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Introduction:
This survey was conducted in July and August 2006 by the Government Finance Officers Association of British Columbia in order to determine the level of awareness and readiness of British Columbia municipalities for tangible asset accounting (PS 3150). The survey was also made available to Municipalities in Alberta, Saskatchewan and Manitoba. The questions were specifically designed to be comparable with the Ontario survey published June 1 2006.

GFOA BC will use the information in the survey to help focus its activities to support BC municipalities as they work through the transition to the PS3150 standard in 2009.

Survey Methodology:

The survey was carried out over the Internet using a Web-based survey application software (Zoomerang)
· The survey was anonymous, although participants were given the option of identifying themselves.

· All municipalities were invited to participate.

· The requests to participate and reminders were sent out by GFOA BC email in July and August. The survey closed in August.
· There were 82 BC responses – a BC response rate of about 44% very similar to the Ontario response rate.
Survey Results:

Municipalities of all sizes participated:

	1. What is the population (permanent) of your local government?
	
	

	Less than 2,000
	
	7
	8%

	2,000 to 10,000
	
	25
	29%

	10,000 to 25,000
	
	16
	18%

	25,000 to 50,000
	
	10
	11%

	50,000 to 100,000
	
	18
	21%

	100,000 to 300,000
	
	6
	7%

	More than 300,000
	
	5
	6%

	Total
	
	87
	100%


Municipalities from all areas participated:
	2. Where is your local government located?
	
	
	

	Vancouver Island/Coast
	
	20
	23%

	Lower Mainland/Southwest
	
	29
	34%

	Thompson Okanagan
	
	11
	13%

	Kootenay
	
	7
	8%

	Cariboo
	
	6
	7%

	North Coast
	
	4
	5%

	Nechako: North East
	
	4
	5%

	Alberta
	
	3
	3%

	Saskatchewan
	
	1
	1%

	Manitoba
	
	1
	1%

	Total
	
	86
	100%


Only 34% of Municipalities indicated they were reasonably familiar with PS3150:

	3. To what extent are you familiar with the changes that PSAB is proposing for local government accounting for tangible capital assets? [1 = not familiar, 5 = very familiar]

	Not familiar
	
	7
	8%

	
	
	14
	16%

	
	
	32
	37%

	
	
	22
	25%

	Very familiar
	
	12
	14%

	Total
	
	87
	100%


The extent to which municipalities have inventories of existing tangible assets varies by category of asset. Good inventory data for fleet vehicles was noted in 79% of respondents whereas only  24% of those with Storm Sewer systems have good data.  (Note – other responses included Airports, ferry terminals, dykes and leasehold improvements).
	4. To what extent does your local government have inventory records of the following types of assets? [1 = no inventory, 5 = complete inventory]

	Top number is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom % is percent of total respondents selecting the option.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	
	No inventory
	
	
	
	Complete inventory
	Not applicable
	Don't know

	Land
	5
	19
	16
	18
	27
	0
	2

	
	6%
	22%
	18%
	21%
	31%
	0%
	2%

	Buildings
	4
	19
	19
	17
	26
	1
	1

	
	5%
	22%
	22%
	20%
	30%
	1%
	1%

	Vehicles
	4
	4
	7
	20
	49
	2
	1

	
	5%
	5%
	8%
	23%
	56%
	2%
	1%

	Equipment
	8
	19
	17
	19
	20
	0
	3

	
	9%
	22%
	20%
	22%
	23%
	0%
	3%

	Information technology
	4
	14
	18
	26
	21
	2
	2

	
	5%
	16%
	21%
	30%
	24%
	2%
	2%

	Roads, bridges, sidewalks
	11
	22
	18
	13
	8
	7
	6

	
	13%
	26%
	21%
	15%
	9%
	8%
	7%

	Water distribution
	12
	25
	17
	10
	14
	7
	1

	
	14%
	29%
	20%
	12%
	16%
	8%
	1%

	Water treatment facilities
	10
	17
	13
	12
	16
	18
	1

	
	11%
	20%
	15%
	14%
	18%
	21%
	1%

	Storm water sewers
	10
	26
	15
	12
	8
	8
	5

	
	12%
	31%
	18%
	14%
	10%
	10%
	6%

	Sanitary sewer collection
	10
	25
	19
	12
	13
	4
	4

	
	11%
	29%
	22%
	14%
	15%
	5%
	5%

	Sewage treatment facilities
	7
	12
	19
	9
	18
	19
	2

	
	8%
	14%
	22%
	10%
	21%
	22%
	2%

	Other
	5
	7
	6
	3
	1
	17
	6

	
	11%
	16%
	13%
	7%
	2%
	38%
	13%


Most municipalities have not broken their assets down into components.  Once again fleet vehicles and information technology are the best areas with the least information available for roads (11%) and storm water systems (16%).
	6. To what extent do the inventory records break systems down into components (e.g., water systems by section of pipe)? [1 = no breakdown, 5 = extensive breakdown]

