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April 20,2009 

ElizabethM. Murphy 
Secretary, Securities and ExchangeCommission 
100 FStreet, NE 
Washlngton, DC 20549-1OW) 

Re: File Number 57-2748 
Roadmapfor the Potential Useof FinancialStatements Prepared in accordance with International 
Financial ReporkgStandards by U.S. Issuers 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

Clsm Systems, Inc. ("Cismu)appreciatesthe opportunity to comment on the Securities and hchange 
Commission's (*Commission") Rdrnap tbr the Potentid Use of Financial Sfabmenfs Prepared in 
Aooordance WMIInfnmtbnaI Finamid R e m n g  Standards by U.S. Issuers(*Roadmap"). 

Overview and Summary 

We fully support efforts by the Commlsslon to allow and eventually mandata U.S. issuers to prepam 
financial statements in accordance with International Financial Reporting Standards as issued by the 
International Accounting Standards b a r d  ('IFW). We believe significant long-term benefitswilt result 
from developing a single set of global amnt Ing standards. 

Todavs Rnandal and capital markets are globally interconnected. The wmnt economlc crfsb has 
demonstrated that ihm is a need for greater international cooperation by the wrld's accounting 
standard setters and regulators. In response to the crisis, the G-20 leaders have also recently made 
several recommendations, indudinq impwing transparency In financial reporting and calling far the 
achievement of a single set of highquallty global accounting standards. We agree that the economic 
wisi has highlightedthe need for a globally consistent accountingframework and we believethat IFRS 
Is best posttioned to achieve that goal. This Roadmap is an Important step by the Commlssion 
because IFRS cannot be considered h l y  global unless it becomeswidely used in the U.S. 

We respectfully emphasize that although we are fully supportive of steps taken by the Commission 
towards IFRS adoption by U.S. issuers, there are several issues that the Comrnission should consider 
revising in the proposed Roadmap before it Is flnaljzed. We bellwe the most critical issues are: 

We BeIbve the Commissh should proceed wi?h an lFRS Roadmap that includes a final rule with 
m a n d m  hnslfbn dates. We do not suppwt estabiishi~mnditKxlaI mrteshes. 

The Commission should proceedwlth, and communicate dates for the mandatary adoption of IFRS by 
all U.S.issuers in the proposed Roadmap, We do not support the Commission's p r o m 1  to evaluate 
the progress of the mlleetones before maklw a determination in 2011 on whether to proceed with rules 
requiring the use of IFRS in the U.S. We believe the proposed a p m  creates a significant amount 
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of uncertainty, induding the potential of reverting back to U.S. GAAP &er a U.S. issuer has early 
adopted IFRS, which will discourage issuers from taking action until a final decision is reached. The 
approach in the Roadmap has the following disadvantages: 

It discourages eligible US. issuers from electing the early adoptionoption; 

In the current economy, companies will not want to expend significant resources until a 
decision to transition to IFRS is made. By having a 2011 decision point, there is insufficient 
time to prepare for mandatory transition beginning in 2014 as most U.S. issuers will not begin 
preparing until a final rule is determined in2011; 

It discourages other market participants (standard setters, analysts, educators, auditors, and 
consultingfirms) from beginningtheir transition efforts. 

Whib we understand the purpose of the milestones listed in the proposed Roadmap, we believe it 
would be moreappropriate to frame such milestones as "checkpointsnand not conditional milestones. 

We are supportive of the proposed schedulefor mandatoryadoption beginning 2014 only if mandatory 
transition dates are eshbbhed in the Roadmap and major convergence projects are completed in 
2011 as further deswibed below. 

lFRS as issued bv the IntematfonalAccountim Standards Board I"lASB'2 

Thebenefits of a single set ofg l o b /  accounting standards willonly be achieved iFl& standard setters 
do not deviate #om the lASB version of IFRS. We belleve it is critical to establish a sustainable 
ovem@htande n W m e n t  model that supporfs and enfrxces only the lASB wrsbn ofIFRS. 

To truly achieve a single set of high quality global accounting standards, the application and 
enforcement of the standards must be consistent on a global basis. We respectfully request that the 
Commissiontake into account the potentjal and propensityfor standard setters to deviatef m  IFRS as 
issued by the IASBand to avoid creatinga U.S.version of IFRS. 

We b e l i e  that the Commissionshould be aware of and avoidthe following situations: 

The creation of a U.S. version of IFRS caused by the issuance and application of U.S. 
amountingrules in the interpretation of IFRS; 

The creation of local versions of lFRS in other countries caused by the issuance and 
applicationof statutory accounting rules in the interpretationof IFRS. 

