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| Executive Summary

The Financial Accounting Foundation (FAF) initiated this survey as a first in a series of periodic
surveys to stakeholders. These stakeholders are financial statement preparers, auditors and users.
The user category includes taxpayers groups, representatives from the financial community,
academics and legislators. The surveys will seek constituent perspectives about the extent to which
the GASB is fulfilling its mission effectively. The survey results were derived from more than 1200
mailed and e-mailed respondents. Although many dimensions of the GASB mission were tested in
this first survey, it is no exaggeration to report that the overarching perspective of the stakeholders
across all parts of the survey was that the GASB has been carrying out its standards-setting charge
appropriately and effectively. Amidst the generally positive opinions were areas of challenge that are
identified along with the positive ratings in the full report. Broadly, Auditors gave more favorable
ratings than Users or Preparers while Preparers were the least likely of the stakeholder groups to
report a favorable rating. Even for Preparers, however, responses throughout the survey were more
positive than not. Below are highlights of central findings that provide answers to the central
questions outlined by NRC, FAF, GASB members and the GASB staff at the outset of this study.
A brief description of the methods can be found in these highlights and a detailed analysis of
methods and all responses can be found in the body appendices of this final report.

An essential part of the GASB’s mission is to create standards that will result in governmental
financial reports that provide useful information for users of those reports. Users did report feeling
highly satisfied with governmental financial reports that were prepared according to the GASB’s
standards; 87% of Users reported they were at “very” or “somewhat” satisfied.

In addition, Auditors and Preparers reported mostly favorable ratings of the GASB’s standards.
Approximately 9 out of 10 felt the standards were comprehensive and provided adequate
implementation timetables. Fewer Auditors and Preparers felt that the standards addressed the
needs of all constituents or could be implemented at a reasonable cost; only about 4 in 10 Auditors
and Preparers at least “somewhat” agreed that the standards addressed the needs of all constituents
or could be implemented at a reasonable cost.

Besides, the quality of the standards, the FAF and the GASB were interested in constituents’
opinions regarding the fairness and openness of the development process. The effectiveness of the
standards development process was rated highly by all three stakeholder groups, especially the
publishing of draft proposals for public comment. When asked to specify if certain aspects of the
development process were a problem, respondents appeared to be least concerned with the
openness of it, with approximately half (preparers) to over two-thirds (users) feeling this was “not at
all” a problem or a “minor” problem. The aspect of the development process that most concerned
them was perception that the GASB only hears from the same people all the time, approximately
one-half to two-thirds felt this was a “major” or “moderate” problem.

In addition to the goal to establish and improve standards for state and local government accounting
and financial reports, the GASB wants to guide and educate all users of those financial reports. The
majority of those surveyed felt at least somewhat familiar with the GASB’s standards and the GASB
organization in general, with Auditors reporting the highest level of familiarity. A large majority of
Auditors also reported that they had at least average knowledge of governmental financial reports
and standards.
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Use of educational materials was lowest among Users and Preparers with approximately half
reporting they had used educational materials and programs provided by the GASB. At the same
time, around 8 in 10 Auditors reported using educational materials and programs provided by the
GASB, significantly more than the other two groups. Those respondents reporting that they used
educational materials and programs provided by the GASB rated the effectiveness of these tools
very highly, with more than 8 in 10 reporting the materials were “somewhat” or “very” effective.
Three-quarters indicated they would like these educational materials and opportunities to contain
more question and answer sections and about half felt they were too technical.

Respondents from all three constituent groups felt that the GASB’s communication efforts kept
them informed about standards-setting and educational opportunities. All constituents felt more
informed about standards-setting than educational opportunities, with Auditors indicating they felt
the most informed on both topic areas.

The FAF and the GASB were interested in the level of understanding about why the GASB’s
standards were different from private-sector standards. Users, Preparers and Auditors felt that the
GASB’s standards were indeed different from private sector standards and should be different. The
benefits of independent standard setting were recognized by at least 9 in 10 respondents who agreed
that “independence is important in standards-setting.” Respondents across all three constituent
groups agreed that the reasons the GASB’s standards should be different from private-sector
standards were because governments exist to produce services instead of profits and are accountable
to citizens/taxpayers. Stakeholders also recognized that the readers of governmental financial
reports have different needs than readers of private-sector reports.

Survey Background and Purpose

* The Financial Accounting Foundation (FAF) contracted with National Research Center, Inc.
to conduct a survey of Users, Preparers and Auditors of state and local governmental
financial statements to learn more about their perspectives on and experiences with the
GASB. The survey provided Users, Preparers and Auditors the opportunity to provide
feedback on various aspects of the GASB including education efforts, standards and the
standards-setting process.

® This is the first in a planned series of surveys of GASB constituents.

Methods

Approximately 6,200 constituents were invited to participate in the 2006 Governmental
Accounting Standards Board Survey, either by mail or via the Web. About 4% of the
surveys, regardless of mode, were returned because they either had incorrect addresses or the
addressee was no longer at that address. Of the 5,932 eligible constituents, 1,262 completed
the survey, providing a response rate of 21%. The survey instrument itself appears in
Appendix E: Survey Instrument and was developed using the findings from key informant
interviews with the three constituent groups.

® The margin of error for Users is plus or minus five percentage points around any given
percentage point. For Auditors the margin of error is plus or minus four percentage points
around any given percentage point and the margin of error for Preparers is plus or minus
five percentage points. When comparing across the three constituent types the margin of
error is plus or minus five percentage points around any given percentage point.
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| Survey Background
Survey Purpose

The Financial Accounting Foundation contracted with the National Research Center, Inc. to
conduct a survey of Users, Preparers and Auditors of state and local governmental financial
statements to learn more about their perspectives and experiences with the GASB. The measures in
this survey were developed by the National Research Center, Inc. with input from the GASB
members and staff and the Financial Accounting Foundation. The FAF and the GASB plan to use
the results of this survey as a benchmark to compare changes in the perceptions of the GASB’s
constituents on various aspects of the GASB including education efforts, standards and the
standards-setting process.

This is the first in a planned series of surveys of GASB constituents. The GASB plans on repeating
the study in coming years to monitor movement toward the GASB’s strategic goals.

Methods

The GASB gathered lists of Users, Preparers and Auditors from various membership groups as well
as the U.S. Census Bureau. Approximately 6,200 constituents were invited to participate in the 2006
Governmental Accounting Standards Board Survey, either by mail or via the Web. About 4% of the
surveys across the two modes were returned because they either had incorrect addresses or the
intended respondent was no longer at that address. Of the 5,932 eligible constituents, 1,262
completed the survey, providing a response rate of 21%. The survey instrument itself appears in
Appendix E: Survey Instrument.