	Top number is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom % is percent of total respondents selecting the option.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	
	No breakdown
	
	
	
	Extensive breakdown
	Not applicable
	Don't know

	Land
	27
	7
	16
	12
	12
	10
	3

	
	31%
	8%
	18%
	14%
	14%
	11%
	3%

	Buildings
	31
	17
	20
	9
	6
	2
	2

	
	36%
	20%
	23%
	10%
	7%
	2%
	2%

	Vehicles
	20
	7
	15
	16
	22
	4
	3

	
	23%
	8%
	17%
	18%
	25%
	5%
	3%

	Equipment
	28
	19
	14
	12
	8
	3
	3

	
	32%
	22%
	16%
	14%
	9%
	3%
	3%

	Information technology
	19
	16
	18
	19
	13
	0
	2

	
	22%
	18%
	21%
	22%
	15%
	0%
	2%

	Roads, bridges, sidewalks
	31
	11
	22
	6
	3
	7
	4

	
	37%
	13%
	26%
	7%
	4%
	8%
	5%

	Water distribution
	36
	12
	14
	7
	8
	6
	4

	
	41%
	14%
	16%
	8%
	9%
	7%
	5%

	Water treatment facilities
	25
	10
	15
	6
	5
	20
	5

	
	29%
	12%
	17%
	7%
	6%
	23%
	6%

	Storm water sewers
	32
	9
	15
	7
	7
	8
	5

	
	39%
	11%
	18%
	8%
	8%
	10%
	6%

	Sanitary sewer collection
	32
	13
	18
	7
	8
	4
	4

	
	37%
	15%
	21%
	8%
	9%
	5%
	5%

	Sewage treatment facilities
	24
	5
	21
	8
	4
	19
	4

	
	28%
	6%
	25%
	9%
	5%
	22%
	5%

	Other
	10
	3
	4
	1
	0
	13
	4

	
	29%
	9%
	11%
	3%
	0%
	37%
	11%


Year of acquisition information also does not appear to be readily available for most municipalities. Vehicles again are the most easily available, however only 15% of municipalities have good information on water distribution, 9% on Storm Water and 7% on Roads. 

	7. Do you have information on the year of acquisition or construction of the major asset categories? [1 = no information, 5 = complete information]

	Top number is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom % is percent of total respondents selecting the option.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	
	No information
	
	
	
	Complete information
	Not applicable
	Don't know

	Land
	11
	28
	26
	11
	7
	0
	4

	
	13%
	32%
	30%
	13%
	8%
	0%
	5%

	Buildings
	7
	26
	33
	13
	3
	1
	3

	
	8%
	30%
	38%
	15%
	3%
	1%
	3%

	Vehicles
	2
	9
	18
	20
	34
	2
	2

	
	2%
	10%
	21%
	23%
	39%
	2%
	2%

	Equipment
	11
	26
	25
	12
	10
	0
	2

	
	13%
	30%
	29%
	14%
	12%
	0%
	2%

	Information technology
	2
	17
	24
	23
	18
	0
	3

	
	2%
	20%
	28%
	26%
	21%
	0%
	3%

	Roads, bridges, sidewalks
	22
	28
	15
	5
	1
	8
	6

	
	26%
	33%
	18%
	6%
	1%
	9%
	7%

	Water distribution
	24
	25
	12
	11
	2
	6
	6

	
	28%
	29%
	14%
	13%
	2%
	7%
	7%

	Water treatment facilities
	14
	19
	16
	6
	6
	20
	6

	
	16%
	22%
	18%
	7%
	7%
	23%
	7%

	Storm water sewers
	19
	28
	16
	7
	1
	9
	6

	
	22%
	33%
	19%
	8%
	1%
	10%
	7%

	Sanitary sewer collection
	20
	28
	15
	11
	4
	4
	5

	
	23%
	32%
	17%
	13%
	5%
	5%
	6%

	Sewage treatment facilities
	11
	18
	17
	7
	8
	19
	6

	
	13%
	21%
	20%
	8%
	9%
	22%
	7%

	Other
	3
	7
	4
	1
	0
	14
	6

	
	9%
	20%
	11%
	3%
	0%
	40%
	17%


The same pattern is evident for original cost information. Very few municipalities indicated they have good information on original cost. Only 2% of respondents indicated good information on road costs, only 5% on water distribution and 2% on Storm Water. 

