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Dear Sir / Madam,
We welcome the opportunity to comment on the three Tentative Agenda Decisions (TADs) hosted by the ASB for public comment. Because Ind AS are converged with IFRS Accounting Standards, these decisions will shape practice for Indian entities, so our comments note Indian fact patterns where relevant.
	TAD
	Standard
	Our view

	Sale of Equity Investments Measured at FVOCI
	IFRS 9
	Agree with outcome; request technical explanation


1. Sale of Equity Investments Measured at Fair Value through Other Comprehensive Income (IFRS 9)
Our view: we agree with the outcome—recognising in OCI the difference between fair value at the disposal date and the consideration received—and with not adding a standard-setting project. However, we are concerned that the decision rests only on the absence of widespread effect and gives no technical explanation.
A decision based solely on prevalence explains what entities do, not why IFRS 9 requires it. If practice changes, or an entity reaches a different conclusion, the decision offers no principle to rely on. This matters in India, where many FVOCI equity investments are unlisted and are sold through negotiated transactions. In those sales, the agreed price often differs from the last fair value measurement.
Suggestions to improve the final agenda decision:
1. State the technical basis. We suggest the decision explain that, under paragraph 5.7.5 of IFRS 9 and the related application guidance, all changes in fair value of the investment up to derecognition are presented in OCI and are not subsequently transferred to profit or loss. Measuring the investment at fair value immediately before derecognition, using the consideration as evidence where it is an orderly exit price, leads to the outcome reported in practice.
1. First consider why the difference arises. In an orderly transaction between market participants, the consideration is generally the best evidence of fair value at the disposal date. A significant difference may therefore indicate that the consideration includes something else, such as a contribution from or distribution to a shareholder, payment for other goods or services, or a non-market term. We suggest the decision note that an entity first identifies and accounts for any such element under the applicable Standard before attributing the remaining difference to the investment.
1. Transaction costs on disposal. We suggest the decision confirm whether costs directly attributable to the disposal are also recognised in OCI, as diversity may exist on this narrower point.
1. If prevalence remains the only basis, we suggest the decision state clearly that it does not express a view on the technical requirements, so that it is not read as authoritative guidance on measurement.