Understanding the Results

“Don’t Know” Responses

On many of the questions in the survey, respondents could answer, “don’t know.” The proportion
of respondents giving this reply is shown in the full set of responses included in Appendix A:
Responses to Survey Questions. However, these responses have been removed from the analyses
presented in the body of the report. In other words, the tables and graphs display the responses
from respondents who had an opinion about a specific item. In general, “don’t know” responses
were higher for Users and Preparers than for Auditors and ranged anywhere from as low as less than
one percent to as high as 52% (in the case of Users regarding a question on harmonization with
international public sector standards). In cases where the “don’t know” responses are above 30%,
they are noted in the analysis of the results.

Confidence Intervals

The margin of error for Users is plus or minus five percentage points around any given percentage
point. For Auditors the margin of error is plus or minus four percentage points around any given
percentage point, and for Preparers it is plus or minus five percentage points around any given
percentage point. When comparing across the three constituent types the margin of error is plus or
minus five percentage points around any given percentage point.
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Crosstabulations by Self-reported Knowledge

The report body includes frequency percentages and average ratings. Crosstabulations of selected
questions are referenced in the text. The crosstabulation tables can be found in Appendix B:
Crosstabulations of Selected Questions by Self-Reported Knowledge.
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| Report of Results

General Information

The three constituent groups of the GASB (Users, Preparers and Auditors) were asked to report on
their familiarity with the GASB, as well as to rate the quality of different aspects of the GASB and
other general information related to the GASB operations.

Familiarity with the GASB

Respondents from each of the three constituent groups were asked how familiar they were with the
GASB’s standards, outreach efforts, the organization in general and its process of developing new
standards. In general, Auditors reported being the most familiar with the various aspects of the
GASB, with at least two-thirds reporting being at least “somewhat” familiar with each aspect.
Preparers were more likely than Users to report being at least “somewhat” familiar with aspects of
the GASB, though those two constituent groups had similar familiarity with each aspect tested. And
all respondents reported being more familiar with general aspects of the GASB then with specific
activities like standards development or outreach.

Less than 10% of all Auditors responding to the survey reported being “very” unfamiliar with any
aspect of the GASB. However, at least 2 in 10 Preparers and Users reported being “very” unfamiliar
with the GASB’s outreach efforts and the process of developing standards.
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Table 1: Familiarity with the GASB
Please indicate how familiar or unfamiliar are you with each of
the following aspects of the GASB: User  Preparer Auditor
Very familiar 21% 33% 69%
Somewhat familiar 56% 49% 30%
Somewhat unfamiliar 13% 9% 0%
Very unfamiliar 10% 9% 1%
The GASB's standards in general Total 100% 100% 100%
Very familiar 10% 14% 17%
Somewhat familiar 37% 35% 48%
The GASB's outreach to its constituents, Somewhat unfamiliar 30% 27% 26%
including presentations/educational Very unfamiliar 23% 24% 9%
programs Total 100% 100% 100%
Very familiar 15% 18% 26%
Somewhat familiar 51% 47% 57%
Somewhat unfamiliar 22% 22% 14%
Very unfamiliar 12% 13% 3%
The GASB organization in general Total 100% 100% 100%
Very familiar 16% 16% 27%
Somewhat familiar 34% 39% 52%
Somewhat unfamiliar 30% 25% 17%
The GASB's process of developing new Very unfamiliar 20% 20% 5%
standards Total  100% 100% 100%

Final Report of Results

Page 6

© 2006 National Research Center, Inc.



GASB Constituent Survey

May 2006
Figure 1: Familiarity with the GASB
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Experience and Knowledge

Respondents rated their own level of experience and knowledge of governmental

2

accounting/financial reporting and standards by choosing “above average,

May

“average” or “below

average.” Auditors reported a significantly higher level of knowledge (72% ““above average”) than

did Users (30% “above average”) or Preparers (42% “above average”).

Table 2: Experience and Knowledge of Governmental Accounting/Financial Reporting and

2006

Standards
How would you describe your level of experience and knowledge
of governmental accounting/financial reporting and standards? User Preparer Auditor
Average 44% 39% 26%
Above average 30% 42% 72%
Below average 26% 19% 2%
Total 100% 100% 100%
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Quality of the GASB

When asked to rate the quality of various aspects of the GASB as either “excellent,” “good,” “fair”
ot “poor,” Users and Auditors generally gave more favorable evaluations than Preparers. The
credibility and quality of the standards received the highest ratings, with at least three-quarters of
respondents, regardless of constituent group, reporting these aspects as “excellent” or “good.”
Among the three constituent groups, Auditors were most likely to have an opinion about aspects of
the GASB (as opposed to selecting “don’t know”). Up to one-third of Users and Preparers reported
“don’t know” for one or more items (see Appendix A: Responses to Survey Questions for a
complete set of frequencies for each question).

23 <¢

Selected questions were crosstabulated by the constituents’ own self-reported knowledge of
q y p 8
government financial reporting and standards. Constituents could rate their knowledge as “above

2 ¢

average,” “average,” or “below average.”

Users with “average” or “below” average self-reported knowledge rated the quality of the standards
higher than did Users with “above average” self-reported knowledge. Preparers and Auditors with
higher levels of self-reported knowledge rated the GASB organization in general significantly higher
than those Preparers or Auditors with “below average” self-reported knowledge. See Appendix B:
Crosstabulations of Selected Questions by Self-reported Knowledge for a complete set of all
crosstabulations by knowledge level.
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Table 3: Quality of the GASB
Please rate the quality of each of the following aspects of the
GASB: User  Preparer Auditor
Excellent 35% 28% 37%
Good 53% 54% 48%
Fair 9% 17% 12%
Poor 2% 2% 3%
The credibility of the GASB's standards Total 100% 100% 100%
Excellent 27% 17% 25%
Good 63% 58% 54%
Fair 9% 21% 18%
The overall quality of the GASB's Poor 2% 3% 3%
standards Total  100% 100% 100%
Excellent 18% 14% 15%
Good 65% 54% 59%
Fair 13% 27% 23%
Poor 4% 5% 3%
The GASB organization in general Total 100% 100% 100%
Excellent 12% 13% 8%
Good 48% 34% 42%
Fair 29% 36% 37%
Poor 11% 17% 13%
The GASB's outreach to its constituents Total 100% 100% 100%
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Figure 2: Quality of the GASB
90%
S (0
78%
Tgi ;rBe:dibtilitydof (tjhe 81% o
s standards
LA
82%
The GAi\nSSe?]regraaTization 5% o
4%
‘k e @ Preparer
' 60% E Auditor
"o fts constuents. 46%
50%
0% 25'% 5(;% 7&';% 106%
Percentage reporting "excellent” or "good"

Final Report of Results

Page 11

© 2006 National Research Center, Inc.



| GASB Constituent Survey

May 2006

Constituent Involvement and Mission

Users, Preparers and Auditors rated the extent to which they agreed with statements regarding
constituent involvement and the mission of the GASB: there are opportunities to participate in the
GASB's process; the GASB takes constituent views into consideration; the GASB welcomes
constituent involvement; and the GASB is appropriately carrying out its standards-setting mission.
Among the three constituent groups, Users reported the highest level of agreement, with at least
84% reporting they “somewhat” or “strongly” agreed with each statement. Three-quarters to 85% of
Auditors also were in agreement with each statement. Two-thirds or more of the Preparers reported
agreement with all the statements. Among the three groups, Users and Preparers reported higher
levels of “don’t know” responses (with 30% to 39% of the Users and 26% to 31% of Preparers
responding “don’t know” on all of sections of this question). For a complete set of frequencies see
Appendix A: Responses to Survey Questions.