Consistent with the G-20 recommendations, we also encourage the Commission to continue working 
with other regulatory groups, both within the US. and globally, to develop a sustainable modd to 
provide oversight and ensure the consistent applicationand enforcementof IFRS accountingconcepts. 

IASB and FASB ioint d c t s  

Convergence projectsshould continue because they will improve the quality of existing lFRS and U.S. 
GAAP standards and will result in continued progress towards a single set of global accounting 
standards. 

During the past year, the US, has been strongly considering conversion to IFRS. We believe this 
increased focus has helped to build momentum on joint IASB and Financial Accounting Standards 
Board ('FASB") criticalprojects, induding revenuerecognition, leases,financial statement presentation, 
and financial instruments. We are supporthe of continuingconvergence effortson these projects since 
considerable progress has been made, induding thoughtful deliberations between Boards which also 
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re f l a  public feedback. We also support continuing convergence work because notwithstanding the 
Commission's Roadmap for the adoption of lFRS in the US.,we believe that U.S. GAAP can be 
improved in each of these areas by working with the IASB and mnverglng with IFRS. However, we 
suggest the FASB consider limiting its projects to only convergence or critical projects and to cease 
issuing new standards after the projects identified in the Memorandum of Understanding are 
completed, to establish a stable accounting platform and to provide sufficient time for the orderly 
conversion to [FRSin the U.S. 

White we suppMt convergence efforts between the two Boards, we reiterate the importance of the 
Commission establishing mandatory IFRS !ransition dates. We are concerned that ff convergence 
were to continue without a targeted mandatory IFRS transition date, the goal of a single set of high 
quality global accounting standards will not be successfully achieved. Convergence is a prolonged 
approach that does not always result in fully converged standards. Therefore, we favor a conversion 
approach to IFRSin the U.S.over a convergence approach. 

We s u m  the limited e d y  adoptbn op&n but believe that the edksf  practical early adoption date is 
affercurrent major convergence projects are completed in 2012. 

We are supportive of certain U.S. issuers having the option to report their financial statements using 
IFRS prior to the mandatory adoption date in 2014; however, we believe that the earliest feasible 
limited adoptlon date is 2012, which is Mer major FASB and IASB convergence projects are targetd 
for completion. We are generally supportive of the eligibility criteria in the p r o p s 4  Roadmap as it 
provides a sb-uctured approach to determine the companies for which adoption will promote 
comparability within an industry and also have available resour- for the conversion. One 
recommendation we have on the eligibility criteria is that U.S. issuers should ke given the option to 
define their own industry and competitors and not be limited to the sources listed in the proposed 
Roadmap. 

Transition 

We believe that only one year of comparative lFRS financial statements should be required 
because if provides sufficient and useful information, The costs of providing the additional 
information far outweigh any benefits to financial statement users. 

We firmly believe that the best option would be to allow presentation of only one year of comparative 
lFRS financial statements when issuers adopt IFRS for the first time, which is consistent with the 
provisions of lFRS 1, Firs-time Adoption of Infematbnal Financial Repotting Sfandards ("IFRS 1"). 
The requirement to present comparative IFRS financial statement for more than one year would 
impose costs on issuers that are out of proportionto the potential benefits to users as it would result in 
an additional year of having to simultaneously maintain accounting records in two standards of 
accounting, This would impose an excessive financial and administratlve burden on issuers with 
complex accounting pdiciesand processes. Further, presentation of one year of comparative financial 
information would be consistent with the Commission's requirements for first time foreign private 
issuers and with the requirements for other first time adopters, such as companies in the European 
Union who adopted IFRS in 2005. 

We would like to emphasize that for many U.S. issuers, it will be extremely difficult to apply the 
requirements of IFRS 1 in those areas where a large number of transactions o a r  and ere no 
optional exemptions or mandatory exceptions exist. for example, restating revenue for comparative 
periods along with the reconciliation requirements will be extremely cumbersomeand time consuming 
in the year of IFRS adoption. 
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Alternative mposai lbr U.S. GAAP inf0rrnat;On 

We shngty  support Roposaf A btjcause it provides sufficient aM useful information. Proposal B 
places undue burden on U.S. issuers and wwld not produce reliable infwmatfon. 

For those companies that early adopt IFRS,the Commission is proposing two alternativesfor reporting 
U.S. GAAP comparative information: 

Proposal A - fotlow IFRS 1 (i.e., restatement of comparative financial statements; reconciliations of 
equity from U.S. GAAP to IFRS for the opening balance sheet date as well as at the end of the latest 
period reported under U.S. GAAP; reconciliationsfrom U.S. GAAP to IFRS for the income statement, 
comprehensive income, and statementof cash flows for the latest period reported under U.S. GAAP). 