	8. Do you have information on the original cost of the major asset categories? [1 = no information, 5 = complete information]

	Top number is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom % is percent of total respondents selecting the option.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	
	No information
	
	
	
	Complete information
	Not applicable
	Don't know

	Land
	9
	38
	23
	8
	5
	0
	4

	
	10%
	44%
	26%
	9%
	6%
	0%
	5%

	Buildings
	8
	45
	23
	6
	2
	1
	2

	
	9%
	52%
	26%
	7%
	2%
	1%
	2%

	Vehicles
	3
	16
	23
	18
	24
	2
	1

	
	3%
	18%
	26%
	21%
	28%
	2%
	1%

	Equipment
	11
	32
	21
	12
	8
	0
	3

	
	13%
	37%
	24%
	14%
	9%
	0%
	3%

	Information technology
	5
	23
	26
	18
	12
	0
	3

	
	6%
	26%
	30%
	21%
	14%
	0%
	3%

	Roads, bridges, sidewalks
	23
	37
	9
	2
	0
	8
	6

	
	27%
	44%
	11%
	2%
	0%
	9%
	7%

	Water distribution
	22
	37
	11
	4
	0
	7
	6

	
	25%
	43%
	13%
	5%
	0%
	8%
	7%

	Water treatment facilities
	15
	26
	15
	5
	1
	18
	6

	
	17%
	30%
	17%
	6%
	1%
	21%
	7%

	Storm water sewers
	20
	37
	9
	2
	0
	9
	7

	
	24%
	44%
	11%
	2%
	0%
	11%
	8%

	Sanitary sewer collection
	23
	35
	12
	5
	2
	3
	6

	
	27%
	41%
	14%
	6%
	2%
	3%
	7%

	Sewage treatment facilities
	8
	27
	15
	6
	4
	19
	6

	
	9%
	32%
	18%
	7%
	5%
	22%
	7%

	Other
	3
	9
	3
	1
	0
	12
	5

	
	9%
	27%
	9%
	3%
	0%
	36%
	15%


Most municipalities are not very familiar with the methods to estimate original cost when historical records are not available. Given the answers to the previous two questions this would appear to be an area to focus on with 66% of respondents indicating a need to obtain knowledge: 
	9. What is your familiarity with the methods for estimating original cost when historical records are not available? [1 = not familiar, 5 = very familiar]

	Not familiar
	
	37
	44%

	
	
	19
	22%

	
	
	17
	20%

	
	
	9
	11%

	Very familiar
	
	3
	4%

	Total
	
	85
	100%


Information on material improvements was generally recorded at better levels than the original cost question, however only 5% in roads and 8% in storm water indicated they have good information.

	10. Do you have information on material improvements (date, amount spent, extension of useful life)? [1 = no information, 5 = complete information]

	Top number is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom % is percent of total respondents selecting the option.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	
	No information
	
	
	