Agreement was highest across all three constituent groups in response to the statement “the GASB
is appropriately carrying out its standards-setting mission,” followed by agreement to the statement
that “there are opportunities to participate in the GASB’s process.” Regardless of constituent group,
two-thirds at least “somewhat” agreed with the statement “the GASB takes constituent views into
consideration.”

Users at different levels of knowledge varied on agreement with the statements “the GASB takes
constituent views into consideration,” “the GASB welcomes constituent involvement” and “the
GASB is appropriately carrying out its standards-setting mission.” Less knowledgeable Users
reported more favorable responses to these statements. See Appendix B: Crosstabulations of
Selected Questions by Self-reported Knowledge for a complete set of crosstabulations by knowledge
level.
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Table 4: The GASB's Constituent Involvement and Mission
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with
each of the following statements about the GASB: User Preparer Auditor
Strongly agree | 35% 22% 28%
Somewhat agree = 54% 60% 56%
Somewhat disagree 8% 11% 12%
The GASB is appropriately carrying Strongly disagree 3% 7% 4%
out its standards-setting mission Total  100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree = 30% 21% 23%
Somewhat agree | 55% 51% 58%
Somewhat disagree | 12% 20% 14%
There are opportunities to participate Strongly disagree 3% 8% 5%
in the GASB's process Total  100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree | 30% 14% 17%
Somewhat agree = 55% 49% 57%
Somewhat disagree = 10% 24% 17%
The GASB takes constituent views Strongly disagree 5% 13% 9%
into consideration Total  100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree = 38% 22% 22%
Somewhat agree = 47% 45% 56%
Somewhat disagree | 11% 22% 18%
The GASB welcomes constituent Strongly disagree 4% 11% 4%
involvement Total  100% 100%  100%
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Figure 3: GASB Constituent Involvement and Mission
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Standards and Standards-setting Process
Benefits of the Standards

Respondents rated their agreement with statements about why governmental financial reporting
benefited from the existence of the GASB standards. More than three-quarters of those surveyed,
regardless of constituent type, agreed with each statement. Over 90% of all respondents either
“strongly” or “somewhat” agreed that “independence is important in standard-setting.” Auditors
showed a higher level of agreement than Users or Preparers that “independence is important in
standard-setting” and “standards are developed by a single organization.” At least 90% of Users and
Auditors reported that they “strongly” or “somewhat” agreed that “governmental financial reporting
benefits because the GASB is an independent organization” and that a “rigorous process is followed
to develop standards.”

Users responding to the survey indicated they at least “somewhat” agreed with the statements that
governmental financial reporting benefits from the existence of GASB standards because there is
general acceptability of standards and there is consistency of standards. All three groups showed
similar levels of agreement that a benefit of the GASB standards is a rigorous process is followed to
develop standards.
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Table 5: Benefits of the GASB Standards for Governmental Financial Reporting
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with
the following statements. Governmental financial reporting

benefits from the existence of GASB standards because... User Preparer Auditor
Strongly agree 67% 56% 71%
Somewhat agree 27% 36% 25%
Somewhat disagree 5% 7% 3%
Independence is important in Strongly disagree 1% 1% 1%
standard-setting Total 100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree 48% 37% 47%
Somewhat agree 44% 49% 44%
Somewhat disagree 5% 13% 8%
The GASB is an independent Strongly disagree 3% 1% 1%
organization Total 100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree 42% 34% 42%
Somewhat agree 51% 55% 50%
Somewhat disagree 5% 9% 6%
A rigorous process is followed to Strongly disagree 2% 2% 2%
develop standards Total 100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree 44% 31% 33%
Somewhat agree 45% 52% 52%
Somewhat disagree 9% 13% 13%
Strongly disagree 2% 4% 2%
There is consistency of standards Total 100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree 42% 32% 31%
Somewhat agree 46% 51% 47%
Somewhat disagree 8% 11% 17%
There is general acceptability of Strongly disagree 4% 6% 5%
standards Total 100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree 44% 42% 50%
Somewhat agree 40% 43% 42%
Somewhat disagree 10% 10% 6%
Standards are developed by a single Strongly disagree 6% 5% 2%
organization Total 100% 100% 100%

Final Report of Results

Page 16

© 2006 National Research Center, Inc.



GASB Constituent Survey

May 2006

Figure 4: Benefits of GASB Standards for Governmental Financial Reporting
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The Standards

Only Preparers and Auditors were asked to provide feedback on characteristics and purposes of the
standards provided by the GASB. Preparers and Auditors were in agreement on almost all of the
characteristics and purposes of the standards. For example, a majority of both constituent groups
“strongly” agreed that the standards should be based on clearly stated principles, but should also
provide detailed guidance when necessary. Auditors felt more strongly than Preparers that the
standards provided by the GASB were relevant to their work. Auditors were also more likely than
the Preparers to say that the standards contained complicated terminology. Approximately one-half
to two-thirds of Preparers and Auditors felt the standards were understandable.

Opverall, both Preparers and Auditors reported agreement to most of the statements regarding the
characteristics and purposes of the standards provided by the GASB. Approximately 90% or more
of both Preparers and Auditors at least “somewhat” agreed that the GASB standards “provide
adequate implementation timetables,” “should be based on clearly stated principles, but should also
provide detailed guidance when necessary,” “should provide detailed guidance” and “are
comprehensive.” Less than half of the Preparers and Auditors indicated that they felt the standards
addressed the needs of all constituents or could be implemented at a reasonable cost.

Those Preparers and Auditors who reported having “above average” or “average” knowledge of
financial reporting and standards agreed more strongly that standards were relevant to their jobs. In
addition, Preparers with “above average” or “average” knowledge agreed more than those with
“below average” knowledge that the standards were understandable, allow for an appropriate
amount of professional judgment and provide adequate implementation timetables. As knowledge
level increased so did the percent of Auditors who felt the standards were comprehensive. See
Appendix B: Crosstabulations of Selected Questions by Self-reported Knowledge for a complete set
of crosstabulations by knowledge level.

Final Report of Results

Page 18

© 2006 National Research Center, Inc.