Proposal B - follow IFRS 1 and, in addition, include supplemental unaudited US, GAAP information 
reconciling financial statements from IFRS to U.S. GAAP for all periods included in the filing. The 
supplemental information would be required on an ongoing basis. 

We strongly support ProposalA, which is consistent with the requirementsof iFRS 1. We respectfully 
highlight that Proposal B, which calls for the initial and ongoing reconciliation of financial information 
between IFRS and U.S. GAAP, is unwarranted. It will require companies to maintain both IFRS and 
U.S. GAAP financial recordsfor an excessive period of time. Furthermore, the quality and reliability of 
the information would be doubtful since the information would not be subject to internal conkols or 
procedures and not subject to an Independent auditor's examination. We firmly believe that any 
reconciliation requirement beyond the requirements of IFRS 1 should not an option in the final 
Roadmap. 

We have provided our detailed comments and responses to selected questions identified in the 
proposed Roadmap inAttachment A of this letter. 

We thank the Commission for the opportunity to provide our comments on this issue. If you have any 
questions regarding our letter or would like to discuss our views in further detail, please feel h-ee ta 
contact me directly at (408) 527-0448. 

Jonathan Chadwick 
Senior Vice President, Corporate Controller and Principal Accounting M c e r  
C i m  Systems, Inc. 
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Attachment A 
Responsesto Spedf~cQuestionsset forttr In the proposedRoadthp 

The roleof lFRS in the U.S. mnhl markets 

QueW I:Do commenfersagree that U.S. inve-, U.S. issuers and U.S. m t s  muld benefit 
MttFe deve-nf and use of sdngle set of global& accepted acmunfr'ngstandapds? Wlhy arwhy 
not? WAafrn commenters' views on the pofential ior lFRS as issued by the tASB as the sing& set of 
ghballly accepted accounting standards? 

We strongly agme that U.S.inveetors,Issuets, and mark* w l d  M from the development and 
use of a single set of globally amepted m u n t l n ~standards. We further belie- that IFRS as issued 
by the LASB has great potentY to kused as theslnglls setof globally accapted accountiw standards. 

In recent Wrs, them has been a sustained international movement to IFRS as !he single set of hlgh 
quality dobally amapt& accounting standards. Many countdes, most notably those in tbEuropan 
Unlon, have adopted IFRS. Many other countries, Indudirtg Indi, B W ,  and C a m ,  have 
announced ckrfinitive IFRS adqhn dab.  The U.S. is one of the I- remaining cap'hl markets 
that has not yet decidedtoadopt IFRS. 

We believe tM the adoption of tFRS In the US. is critlcal and will be a pihe longarm change 
it will make the U.S. market m m  ahctlve to internationalinvestmentand potentiallyopen up 

more inbmtional markets fo U.S. issum, The economic Wi aIso higMlghts he  need far a singie 
set of hlglqualityamuntlngstandards. Several ben* of tha adoption of IFRS In the US.indudc 

r Enhanced cornpambiliiofU.S. issuerswith their global competitm; 
SlmNMd financial reptlng for companb wlth global operationsas a single set of amounting 
standards can be used for MIU.S.and 1-1 courrtry requhrnwb; 
Application d grinolple besd m n t t n g  standwder that more dwdy reflect;s the economic 
subtan- of h n s d o m ;and 
Easikr w c s s  toM g nmpW marketsfw US. h e r s .  

We acknowledge that there mlgM be short-term unfavorable efF- on US. investon, bum, and 
markets, such as campwbu'i issues during the transitiin and the signMmnt wsb involved in the 
implementattonMort, However, we Geiieve the lorptwm positive etkb of allowfng IFRS to be used 
in the U.S.will be f a r d i n g .  

To h l y  =hieve a single set of Mgh quality global accounting standards, the appliatbn and 
enfoment of thstandadsmust b consistentfrom country to amtry. We m p d u l l y  reqmthat 
the Commission consider the maland propensity for standard setkm to establish 
amounting mles in the app l i ion  and enfacement of IFRS. It m l d  be unfortunata If the 
inkptatbn of IFRS in the U.S. developed b a d  an the application of sp&k rules, r a t k  than the 
prindplesbased approslch of IFRS. We believe that creating a U.S. mion d IFRS would ultimately 
defeat the advantagas of having a single set of globally aoeepted accwntlng standards. ConJsbnt 
with the G-20mmendabions, we would also like toencourage the Commissiontocontinue M i n g  
wlth global mgulatcwy groups to develop a sustaiils model to provih wenlght aM ensure the 
wnsktent applidon and enforcement of tFRS accwrnting compts. 
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A ~rmamdroad ma^ to IFRS mwrtlna bv U.S. Issuen 

