Staff has attempted to provide options that are
technically appropriate because the communications group believes that some per
capita information is helpful.

Per capita amounts are presented with certain of the display options. Draft display
option A was based on the statement of fiscal sustainability presented in the Social
Insurance PV and includes per capita amounts. Draft display option B was offered
by one of the task force members — Jagadeesh Gokhale — and does not include per
capita amounts. Draft display option C was developed by staff and includes selected
per capita amounts. However, the inclusion of per capita amounts is an option that
can be considered separate from any preferences among display formats. (In fact,
per capita amounts may be included in the narrative or as an added graphic rather
than on the face of the display.)



Below are the advantages and disadvantages of “per capita” measures:

Pro:

Per capita measures may be useful in conveying to the reader the
magnitude of the projected fiscal imbalance. Many of the amounts
inherent in the projections are very large- often multiple trillions of dollars.
Such amounts are difficult for a reader to assess unless some context is
provided. Per capita measures provide context to help the reader assess
the information provided.

Per capita measures are generally calculated only for selected high-level
totals rather than for each detail or line item displayed. This
summarization provides a focal point, a “bottom line.” A “bottom line was
strongly recommended by the communications group.

The communications group- and several of the technical members-
emphasized that the information should answer questions such as “Why
should | care? What does this mean to me (or to people important to
me)?” Per capita measures have the potential to provide information
meaningful to individuals.

Several technical members strongly objected to the use of per capita
summary numbers using current-year population for the denominator.
Such values would imply that the current-year population is solely
responsible for funding program shortfalls into the distant future. Those
members believe that any changes needed to address the shortfalls
projected through, for example, the next 75 years, must be spread across
the population throughout that 75-year period, and cannot be handled
solely by today's workers. (Staff note: This objection could be resolved by
the careful selection of denominators for per capita measures.)

“Per capita” measures for infinite-horizon projection periods present
special problems. It is uncertain how a reasonable “per capita”
denominator for the “infinite horizon” ratio would be selected and
explained, especially if the denominator includes an estimate of all
individuals that enter the population during the projection period.

Two Task Force members believe that even present value per capita
amounts can be misinterpreted, because the reader will compare the
amount with current salary levels and not understand the role of potential
future productivity increases. One Task Force member objects to “per
capita” amounts because they represent amounts distributed equally
among individuals with widely different abilities to pay.

Staff recommendation:

Based upon the above pros and cons, staff believes that some per capita
measures are both meaningful to readers and technically reasonable.
These measures are:



a) Per capita measures of historical information based upon population as
of the historical date. For example, a per capita display of Treasury
debt held by the public as of the financial statement date is important
information for readers.

b) Per capita measures of projected information for a finite-horizon
projection period, when the denominator is the projected population for
the entire projection period.

Staff believes that some per capita measures can be misleading or
confusing to readers. These measures are:

c) Per capita measures of projected information based upon only the
current population. Staff agrees with the technical experts who object
to this measure.

d) Per capita measures of projected information for infinite-horizon
projection periods. Since the denominator should represent the total
future population forever, staff believes that such a display would be
less meaningful to readers and would capture less interest than a
finite-horizon projection and per capita ratio.

Accordingly, staff recommends that per capita measures (a) and (b) above
should be included in proposed reporting and that per capita measures (c)
and (d) above should be excluded.

Question for the Board:
Does the Board agree with staff recommendation on per capita measures?

5) Primary Summary Display

The ED presents three initial options for a primary summary display. The third
option, Option C, is a combination of some of the elements of Options A and B; the
Board may wish to combine any features into a new primary display.

The information common among the displays is:

a) Each presents summary — or present value - amounts for specified time
periods.’

b) Present value of receipts and outlays with Social Security and Medicare
amounts separately displayed (but with varying detail between the
displays). “Rest of government” is presented with no further
disaggregation.