GASB Constituent Survey

May 2006
Table 6: The Quality of the GASB's Standards
Please indicate to what extent you agree or
disagree with the following statements. The Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
standards provided by the GASB... agree agree disagree  disagree Total
Should be based on clearly Preparer 59% 39% 2% 0% 100%
stated principles, but should
also provide detailed guidance
when necessary Auditor 67% 30% 2% 1% 100%
Should provide detailed Preparer 47% 44% 8% 1% 100%
guidance Auditor 55% 35% 9% 1% 100%
Preparer 32% 57% 8% 3% 100%
Are comprehensive Auditor 36% 57% 5% 2% 100%
Provide adequate Preparer 46% 44% 7% 2% 100%
implementation timetables Auditor 50% 43%, 6% 1% 100%
Preparer 31% 44% 16% 9% 100%
Are relevant to my work Auditor 49% 40% 7% 4% 100%
Allow for an appropriate Preparer 9% 63% 22% 6% 100%
amount of professional
judgment Auditor 10% 63% 23% 4% 100%
Contain complicated Preparer 21% 51% 24% 4% 100%
terminology Auditor 23% 60% 14% 3% 100%
Preparer 15% 48% 33% 4% 100%
Should focus only on principles Auditor 18% 45% 31% 7% 100%
Preparer 11% 47% 27% 14% 100%
Reflect input from constituents Auditor 8% 57% 24% 11% 100%
Preparer 8% 47% 34% 11% 100%
Are understandable Auditor 10% 54% 27% 9% 100%
Address the needs of all Preparer 4% 35% 39% 22% 100%
constituents Auditor 4% 34% 37% 25% @ 100%
Can be implemented at a Preparer 5% 34% 36% 25% 100%
reasonable cost Auditor 3% 33% 40% 24%  100%
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Figure 5: The Quality of the GASB’s Standards

Should be based on clearly stated principles, 98%

Should provide detaed uidance S S S S S S . e
Are comprehensive 0;2’%

75%

Are relevant to my work k\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\w 89%

Allow for an appropriate amount of 72%

professional judgment iy 72%

. , . 72%
o NN #2%
- 63%
e oous onyon PIRERE. AN\ 6% mproparer
. . 58%
Reflect input from constituents mm 65% = Auditor

56%

Are understandable &\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\“ 64%
40%

Address the needs of all constituents m 38%

40%
Can be implemented at a reasonable cost ~
SN 36%
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Percentage who "strongly" or "somewhat" agree

Final Report of Results

Page 20

© 2006 National Research Center, Inc.



| GASB Constituent Survey

Years of Familiarity with the Standards

May 2006

Respondents were asked how many years they had been familiar with the standards as provided by
the GASB or its predecessors. Auditors clearly had a longer history with accounting standards.
About one-third of Users and Preparers reported five years or less familiarity. Almost as many

Auditors reported that they had been familiar with the standards 16 to 20 years.

Table 7: Years of Familiarity with Standards

How long have you been familiar with the standards as provided

by the GASB or its predecessors? User Preparer Auditor
5 years or less 30% 31% 8%
6 to 10 years 23% 19% 15%
11 to 15 years 19% 12% 19%
16 to 20 years 14% 20% 28%
21 to 25 years 7% 11% 14%
26 years or more 7% 7% 14%
Total 100% 100% 100%

Final Report of Results

Page 21

© 2006 National Research Center, Inc.



| GASB Constituent Survey

May 2006

Governmental Financial Reports

User stakeholders were asked to indicate their satisfaction with the usefulness of governmental
financial reports prepared according to GASB standards and in which ways they used government
financial reports. A strong majority of Users reported being satisfied with financial reports, with
26% indicating they were “very” satisfied and 61% reporting they were “somewhat” satisfied. Only
13% reported being “somewhat” or “very” dissatisfied with the usefulness of the reports. Level of
knowledge did not significantly affect satistaction with the usefulness of financial reports prepared
according to GASB standards (see Appendix B: Crosstabulations of Selected Questions by Self-
reported Knowledge).

Table 8: Satisfaction with Governmental Financial Reports Prepared According to GASB

Standards
Please indicate the extent to which you are satisfied or dissatisfied with
the usefulness of governmental financial reports prepared according to Percent of
GASB standards. respondents*

Very satisfied 26%
Somewhat satisfied 61%
Somewhat dissatisfied 9%
Very dissatisfied 4%
Total 100%

*Responses are from Users only.

Users were also asked in which ways government financial reports were used by their organization.
Evaluating financial stability, budget analysis and measuring tax or debt burdens were the most
commonly reported uses. Oversight or regulation and evaluating service efficiency or effectiveness
were the least selected uses, but were still used by at least 2 out of 10 Users.

Table 9: Uses of Governmental Financial Reports

In which of the following ways, if any, are government financial reports Percent of
used by your organization? (Please check all that apply.) respondents*
Evaluating financial stability 69%
Budget analysis 59%
Measuring tax or debt burdens 51%
Analyzing credit worthiness 46%
Assessing budgetary, legal, or contractual compliance 44%
Oversight or regulation 29%
Evaluating service efficiency or effectiveness 23%
Other 16%

*Total may exceed 100% as respondents are allowed more than one response. Responses are from Users only.
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Use of Standards

Preparers were asked if their organization followed GASB standards. More than 9 out of 10
Preparers reported that their organization did follow the standards. The higher the level of self-
reported knowledge, the higher the percent of Preparers who reported their organization followed
the GASB standards (see Appendix B: Crosstabulations of Selected Questions by Self-reported
Knowledge for a complete set of crosstabulations).

Figure 6: Does your organization follow GASB standards?*

Does NOT
follow
standards
7%

Follows
standards
93%

*Responses are from Preparers only.
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Private Sector Standards

Users, Preparers and Auditors were asked to what extent they agreed with the statements: the GASB
standards are different from private sector standards and the GASB standards should be different
from private sector standards. Eighty percent or more of all respondents at least “somewhat’ agreed
with both statements. Auditors indicated the most overall agreement that the GASB standards were
different from private sector standards and almost half (49%) reported they “strongly” agreed with
this assertion.

Table 10: GASB Standards versus Private Sector Standards
Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the

following statements. The GASB’s standards ... User Preparer Auditor

Strongly agree | 36% 30% 49%

Somewhat agree | 53% 56% 45%

Somewhat disagree 8% 12% 6%

Strongly disagree 3% 2% 0%

Are different from private sector standards Total | 100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree = 49% 42% 42%

Somewhat agree = 37% 44% 39%

Somewhat disagree = 10% 9% 13%

Should be different from private sector Strongly disagree 4% 5% 6%
standards Total  100% 100% 100%

Figure 7: GASB Standards versus Private Sector Standards
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Constituents were asked to indicate the reasons they felt governmental financial reporting should be
different from private sector reporting. Agreement was high among all constituent groups that the
reporting should be different between government and the private sector for each reason provided.

Preparers agreed more than Users or Auditors that “governments are accountable to
citizens/taxpayers” and “governments rarely go out of business” were reasons that governmental
financial reporting should be different from private sector reporting.