Mlf#tones to ba &loved leadingto thmuseof IFRS by U.S. Issuers 

Question 2:Do commentem agree that the mkdoms and conWeratknsdescrfbed in Secbn I1I.A. of 
this r e h a  (%f/8Shm8~to be AcAlewd Leading to the Use of lFRS by U.S. Issuers3 compn'ise a 
hme& fhrough which the Commissh can efech/yevaluate whether IFRS financial statements 
shwld be umd by U.S. issuers in fhg2 filings wtlh the C o m m i e ?  Are any of the I#qPo8ed 
rnhtones not relevant to the Commlsdm's eveluatbn? Are there any other rnhshms that the 
Commisbnshould consider? 
Q u e a n  3: Do commentem agree wtW~the timing presenbd by the milestones? Why c#'why not? In 
p d c u l ~ ,do cornme- agtw that the Commisshshould m k 8  a defermImflonin 201I h t h e r  to 
requke use of lFRS by U.S. issuers? ShouiW fhe Commissionmake a defermnafionearl& or later than 
20117 Are #em any other flming c o n s M h a  that the Commission should take i& aocount? 

We believethat the CommissionshwId determineand communhte dates for the mandatoryadoption 
of IFRS by all U.S.Issuers in the psoposed Roadmap. We do not support the Commlsalon's proposal 
to evaluate the progress of the mllesbms before making a debfninatlon in 2011 an whether to 
proceedwith rules requiringthe use of IFRS inthe U.S. We ktiithat the approach proposed In the 
Roadmap creates a JgnfitRcant amount of uncertainty and efFdhiyu n d m l n s  the advamment of 
IFRS in the U.S. Bemmofthe proposal todelay making afiml determination until 2011 and the tadr 
of a mandatory transition nrle, key U.S. marketplace prtlcipantswill be diem- from treglnnlngto 
take necessaryatiins for the successful eventualadoptiond IFRS. 

We fully suppost the plan to allow for the limited, early use of IFRS by diiMe U.S. issuers. H m r ,  
as furlher d h s s e d  in wr responsebQuestion 18,w believe that a d k t  adoptiondate should be In 
2012. 

We Wlwe there will be wldespmd benefii to eariy adoption. However, the uncwhinty =us& by 
the Cmrnissim's p r o p a l  and the lack of a fm h n W n  plan will certainlydisawrap digibk U.S. 
Issuers fKwn electing the early doptlon optlon. We do not Mleve the Commiasbn Intends this 
outme, but ItIsa red psihil i  since U.S.IssuersAll tm reluctant b invest the signifimnt amount of 
m r c e s  n vfor the conversion from U.S.GMP to IFRS if there Isuncertainty about the final 
Comrnlssion rule and thus thepossibility existsthat they wuld need to revert backb U.S.W. 

FurtkBftmm,vm believe that only by sstablishirg mandaby transition dates inthe Roadmapwill other 
key U.S. marketplace s t a k h o b ,  Including U.S. Issum not eligible for early adoption, and*, 
e d u m ,  and investors, be sufficiently inducedto beginthe& M i o n  efforts. 

If the Commission delap maklng a determinatian about the requked use of IFRS by U.S. Issuers until 
201I,mandating US. issuersto k g i n  adopting IFRS in 2014 wuld not provide issuerswith adequate 
notice to plan and Implementa successful and Mkknt transition. The Commisskn should be careful 
abut undemtirnatfng the amount of r e s w m  that will be necessary to u-ke such a complex 
and aignrmnt change for U.S. issum, We b e l i  that a s u m 1transition requires an i-, 
d&lW plan that adddresses all aspects d an US, iwuer's businem, from its dally operatlorn to Its 
underlying infrastmdure. Complex a m ,  induding infarmationsptems, b a i r n  processes, flmncial 
aecountimand mpoiling, and ernplow and investor edu&n will all require adequate time to be 
addmad. 

The milestaws that the Commission is prowing ahouId be *che&poinlsn wRih are usedto mluate 
p- as opposed to precondbns for the adoptionof IFRS in the U.S. It is rwt mceswy to make 
these milestones preconditions because WB Mkve that m r e s s  Is signif~mtlyundenvay on all the 
milestones, indudlng improvements in $ccwntlng standards, accwntabilky and fundiw of the IASC 
Fwndatiin, impmvment in the abillty to use Intmctii Data for IFRS reprtlng, and educ8tlon and 



Securltlesand Exchange Commission 
page 7 

hining. In the Roadmap, the CMrnlssion also acknowledgesthe progress already blng mads in all 
the mlestone amas. Themfom mdo not believe that the milestones shwld be furlher evaluated in 
2011. We belleve the role of the proposed mlle&messhould be to encourage progress rather than 
pravkis hurdles to future mandatoryadoption fordl US,issuers. 