' Some of the technical experts on the task force object to summary measures because they do not
portray the timing of or trend in receipts and outlays. Summarized values also can not convey information
beyond the period summarized. The communications experts on the task force supported summary
measures and staff believes summary measures supplemented by narrative and graphics that convey the
timing and trend information is the optimal approach.



c) The calculated net present value over the selected time period is the
“‘bottom line.” (One proposal includes net financial assets in the calculation
while the others do not.)

d) Significant required narrative and graphics would accompany each
display. The quality and clarity of the narrative is critical to communication.
Absent high quality narrative, any display or graphic selected is not
expected to meet the reporting objective.

e) Each display includes some information as a percent of GDP.

f) Each display would be accompanied by:

An explanation of key terms

An explanation of assumptions

Narrative and graphics to show trends of annual deficit or surplus as a
% of GPD

Narrative and sensitivity analysis for alternative scenarios for major
assumptions

Narrative explaining how options for addressing any issues will
become more limited and/or the impact of the options more severe if
action is delayed

The unique features of each display will be discussed and the pros and cons of each
will be presented below. Our objective for the meeting is to (1) determine the level of
support for a summary display and (2) identify any preferences or concerns
members have with each option. We will further develop the options

Option A: Summary of Long-Term Fiscal Position

Option A is based upon the proposed “Statement of Fiscal Sustainability” that was
included in the Alternative View of Preliminary Views — Accounting for Social Insurance,
Revised.? Revisions were made based upon recommendations of the communications
members of the Task Force. In addition, staff has added potential sub-lines to
“Receipts and Outlays” to clarify that the payment of principal and interest on
borrowings from the Social Security and Medicare HI Trust funds represent receipts for
Social Security and Medicare and outlays for “rest of government.”

Option A is described in paragraphs 35- 36 of the ED and illustrated in Appendix B on
pages 33-35. In addition to the information common in all displays, Option A provides:

e Two time horizons, 75 year and the infinite horizon (referred to as All Future
Years in the illustration).

e |t presents total receipts and total outlays as subtotals before arriving at the
bottom line of “fiscal imbalance.”

> See Preliminary Views — Accounting for Social Insurance, Revised. Paragraphs 75-76 and Appendix C,

pages 118-119.



e Present value dollars and percent of GDP are presented for all receipt and outlay
components as well as the bottom line.

e Per capita information is provided based on current population for each citizen,
full-time worker and household.

e Per capita information is provided based on current and future population for
each citizen, full-time worker and household.

e The “fiscal gap” is presented as an alternative sustainability measure.

With the exception of the headings and the added current and future population per
capita amounts, this display was included in the preliminary views (PV) document
regarding social insurance. Respondents to the PV were asked to comment on the
proposed statement of fiscal sustainability. Of the 41 respondents answering that
question (question 4), 29 supported the statement. (The briefing material at Tab A of
the binder for the July 2007 Board meeting provides a summary and staff analysis of the
responses.) A few respondents expressed reservations regarding the infinite horizon,
the cost of the proposal, and the use of summary (PV) measures. Some respondents
indicated that a separate project was needed. Overall, it is difficult to reach conclusions
based on the PV results but staff believes the initial reactions received through the PV
process should be considered in developing the proposal.

Note: Option A displays both 75-year and infinite horizon amounts. The issue of
selecting horizons for projection periods will be developed for discussion at the
February 2008 Board meeting.

Pro:

1. Option A avoids any potential “moving window” problem? by displaying both 75-
year and infinite horizon projections. (The issue of selecting specific horizons for
projection periods will be developed for discussion at the February 2008 Board
meeting.)

2. Option A may make the information more meaningful-- and large amounts easier
to grasp-- by presenting per capita amounts by citizen, full-time worker, and
household.

3. Several of the technical Task Force members believe that the “fiscal gap”
measure is important and meaningful for readers.

Con:

1. Option A is too information-rich to accommodate a comparative side-by-side with
the corresponding amounts at the end of the previous fiscal year. Accordingly, it

*The “moving window” problem occurs when there are significant changes to an estimate from one year
to the next that are caused by the passage of time. For example, if a projection period is 75 years, the
activity in “year 76” is outside the projection period for that year, but will be included in the projection
period for the following year.



would fail a critical test mentioned by more than one of the outside technical
experts: that it should clearly show whether the situation improved or worsened
during the fiscal year. FASAB’s Stewardship objective focuses on “the impact on
the country of the government’s operations and investment for the period and
how, as a result, the government’s and the nation’s financial condition has
changed and may change in the future.”