	Complete information
	Not applicable
	Don't know

	Land
	11
	32
	12
	6
	0
	18
	7

	
	13%
	37%
	14%
	7%
	0%
	21%
	8%

	Buildings
	10
	46
	22
	2
	2
	1
	4

	
	11%
	53%
	25%
	2%
	2%
	1%
	5%

	Vehicles
	7
	20
	15
	18
	16
	7
	4

	
	8%
	23%
	17%
	21%
	18%
	8%
	5%

	Equipment
	11
	30
	19
	13
	5
	3
	6

	
	13%
	34%
	22%
	15%
	6%
	3%
	7%

	Information technology
	10
	23
	18
	17
	9
	5
	4

	
	12%
	27%
	21%
	20%
	10%
	6%
	5%

	Roads, bridges, sidewalks
	16
	38
	11
	4
	0
	8
	8

	
	19%
	45%
	13%
	5%
	0%
	9%
	9%

	Water distribution
	19
	37
	11
	7
	0
	6
	7

	
	22%
	43%
	13%
	8%
	0%
	7%
	8%

	Water treatment facilities
	14
	26
	14
	5
	1
	20
	6

	
	16%
	30%
	16%
	6%
	1%
	23%
	7%

	Storm water sewers
	15
	40
	9
	4
	0
	9
	8

	
	18%
	47%
	11%
	5%
	0%
	11%
	9%

	Sanitary sewer collection
	16
	38
	12
	7
	2
	4
	7

	
	19%
	44%
	14%
	8%
	2%
	5%
	8%

	Sewage treatment facilities
	9
	26
	13
	6
	4
	19
	7

	
	11%
	31%
	15%
	7%
	5%
	23%
	8%

	Other
	2
	11
	3
	0
	0
	12
	5

	
	6%
	33%
	9%
	0%
	0%
	36%
	15%


Information on the condition and useful life was also generally lacking with only 9% in roads, 4% in storm water and 8% in sanitary sewers indicated they have good information.

	11. Do you have information on the condition and useful life (original estimate and remaining life) of your assets? [1 = no information, 5 = complete information]

	Top number is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom % is percent of total respondents selecting the option.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	
	No information
	
	
	
	Complete information
	Not applicable
	Don't know

	Land
	19
	8
	11
	7
	8
	30
	4

	
	22%
	9%
	13%
	8%
	9%
	34%
	5%

	Buildings
	24
	24
	21
	10
	2
	1
	5

	
	28%
	28%
	24%
	11%
	2%
	1%
	6%

	Vehicles
	12
	16
	9
	28
	17
	2
	3

	
	14%
	18%
	10%
	32%
	20%
	2%
	3%

	Equipment
	20
	22
	22
	14
	5
	0
	4

	
	23%
	25%
	25%
	16%
	6%
	0%
	5%

	Information technology
	17
	15
	17
	24
	10
	0
	4

	
	20%
	17%
	20%
	28%
	11%
	0%
	5%

	Roads, bridges, sidewalks
	22
	21
	22
	4
	3
	8
	5

	
	26%
	25%
	26%
	5%
	4%
	9%
	6%

	Water distribution
	24
	22
	21
	5
	3
	6
	5

	
	28%
	26%
	24%
	6%
	3%
	7%
	6%

	Water treatment facilities
	13
	17
	22
	4
	4
	19
	5

	
	15%
	20%
	26%
	5%
	5%
	23%
	6%

	Storm water sewers
	19
	23
	22
	2
	2
	9
	6

	
	23%
	28%
	27%
	2%
	2%
	11%
	7%

	Sanitary sewer collection
	22
	22
	25
	4
	3
	4
	6

	
	26%
	26%
	29%
	5%
	3%
	5%
	7%

	Sewage treatment facilities
	15
	18
	19
	6
	3
	19
	6

	
	17%
	21%
	22%
	7%
	3%
	22%
	7%

	Other
	3
	7
	6
	0
	0
	12
	6

	
	9%
	21%
	18%
	0%
	0%
	35%
	18%


Most do not have tracking system in place – which is to be expected at this time.
	12. Do you have tracking systems in place to allow you to record such information for assets that are acquired or constructed in future years? [1 = no systems, 5 = comprehensive systems]

	No systems
	
	35
	40%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	26
	30%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	13
	15%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	10
	11%
	
	
	
	

	Comprehensive systems
	
	3
	3%
	
	
	
	

	Total
	
	87
	100%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Most municipalities are suggesting smaller levels of capitalization threshold between $1,000 and $15,000 with some larger organizations thinking about higher amounts.
	13. What is the minimum dollar threshold amount(s) you anticipate using to classify expenditures as capital assets (could vary by type of asset)?



	
	Vehicles
	Equipment
	Information Technology
	Roads, Bridges, sidewalks
	Water distribution
	Water treatment facilities
	Storm water sewers
	Sanitary sewer collection
	Sewage treatment facilities

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 5,000
	7
	14
	13
	3
	5
	4
	4
	4
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5,000 to 10,000
	8
	5
	5
	5
	4
	4
	5
	5
	5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10,000 to 15,000
	3
	2
	2
	5
	6
	6
	6
	6
	6

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15,000 to 20,000
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	20,000 to 25,000
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	25,000 to 30,000
	2
	1
	1
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	More than 30,000
	0
	0
	1
	3
	2
	1
	2
	2
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Information on the replacement cost of assets was more readily available than original cost, but still at relatively low levels of completeness.
	14. Do you have information on the replacement costs of your tangible capital assets. (NOTE: PSAB will require accounting at historical cost, not replacement cost.)? [1 = no information, 5 = complete information]