Whib w strongly agree that U.S. Investors, Issuers, and other market pwtlclpants have a great deal to 
accomplish before the U,S. is m y  for the mandatory and widaspmad use of tFRS, w also believe 
that sbkehdders would be more committed if theCommissionesta&!isheda mandatory IFRS adoption 
schedule In the Roadmap. 

Questb 4: What are commnfers' visws on the mandated use of IFRS by U.S. issuers beg inn in^ in 
20f4, on an e h r  &geddn& orno- f r a n d h  Basis? Should the de& for mandated use 
Be e d b r  or later? if the fhernisshn requhs the use of IFRS, shoushould it do so on a sfaged ~ n r  
wuenoed basis? W a staged or mqwmd basis wldbe appropriate, whet am cwnmnters' views 
on the fypes of U.S. issuers that should fkst be su@ct lo a requbment to fie IFRS finamhi 
sfafementsand #me that should mrne later in time? Stwuld any sequenced b-anan be based on the 
exlstlng d e f i n w  of 1- aooelereted Her and aocehmbd W Shauld fhe tlme perid betwen 
stagesbe longer thanoneyew, such as tmw h eyews? 

If mandatoryadoption daters are set In the Roadmapand major convergencep r o m  are completed in 
201I ,  w am gemrally supporthe of the p r o m  mandatory staged or sequenced transition, based 
on the existing definitions of large accelmbd and adembd  ffler, beginning in 2014. How;ever, athe 
determination of a final rule Is delayed until 201Iand presentation of two years eompmtlve Rnancial 
irrfonnationwill be required, a mandatory &pt!on date binning in 2014would not provMe issuers 
with adequate notloe to plan and Implement a successful trslnsition. A staged transition with an 
established mandatay adoptionwill: 

Mlnimire-in on resou-, such as auditors, consultants, and the Commission; 
Encouw eduWm to Incorporate IFRS into the curriculum; 

r Provide US,issumwith sufficient time to adopt new major co- accountingstandards; 
r Give the Investorcwnrnunltyt)lququate exposure to IFRS basedfina-1 Information; 

Other areas ofcomidemtlon 

Question5: What do commenh believe would be fhe efict  on convergence iffhe ~mmr';swfonwem 
tofcdlav thew d Roadmap or allow mrfain U.S. I s s m  & use lFRS aspmposed? 
Question 9: Wlhaf are mrnmenfets'views on the IASB's and FASB's pint work plan? Does the r*rwk 
plan topromde a single set of h@PrguaIityglobally sccepted mcountiw standds? Why c#r why
not? 

During the past par, the US, has been strongly considering w n m b n  to IFRS. We believe this 
incmased focus has helped to bulkl momentum on joint IASB and FAS8 critical projects, Including 
revenue rewgnition, leases, financial statement pregentafion and financial instruments. We are 
suppwtlve of contlnulng convergence e f W  on these proj- and b e l h  that the importance of 
continuing these Morh would be wen greater if the Commission begins to accept lFRS financial 
statements frwn U.S. issuers in the future. -use signlnlficant differem exlst today, continued 
convergence between U.S. GAAP and IFRS In the near term wuld reduce the fmpaet of the eventual 
adaptian of IFRS in the U.S. Furthermore,w b e l i  that both U.S. GAAP and IFRS can be impwed 
signihntly as a result of mmrgence efforts. However, we suw the FASB cxlnslder llmiting its 
pro]- to only convergence or crttical projectsbecausethls All, In combinationwith reportingone year 
comparative financial information, allow issum Mcient tbne to make necessary changes to systems 
and processes prior to the brmsitlon date. We fumr believe that issuing new U.S. GAAP standads 
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that are not aligned with IFRSwould not sew to promote a single set of high quallty global mumtlng 
standards. 

We further b e l b  that continu convergence would be benddal for many participants in the U.S. 
marketplace, includingcompanies that arenot bad4 p u b l i ,  U.S. issuers that are not eligiblefor early 
doptlon, investors, U.S. standard setters, educators, and auditors. The widwpmd u m  of two 
diirent accounting standards In the U.S. would be onerous asall key stakeblders would need to be 
proficient in both U.S. GAAP and IFRS,SQ convergencewuld mhlmize dfbences. Furthemore,the 
continued development of U.S. GAAP In Isolation cwld contribute to the natural tendency that U.S. 
issuers,auditow,and othersmight haveto revert to U.S. G M P  in the applicah of IFRS, which would 
lead to a U.S,version of IFRS. Companies repwtlng under U.S. GAAP that are the target of a merger 
or acqublan transaction wkt~a party rep&tng under IFRS wuki slgnhntly benefit from more 
conm& accounting standards, because restating their fi-1 qwrnents im IFRS dl4 be tess 
impactful. 

