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Memorandum 
Omnibus Amendments 202X 

 October 6, 2023 

To: Members of the Board 
From:  Sherry Lee and Domenic Savini 
Thru: Monica R. Valentine, Executive Director 
Subject: Omnibus Amendments 202X ED Comment Letters (Topic A) 

INTRODUCTION  

The agenda session will consider the comment letters, staff analysis, and staff’s 
recommendations on the proposed Statement of Federal Financial Accounting 
Standards (SFFAS) titled Omnibus Amendments: Amending Statements of Federal 
Financial Accounting Standards 38, 49 and Technical Bulletin 2011-1. Staff analysis 
and recommendations are intended to support the Board’s review of comment letters. 

REQUEST FOR FEEDBACK BY OCTOBER 16, 2023 

Prior to the Board’s October meeting, please review the briefing materials and 
respond to the staff questions no later than October 16, 2023. Please provide 
responses to Sherry Lee at LeeSL@fasab.gov and Domenic Savini at 
SaviniD@fasab.gov with a cc to Ms. Valentine at ValentineM@fasab.gov. 

NEXT STEPS 

Pending Board member feedback, staff will finalize a pre-ballot omnibus statement 
incorporating the changes to SFFAS 38 and SFFAS 49, as appropriate.   

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Staff Analysis, including Table of Responses and Staff Notes  
2. Respondent Table of Content and Individual Comment Letters 
3. Original Exposure Draft  

 

http://www.fasab.gov/board-activities/meeting/briefing-materials/
mailto:LeeSL@fasab.gov
mailto:SaviniD@fasab.gov
mailto:ValentineM@fasab.gov
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Staff Analysis 
Omnibus Amendments 202X 

October 6, 2023 
 Attachment 1 

CONTEXT 

As part of the reexamination of existing standards project, the omnibus amendments 
project reexamines existing standards to assess their current relevance and to identify 
opportunities to streamline authoritative guidance. Specifically, the proposal would (1) 
retain the information required in Statement of Federal Financial Accounting Standards 
(SFFAS) 38 and Technical Bulletin (TB) 2011-1 in Required Supplementary Information 
(RSI), and (2) remove the “where available” exception in paragraph 24b of SFFAS 49 to 
require disclosure of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in all circumstances.  

FASAB issued the exposure draft (ED), Omnibus Amendments: Amending Statements 
of Federal Financial Accounting Standards 38, 49, and Technical Bulletin 2011-1 on 
August 22, 2023, with comments requested by September 21, 2022. Upon release of 
the ED, FASAB notified constituents through the FASAB website and listserv, the 
Federal Register, and FASAB newsletter. FASAB also provided news releases to its 
press contacts, including various news organizations and committees of professional 
associations generally commenting on EDs in the past. To encourage responses, a 
reminder notice was provided to FASAB’s listserv near the comment deadline. Staff also 
provided copies of the ED directly to agencies that were directly impacted by the 
particular issue in prior years. 

FASAB received 12 responses from the following sources: 
 

 FEDERAL NON-FEDERAL 

Users, academics, & others  4 

Auditors   

Preparers and financial 
managers 8  

 
The full text of the comment letters is provided as Attachment 2- Respondent Table of 
Content and Individual Comment Letters. Attachment 2 includes a table of contents 
and identifies respondents in the order their responses were received. The comment 
letters appear as an attachment to facilitate compilation and pagination. However, staff 
encourages you to read the letters in their entirety before you read the staff analysis and 
recommendation for each question and other responses below.  
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS AND ANALYSES 

 
In summary, the majority of respondents generally supported the exposure draft and 
generally agreed with the proposed guidance. As a result, staff made no changes to the 
proposed omnibus statement. Staff analysis, discussion and recommendations are 
summarized for each Question for Respondents below. Please see the Table of 
Responses and Staff Notes that follows for a chart that contains all responses by 
question, including staff notes of dispostion. As noted, Attachment 2- Respondent 
Table of Content and Individual Comment Letters provides the full comment letters. 

 

Analysis of Responses to Question for Respondents #1:  

 

 

  

QFR #1:  Federal Financial Accounting Standards (SFFAS) 38, Accounting for Federal 
Oil and Gas Resources, requires the value of the federal government’s estimated 
petroleum royalties from the production of federal oil and gas proved reserves be 
reported as required supplementary information (RSI) in a schedule of estimated 
federal oil and gas petroleum royalties by the component entity that is responsible for 
collecting royalties. TB 2011-1, Accounting for Federal Natural Resources Other than 
Oil and Gas, applies the reporting requirements in SFFAS 38 to federal natural 
resources other than oil and gas and requires reporting as RSI the value of the federal 
government’s estimated royalties and other revenue from federal natural resources that 
are (1) under lease, contract, or other long-term agreement and (2) reasonably 
estimable as of the reporting date. It was the Board’s intent when issuing SFFAS 38 
and TB 2011-1 that the information required would eventually transition from 
presentation as RSI to basic information after three years. The Board is now proposing 
that the information required in SFFAS 38 and TB 2011-1 continue to be reported as 
RSI. Please refer to basis for conclusions paragraphs A1-A15. 

 
Do you agree, partially agree, or disagree with the Board’s decision? Please 
provide the rationale for your answer. 
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Analysis of Responses and Staff Recommendation 

# Agrees Partially 
Agrees 

Disagrees N/A 

1 - Ravnitzky X    
2 – HUD/GNMA    X 
3 – EPA X    
4 – SSA X    
5 – NASA    X 
6 – AGA X    
7 – DOD    X 
8 – VA X    
9 – GWSCPA X    
10 – DOC    X 
11 – DOI X    
12 - Checco    X 
Total 7 0 0 5 

 

 Seven or the majority of respondents (7 out of 12) agreed with QFR #1. 

o Respondent #1 did not explicitly agree or disagree with QFR #1. The 
respondent commented that the proposed amendments to SFFAS 38 and 
TB 2011-1 are inadequate because they do not address the environmental 
impact and cost related to oil and gas and fossil fuels and suggested 
additional amendments to SFFAS 38. Staff considered the response as 
agreement with QFR #1. 