	Top number is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom % is percent of total respondents selecting the option.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	
	No information
	
	
	
	Complete information
	Not applicable
	Don't know

	Land
	34
	11
	10
	8
	3
	14
	6

	
	40%
	13%
	12%
	9%
	3%
	16%
	7%

	Buildings
	29
	16
	17
	15
	4
	1
	4

	
	34%
	19%
	20%
	17%
	5%
	1%
	5%

	Vehicles
	16
	9
	19
	28
	11
	1
	3

	
	18%
	10%
	22%
	32%
	13%
	1%
	3%

	Equipment
	26
	17
	23
	11
	6
	0
	4

	
	30%
	20%
	26%
	13%
	7%
	0%
	5%

	Information technology
	24
	15
	17
	19
	8
	0
	4

	
	28%
	17%
	20%
	22%
	9%
	0%
	5%

	Roads, bridges, sidewalks
	32
	17
	14
	6
	3
	8
	5

	
	38%
	20%
	16%
	7%
	4%
	9%
	6%

	Water distribution
	36
	12
	16
	9
	2
	6
	5

	
	42%
	14%
	19%
	10%
	2%
	7%
	6%

	Water treatment facilities
	25
	9
	11
	9
	5
	21
	5

	
	29%
	11%
	13%
	11%
	6%
	25%
	6%

	Storm water sewers
	32
	14
	14
	5
	2
	9
	7

	
	39%
	17%
	17%
	6%
	2%
	11%
	8%

	Sanitary sewer collection
	35
	12
	17
	6
	3
	4
	6

	
	42%
	14%
	20%
	7%
	4%
	5%
	7%

	Sewage treatment facilities
	22
	12
	13
	9
	5
	19
	5

	
	26%
	14%
	15%
	11%
	6%
	22%
	6%

	Other
	7
	7
	3
	1
	0
	12
	6

	
	19%
	19%
	8%
	3%
	0%
	33%
	17%


Most do not have electronic access to existing historical data with 58% indicating virtually no electronic information.
	15. To what extent does your tangible capital asset data exist in electronic form? [1 = all hardcopy, 5 = all electronic]

	All hardcopy
	
	18
	21%
	
	

	
	
	32
	37%
	
	

	
	
	25
	29%
	
	

	
	
	11
	13%
	
	

	All electronic
	
	0
	0%
	
	

	Total
	
	86
	100%
	
	


A similar pattern exists with regard to integration.
	16. To what extent is asset data included in or linked to your accounting system? [1 = no integration, 5 = full integration]

	No integration
	
	52
	60%
	
	

	
	
	20
	23%
	
	

	
	
	13
	15%
	
	

	
	
	0
	0%
	
	

	Full integration
	
	2
	2%
	
	

	Total
	
	87
	100%
	
	


At this early stage a good proportion of respondents have discussed this topic with senior management.
	17. Has there been a serious discussion within your senior management team about the need to get ready for PSAB tangible capital asset accounting?

	Yes
	
	50
	58%
	
	

	No
	
	36
	42%
	
	


And a good level of  discussion has occurred with auditors also.
	18. Has the issue been discussed with the local government's auditor?
	

	Yes
	
	72
	84%

	No
	
	14
	16%

	Total
	
	86
	100%


Conversely most organizations have not discussed the need for resources in 2007 with their  Councils as yet, but they expect to need a budget allocation to implement.
	19. Has a report been made to Council on the resources required to get ready to comply with the new rules?

	Yes
	
	10
	12%
	
	

	No
	
	76
	88%
	
	

	Total
	
	86
	100%
	
	


	20. Will the current Financial Plan, or next years, include a budget allocation for the anticipated costs of implementation of PS3150?

	Yes
	
	57
	69%
	
	

	No
	
	26
	31%
	
	

	Total
	
	83
	100%
	
	


And lastly, in overall terms most municipalities do not feel ready for TCA accounting. 