We Mieve the joint lASB and FASB work plan should continue as planned since considerable 
pmgms has already been made and several critical projects a n  scheduled for completbn by 2011. 
Ttw convergence plan and progress o f h  lASB and FASBjolt3 projects are msonabb end sema to 
impme bthsets ofstandards. We Miwe the IASB and FASB's ongoing processfw conwgance is 
careful, dellbesatg and rigorous and that the Mwk should oontlnue in order to make props$ In the 
areas that were k h M d  as d i n g  i m m m e n t s .  However, we believe that a stable accounting 
plwtform is mcwmy to allow for the orderly and Mident mandatoryadoption of IFRS in the U.S. and 
suggest that a mwatwIum on the MecW date for new standards be implemented while the U.S. 
undergoes the IFRS conversion. 

While WB support convergence M M s  h i w e n  the two Beads, we reitetate the Importance of the 
Commission estabiihing m d a t q  IFRS hnsition dates. We are m n m d  that if convergence 
mto continue without a t a w  ma* IFRS transltlon date, the goal of a single set of high 
quality global accoundng standards will not be successfully achieved. Conwrgpnce is a prolonged 
approach that does not always m l t  in fully c o n v m  standards. Therefore, we favor a conversion 
appmach to IFRS in the U.S.over a conwrgenceappmch. 

Question 15: Where a standard is absent under IFRS and managemenf must develop and apply an 
accounting policy (such as deswibed in IAS 8, for example) should the Commissionrequire issuers to 
provide supplemental disclosures of the accounting policies they have elected and applied, to the 
extent such disclosureshave not been included in the financial statements? 

We strongly oppose cmting any S~WIC, AS d i e d  In wtincremental rules for U.S. Iswrs. 
mpmeto Qwtlon 1, we believe that cmtlng a US, version of IFRS would ultimately defeat the 
advantages of having a single set of globally accepted accounting standards. If the Commission 
believes tb!changes to lFRS standards are necessary, the Commiss'm should pursue the 
&an- through mtablishd channels with the WB. Thb could be a c h i i ,  for example, through 
hCbmmissbnb role in the Monitoring Board of puMlc authorities, which wersees the IASC 
Foundation. 

P r o m 1  for the limlted aad~use of IFRS whem this would enhance wmrrarabllltv far U.S. 
investors 

Quesbbn 16Do commenters agree h t  oerfain u.&.issuers should haw the akmatiw to mpcwt uah.Eg 
IFRS prior fo 2011? What chmstallces stmid the Comrnisbn evaluate in wder fo a w s s  fhe 
effisctsof e d y  a&pth onmpmbII& of Indurn Rnanchl mpwting to I m s t m 7  
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Question f7: Do mmmenfers a p e  whh tAe pmpsed M a by which the compmblh'y of an 
indushy's financialrepwtiw wwldbe assessed?If not, what shwld h Be? 

We belleve that certain U.S.Issuers should have the optlon to report their Rnanclal statements using 
IFRS prior to the potentialmandatoryadoption date of 2014. Furthermore,we areggnmlly supportive 
of the prop& eligiblllty crMon, which is based on a cornpaws industry and market capitalaon 
dative to global m@tmalready reporting under IFRS. Hmever, we belleve that the earliest 
feasible acbptmn date is 2012, which Is after majw FASB and IASB convergence projects am 
completed. 

We Mieve that having an option to adopf ~FRSprlor to the mandatory adoption date will have the 
fallowing advantagas: 

Increasegllobal comparabilityt y i n  IFRS dominated indus-; 
Furtherencwragt~IFRSadoption momentum Inthe US.; 
Fadlitateopen public dialogue b h e n  Issuers, standard #Ws, the Cmmlss~on,and other 
market prtidpanb to assess the dbck of e d y adoption; 

We a n  supporlh of the objective of early adoption, which is to promote amparability with significant 
industrycompdtm. However we m n d y  bellevethat the assessment of an Issuds Industryshduld 
not be limited to the a h n a t i w  listed in the proposed Roadmap. U.S. k m should h given the 
optlon toM n e their indurnand their compdtors to determineeliglbili of becomingan early adopter 
and not be limitedto the ahnadves WenW in he Roadmap. A solld buslness case should then be 
submitted to theCommission for considerationand afinal ruling. 

