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Proposed Accounting Standards Update: Not-for-Profit (Topic 958)  Updating the Definition 
of Collections 
 
The California Society of CPA’s (“CalCPA”) Accounting Principles and Assurance Services 
Committee (the “Committee”) is the senior technical committee of CalCPA.  CalCPA has 
approximately 44,000 members.  The Committee consists of 55 members, of whom 45 percent 
are from local or regional firms, 32 percent are from large multi-office CPA firms, 12 percent 
are sole practitioners in public practice, 6 percent are in academia and 5 percent are in 
international firms.  Members of the Committee are with CPA firms serving a large number of 
public and nonpublic business entities, as well as many non-business entities such as not-for-
profits, pension plans and governmental organizations. 
 
The Committee supports the proposal. 
 
Question 1: Should the definition of the term collections include the concept of direct care?  If not, why 
not?  
 
We agree that the definition of the term collections should include the concept of direct care 
and that this modification would improve current GAAP and reduce diversity in practice. 
 
 
Question 2: Should there be a requirement to disclose an entity’s policy for the use of proceeds from 
deaccessioned collections?  If not, why not? 
 
We believe that this Update will create a GAAP policy alternative.  We also believe that some 
NFP entities would prefer to choose to disclose its policy choice in this area.  As a result we 
recommend that NFP’s be permitted but not required to disclose the policy with respect to the 
use of proceeds from deaccessioned collections.   
 
We do not agree that additional disclosures are necessary and should be required when the 
entity accounts for deaccessioned collections in accordance with GAAP.  Additional 
disclosures should be required upon meeting thresholds delineated by the disclosure 
framework. 
 
Question 3: Would the proposed transition requirement of prospective application with retrospective 
application permitted be operable and would it provide decision-useful information?  If not, please 
explain why and what you would recommend. 
 



We agree that required prospective and permitted retrospective application would be operable 
and would provide decision-useful information to stakeholders.  
 
Question 4: Should the effective date of the proposed amendment be upon issuance of a final Update?  
If not, why not? 
 
No despite the narrow scope of the amendment we believe that the proposed amendment 
should be effective for periods ending at least 60 days after issuance, such as December 15, 
2018.  This will facilitate transition for entities in the processes of issuing financial statements 
to make any modifications necessary. 
 
 
*   *   *   *   * 
 
We thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter. We would be glad to discuss our 
opinions with you further should you have any questions or require additional information. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Matthew J. Lombardi 
Chair 
Accounting Principles and Assurance Services Committee 
California Society of Certified Public Accountant 
 
 
 
 