	21. In general terms, to what extent is your local government ready for tangible capital asset accounting? [1 = not ready, 5 = fully ready]

	Not ready
	
	40
	47%
	
	

	
	
	34
	40%
	
	

	
	
	12
	14%
	
	

	
	
	0
	0%
	
	

	Fully ready
	
	0
	0%
	
	

	Total
	
	86
	100%
	
	


	22. What are the main challenges that you anticipate?

	#
	Response
	
	

	1
	Building a capital asset ledger with appropriate Categorization level from scratch

	2
	I see some complex accounting issues arising. As a Regional District, we are required to maintain a separate record of revenue and expenses for each service we provide (we have approx. 100 services). We typically have a limit to the tax that can be requisitioned in a year for a service and are not permitted to run a deficit in a service. This may cause a problem if we are required to account for depreciation as an expense line in a service, as this may impact the ability to deliver that service.

	
	We currently include transfers to capital reserves in the expenses for a service, to provide for replacement of major capital assets. Requiring depreciation to be charged as well amounts to a double charge.

	3
	Identifying and valuing existing assets
	
	

	4
	Fundamental change to the accounting for capital expenditures.
	

	
	creating an inventory of existing assets
	
	

	
	determining valuation of existing assets
	
	

	5
	Compiling an accurate inventory & appropriate level of detail
	

	6
	The main challenge will be getting a full asset inventory with cost, est. useful life and implementing an asset management system.

	7
	Time and understanding
	
	

	8
	Forty years of information, last twelve years for which detail is available, remainder balance forward, undetailed. We are currently understaffed and do not have budget dollars to add staff. Hard to justify tax increase for an accounting exercise.

	9
	Understanding the issue, distributing historical costs to specific assets

	10
	Finding historical cost
	
	

	11
	Mainly determining what we own?
	
	

	12
	identifying detail and related historical cost of past capital asset acquisitions

	13
	Accounting
	
	

	14
	Digging up all the data. It has not been filed well, and it is difficult to get at.

	15
	Determining original costs and calculating accumulated depreciation on existing assets - we do not have very good fixed asset records at all. Also am not sure whether our existing accounting system can handle the new requirements.

	16
	Inventory of roads, sidewalks, etc. and sewer collector lines and allocation of total amount contained in GL

	17
	record retrieval
	
	

	18
	Deciding what to record-i.e. a pump station or its components
	

	19
	As with most things coming from CICA, this is an exercise which produces nothing of value and will result in an inordinate amount of work to accomplish. Classifying assets and estimating useful life spans will be a best guess.

	20
	We're in the process of updating our entire business systems; inventories of developer built city assets will be a challenge.

	21
	Inventory and valuation and maintenance of asset records. Determining level of detail necessary.

	22
	Getting a proper inventory and the allocation of costs to each category

	23
	resources and adequate info
	
	

	24
	Obtaining appropriate values, and implementing processes to capture disposal information on a go-forward basis.

	25
	We have a system and lots of data however, we are not sure it is complete. We do not have historic cost record readily available for some assets and will have to make a reasonable estimates based on current replacement cost net of appropriate depreciation based on remaining useful life.

	26
	Manpower for research to find data and/or take a physical inventory
	

	27
	Determining replacement cost or historical cost for all assets.
	

	28
	Quantifying assets and useful remaining life
	
	

	29
	Funding and staff time to complete.
	
	

	30
	Lack of knowledge and incomplete records
	
	

	31
	historical cost information for assets.
	
	

	
	level of detail required to get good information at a reasonable cost.
	

	32
	Data Collection
	
	

	33
	Funding to complete costing mechanism. Finding original construction data

	34
	Estimating cost of existing assets.
	
	

	35
	determining depreciation
	
	

	36
	Coming up with values for inherited and contributed assets.
	

	37
	knowing more about the requirements and how to meet them
	

	38
	Finding resources to do inventory of the assets we currently have and valuing these assets by 2009. It has been difficult to get approval to increase budget dollars to do this project when there are other priorities for those dollars that have a higher impact to the public.

	39
	budgeting and accounting requirements for recording assets and depreciation of assets

	40
	Inventory of capital assets
	
	

	41
	Time and resources at hand, staffing
	
	

	42
	Inventorying assets. Capturing new assets and improvements to assets.

	43
	Determining cost.
	
	

	44
	valuations
	
	

	45
	Establishing costs and current day values
	
	

	46
	In house resources, people, technology, time, lack of records...
	

	47
	Retrieving historical cost figures for Equipment purchases.
	

	48
	Researching and establishing historical costs.
	
	

	49
	Establishing consensus on the right level of information, the degree to which we integrate systems, establishing book values, transitioning to include depreciation in annual financial results (address underfunding)

	50
	Time & Labour Resources
	
	

	51
	defining water, sewer & roads infrastructure
	
	

	52
	No records kept since inception, most assets are old. I have only been here for 1.6 years and staff turnover has been high so we don't even have staff who might be able to answer questions.