~~ 18: Mi&elhible U.S. issuers have the incenh  fa avail them& of the pqmed 
amndmenfs, adqofed? Are t h e  reams for which an issuer that is h a position fo file lFRS 
dmndel statements under the p m p d  amendments wwuld elect not to do so?Ifso, wAat EUW fhey? 

We believethat an earty adoption option will be ma& appealingto the following U.S. issuers: 
Ismemwith significant global operations, pr tb lady  Inthe jurisdictions where reporting under 
IFRSis requlred or allowed; 
Issuers listed on stockexchanges that mquin periodicfilings of flnonclal statements ppared 
inaccordancewith IFRS; 
lmusrswith major c o m m  preparingpubtidyavailableIFRSfinancial information; and 
Issuerscompetingfor wpb l  outside of the U.S. 

We believethe followingmasonswill deter eligible d y  adopters: 
The lack of certainty In a mandaw adoption date and the ~ s l b l l k yof mrtlng back to US, 
w;
The psibility sf maintaining h h  IFRS and U.S.G& financial d s subsequent to the 
adoptlonof IFRS as putfotward bythe Cmmlsskn in " P r o ~ lB" for mncilMons; 
Tmporary noncornpaabiliwith otherU.S. issuers; 
Unmdmd adoption complexltles or amounting lssue8, such as LIFO lnventwy valuation 
accounting; 
Cost c o ~ i d e ~ n sand other resourceconstraints. 

We belleve the Commission can address some of the deb- for ellgtble early &ptm in the 
pmpased Roadmap by mnga mandatory 1FRS w o n  timetable for all U.S. issuers and thus 
eliminating the posslbllky of reverting back to U.S. GMP, and by d u d n g  the reconclllatlon 
requirementsand dual U.S. GAAPllFRSrepMtlng periodto the mlnlrnum imposed by the requirements 
of IFRS 1. Minimizing the period behveen the voluntarily adoption date and the mandatory adoption 
#atewill also help reducethe pmod of non-comparabllltyof U.S. issuer financial statements. 
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Questidn 19: 1s IlmMng the b the hgmst 20 ccwnpetbm by mrkef capihlizafian an 
a m ' a t e  m r b n ?  Should if be higher or lower?Shouid addhnai U.S. i s w sbe e@iM fo elect to 
mport In IFRS tY scwne minimum tf#eshdd of U.S. issuers (besed on fhe actual number w market 
capkdhtion of U.S. issuers choodg to report in IFRS) elects tom p t  in IFRS under W ellgibi7ridy 
requbments W d ? To the extentaddMona1 U.S. issuersare notpermt%ed to reporf in IFRS even 
f such a mlnimum threshdd is met, m such mIig161e U.S. lssuers placed et a cornpem 
dbdmntage W-visU.S. issuers repw'b'ng In IFRS? 

We support the proposal limiting the early adoptlon option ta the l a m t  cornpetitom by market 
capitallation. We do not bellwe that additional U.S.buers shoukl be elableto elect to report under 
IFRS. The largest competitors will be best equlppgd wfth the knowledge and resourn to 
accamptish the conmbn. Furthermore, the largest U.S.issuers will I% k t  p d t h e d  to analyze a 
broader range ofadoption issues, which would allow others to learnfrom Wir exprkrm. Firrally,we 
belleve the objective of early adoption, whlch Is to promote mmparablllty for hvmtors within an 
industry, wwld best be %enred by Ilmitlngtheoptlon to only the largest mpetitors. This cmhlled, 
structured approad.l will likely result In an open, public dialague and an acceleratton of education and 
training effcds,which marketplace parlidpants, iqduding U.S. l u u m  t h ~ ta n$t eligible for early 
adoption, can benefitfrom. 

We b e t i  that U.S. issuers that are not ellgible for the eady adoptkn option would not be at a 
significant wmpetstlve dlsadmntaga if the time lag & w e n  eaAy adoption and mandatory adoption 
date is limitedto a s-r perid of time then currentlyproposed,for example to two years. 

a Transition 

Quesfion 29:Shouid we Iimlt the tPrsfflIImawBabie to an annual report on Fom l&K, as prcrposed? lf 
mt, why not? Is the prqoosed tramibn date of fiscal years endiq on or Mer Decembr 15, 2009 
a w f e ?  Should A be edkr  w later, and why3 WAat Bctcnrs s w k l  be c m W e d  in seitin~he 
date? 