 

 Five respondents (5 out of 11) were ‘N/A’ for QFR #1. This means the 
respondent either did not answer QFR #1 or staff considered the response as 
unspecified agreement. As note on Table of Responses and Staff Notes,  

o Respondents #5 and #7 were “not applicable” (N/A),   

o Respondent #10 stated that no feedback was submitted,  

o Respondent #2 stated that it was unable to provide feedback due to 
agency having no activity subject to accounting for federal oil and gas 
resources, and   

o Respondent #12 did not respond to QFR #1. 
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Recommendation 
 
As noted above, the majority of respondents agreed with, and the remaining respondents 
did not oppose to the proposed amendments to SFFAS 38 and TB 2011-1. Staff does 
not recommend any change based on responses to QFR #1. 

 

 
 

****************************************************************************** 

 

Analysis of Responses to Question for Respondents #2:  

 

 

 

  

Question for the Board 1:  Do members agree with staff’s analysis and recommendation 
of response to QFR #1? 
 

QFR #2:  The Board proposes removing the “where available” exception in paragraph 24b 
of SFFAS 49, Public-Private Partnerships: Disclosure Requirements. The Board intended 
for paragraph 24b to allow exclusion of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in 
situations where such information was not available. The Board proposes revising SFFAS 
49 to require disclosure of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in all circumstances 
and to avoid potential misapplication of paragraph 24b to the amounts of federal funding 
and other cash flow disclosure requirements. Please refer to basis for conclusions 
paragraphs A16-A19. 

Do you agree, partially agree, or disagree with the Board’s proposal to remove 
the exception in paragraph 24b? Please provide the rationale for your answer. 
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Analysis of Responses and Staff Recommendation 

# Agrees Partially 
Agrees 

Disagrees 

1 - Ravnitzky N/A N/A N/A 
2 – HUD/GNMA   X 
3 – EPA X   
4 – SSA   X 
5 – NASA   X 
6 – AGA X   
7 – DOD  X  
8 - VA   X 
9 - GWSCPA X   
10 – DOC   X 
11 – DOI  X  
12 - Checco X   

Totals 4 2 5 
 

Five of the twelve respondents (5 out of 12) disagreed with the Board’s proposed 
amendment to SFFAS 49, paragraph 24b. These respondents noted the following:  

1. The proposed amendment would require reporting entities to disclose the 
estimated amount of the funding of the P3 over the expected life when the 
federal and/or non-federal funding information is not available.  

2. There can be numerous complexities and difficulties when estimating federal 
and/or non-federal funding when the information is not available. 

3. Audit implications will arise when information is not reasonably available. 

4. Without the current flexibility, the amendment will place more of an 
administrative and/or operational burden on the agency. 

5. Disclosed amounts should be based on the contractual arrangement/transaction 
contained within the government’s contractual documentation. 

6. The current language affords federal agencies the flexibility to tailor their 
responses based on their specific circumstances. If auditors have inquiries 
about information provided by agencies, recommend they seek further 
clarification from management during the audit process. Implementation of the 
proposed language fails to address the issue where non-federal partners might 
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operate on different reporting cycles than federal partners creating timing 
differences and impacting the availability of funding information. Without the 
current flexibility, it will place more of an administrative and/or operational 
burden on the agency. 

 

The remaining six respondents either agreed (4) or partially agreed (2) with the Board’s 
proposed amendment noting the following: 

Agree 

1. We believe such estimates would be necessary for management to negotiate 
and evaluate the P3 arrangements, be a corollary to understanding the contract 
terms, and be a corollary to identifying balances and transactions arising from 
the arrangements for accounting purposes. Thus, we think reasonable estimates 
should be available for disclosure. We are not aware of any instances where it 
would be infeasible to obtain, estimate or disclose funding information for non-
federal partners. 

2. The Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement and the Bureau of 
Oceanic Energy Management: "The changes to the paragraph does provide more 
clarity for the requirement."   

3. The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation agrees with the Board's proposal. 

4. Department of the Interior Departmental Offices agree stating, "Overall, we agree 
with this assessment, if the amount is material enough to disclose in the financial 
reporting package, then it should include all funding available federal and non-
federal even if it's a funding estimate.  It’s more transparent to the end user if all 
funding is disclosed instead of bits and pieces of it and if the numbers are coming 
from a funding estimate it can be noted in the text portion." 

5. Even if the Board were to adopt a higher-threshold, as some respondents have 
noted, once it is established that it is the Board’s intention to not only permit, but 
continue such a loophole, it will proliferate without restraint to the balance of the 
SFFAS 49 requirements and in essence fundamentally weaken—if not over 
time—totally eviscerate standard 49, which the P3 task force and many of its 
original members have worked so long and hard to help create. 

6. Two respondents agreed with the rationale as noted in the Exposure Draft. 

Partially Agree 

1. We agree that the exclusion language should not be utilized to circumvent the 
intent of the SFFAS 49 disclosures. We do not fully agree with complete removal 
of language that address circumstances where information is not readily available 
to the federal entity. Not all non-federal or federal funding is estimable. We 
recommend adding the following language as the 2nd sentence: 
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“For any amounts that are not readily available, the federal reporting 
entity should make its best effort to estimate such amounts or indicate 
the reasons why such an effort is not feasible.” 

One respondent did not specifically address the Board’s question concerning paragraph 
24b. but noted that SFFAS 49 SFFAS 49 Disclosures should be expanded to include 
estimated greenhouse gas emissions and costs/benefits from fossil fuels consumption.  

 

Staff Recommendation – proceed with amendment, as exposed. 