Table 11: Governmental Financial Reporting Versus Private Sector Reporting

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the
following statements. Governmental financial reporting should be

different from private sector reporting because... User Preparer Auditor

Strongly agree = 57% 54% 49%

Somewhat agree | 36% 37% 38%

Somewhat disagree 4% 7% 11%

Budgetary compliance information is Strongly disagree 3% 2% 2%
needed Total  100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree | 55% 65% 54%

Somewhat agree = 33% 25% 34%

Somewhat disagree 8% 7% 9%

Governments exist to produce services Strongly disagree 4% 3% 3%
instead of profits Total  100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree = 65% 68% 59%

Somewhat agree = 22% 26% 30%

Somewhat disagree 8% 4% 9%

Governments are accountable to Strongly disagree 5% 2% 2%
citizens/taxpayers Total  100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree | 49% 43% 49%

Somewhat agree = 35% 45% 37%

Somewhat disagree = 11% 7% 10%

Readers of governmental reports have Strongly disagree 5% 5% 4%
different needs Total  100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree = 38% 51% 38%

Somewhat agree = 33% 34% 37%

Somewhat disagree | 19% 8% 17%

Strongly disagree = 10% 7% 8%

Governments rarely go out of existence Total  100% 100% 100%
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Figure 8: Governmental Financial Reporting versus Private Sector Reporting
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Standards Development Process

Constituents were asked to report the effectiveness of certain aspects of the GASB’s standards
development process. The standards development process was rated effective by a strong majority
of all constituents who had an opinion, with at least 70% or more of all respondents indicating they
believed these aspects of the process to be at least “somewhat” effective. A large percent of all
respondents (including 51% of Users in response to “having regular Board meetings open to the
public”), in each constituent group, did not feel they could give an opinion and reported a “don’t
know” response. A complete set of frequencies can be seen Appendix A: Responses to Survey
Questions.

Users were more likely than Preparers or Auditors to report that they felt the process was effective
at considering input from different types of government entities, with 82% reporting this was at least
“somewhat” effective compared to 70% of Preparers or Auditors. Users also more often than the
other two stakeholder groups believed that publishing draft proposals for public comment was an
effective part of the standards development process.

Auditors that reported they had “above average” or “average” knowledge of governmental financial
reports and standards felt that conducting research was a more effective part of the development
process than Auditors reporting “below average” knowledge. Users that reported “above average”
knowledge felt that publishing draft proposals was a less effective part of the development process
than did Users with “average” or “below average” knowledge. See Appendix B: Crosstabulations of
Selected Questions by Self-reported Knowledge for a complete set of crosstabulations.
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Table 12: Effectiveness of the GASB's Standards Development Process
Please indicate how effective or ineffective each of the following
aspects of the GASB’s standards development process is: User Preparer Auditor
Very effective | 39% 36% 37%
Somewhat effective = 53% 44% 52%
Somewhat ineffective 5% 14% 9%
Publishing draft proposals for public Very ineffective 3% 6% 2%
comment Total  100% 100% 100%
Very effective = 29% 26% 24%
Somewhat effective = 60% 56% 66%
Somewhat ineffective 9% 15% 8%
Very ineffective 2% 3% 2%
Conducting research Total  100% 100%  100%
Very effective = 28% 24% 24%
Somewhat effective = 61% 58% 63%
Somewhat ineffective 9% 15% 10%
Having a task force or advisory Very ineffective 2% 3% 3%
committee Total  100% 100% 100%
Very effective = 24% 21% 23%
Somewhat effective = 59% 53% 57%
Somewhat ineffective = 14% 17% 16%
Having regular Board meetings, Very ineffective 3% 9% 4%
open to the public Total  100% 100%  100%
Very effective | 31% 23% 21%
Somewhat effective = 51% 47% 49%
Somewhat ineffective 11% 21% 21%
Considering input from different Very ineffective 7% 9% 9%
types of government entities Total  100% 100% 100%
Very effective = 25% 19% 20%
Somewhat effective = 53% 51% 58%
Somewhat ineffective | 16% 22% 19%
Conducting public hearings and Very ineffective 6% 8% 3%
forums Total  100% 100% 100%
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Figure 9: Effectiveness of the GASB's Standards Development Process
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Potential Problems with Standards Development Process

Users, Preparers and Auditors were given an opportunity to indicate the extent to which they felt
various issues were a problem, if at all, in the standards development process. Opinions varied
among constituent groups on every issue except for whether the development process takes too
long; 51% to 54% of respondents felt this was “not at all” a problem or a “minor” problem. “Don’t
know” responses were highest among the Users and Preparers (see Appendix A: Responses to
Survey Questions).

Opverall, “only hearing from the same people all the time” and “not enough opportunities for busy,
but interested, people to help” were perceived to be the most problematic with approximately one-
half to two-thirds reporting these as a “major” or “moderate” problem. The “process is not open”
was considered the least problematic, with 71% of Users, 56% of Preparers and 65% of Auditors
this was “not at all” a problem or a “minor” problem.

Users with “above average” and “below average” knowledge felt that “only hearing from the same
people all the time” and “process is not open” were a “moderate” or “major” problem significantly
more than Users with “average” knowledge. For Auditors, as level of knowledge decreased the
percent of Auditors who felt that the standards development process “does not address emerging
issues on a timely basis” and “does not address implementation issues on a timely basis” were a
“major” or “moderate” problem increased. For a complete set of crosstabulations see Appendix B:
Crosstabulations of Selected Questions by Self-reported Knowledge.
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Table 13: Potential Problems with the GASB's Standards Development Process
Please indicate the extent to which each of the following is a
problem, if at all, in the GASB’s standards development
process: User Preparer Auditor
Not a problem 12% 8% 8%
Minor problem 32% 23% 25%
Moderate problem 37% 44% 37%
Only hearing from the same people all the Major problem 19% 25% 30%
time Total 100% 100% 100%
Not a problem 15% 19% 16%
Minor problem 37% 35% 35%
Moderate problem 34% 34% 35%
Major problem 14% 12% 14%
Development process takes too long Total 100% 100% 100%
Not a problem 16% 24% 24%
Minor problem 43% 30% 39%
Moderate problem 30% 31% 27%
Does not address implementation issues Major problem 11% 15% 10%
on a timely basis Total 100% 100% 100%
Not a problem 19% 12% 9%
Minor problem 31% 27% 31%
Moderate problem 33% 42% 38%
Not enough opportunities for busy, but Major problem 17% 19% 22%
interested, people to help Total 100% 100% 100%
Not a problem 21% 22% 26%
Minor problem 37% 33% 40%
Moderate problem 32% 30% 27%
Does not address emerging issues on a Major problem 10% 15% 7%
timely basis Total 100% 100% 100%
Not a problem 25% 14% 27%
Minor problem 28% 30% 27%
Moderate problem 24% 35% 30%
Major problem 24% 21% 16%
Funding issues jeopardize independence Total 100% 100% 100%
Not a problem 36% 22% 36%
Minor problem 27% 28% 33%
Moderate problem 22% 34% 21%
Too concerned about harmonization with Major problem 15% 16% 10%
FASB standards Total 100% 100% 100%
Not a problem 39% 22% 33%
Minor problem 28% 32% 29%
Moderate problem 19% 31% 22%
Too concerned about harmonization with Major problem 14% 15% 16%
international public sector standards Total 100% 100% 100%
Not a problem 48% 31% 34%
Minor problem 24% 25% 31%
Moderate problem 19% 32% 23%
Major problem 9% 12% 12%
Process is not open Total 100% 100% 100%

Final Report of Results

Page 31

© 2006 National Research Center, Inc.