	53
	Coming up with a value for the assets we currently have and their useful life

	54
	Resources, systems, implementation plan, lack of resources to acquire information on assets in the ground (sewer/water) and roads.

	55
	Determining what should be treated as capital and what shouldn't be - i.e. what is maintenance and what is truly capital. Figuring out what we really still have, it's remaining useful life, and it's historical cost. Like most municipalities, in the past lots of things have been treated as capital that probably shouldn't have been and assets that we no longer have never been removed from the balance sheet.

	56
	reconciling cost of assets on books with actual historical cost records (if they can be located). I suspect that assets costs have been added correctly, but I doubt that costs have been removed when assets reached the end of their life or were disposed of. I took over the finance area 18 months ago in an organization that is 35 years old.

	57
	Doing the research on the capital assets for details and breakdowns of assets if it is even available. Have only been at current position for a little over a year

	58
	- determining OCC of road capital
	
	

	
	- write off of assets disposed off, but not eliminated from G/L
	

	
	- reconciliation between capital assets on hand and G/L values
	

	59
	We incorporated 11 years ago and have NO records for most of our assets that were assumed upon incorporation. It will be garbage-in garbage-out.

	60
	Cost Determination
	
	

	
	Building the Asset listing
	
	

	
	Depreciation rates
	
	

	
	Balancing the budget
	
	

	61
	Estimating historical costs of infrastructure
	
	

	62
	Determining what is required to comply with PS3150
	
	

	63
	personnel
	
	

	64
	Policy development, data collection, adjustments to budget process
	

	65
	Staffing resources
	
	

	66
	Developing a fixed asset policy
	
	

	67
	Resources available to identify assets
	
	

	68
	One of our main challenges is the division of asset information between departments and the information is part of larger reports in paper format. We have had difficulty in obtaining electronic information from contract engineers as well due to changes in technology/software since they were created.

	69
	Inventory, replacement value,
	
	

	
	acquisition date
	
	

	
	A corporate asset management system
	
	

	
	Highlighting the infrastructure deficit to the Council.
	
	

	70
	Staff resources to compile information, competition for staff resources needed for other priorities.


	23. What support would you like to see?

	Top number is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom % is percent of total respondents selecting the option.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	
	Not needed
	
	
	
	Very useful

	How-to guide
	3
	1
	5
	13
	64

	
	3%
	1%
	6%
	15%
	74%

	Local meetings
	5
	2
	16
	23
	38

	
	6%
	2%
	19%
	27%
	45%

	Online forums/listservs
	5
	9
	18
	24
	26

	
	6%
	11%
	22%
	29%
	32%

	Training
	3
	6
	6
	22
	47

	
	4%
	7%
	7%
	26%
	56%

	Grant to offset cost
	4
	2
	4
	10
	66

	
	5%
	2%
	5%
	12%
	77%

	Other
	4
	0
	2
	3
	13

	
	18%
	0%
	9%
	14%
	59%


	24. If "Other," please specify.

	#
	Response
	
	

	1
	Provincial guidelines or best practices
	
	

	
	amortization methods & useful life estimates
	
	

	2
	Consistent rules for depreciating assets for each class.
	

	3
	Ministry to write to Council (Not staff)explaining the requirement in plain English, advising that this will be a major undertaking that needs staff resources committed to it in order to be ready by the required time. It would be useful if the process could be phased similar to annual report.

	4
	A Regional District tracts its expenditures by function e.g. Fire dept.

	
	All equipment has been budgeted and paid for. How can we expense depreciation to each function when the total costs have already been expensed? It would seem the depreciation would have to go through equity ( similar to a write down).

	5
	How is this going to affect taxation-We could see an annual expense in excess of $1 million

	6
	List of third parties who may be contracted to assist with initial valuation and inventory

	7
	A Standard Format for Reporting on Asset Categories.
	

	8
	User groups
	
	

	9
	Publishing of a "Best Practices" guide that municipalities can use, and that the auditors agree with.

	10
	Best practices on capitalization threshold, capital asset categories, and useful life.

	11
	Guidelines as to how the assets will be grouped and to what level.

	12
	Deferred amortization of funding sources to match depreciation
	

	13
	Best Practices guide including how to begin. Avoid having 50 different wheels invented. Small Muni's need help with expertise and resources to do prep work and implement. IT Resources/Software support that can be integrated (We don't have time to research these things.