This paragraph amends paragraph 24b of SFFAS 49 as follows: 

24b. A description of federal and non-federal funding of the P3 over its 
expected life, including the mix and, where available, the amounts of 
such funding. For any amounts that are not available, the disclosures 
should indicate such. 

Background 

Please note that the fundamental problem is not solely limited to the 24b. “where 
available” exception, but as noted during the August 2023 meeting, it is the extension of 
this exception to the other paragraph 24 disclosures. 

As reported to staff and the task force, certain preparers and their auditors have used the 
24b. exception as a basis to not disclose specifically, the remote risks underlying the P3 
arrangement/transaction. Their rationale is that the Board’s logic in paragraph 24b. is in 
essence allowing an exception whenever any disclosure element is not available. As 
discussed in August, this was not the intent, and any exception would be limited to 
paragraph 24b; private partner funding amounts. Moreover, it is also apparent that as 
written, the exception can apply to federal amounts as well.     

Basis for Staff’s Recommendation 

Ensure Consistency with SFFAS 49 Intent – The Board never intended that the 24b. 
exception be used to not report (1) an agency’s estimate of the private partner funding 
when the private partner funding provided information was not available; (2) the federal 
entity’s funding amounts; and (3) other paragraph 24 disclosure requirements. Source: 
SFFAS 49, Public-Private Partnerships: Disclosure Requirements. 

Relevance and Fair Presentation – given the importance of public-private partnerships 
in financial reporting, federal and non-federal funding amounts are highly relevant to fair 
presentation. That is, when P3s are material to an entity, the financial statements and 
notes could not be considered fairly presented if the funding information is missing or 
materially misstated. Source: SFFAC 1, Objectives of Federal Financial Reporting and 
SFFAC 2, Entity and Display. 

Operating Performance - financial reporting should assist report users in evaluating 
the service efforts, costs, and accomplishments of the reporting entity and the way 
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these efforts and accomplishments have been financed.  Absent P3 funding information, 
users would be unable to satisfactorily answer those questions. Source: SFFAC 1, 
Objectives of Federal Financial Reporting. 

Stewardship - financial reporting should help readers determine whether the entity’s 
financial position improved or deteriorated over the period and if future budgetary 
resources will likely be sufficient to sustain public services and to meet obligations as 
they come due. Absent P3 funding information, users would be unable to satisfactorily 
answer those questions. Source: SFFAC 1, Objectives of Federal Financial Reporting.  

 

 

Question for the Board 2 - Do members agree with staff’s analysis and recommendation 
of response to QFR #2?  If not, please provide your rationale and any changes or edits 
you would propose making. 
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Table of Responses and Staff Notes  
Question 1 

 
EXPOSURE DRAFT QUESTION 1: Federal Financial Accounting Standards (SFFAS) 38, Accounting for Federal Oil and Gas Resources, requires 
the value of the federal government’s estimated petroleum royalties from the production of federal oil and gas proved reserves be reported as 
required supplementary information (RSI) in a schedule of estimated federal oil and gas petroleum royalties by the component entity that is 
responsible for collecting royalties. TB 2011-1, Accounting for Federal Natural Resources Other than Oil and Gas, applies the reporting 
requirements in SFFAS 38 to federal natural resources other than oil and gas and requires reporting as RSI the value of the federal 
government’s estimated royalties and other revenue from federal natural resources that are (1) under lease, contract, or other long-term 
agreement and (2) reasonably estimable as of the reporting date. It was the Board’s intent when issuing SFFAS 38 and TB 2011-1 that the 
information required would eventually transition from presentation as RSI to basic information after three years. The Board is now proposing 
that the information required in SFFAS 38 and TB 2011-1 continue to be reported as RSI. Please refer to basis for conclusions paragraphs A1-
A15. 

 
Do you agree, partially agree, or disagree with the Board’s decision? Please provide the rationale for your answer. 

 
KEY: Agree, Disagree, Partial (agreement), NA (unspecified agreement or no answer) 

Ref 
Number 

Respondent 
Name/Organization 

Agreement 
type 

Response Staff Notes 

1 Ravnitzky Agree Suggest the following revisions to the proposed 
amendments: 

• Define oil and gas as natural resources 
that have environmental impacts in 
SFFAS 38, 

• Require disclosure of estimated gas 
emissions from oil and gas production 
in RSI in SFFAS 38, 

• Require disclosure of estimated 
environmental costs and benefits from 
oil and gas production in RSI in SFFAS 
38. 

Staff considered the respondent’s response 
as agreement to QFR #1 because the 
respondent did not disagree with the 
proposed amendments to SFFAS 38. Staff 
noted the suggested revisions related to 
environmental impact and cost of oil and gas 
and fossil fuel and seized and forfeited oil and 
gas but believe they may be more appropriate 
for consideration in other projects, such as the 
climate project.  
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EXPOSURE DRAFT QUESTION 1: Federal Financial Accounting Standards (SFFAS) 38, Accounting for Federal Oil and Gas Resources, requires 
the value of the federal government’s estimated petroleum royalties from the production of federal oil and gas proved reserves be reported as 
required supplementary information (RSI) in a schedule of estimated federal oil and gas petroleum royalties by the component entity that is 
responsible for collecting royalties. TB 2011-1, Accounting for Federal Natural Resources Other than Oil and Gas, applies the reporting 
requirements in SFFAS 38 to federal natural resources other than oil and gas and requires reporting as RSI the value of the federal 
government’s estimated royalties and other revenue from federal natural resources that are (1) under lease, contract, or other long-term 
agreement and (2) reasonably estimable as of the reporting date. It was the Board’s intent when issuing SFFAS 38 and TB 2011-1 that the 
information required would eventually transition from presentation as RSI to basic information after three years. The Board is now proposing 
that the information required in SFFAS 38 and TB 2011-1 continue to be reported as RSI. Please refer to basis for conclusions paragraphs A1-
A15. 