GASB Constituent Survey

May 2006

Figure 10: Potential Problems with the GASB's Standard Development Process
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Participation in the Standard-setting Process

Constituents were asked in which ways they had participated in the GASB’s standard-setting
process. About two-thirds of Users, Preparers and Auditors reported they had responded to a
previous GASB survey. About 6 in 10 Auditors reported they had written a comment letter for a
proposed standard, while almost 5 in 10 Preparers and 3 in 10 Users reported doing this.

Table 14: Participation in the GASB's Standard-setting Process
In which of the following ways, if any, have you participated in

the GASB’s standard-setting process? User* Preparer* Auditor*
Wrote a comment letter for a proposed standard. 31% 47% 61%
Responded to a GASB survey (other than this one). 65% 66% 63%
Served on a GASB task force or advisory committee. 20% 8% 11%
Participated in a GASB interview or focus group. 33% 6% 13%
Participated at a GASB public hearing or forum. 29% 27% 19%

*Responses may total more than 100% as respondents were allowed more than one response.
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Funding

The survey assessed the ways in which constituents felt the GASB should be funded, first
considering when the GASB has a balanced budget and then considering when it has a significant
budget deficit. In addition, they were asked to indicate if they felt certain scenarios would be true if
funding were not an issue for the GASB.

Balanced Budget

When asked what funding methods they thought the GASB should use when there was a balanced
budget, opinions varied from one constituent type to the next. Auditors were most likely to support
contributions from municipal bond market service providers, sales of publications and subscriptions
and voluntary contributions than either Users or Preparers. Users were more likely than Preparers or
Auditors to support a state-mandated preparer fee and a federally-mandated preparer fee. Preparers,
in general, agreed most with sales of publications and subscriptions and voluntary contributions as
funding methods. In comparing the three constituent groups, Preparers supported federal
appropriation as a source of funding more than the other two constituent groups.

Opverall, support was the highest for sales of publications and subscriptions with, at least 74% or
more of all respondents reporting they at least “somewhat” agreed that the GASB should be funded
through that source of revenue when it has a balanced budget. While around half of all Users at least
“somewhat” agreed that state-mandated and federally-mandated preparer fees would be good
sources of funding, one-third or less of Preparers or Auditors agreed with this method.

Significant Budget Deficit

Constituents were then asked to indicate how they felt the GASB should be funded if it had a
significant budget deficit. Responses were similar for funding methods in the face of a budget deficit
as they were if there was a balanced budget; however, agreement while often the same, in some cases
increased. For example, while Users still indicated more support for state-mandated or federally-
mandated preparer fees, the percent that at least “somewhat” agreed increased in each constituent

group.

“Sales of publications and subscriptions” was still supported by the majority of all respondents
(three-quarters or more). The funding method with the next highest level of support was voluntary
contributions with approximately two-thirds or more reporting they at least “somewhat” agreed with
this method of funding if the GASB had a significant budget deficit.
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Table 15: Funding for the GASB under Balanced and Deficit Budget Conditions

Indicate the extent to which you agree or When the GASB has a
disagree that the GASB should be funded from significant budget

When the GASB has a

the following sources of revenue [when the balanced budget deficit
GASB has a balanced budget]/ [when the

GASB has a significant budget deficit]: User Preparer Auditor User Preparer Auditor
Strongly agree =~ 38% 42% 42%  42% 48% 47%
Somewhat agree = 36% 38% 43%  33% 31% 39%
Somewhat disagree  11% 10% 8%  10% 10% 5%
Sales of publications Strongly disagree = 15% 10% 7%  15% 11% 9%
and subscriptions Total  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree = 28% 29% 29%  31% 37% 35%
Somewhat agree = 32% 37% 42% = 33% 30% 38%
Somewhat disagree = 14% 15% 13%  12% 15% 11%
Voluntary Strongly disagree = 26% 19% 16%  24% 18% 16%
contributions Total  100% 100%  100% 100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree = 25% 27% 20%  32% 38% 9%
Somewhat agree | 31% 38% 34%  27% 33% 24%
Somewhat disagree = 15% 12% 1%  15% 8% 19%
Strongly disagree = 29% 23% 35%  26% 21% 48%
Federal appropriation Total = 100% 100%  100% 100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree = 21% 23% 26%  25% 31% 29%
Somewhat agree | 33% 36% 37%  29% 33% 31%
Contributions from Somewhat disagree = 19% 17% 15%  21% 14% 9%
municipal bond market Strongly disagree = 27% 24% 22%  25% 22% 31%
service providers Total = 100% 100%  100% 100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree =~ 15% 9% 5%  25% 15% 12%
Somewhat agree = 37% 27% 22%  37% 31% 21%
Somewhat disagree = 21% 23% 19%  16% 19% 21%
Federally-mandated Strongly disagree = 27% 41% 54%  22% 35% 48%
preparer fee Total 100% 100% 100% @ 100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree = 16% 6% 6%  23% 11% 34%
Somewhat agree = 36% 22% 18%  35% 26% 31%
Somewhat disagree = 23% 26% 22%  20% 23% 14%
State-mandated Strongly disagree = 25% 46% 54%  22% 40% 21%
preparer fee Total  100% 100% 100% = 100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree = 14% 12% 14%  16% 20% 18%
Somewhat agree 31% 38% 28% 34% 33% 30%
Somewhat disagree = 22% 23% 23%  22% 22% 20%
Strongly disagree = 33% 27% 35%  28% 25% 32%
Voluntary preparer fee Total = 100% 100%  100% 100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree = 15% 12% 15%  21% 22% 21%
Somewhat agree | 31% 35% 35%  29% 29% 33%
Somewhat disagree = 22% 19% 20%  22% 18% 19%
Voluntary municipal Strongly disagree = 32% 34% 30% 28% 31% 27%
bond issuance fee Total  100% 100%  100% 100% 100%  100%
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Figure 11: Funding for the GASB Under Balanced and Deficit Budget Conditions
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Unrestricted Funding Scenarios
Three scenarios were listed and respondents were questioned about the extent to which they agreed
that these scenarios should happen if funding were not an issue. Users, Preparers and Auditors were
in strong agreement that all original standards should be posted to the GASB’s Web site at no
charge if funding were not an issue. However, as previously mentioned, when asked about sources
of funding, most respondents agreed that sales of publications and subscriptions was a good source
of revenue to fund the GASB in case of a balanced budget or a budget deficit.

May 2006

Users were more likely than Preparers or Auditors to at least “somewhat” agree that the GASB
should expand its constituent outreach effort and that all GASB members should serve on a full-
time basis if funding were not an issue.