2. Option A presents two new concepts—fiscal imbalance and fiscal gap—which
are defined in term of mathematical formulas. Since Option A includes other
complex concepts such as “infinite horizon” and “present value,” it is displaying
too much information at once, in contrast to the goal of “simplicity” that was
emphasized as being a critical element of effective communication by a majority
of the Task Force communications experts.

3. One of the technical task force members objects to the inclusion of the “fiscal
gap” measure. He believes that because it is associated with keeping debt-to-
GDP constant, specifying the definition of a fiscal gap measure is not sufficient
by itself. It also requires specification of the level of the debt-GDP ratio that
would be considered consistent with sustainability. Simply specifying the ratio at
its current level would generally be inappropriate because a small increase in the
ratio may be consistent with fiscal sustainability. Explaining why any particular
level of a “sustainable” debt-GDP ratio makes sense would require additional
complicated explanations and could be subject to continuing challenge. He
believes that in terms of both technical accuracy and ease of presentation, the
fiscal imbalance measure appears to be superior, and he recommends dropping
the fiscal gap measure from the ED.

Option B: Future Implications of Current Policies

Option B was developed in consultation with Jagadeesh Gokhale. Dr. Gokhale, a
senior fellow at the CATO Institute, is a task force member and responded to the PV on
social insurance. Staff worked with him to refine his initial proposal. The title for his
display is Future Implications of Current Policies.

Option B is described in paragraphs 37-40 of the ED and illustrated in Appendix B on
pages 37-40. In addition to the information common in all displays, Option B provides:

e Subtotal net present values for Social Security and Medicare (labeled unfunded
costs) as well as disaggregation within each program of amounts related to “past
and living generations” and amounts related to “future generations” (those not yet
born and under age 15 at the projection date)

e Present value amounts for seven reporting periods — the prior and current years
and each of the next five years (these amounts include cash flows occurring from
the beginning of the projection year through the end of the time horizon)

* SFFAC 1, par. 134 (bold added)



e “Unfunded costs” as a percent of GDP are presented for the net present value of
Medicare, Social Security, the rest of government, and all of government for each
of the two historical and five projection years.

e To provide information regarding the timing of flows, a second table is included
that presents the cumulative total for years 1-5, 1-10, etc. (The final column
labeled “all” is the infinite horizon — which is the horizon preferred by Dr. Gokhale
—amount.)

e To show trends in operating cost and net financial assets, a third table presents
the total operating cost, revenue, net operating cost, financial assets, liabilities
and net financial assets for the current and four past years as well as five
projected years.

Pro:

1. The title is helpful in communicating what the amounts shown represent.
(Note: this title could also be used for Option A or Option C.)

2. The format includes side-by-side comparison of current year and prior year,
so that the reader can assess changes from year to year. Accordingly,
Option B would pass a critical test mentioned by more than one of the outside
technical experts: that it should clearly show whether the situation improved
or worsened during the fiscal year. FASAB’s Stewardship objective also
focuses on “the impact on the country of the government’s operations and
investment for the period and how, as a result, the government’s and the
nation’s financial condition has changed and may change in the future.”

3. The breakout of Medicare and Social Security include the effect of any
existing balances in the Social Security and Medicare HI Trust Funds.

4. Part 1 shows a year-by-year projection for the five years following the current
year.

5. Part 2 shows cumulative total unfunded costs into the infinite horizon in a
concise manner that allows the reader to observe trends.

Con:

1. Part 1 disaggregates only two basic cohorts: “living generations” and “future
generations,” with “past generations” being grouped with “living generations”
and “future generations” defined as individuals under 14 years of age at the
reporting date, including unborn. Although this breakout implies generational
accounting, staff believes that the two cohorts are too large to be useful in
assessing generational fairness. The scope of this project does not currently
include an assessment of generational accounting, which would require, for
example, an assessment of how to aggregate “generations,” and/or whether
10-year age groups would be more objective. In addition, the generational
breakout is only applied to social insurance, and not to other government

® Ibid. (bold added)
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activities. Staff believes that the display of generational accounting that is
limited to social insurance programs is more appropriately addressed by the
SOSI and not by the summary display for fiscal sustainability reporting.