 
Do you agree, partially agree, or disagree with the Board’s decision? Please provide the rationale for your answer. 

 
KEY: Agree, Disagree, Partial (agreement), NA (unspecified agreement or no answer) 

Ref 
Number 

Respondent 
Name/Organization 

Agreement 
type 

Response Staff Notes 

• Require disclosure of seized and 
forfeited oil and gas in SFFAS 3, 

• Require valuation of seized and 
forfeited oil and gas at net realizable 
value or fair value in SFFAS 3,  

• Require disclosure of estimated 
environmental impacts from seized 
and forfeited oil and gas in RSI in 
SFFAS 3, 

• Require disclosure of estimated 
greenhouse gas emissions from fossil 
fuel consumption by federal entities in 
SFFAS 49,  

• Require disclosure of estimated 
environmental costs and benefits from 
fossil fuel consumption by federal 
entities in RSI in SFFAS 49, and 
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EXPOSURE DRAFT QUESTION 1: Federal Financial Accounting Standards (SFFAS) 38, Accounting for Federal Oil and Gas Resources, requires 
the value of the federal government’s estimated petroleum royalties from the production of federal oil and gas proved reserves be reported as 
required supplementary information (RSI) in a schedule of estimated federal oil and gas petroleum royalties by the component entity that is 
responsible for collecting royalties. TB 2011-1, Accounting for Federal Natural Resources Other than Oil and Gas, applies the reporting 
requirements in SFFAS 38 to federal natural resources other than oil and gas and requires reporting as RSI the value of the federal 
government’s estimated royalties and other revenue from federal natural resources that are (1) under lease, contract, or other long-term 
agreement and (2) reasonably estimable as of the reporting date. It was the Board’s intent when issuing SFFAS 38 and TB 2011-1 that the 
information required would eventually transition from presentation as RSI to basic information after three years. The Board is now proposing 
that the information required in SFFAS 38 and TB 2011-1 continue to be reported as RSI. Please refer to basis for conclusions paragraphs A1-
A15. 

 
Do you agree, partially agree, or disagree with the Board’s decision? Please provide the rationale for your answer. 

 
KEY: Agree, Disagree, Partial (agreement), NA (unspecified agreement or no answer) 

Ref 
Number 

Respondent 
Name/Organization 

Agreement 
type 

Response Staff Notes 

• Require disclosure of alternative 
energy sources and efficiency 
measures adopted by federal entities 
to reduce fossil fuel dependence in 
RSI in SFFAS 49. 

2 HUD/GNMA N/A 
The US Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD), along with HUD’s Office 
of Government National Mortgage Association 
(GNMA) and HUD’s Office of the Federal 
Housing Administration (FHA) do not have 
activity subject to the accounting for the federal 
oil and gas resources. As such, we are unable 
to provide feedback and rationale to the 
Board’s proposal on this item. 

 

N/A. 

3 EPA Agree The additional costs to report this activity as 
basic information outweighs the benefits. 

Respondent is in agreement. 

4 SSA Agree SSA agrees that due to the uncertainties and 
unreliability of estimating future royalties, as 
well as the cost burden versus benefit of 
reporting these estimates, the appropriate 

Respondent is in agreement. 
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EXPOSURE DRAFT QUESTION 1: Federal Financial Accounting Standards (SFFAS) 38, Accounting for Federal Oil and Gas Resources, requires 
the value of the federal government’s estimated petroleum royalties from the production of federal oil and gas proved reserves be reported as 
required supplementary information (RSI) in a schedule of estimated federal oil and gas petroleum royalties by the component entity that is 
responsible for collecting royalties. TB 2011-1, Accounting for Federal Natural Resources Other than Oil and Gas, applies the reporting 
requirements in SFFAS 38 to federal natural resources other than oil and gas and requires reporting as RSI the value of the federal 
government’s estimated royalties and other revenue from federal natural resources that are (1) under lease, contract, or other long-term 
agreement and (2) reasonably estimable as of the reporting date. It was the Board’s intent when issuing SFFAS 38 and TB 2011-1 that the 
information required would eventually transition from presentation as RSI to basic information after three years. The Board is now proposing 
that the information required in SFFAS 38 and TB 2011-1 continue to be reported as RSI. Please refer to basis for conclusions paragraphs A1-
A15. 

 
Do you agree, partially agree, or disagree with the Board’s decision? Please provide the rationale for your answer. 

 
KEY: Agree, Disagree, Partial (agreement), NA (unspecified agreement or no answer) 

Ref 
Number 

Respondent 
Name/Organization 

Agreement 
type 

Response Staff Notes 

accounting would be to continue reporting this 
activity as RSI and not reflect it on the face of 
the financial statements. However, as SSA 
does not have oil, gas, or other natural 
resource reserves, we defer to the judgment of 
agencies directly affected by the standard. 

5 NASA N/A N/A for NASA. N/A 

6 AGA Agree 
We agree that RSI is the best location for this 
information, due to the level of measurement 
uncertainty regarding these future revenues. 
This allows for users to be aware of the 
existence of the asset and its relative size 
without an inappropriate level of assurance 
regarding the estimated value. 

Respondent is in agreement. 