We support limitlng the flrst filing available to an annual mpwt on Form 10-K, as proposed. However, 
we bethe that the eartiit feasible adoption date Is 2012, &er major FASB and IASB convergence 
projects a n  targeted for completion. By delaying IFRS early adoptionto 2012, companieswill be able 
to avoid dupllcatlw efbrts in adopting the new major amuntlng standards that will be f i n a i d  by 
2011. The ideal situationwould be to complete the current joint IASWFASB convergenceprojects and 
then implement a moratoriumon the effective date for new standards while the U.S.adopts IFRS. 

B u e a  3.l: What d f i u W s I  #any, do U.S. kuem antidipate in applying the requkements of IFRS I 
on M-firmad* of IFRS, induding the requkments for resbabment of and recmdiafion h m  
previous pm'U.S. GAAP dnancEeI statemntsl 

We wuld like to emphash that for many U.S. issuers, it will be extremely dRlwR to apply the 
requirements of 1FRS 1 in thms areas where a large number of bansadions occur and where no 
optional exemptlorn or mandatory exceptions exist. Fur exatnpb, the retmtmerrt ofm m  In the 
year d adoption for the cornparnth perids and the reconciliation requlmments wlll be extremely 
costly and time cofisumlng 

Alternative proposalfor US. GAAP inforrnatlon 

Que- 34: What rn mmenfers' views on -1s A and 8 relating to U.S. GAAP recumcillin~ 
Intbnation?Which h p s a i  mid be most u~a ltbr In-? Is them a need frw the supplemenfal 
ih* provided by -al B? Wwld the requkemenf under B have an effect on 
whether s/@ibhU.S. cwnpanleselect to file lFRS financia/statemenfs? 
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We strongly suppart PropasalA which is aonslstsnt with the requirements of IFRS I.We believe that 
ttw reconciliationrequirementslisted in ProposalA are prdembkbecauseofthefollowing: 

IFRS 1 mndliatlon requkemenl3s,whtch indude disdam d d b l n g  firsl aima adoption 
middens, provide s W n t  and useful informdim for U.S. rnslket participants while at 
the -me t h e  not placing undue burdenon U.S.Imm; 

R is incondstent to mquim any incrementald iand mndliatlon requimentsfw U.S. 
issuers beyond the mquiremenb of IFRS 1, w h i  are currently accepted by the Commission 
for foreign private imum. 

Proposal B calls far lniial remcillathn behen IFRS and U.S. GAAPfor the three years of flna&I 
siakrnmts pmmMin the Form 104, Including reconciliations on an m n g  basis such that 4hree 
pam of recondliiions are always presented. Such reconciliationswill y u i m  U.S. issumto assume 
a ftrtamial and adrninhtrative burden to prwkierecancilbtlons Inmenta lto those r q u M  by IFRS1. 
We do not believe that provid~ngan ongoing reconciliation would provide investors and other U.5. 
marketplace participantswlth useful information. The InfmmtionprovW by PropcsrlBwuld not 
bg usefulfor irtvestmm u s e  the quality and dWltty of h e  irrfbrmatlonwould bdoubtFul since the 
i ~ ~ nwould rot be subject to internal controls or prooedmm and not be subject to an 
independentauditor's mamindion. 

Further, tbPropal  B rerquimmernts are inconsistent wtth requirements the Commission set forth for 
foreign private issuers and thls approach would put U.S. Issuers at s disadvantage. Finally, w 
&o@y belleve that Proposal B highlights the pmsibUity of W i n g  back to U.S. GAAP, w h i i  is 
viewed as a slglnMwnt disincentk by many eligibleearly adopters. Therrefom, w6 firmly kllerve that 
requiring reconclllations beyond the requlmrnents of IFRS 1 would I m p e  unnecesmry casts and 
time comrnibnm on ise;wmwhich are out of proportionwith the b m d h  touws and s M d  not be 
required inthe find Roadmap, 

Transition 

We mpWhlly highlight that the Commissionshould clarify whether the transMon rub, reconciIi&on 
requirements,and amendmentsto tfm rules and regulations rdated toRllrtp  with the Commissionthat 
am wtlined in the propod Roadmap will only be applicable to bwm that c h m e  to exercise the 
earlyadoptlonoption or todl issuers w n g  I FRS under the mandatedP W b k  beginning in 2014. 

FlnandalStatement Presentation 

We firmly belleve that the Commission should consMer allawing pmentablon of one year comparative 
IFRS financial inform- men issuers adopt IFRS for the first time, whih is consistent with the 
provisions of IFRS 1, Pmsentation of one year comparattve financial InbmEltion would be consistent 
with the Commission's requirements for flrst time foreign private ISSUES and with the rquiments fw 
other fh t  time adopters, suchas companh inthe European Unionwho adopted IFRS In 2005. 


