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Our detailed comments in response to the ED questions are laid out in the appendix to this
letter. If you would like to discuss our comments further, please do not hesitate to contact
Kristina Schwedler (schwedler@drsc.de) or me.

Yours sincerely,

Andreas Barckow

President
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Appendix — Answers to the questions in the DP

Question 1

The IASB proposes to specify in paragraph 68 of IAS 37 that the cost of fulfilling a contract
comprises the costs that relate directly to the contract (rather than only the incremental
costs of the contract). The reasons for the IASB’s decisions are explained in paragraphs
BC16 — BC28.

Do you agree that paragraph 68 of IAS 37 should specify that the cost of fulfilling a contract
comprises the costs that relate directly to the contract? If not, why not, and what alternative
do you propose?

wn, the app n of the re-
tions as to whi€h cost to in-

contract activities. We y
ED stating that the di h provides a more faithful representation of

ot expect that the proposed clarification will

aets result in capitalised costs. The identification of oner-
ous cont is principle and should, therefore, refer to the costs that are

Further, we note s “directly related costs” as well as “incremental costs” are uni-
versally known and only used. However, in our view, the descriptions of the incremen-
tal cost approach (“inCludes only the costs an entity would avoid if it did not have the con-
tract”) and the directly related cost approach (“includes all the costs an entity cannot avoid
because it has the contract”) in BC16 do not make the differences between these two ap-
proaches sufficiently clear.
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Question 2

The IASB proposes to add paragraphs 68A—-68B which would list costs that do, and do
not, relate directly to a contract.

Do you have any comments on the items listed?

Are there other examples that you think the Board should consider adding to those para-
graphs? If so, please provide those examples.

les of costs that do
that other stan-
dards (e.g. IFRS 15, IFRS 17, IAS 2, IAS 16, | i ples of costs

We welcome that guidance be provided, and we find jiflelpful that

seeing a coherent principle that is being followed in the examples in paragraph 68A: They
overlap and leave room for further interpretation. As this is already the case when applying
IFRS 15 and as we support a timely clarification of the onerous contract requirements, we
encourage the IASB to consider this within a future project (e.g. the research project to re-

Question 3

Do you have any other comments on the proposed amendments?

The transi isi cify that an entity shall not restate comparative information.
ise the cumulative effect of initially applying the amendments
ing balance of retained earnings (or other component of equity,
as appropriate) at e of initial application. We appreciate the IASB’s objective to bal-
ance the cost an entity would incur in first applying the amendments with the usefulness of
the information provided on initial application to users of financial statements. However, since
a full retrospective application is the preferred method per IAS 8, we wonder why the IASB
ruled out its application. We would advocate permitting a full retrospective application as an
alternative, provided the necessary information is available to the entity without the use of
hindsight.
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