7 DOD N/A Not applicable. N/A. 

8 VA Agree 
Until there is a reliable valuation method to 
report on the federal government’s 
estimated petroleum royalties from the 
production of federal oil and gas along with 

Respondent is in agreement. 
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EXPOSURE DRAFT QUESTION 1: Federal Financial Accounting Standards (SFFAS) 38, Accounting for Federal Oil and Gas Resources, requires 
the value of the federal government’s estimated petroleum royalties from the production of federal oil and gas proved reserves be reported as 
required supplementary information (RSI) in a schedule of estimated federal oil and gas petroleum royalties by the component entity that is 
responsible for collecting royalties. TB 2011-1, Accounting for Federal Natural Resources Other than Oil and Gas, applies the reporting 
requirements in SFFAS 38 to federal natural resources other than oil and gas and requires reporting as RSI the value of the federal 
government’s estimated royalties and other revenue from federal natural resources that are (1) under lease, contract, or other long-term 
agreement and (2) reasonably estimable as of the reporting date. It was the Board’s intent when issuing SFFAS 38 and TB 2011-1 that the 
information required would eventually transition from presentation as RSI to basic information after three years. The Board is now proposing 
that the information required in SFFAS 38 and TB 2011-1 continue to be reported as RSI. Please refer to basis for conclusions paragraphs A1-
A15. 

 
Do you agree, partially agree, or disagree with the Board’s decision? Please provide the rationale for your answer. 

 
KEY: Agree, Disagree, Partial (agreement), NA (unspecified agreement or no answer) 

Ref 
Number 

Respondent 
Name/Organization 

Agreement 
type 

Response Staff Notes 

coal, it is recommended that information in 
SFFAS 38 be reported as RSI rather than 
basic information. 

9 GWSCPA FISC Agree The FISC agrees with the Board’s decision for 
the reasons stated in the ED. 

Respondent is in agreement. 

10 DOC N/A No feedback submitted. N/A. 

11 DOI Agree 
Considering the significant uncertainties with 
measurement and other associated 
challenges outlined in previous work, Interior 
agrees with the board’s decision to continue 
the required disclosure, recognition, and 
measurements required by SFFAS 38 and TB 
2011-1 be contained in RSI. 
 
The below captures DOI entities responses to 
the ED. 
 
• ONRR: The Office of Natural Resources 
Revenue agrees with the Board's decision to 

Respondent is in agreement. 
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EXPOSURE DRAFT QUESTION 1: Federal Financial Accounting Standards (SFFAS) 38, Accounting for Federal Oil and Gas Resources, requires 
the value of the federal government’s estimated petroleum royalties from the production of federal oil and gas proved reserves be reported as 
required supplementary information (RSI) in a schedule of estimated federal oil and gas petroleum royalties by the component entity that is 
responsible for collecting royalties. TB 2011-1, Accounting for Federal Natural Resources Other than Oil and Gas, applies the reporting 
requirements in SFFAS 38 to federal natural resources other than oil and gas and requires reporting as RSI the value of the federal 
government’s estimated royalties and other revenue from federal natural resources that are (1) under lease, contract, or other long-term 
agreement and (2) reasonably estimable as of the reporting date. It was the Board’s intent when issuing SFFAS 38 and TB 2011-1 that the 
information required would eventually transition from presentation as RSI to basic information after three years. The Board is now proposing 
that the information required in SFFAS 38 and TB 2011-1 continue to be reported as RSI. Please refer to basis for conclusions paragraphs A1-
A15. 

 
Do you agree, partially agree, or disagree with the Board’s decision? Please provide the rationale for your answer. 

 
KEY: Agree, Disagree, Partial (agreement), NA (unspecified agreement or no answer) 

Ref 
Number 

Respondent 
Name/Organization 

Agreement 
type 

Response Staff Notes 

retain estimates on royalties for future potential 
production of federal oil and gas 
proved reserves and that of other natural 
resources other than oil and gas, as required 
supplementary information based on the 
Board's findings as discussed in the 
"Omnibus Amendments: Amending Statements 
of Federal Financial Accounting Standards 38, 
49 and Technical Bulletin 2011-1". 
 
• BOEM & BSEE: Agree, all of our concerns 
related to moving the disclosure from RSI to 
basic information is addressed in project 
summary sections A9, A10, A12, A14 and A15. 
 
• BLM: The BLM agrees with the Board’s 
decision to continue reporting as RSI. 
 
• USBR: Agree. The measurement 
uncertainties and associated challenges seem 
to preclude reporting the information as basic. 
 
• DO: Agree, after sitting on multiple calls 
between FASAB and DOI Oil and Gas 
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EXPOSURE DRAFT QUESTION 1: Federal Financial Accounting Standards (SFFAS) 38, Accounting for Federal Oil and Gas Resources, requires 
the value of the federal government’s estimated petroleum royalties from the production of federal oil and gas proved reserves be reported as 
required supplementary information (RSI) in a schedule of estimated federal oil and gas petroleum royalties by the component entity that is 
responsible for collecting royalties. TB 2011-1, Accounting for Federal Natural Resources Other than Oil and Gas, applies the reporting 
requirements in SFFAS 38 to federal natural resources other than oil and gas and requires reporting as RSI the value of the federal 
government’s estimated royalties and other revenue from federal natural resources that are (1) under lease, contract, or other long-term 
agreement and (2) reasonably estimable as of the reporting date. It was the Board’s intent when issuing SFFAS 38 and TB 2011-1 that the 
information required would eventually transition from presentation as RSI to basic information after three years. The Board is now proposing 
that the information required in SFFAS 38 and TB 2011-1 continue to be reported as RSI. Please refer to basis for conclusions paragraphs A1-
A15. 

 
Do you agree, partially agree, or disagree with the Board’s decision? Please provide the rationale for your answer. 

 
KEY: Agree, Disagree, Partial (agreement), NA (unspecified agreement or no answer) 

Ref 
Number 

Respondent 
Name/Organization 

Agreement 
type 

Response Staff Notes 

components it is clear we wanted it to remain 
as RSI and not be moved to a financial 
Statement recognition since a lot of the data is 
based on estimates and hard to provide audit 
evidence. DO will also defer the actual decision 
to those bureaus who do the oil and gas 
reporting. (ONRR, BLM, BOEM etc.). 
 
• NPS: Agree. The justification for continuing to 
report as RSI is supported by the Basis for 
Conclusions. 
 
• FWS: Nothing submitted. 
 