“Additional Information” calls for the projection of “Net Financial Assets” for
five years into the future, which may be difficult or impractical for the preparer.
For example, the projections in the primary summary display may already
take into account some or all of the financial assets and liabilities that are
reported on the balance sheet. If so, the preparer could not simply add “net
financial assets” (which would likely be a negative amount) to the projections
if the projections may include dispositions of the net financial assets, because
this would result in double counting.

The table does not explain the changes from the prior year to current year or
between the projection periods. The explanation of changes is important to an
understanding of the underlying causes for these changes.

Option C: Long-Term Implications of Current Policies

Option C is described in paragraph 41 of the ED and illustrated in Appendix B on
pages 39-41.

Option C includes the following modifications to Options A and B, based upon the
Pros and Cons discussed above for Options A and B:

1.

A temporary title for Option B (Long-Term Implications of Current Policies)
has been used for Option C. Staff recommends that Board’s selection of a
title for this display should be postponed until after the Board has concurred
on its placement within the CFR.

The display has been limited to a single projection period (100 years) rather
than Option A’s two projection periods (75 years and infinite horizon) to allow
side-by-side presentation of the current year and prior year. Selection of a
specific single projection period (for example, 75 years, 100 years, or infinite
horizon) will be discussed at a future Board meeting. The staff
recommendation is that a single projection period, and not two projection
periods, should be used for the primary display.

The Option B display showing “Unfunded costs as a percent of present value
of GDP” for the prior year, the current year, and projections for five years into
the future has been included in Option C.

Per capita measures based upon current population are not included,
because this ratio would imply to some that the current-year population is
solely responsible for funding program shortfalls into the distant future. Per
capita measures based upon current plus future population are retained.

Staff has added a per-capita display of the national debt as of the end of the
current and prior fiscal years. This display is important information for
readers. It requires no assumptions about future events because it presents
historical information.
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Staff recommendation:

Staff believes that all three options have merit. The Board also may wish to combine
some of the elements of Options A, B, or C into a new option. Staff recommends
that Option C should be tentatively selected, subject to modification based upon the
Board’s discussion of the “horizon” issue at the February 2008 Board meeting.

Question for the Board:

Does the Board agree with staff recommendation for a summary display (Option C,
with future discussion of the projection period)?

6. Terminology: “Fiscal Sustainability Reporting”

“‘Comprehensive Long-Term Fiscal Projections and Accompanying Narrative and
Graphics in the Financial Report of the U.S. Government” is a very long title and
would be cumbersome to insert into every sentence in the ED that refers to the
proposed reporting as a whole. In order to refer to this reporting more concisely,
staff is proposing two options for an abbreviated “short term,” which would be
defined in the ED as a short term for ““Comprehensive Long-Term Fiscal Projections
and Accompanying Narrative and Graphics in the Financial Report of the U.S.
Government.” The two options are (a) “fiscal sustainability reporting” and (b) “long-
term outlook reporting.”

Question 3 on page 7 of the draft ED discusses the term “fiscal sustainability” in the
context of a title for the primary summary display as follows:

Q3. The Board’s mission is to issue reporting requirements for the Federal
government’s general purpose financial statements, and not to recommend budget
policy. This exposure draft proposes a title for the summary display: “Summary of Long-
Term Financial Position,” “Future Implications of Current Policies” Long-Term
Implications of Current Policies,” or “Summary of Financial Condition.” An alternative
title, “Statement of Fiscal Sustainability,” might imply to some that the Board has
established or plans to establish specific rules that define “fiscal sustainability,” and/or
budget rules that would result in fiscal sustainability. However, others have indicated
that the “plain English” meaning of the words “fiscal” and “sustainability” should be
adequate, and that the title “Statement of Fiscal Sustainability” might be more
appropriate. Do you believe that the summary display should be titled:
a. “Statement of Fiscal Sustainability”
b. One of the other titles above and described in paragraphs 29 through 37
(“Summary of Long-Term Financial Position,” “Future Implications of Current
Policies,” “Long-Term Implications of Current Policies,” or “Summary of
Financial Condition.”)
c. Atitle not listed above (please specify).
Please explain your choice.