Table 16: GASB Options if Funding Were Not an Issue

If funding were not an issue for the GASB ... User Preparer Auditor
Strongly agree 68% 62% 71%
o Somewhat agree 26% 32% 22%
\EIEJ:)(J:'(IngneathsatgzatgdtSh e Somewhat disagree 4% 5% 6%
GASB's Web site at no Strongly disagree 2% 1% 1%
charge Total 100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree 47% 26% 31%
Somewhat agree 42% 52% 52%
the GASB would Somewhat disagree 5% 15% 12%
expand its constituent Strongly disagree 6% 7% 5%
outreach efforts Total 100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree 25% 14% 22%
Somewhat agree 40% 35% 34%
all GASB members Somewhat disagree 24% 30% 30%
would serve on a full- Strongly disagree 1% 21% 14%
time basis Total 100% 100% 100%
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Figure 12: GASB Options if Funding Were Not an Issue
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Educational Materials and Programs

Constituents were asked to report if they used educational materials and programs provided by the
GASB and, if yes, how effective they felt they were. In addition, if they used education materials and
programs provided by the GASB, they were asked to rate aspects of these products and services.

Auditors responding to the survey reported the highest level of use (84%), followed by Preparers
(56%) and Users (49%).

Figure 13: Use of Educational Materials from the GASB
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Those respondents that reported using educational materials and programs from the GASB
indicated that they felt the materials and programs were at least “somewhat” effective. The materials
and programs were reported to be the most effective by Auditors, followed closely by Preparers and
then Users.

Effectiveness was rated highest by those Preparers and Auditors with “above average” or “average”
knowledge of governmental financial reporting and standards. For a complete set of crosstabulations
by level of knowledge see Appendix B: Crosstabulations of Selected Questions by Self-reported
Knowledge.

Table 17: Effectiveness of Educational Efforts

Please indicate how effective or ineffective you feel the GASB's
educational efforts have been overall in improving your
understanding of the GASB's reporting requirements and

proposed standards. User Preparer Auditor
Very effective 29% 17% 23%
Somewhat effective 56% 69% 69%
Somewhat ineffective 13% 12% 5%
Very ineffective 2% 2% 3%
Total 100% 100% 100%
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Respondents did not vary across constituent groups on their level of agreement about various
aspects of educational materials and opportunities from the GASB. Three-quarters or more of
respondents at least “somewhat” agreed that the educational materials and opportunities should
include more question and answer opportunities. Approximately two-thirds of respondents felt that
educational materials/opportunities contained sufficient examples.

As knowledge of financial reporting and standards increased so did the percent of Auditors who at

least “somewhat” agreed that the educational materials and opportunities contain sufficient

examples.

Table 18: Educational Materials/Opportunities from the GASB

Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the
following statements. Educational materials/opportunities from the

GASB... User Preparer Auditor

Strongly agree = 21% 23% 25%

Somewhat agree = 54% 57% 56%

Somewhat disagree | 22% 17% 16%

Should include more question and answer Strongly disagree 3% 3% 3%
opportunities Total 100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree = 19% 18% 15%

Somewhat agree = 53% 45% 45%

Somewhat disagree = 25% 28% 28%

Strongly disagree 3% 9% 12%

Contain sufficient examples Total  100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree | 17% 8% 10%

Somewhat agree = 46% 49% 51%

Somewhat disagree | 30% 33% 28%

Strongly disagree 7% 10% 11%

Are appropriate for many audiences Total  100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree 9% 12% 9%

Somewhat agree = 43% 52% 46%

Somewhat disagree = 36% 29% 37%

Strongly disagree = 12% 7% 8%

Are too technical Total  100% 100%  100%
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Figure 14: Educational Materials/Opportunities from the GASB
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Membership and Information Sources

Respondents were asked if they felt the GASB’s communication efforts kept them informed about
standards-setting and education activities. Auditors felt significantly more informed about standards-
setting than did Users or Preparers, with 83% of Auditors reporting they at least “somewhat”
agreed. However, the majority of Users and Preparers at least “somewhat” agreed that the GASB’s
communication efforts kept them informed about standards-setting. Around 6 in 10 respondents
from each constituent group felt that the GASB’s communication efforts kept them informed about
education activities.

Table 19: Communication Efforts of the GASB

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with
each of the following statements about the GASB. Overall, the

GASB's communication efforts keep me... User Preparer Auditor

Strongly agree | 18% 22% 27%

Somewhat agree | 56% 51% 57%

Somewhat disagree | 22% 22% 1%

Strongly disagree 4% 5% 5%

Informed about standards-setting Total  100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree = 13% 16% 15%

Somewhat agree = 48% 47% 49%

Somewhat disagree = 30% 29% 27%

Strongly disagree 9% 8% 9%

Informed about education activities Total  100% 100% 100%

Figure 15: Communication Efforts of the GASB
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Journals, Periodicals and Newsletters

Each constituent group was asked which journals, periodical or newsletters they read regularly for
professional purposes. The Wall Street Journal and The Bond Buyer were the two most frequently
reported by Users, with 60% of respondents saying they use The Wall Street Journal and 45% saying
they use The Bond Buyer. One-third of respondents reported “other” journals, periodicals or news
letters.

Table 20: Journal, Periodical and Newsletters Read for Professional Purposes - Users

What journals, periodicals or newsletters do you read regularly for Percent of
professional purposes? (Please check all that apply.) respondents*
The Wall Street Journal 60%
The Bond Buyer 45%
Governing 33%
PA Times 26%
Journal of Budgeting and Financial Management 23%
The Accounting Review 17%
Nation’s Cities Weekly 2%
Other(s) 33%

*Totals may exceed 100% as respondents were allowed more than one response. Responses are from Users only.

Six in 10 Preparers reported that they read Government Finance Review for professional purposes and
the Journal of Accountancy and GAAFR Review were each reported by 46% of Preparers. A state or
local chapter newsletter was reported by 44% of respondents.

Table 21: Journal, Periodical and Newsletters Read for Professional Purposes - Preparers

What journals, periodicals or newsletters do you read regularly for Percent of
professional purposes? (Please check all that apply.) respondents*
Government Finance Review 60%
Journal of Accountancy 46%
GAAFR Review 46%
State or local chapter newsletter 44%
County News 16%
NASACT News 13%
Journal of Government Financial Management 11%
Public Management (PM) Magazine 9%
Business Officer 4%
School Business Affairs 2%
Other(s) 15%
*Totals may exceed 100% as respondents were allowed more than one response. Responses are from Preparers

only.
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A large majority of Auditors reported reading the Journal of Accountancy (97%), The CPA Letter (86%)
and State CPA society magazine or newsletter (78%). Around 2 in 10 respondents selected “other.”