• OSMRE: Nothing submitted. 
• IA: Nothing submitted. 
 
• USGS: Nothing submitted. 
 

12 Checco N/A No response N/A. 
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Table of Responses and Staff Notes  

Question 2 

EXPOSURE DRAFT QUESTION 2  
 
The Board proposes removing the “where available” exception in paragraph 24b of SFFAS 49, Public-Private Partnerships: Disclosure 
Requirements. The Board intended for paragraph 24b to allow exclusion of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in situations where such 
information was not available. The Board proposes revising SFFAS 49 to require disclosure of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in all 
circumstances and to avoid potential misapplication of paragraph 24b to the amounts of federal funding and other cash flow disclosure 
requirements. Please refer to basis for conclusions paragraphs A16-A19. 
 
Do you agree, partially agree, or disagree with the Board’s proposal to remove the exception in paragraph 24b? Please provide the rationale for 
your answer. 
 
 
 
KEY: Agree, Disagree, Partial (agreement), NA (unspecified agreement or no answer) 

Ref 
Number 

Respondent 
Name/Organization 

Agreement 
type 

Response Staff Notes 

1 Ravnitzky N/A Require additional climate related disclosures. Comments regarding additional climate 
related SFFAS 49 disclosures are noted. 
Requested disclosures may be provided via 
existing SFFAS 49 requirements to the extent 
an entity enters into a P3 incurring such costs 
or accruing said benefits (e.g., emissions and 
alternative energy sources).    

2 HUD/GNMA Disagree GNMA disagrees with the Board’s proposal 
noting that excluding amounts of funding not 
available would be a prudent exception and 
allow agencies to avoid unnecessary and 
research. 

As noted in its Basis for Conclusions, the 
Board believes that disclosure of such 
information is important to inform users as to 
the amount of funding attributable to each 
partner within a P3. The Board recognizes 
that non- federal funding information may not 
always be readily available from the non-
federal partners, but reporting entities should 
be able to estimate such amounts if material. 



                            
 
 

Page 18 of 75 
 

EXPOSURE DRAFT QUESTION 2  
 
The Board proposes removing the “where available” exception in paragraph 24b of SFFAS 49, Public-Private Partnerships: Disclosure 
Requirements. The Board intended for paragraph 24b to allow exclusion of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in situations where such 
information was not available. The Board proposes revising SFFAS 49 to require disclosure of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in all 
circumstances and to avoid potential misapplication of paragraph 24b to the amounts of federal funding and other cash flow disclosure 
requirements. Please refer to basis for conclusions paragraphs A16-A19. 
 
Do you agree, partially agree, or disagree with the Board’s proposal to remove the exception in paragraph 24b? Please provide the rationale for 
your answer. 
 
 
 
KEY: Agree, Disagree, Partial (agreement), NA (unspecified agreement or no answer) 

Ref 
Number 

Respondent 
Name/Organization 

Agreement 
type 

Response Staff Notes 

3 EPA Agree Agree. My rationale follows the Board’s. Respondent is in full agreement. 

4 SSA Disagree We feel it would be more appropriate to revise 
the wording to reflect the Board’s desire to 
avoid potential misapplication.  Retaining the 
exception for use in the appropriate 
circumstances will provide relief in instances 
when it is truly needed. 

Although staff disagrees with the respondent’s 
suggestion, the Board will consider all 
respondent recommendations and suggested 
language or edits.  

Staff non-concurs because: 

1. Lack of data availability is not directly 
an accounting standard-setters 
domain. Such issues deal with 
materiality and scope restrictions that 
are best handled between preparers 
and their auditors.  

2. Lack of funding information can lead 
to financial statements and notes that 
are not fairly presented and also 
inconsistent with the Federal 
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EXPOSURE DRAFT QUESTION 2  
 
The Board proposes removing the “where available” exception in paragraph 24b of SFFAS 49, Public-Private Partnerships: Disclosure 
Requirements. The Board intended for paragraph 24b to allow exclusion of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in situations where such 
information was not available. The Board proposes revising SFFAS 49 to require disclosure of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in all 
circumstances and to avoid potential misapplication of paragraph 24b to the amounts of federal funding and other cash flow disclosure 
requirements. Please refer to basis for conclusions paragraphs A16-A19. 
 
Do you agree, partially agree, or disagree with the Board’s proposal to remove the exception in paragraph 24b? Please provide the rationale for 
your answer. 
 
 
 
KEY: Agree, Disagree, Partial (agreement), NA (unspecified agreement or no answer) 

Ref 
Number 

Respondent 
Name/Organization 

Agreement 
type 

Response Staff Notes 

Reporting Objectives; e.g. budgetary 
performance and stewardship. 

5 NASA Disagree Unless the non-federal funding is specifically 
identified in the arrangement/transaction along 
with provisions to provide changes to the 
Federal agency, the Federal agency does not 
have access, purview, or oversight into a 
partners funding. Additionally, the government 
would not have a requirement to cover those 
non-federal funds and should not be included 
in the government financial statement 
information. 

Staff notes that “absence of evidence is not 
evidence of absence.” That is, as noted by a 
Board member at the August meeting, if the 
P3 project is large enough to be considered 
material, entities should have a sense of the 
project’s expected life and what their 
estimated total spend will be. Therefore, if we 
know what the federal funding is, then we also 
know by definition what the non-federal 
amount would be.  

Moreover, the moral hazard associated with 
P3 risks is at the heart of the standard. 
Whether they have been called “remote” risks 
or non-contractual related risks, the entities 
and ultimately the taxpayers are often called 
to rescue the program or intervene on the 
private partner’s behalf.  
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EXPOSURE DRAFT QUESTION 2  
 
The Board proposes removing the “where available” exception in paragraph 24b of SFFAS 49, Public-Private Partnerships: Disclosure 
Requirements. The Board intended for paragraph 24b to allow exclusion of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in situations where such 
information was not available. The Board proposes revising SFFAS 49 to require disclosure of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in all 
circumstances and to avoid potential misapplication of paragraph 24b to the amounts of federal funding and other cash flow disclosure 
requirements. Please refer to basis for conclusions paragraphs A16-A19. 
 