	14
	Some firm rules on what is capital and what isn't as well as dollar thresholds. We definitely are struggling with defining what is maintenance and what is truly capital. Firm rules would also help make financial statements from different organizations more comparable.

	15
	Drop the idea - especially the part about expensing the depreciation on our 'P&L's. 6 years ago PSAB was saying we didn't even have to put assets on our F/S's.

	16
	Best Practise for smaller communities.
	
	

	
	Development of Software that is compatible with GIS and Accounting Software for Vadim software users.

	17
	A collective of municipalities to compare notes, standard application of rules, categories of assets and useful life


	27. Is there anything you would like to add?

	#
	Response
	
	

	1
	This is a big burden on small municipalities that do not have a large pool of employees to draw on for the special project. Grants should be available to hire temporary help, perhaps summer students to get the data collected and set up in a new system.

	2
	In the smaller communities, this will impact upon accounting firms who are running into difficulties finding experienced staff. Best option is an on-line how-to guide with lots of examples so we can do it ourselves. Update this with more examples as difficulties are encountered. If providing grant funding, please be flexible so that the time commitment of finance staff is recognized. This is not something an outsider can easily take on in isolation.

	3
	See above notes
	
	

	4
	More communication is needed.
	
	

	5
	Aaagh!
	
	

	6
	We have a Corporate Team in place to review and implement Asset Management and Accounting which will be compliant with PS 3150.

	7
	This will be very challenging for most cities any help would be greatly appreciated...soon!

	8
	HELP!
	
	

	9
	Thanks for the opportunity to provide input.
	
	

	10
	A later implementation date would have been helpful.
	
	

	11
	Help!
	
	

	12
	I am not directly associated with a local government, but have been involved in some consulting work with one municipality. I answered the questions to the best of my knowledge, as they relate to that municipality.

	13
	Every change to accounting requirements costs small municipalities in actual dollars as well as hours. These requirements can become a huge burden to us who have very limited resources.

	14
	We have developed a plan that will be presented to Council in September. We have hired a full-time Capital Asset Project Manager and have just begun this project. Please note that GFOABC has incorrectly informed its members that this project should be complete by the end of 2007. Full implementation is required by 2009, which would required prior years information to be restated, which can be done in 2009.

	15
	There should be a phase in to allow for set up and understanding. Year one land and buildings, year two roads, year three all remaining.

	16
	Our municipality does not have GIS, nor is any of their infrastructure currently mapped. We don't have a good handle on historical costs, infrastructure condition and long term maintenance and upgrade requirements. The Okanagan is in the midst of a housing boom and the resources in both our engineering and development services department are tapped out. It will be difficult to have them assist in determining some of these costs, conditions etc.

	17
	This issue impacts financial plans as well as financial statements and I don't think a lot of people have thought about that. It also impacts how projects can be funded. For instance we were discussing what dollar levels we should be using to determine what is capital and what isn't and realized if we set the threshold to high we couldn't use DCCs for the smaller projects because DCCs can only be used for 'capital'. It could also impact different components of a project. This particularly when they cross funds. This issue has a huge impact on how we will do our budgets as well as our financial statements in the future.

	18
	Most local government assets are not assets in the same way the private sector assets are. In the private sector they are more of an investment used to make $. Private sector assets should be capitalized, and then depreciated over time. In the public sector, they'd be better classified as liabilities. We now expense our capital purchases, but we'll have to change to depreciating our assets and showing it as an expense on our 'P&L'. This is a dumb idea on so many different levels. Is the Charter going to change respecting the 5 Yr Financial Plan requirements? What happens to those LG's not putting enough funds into reserves for future capital and/or replacements? They will have large 'on paper' deficits and likely raise taxes because of it. They will end up with more cash in reserves to eventually replace their assets. However, should an accounting standard drive public policy or should the community set public policy?

	19
	I would like to become involved at the Provincial level to gain an overall perspective of how other local governments are preparing.

	20
	The US has already gone through this and American Appraisals was involved in providing historical cost appraisals. I talked to the Vancouver office about this and the appraiser indicated that he would check and see how they would be involved in these. It would be useful if Grant money was made available for these appraisals to assist small communities that have inadequate staff and detailed information.

	21
	GFOABC should provide the lead to standardize the application of the changes among all the municipalities
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