12




In addition, paragraph 6 of the draft ED currently states:
[6] In this Statement, “Fiscal Sustainability Reporting” is the short term
for “Comprehensive Long-Term Fiscal Projections and Accompanying
Graphics and Narrative in the Financial Report of the U.S. Government.”

A similar explanation is made in FAQ 1 on page 51.

Depending upon the outcome of the Board'’s discussion at the December Board
meeting, staff will substitute either “Comprehensive Long-Term Fiscal Projections
and Accompanying Narrative and Graphics in the Financial Report of the U.S.
Government” or a different short term throughout the ED.

Question for the Board:

Do you agree that “Comprehensive Long-Term Fiscal Projections and Accompanying
Narrative and Graphics in the Financial Report of the U.S. Government” would be a
cumbersome term to use throughout the ED every time that the proposed reporting is
being referred to as a whole? If so, should the “short term” be:

(a) “fiscal sustainability reporting”

(b) “long-term outlook reporting” or

(c) some other term?

7) Background: Illustrations of situations requiring assumptions

To accommodate a request from one of the Board members, attached are
illustrations of several situations where “current law” would not be adequate as a
basis for projections.

8) Background: Canada’s Public Sector Accounting Board Statement of

Principles

Canada’s Public Sector Accounting Board (PSAB) has issued a Statement of
Principles, “Indicators of Government Financial Condition” that proposes a
Statement of Recommended Practice (SORP) that would encourage reporting by
Canada’s national and provincial governments. [Staff note: A PSAB “Statement of
Principles” is comparable to a FASAB Preliminary Views document in that it is
intended to precede a subsequent potential exposure draft.]

The proposed SORP would encourage voluntary reporting of long-term fiscal issues,
“in order to improve and harmonize Canada’s public sector reporting.” The
proposed SORP would not constitute GAAP for Canada’s governmental entities, but
would rather provide general guidance and encouragement.
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Paragraph 15 of the PSAB Statement of Principles mentions FASAB'’s current
project on this topic. In contrast to Canada’s Statement of Principles, the proposed
FASAB ED is a proposed Statement of Federal Financial Accounting Standards and
would require specific reporting in the CFR.

This document is presented to ensure that members are aware of developments in
other nations.

9) Background: IPSASB Proposed Project: Fiscal Sustainability

The International Public Sector Accounting Standards Board (IPSASB) will consider
initiating a project on long-term fiscal sustainability at its November 29-30, 2007
meeting in Beijing, China. Attachment 7 is a copy of the Project Brief for this
discussion.

e The November 13, 2007 memorandum to the IPSASB Members includes a
description of the FASAB project, and notes that:

There has been tentative staff-level discussion of a joint project between the
FASAB and the IPSASB on fiscal sustainability. IPSASB Staff’s view is that,
given the fact that FASAB has already initiated their project, the timescales
for the FASAB and the fact that FASAB meets much more regularly than
IPSASB, a fully-fledged joint project will be difficult. However, Staff has had
considerable informal discussion and has agreed to share agenda materials
and other papers. IPSASB Staff members attended the July meeting of the
FASAB, at which fiscal sustainability was a major agenda item.®

e |PSASB staff recommends a Task Force for this project, and recommends that a
FASAB staff member participate in the Task Force. The proposed Task Force
would develop a Consultation Paper with a target date of September 2008.”

Attachments:

1. Draft ED, “Comprehensive Long-Term Fiscal Projections and Accompanying
Narrative and Graphics in the Financial Report of the U.S. Government”
Summary of Board Decisions at Past Board Meetings

Milestones: Target Dates for Fiscal Sustainability Reporting Project
lllustrations: Challenges in Projecting Spending and Revenues

PSAB (Canada) Statement of Principles, “Indicators of Government Financial
Condition”

6. CBO, The Long-Term Outlook for Health Care Spending

IPSASB November 13, 2007 Briefing Memorandum: Fiscal Sustainability and
Draft Project Brief and Outline

abwbd

~

® IFAC IPSASB Agenda ltem 5, Fiscal Sustainability, November 13, 2007 memorandum, pages 1-2.
Available at: http://www.ifac.org/PublicSector/Meeting-BGPapers.php?MID=0120.
" Ibid, November 13 memorandum page 8 and Draft Project Brief and Outline, page 8.
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