Do you agree, partially agree, or disagree with the Board’s proposal to remove the exception in paragraph 24b? Please provide the rationale for 
your answer. 
 
 
 
KEY: Agree, Disagree, Partial (agreement), NA (unspecified agreement or no answer) 

Ref 
Number 

Respondent 
Name/Organization 

Agreement 
type 

Response Staff Notes 

 

6  AGA Agree We agree with the Board’s proposed 
amendment. We believe such estimates would 
be necessary for management to negotiate and 
evaluate the P3 arrangements, be a corollary 
to understanding the contract terms, and be a 
corollary to identifying balances and 
transactions arising from the arrangements for 
accounting purposes. Thus, we think 
reasonable estimates should be available for 
disclosure. 

We are not aware of any instances where it 
would be infeasible to obtain, estimate or 
disclose funding information for non-federal 
partners. 

However, in the event that the Board were to 
discover through its due process that a “where 
available” exception is necessary, we would 
encourage the Board to at least amend the 
paragraph to (1) clarify the exception is limited 

Staff acknowledges the respondent’s 
suggested language and notes that lack of 
data availability is not directly an accounting 
standard-setters domain. Such issues deal 
with materiality and scope restrictions that are 
best handled between preparers and their 
auditors.  

Nevertheless, the Board will consider all 
respondent recommendations and suggested 
language or edits.  
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EXPOSURE DRAFT QUESTION 2  
 
The Board proposes removing the “where available” exception in paragraph 24b of SFFAS 49, Public-Private Partnerships: Disclosure 
Requirements. The Board intended for paragraph 24b to allow exclusion of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in situations where such 
information was not available. The Board proposes revising SFFAS 49 to require disclosure of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in all 
circumstances and to avoid potential misapplication of paragraph 24b to the amounts of federal funding and other cash flow disclosure 
requirements. Please refer to basis for conclusions paragraphs A16-A19. 
 
Do you agree, partially agree, or disagree with the Board’s proposal to remove the exception in paragraph 24b? Please provide the rationale for 
your answer. 
 
 
 
KEY: Agree, Disagree, Partial (agreement), NA (unspecified agreement or no answer) 

Ref 
Number 

Respondent 
Name/Organization 

Agreement 
type 

Response Staff Notes 

to non-federal partner amounts, (2) set a 
higher bar than “not available” to better indicate 
that reasonable efforts should be taken to 
obtain or estimate amounts and (3) require 
disclosure of the specific reason for omissions. 
For example: “24b. A description of federal and 
non-federal funding of the P3 over its expected 
life, including the mix and amounts of such 
funding. For any non-federal amounts that are 
unable to be reasonably estimated or are 
legally prohibited from disclosure, a description 
of the nature of information omitted and 
specific reason for its omission should be 
disclosed.” 

7 DOD Partially 
Agree 

We agree that the exclusion language should 
not be utilized to circumvent the intent of the 
SFFAS 49 disclosures. We do not fully agree 
with complete removal of language that 
address circumstances where information is 
not readily available to the federal entity.   

Staff acknowledges the respondent’s 
suggested language and notes that lack of 
data availability is not directly an accounting 
standard-setters domain. Such issues deal 
with materiality and scope restrictions that are 
best handled between preparers and their 
auditors.  
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EXPOSURE DRAFT QUESTION 2  
 
The Board proposes removing the “where available” exception in paragraph 24b of SFFAS 49, Public-Private Partnerships: Disclosure 
Requirements. The Board intended for paragraph 24b to allow exclusion of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in situations where such 
information was not available. The Board proposes revising SFFAS 49 to require disclosure of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in all 
circumstances and to avoid potential misapplication of paragraph 24b to the amounts of federal funding and other cash flow disclosure 
requirements. Please refer to basis for conclusions paragraphs A16-A19. 
 
Do you agree, partially agree, or disagree with the Board’s proposal to remove the exception in paragraph 24b? Please provide the rationale for 
your answer. 
 
 
 
KEY: Agree, Disagree, Partial (agreement), NA (unspecified agreement or no answer) 

Ref 
Number 

Respondent 
Name/Organization 

Agreement 
type 

Response Staff Notes 

Nevertheless, the Board will consider all 
respondent recommendations and suggested 
language or edits. 

8 VA Disagree VA understands it is important for reporting 
agencies to understand the intent of the 
standard and avoid potential misapplication of 
paragraph of 24B. However, it would be a 
challenge for reporting agencies to report non-
federal partner funding in situations when 
information is not available. It will also be 
difficult for the reporting entity to come up with 
a reasonable estimate. For this reason, VA is 
recommending that FASAB staff elaborate on 
the standard so that reporting entities do not 
misinterpret and still give reporting agencies 
the flexibility not to report on non-federal 
partner funding when information is not 
available. 

Staff notes that “absence of evidence is not 
evidence of absence.” That is, as noted by a 
Board member at the August meeting, if the 
P3 project is large enough to be considered 
material, entities should have a sense of the 
project’s expected life and what their 
estimated total spend will be. Therefore, if we 
know what the federal funding is, we then also 
know by definition what the non-federal 
amount would be. 
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EXPOSURE DRAFT QUESTION 2  
 
The Board proposes removing the “where available” exception in paragraph 24b of SFFAS 49, Public-Private Partnerships: Disclosure 
Requirements. The Board intended for paragraph 24b to allow exclusion of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in situations where such 
information was not available. The Board proposes revising SFFAS 49 to require disclosure of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in all 
circumstances and to avoid potential misapplication of paragraph 24b to the amounts of federal funding and other cash flow disclosure 
requirements. Please refer to basis for conclusions paragraphs A16-A19. 
 
Do you agree, partially agree, or disagree with the Board’s proposal to remove the exception in paragraph 24b? Please provide the rationale for 
your answer. 
 
 
 
KEY: Agree, Disagree, Partial (agreement), NA (unspecified agreement or no answer) 

Ref 
Number 

Respondent 
Name/Organization 

Agreement 
type 

Response Staff Notes 

9 GWSCPA Agree The FISC agrees with the Board’s proposal to 
remove the exception in paragraph 24b. for the 
reasons stated in the ED. 

Respondent is in full agreement. 

10 DOC Disagree The Department strongly disagrees with 
removing the “where available” exception in 
paragraph 24b. The proposed amendment 
would require reporting entities to, when the 
federal and/or non-federal funding information 
is not available, disclose the estimated amount 
of the funding of the P3 over the expected life. 

Staff non-concurs because: 

1. Lack of data availability is not directly 
an accounting standard-setters domain. Such 
issues deal with materiality and scope 
restrictions that are best handled between 
preparers and their auditors.  

2. Lack of funding information can lead 
to financial statements and notes that are not 
fairly presented and also inconsistent with the 
Federal Reporting Objectives; e.g. budgetary 
performance and stewardship. 

3.        “Absence of evidence is not evidence 
of absence.” That is, as noted by a Board 
member at the August meeting, if the P3 
project is large enough to be considered 
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EXPOSURE DRAFT QUESTION 2  
 
The Board proposes removing the “where available” exception in paragraph 24b of SFFAS 49, Public-Private Partnerships: Disclosure 
Requirements. The Board intended for paragraph 24b to allow exclusion of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in situations where such 
information was not available. The Board proposes revising SFFAS 49 to require disclosure of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in all 
circumstances and to avoid potential misapplication of paragraph 24b to the amounts of federal funding and other cash flow disclosure 
requirements. Please refer to basis for conclusions paragraphs A16-A19. 
 
Do you agree, partially agree, or disagree with the Board’s proposal to remove the exception in paragraph 24b? Please provide the rationale for 
your answer. 
 
 
 
KEY: Agree, Disagree, Partial (agreement), NA (unspecified agreement or no answer) 

Ref 
Number 

Respondent 
Name/Organization 

Agreement 
type 

Response Staff Notes 

material, entities should have a sense of the 
project’s expected life and what their 
estimated total spend will be. Therefore, if we 
know what the federal funding is, we then also 
know by definition what the non-federal 
amount would be. 

11 DOI Partially 
Agree 

Financial Reporting Division Disagrees 

The current language affords federal agencies 
the flexibility to tailor their responses based on 
their specific circumstances. 

BOEM & BSEE: Partially Agrees  

The changes to the paragraph does provide 
more clarity for the requirement. 

USBR: Agrees 

Departmental Offices Agree 

Staff notes that preparer flexibilities should be 
weighed against criteria such as materiality, 
user needs, cost/benefit, federal reporting 
objectives, qualitative characteristics of 
financial information, etc.  As such, these are 
entity-specific matters that are best handled 
between preparers and their auditors and not 
in an accounting standard. 
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EXPOSURE DRAFT QUESTION 2  
 
The Board proposes removing the “where available” exception in paragraph 24b of SFFAS 49, Public-Private Partnerships: Disclosure 
Requirements. The Board intended for paragraph 24b to allow exclusion of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in situations where such 
information was not available. The Board proposes revising SFFAS 49 to require disclosure of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in all 
circumstances and to avoid potential misapplication of paragraph 24b to the amounts of federal funding and other cash flow disclosure 
requirements. Please refer to basis for conclusions paragraphs A16-A19. 
 
Do you agree, partially agree, or disagree with the Board’s proposal to remove the exception in paragraph 24b? Please provide the rationale for 
your answer. 
 
 
 
KEY: Agree, Disagree, Partial (agreement), NA (unspecified agreement or no answer) 

Ref 
Number 

Respondent 
Name/Organization 

Agreement 
type 

Response Staff Notes 

Overall, we agree with this assessment, if the 
amount is material enough to disclose in the 
financial reporting package, then it should 
include all funding available federal and non-
federal even if it’s a funding estimate.  Its more 
transparent to the end user if all funding is 
disclosed instead of bits and pieces of it and if 
the numbers are coming from a funding 
estimate it can be noted in the text portion. 

 

12 Checco Agree As a private citizen representing American 
taxpayers on the FASAB P3 task force, I do not 
believe taxpayers would—or should—favor 
anything that represents a “loophole” to private 
enterprises seeking to do business with the U. 
S. government in these extremely long-term P3 
arrangements. As some respondents have 
recommended, this would include the Board’s 
either retaining or altering paragraph 24b, i.e., 
“exclusion of the amounts of non-federal 

Respondent is in full agreement. 
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EXPOSURE DRAFT QUESTION 2  
 
The Board proposes removing the “where available” exception in paragraph 24b of SFFAS 49, Public-Private Partnerships: Disclosure 
Requirements. The Board intended for paragraph 24b to allow exclusion of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in situations where such 
information was not available. The Board proposes revising SFFAS 49 to require disclosure of the amounts of non-federal partner funding in all 
circumstances and to avoid potential misapplication of paragraph 24b to the amounts of federal funding and other cash flow disclosure 
requirements. Please refer to basis for conclusions paragraphs A16-A19. 
 
Do you agree, partially agree, or disagree with the Board’s proposal to remove the exception in paragraph 24b? Please provide the rationale for 
your answer. 
 
 
 
KEY: Agree, Disagree, Partial (agreement), NA (unspecified agreement or no answer) 

Ref 
Number 

Respondent 
Name/Organization 

Agreement 
type 

Response Staff Notes 

partner funding in situations where such 
information was not available.” 
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