Table 22: Journal, Periodical and Newsletters Read for Professional Purposes - Auditors

What journals, periodicals or newsletters do you read regularly for Percent of
professional purposes? (Please check all that apply.) respondents*
Journal of Accountancy 97%
The CPA Letter 86%
State CPA society magazine or newsletter 78%
Journal of Government Financial Management 11%
Other(s) 22%

*Totals may exceed 100% as respondents were allowed more than one response. Responses are from Auditors only.
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Constituents’ Industry

Respondents were asked to indicate the job and industry that best described their work setting.
Users were spread out among a variety of the listed jobs with professor or student (26%) the most
commonly reported.

Table 23: Industry of User or User’s Organization

Which of the following best describes you or your organization? Percent of respondents*
Professor or student 26%
Bond lawyer 14%
Legislator or legislative staff (state, county or local) 13%
Buy-side analyst 12%
School board members 7%
Citizen or taxpayer group 5%
Research organization 4%
Rating agency 4%
Sell-side analyst 3%
Community organization 2%
Private citizen 1%
Oversight or regulatory 1%
Financial guaranty insurer 1%
Other(s) 7%

*Responses are from Users only.

The majority (57%) of Preparers reported that their organization was a city, town or other local
government, and another 15% reported special districts..

Table 24: Industry of Preparer or Preparer’s Organization

Which of the following best describes you or your organization? Percent of respondents*
City, town or other local government 56%
Special district (specify type, e.g. park, sanitation, fire, etc.) 13%
County government 12%
State government 8%
Water and/or sewer 5%
Healthcare/hospital 3%
Public power 1%
School district 1%
Other(s) 1%

*Responses are from Preparers only. Tribal government, retirement system and college/university were options
provided on the survey, however no respondents selected these industries.
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Over two-thirds of all Auditors responding to the survey felt that “local CPA firm” best described
their work setting or their organization. Sixteen percent of Auditors reported that “regional CPA
firm” was the most descriptive.

Table 25: Industry of Auditor or Auditor’s Organization

Which of the following best describes you or your organization? Percent of respondents*
Local CPA firm 67%
Regional CPA firm 16%
Auditor in government 8%
National CPA firm 2%
Big-Four CPA firm 2%
Other(s) 5%

*Responses are from Auditors only.
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| Appendix A: Responses to Survey Questions
The following pages contain a complete set of responses to each question on the survey.
Question 1
Please indicate how familiar or unfamiliar are you with each of the
following aspects of the GASB: User Preparer Auditor
Very familiar = 22% 33% 69%
Somewhat familiar | 55% 49% 29%
Somewhat unfamiliar |  13% 9% 0%
Very unfamiliar . 10% 9% 2%
The GASB's standards in general Total  100% 100% 100%
Very familiar 9% 15% 16%
Somewhat familiar | 37% 35% 48%
Somewhat unfamiliar | 31% 26% 26%
The GASB's outreach to its constituents, Very unfamiliar ~ 23% 24% 9%
including presentations/educational programs Total  100% 100% 100%
Very familiar = 15% 18% 26%
Somewhat familiar | 51% 47% 57%
Somewhat unfamiliar | 22% 22% 14%
Very unfamiliar . 12% 13% 3%
The GASB organization in general Total  100% 100% 100%
Very familiar = 16% 16% 27%
Somewhat familiar |  34% 39% 52%
Somewhat unfamiliar |  30% 25% 17%
The GASB's process of developing new Very unfamiliar ~ 20% 20% 5%
standards Total  100% 100% 100%
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Question 2
Please rate the quality of each of the following aspects of the
GASB: User Preparer Auditor
Excellent 30% 23% 37%
Good 47% 46% 47%
Fair 7% 14% 12%
Poor 2% 2% 3%
Don'tknow | 14% 15% 1%
The credibility of the GASB's standards Total  100% 100% 100%
Excellent 23% 15% 25%
Good | 53% 49% 53%
Fair 8% 18% 18%
Poor 1% 3% 3%
Don't know 15% 15% 1%
The overall quality of the GASB's standards Total  100% 100% 100%
Excellent 8% 10% 8%
Good 31% 27% 38%
Fair  18% 30% 33%
Poor 7% 13% 12%
Don'tknow | 36% 20% 9%
The GASB's outreach to its constituents Total  100% 100% 100%
Excellent  12% 11% 14%
Good | 44% 43% 55%
Fair 9% 21% 21%
Poor 4% 4% 3%
Don'tknow = 31% 21% 7%
The GASB organization in general Total  100% 100% 100%
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Question 3
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with
each of the following statements about the GASB: User Preparer Auditor
Strongly agree = 21% 15% 21%
Somewhat agree = 37% 36% 52%
Somewhat disagree 8% 15% 12%
Strongly disagree 2% 6% 4%
There are opportunities to participate Don't know | 32% 28% 1%
in the GASB's process Total  100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree | 19% 10% 15%
Somewhat agree = 35% 34% 49%
Somewhat disagree 6% 17% 15%
Strongly disagree 3% 10% 8%
The GASB takes constituent views into Don'tknow = 38% 29% 13%
consideration Total  100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree = 23% 15% 19%
Somewhat agree .= 29% 31% 48%
Somewhat disagree 7% 15% 15%
Strongly disagree 2% 7% 4%
The GASB welcomes constituent Don't know | 38% 32% 14%
involvement Total  100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree = 25% 16% 26%
Somewhat agree = 38% 44% 52%
Somewhat disagree 5% 9% 12%
Strongly disagree 2% 5% 3%
The GASB is appropriately carrying out Don't know | 30% 26% 7%
its standards-setting mission Total  100% 100% 100%
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Question 4
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the
following statements. Governmental financial reporting benefits
from the existence of GASB standards because... User Preparer Auditor
Strongly agree = 36% 34% 49%
Somewhat agree | 33% 36% 41%
Somewhat disagree 8% 8% 5%
Strongly disagree 5% 4% 2%
standards are developed by a single Don'tknow = 18% 18% 3%
organization Total  100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree = 33% 26% 40%
Somewhat agree | 39% 40% 47%
Somewhat disagree 4% 6% 5%
Strongly disagree 1% 2% 2%
a rigorous process is followed to Don'tknow = 23% 26% 6%
develop standards Total  100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree | 37% 26% 32%
Somewhat agree .= 38% 44% 50%
Somewhat disagree 7% 11% 13%
Strongly disagree 2% 3% 2%
Don'tknow | 16% 16% 3%
there is consistency of standards Total  100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree = 36% 27% 31%
Somewhat agree | 40% 45% 46%
Somewhat disagree 7% 10% 17%
Strongly disagree 4% 5% 5%
there is general acceptability of Don'tknow = 13% 13% 1%
standards Total  100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree = 39% 28% 45%
Somewhat agree = 36% 36% 41%
Somewhat disagree 4% 9% 8%
Strongly disagree 2% 1% 2%
the GASB is an independent Don'tknow | 19% 26% 4%
organization Total  100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree | 60% 48% 70%
Somewhat agree | 24% 30% 25%
Somewhat disagree 4% 5% 3%
Strongly disagree 1% 1% 1%
independence is important in standard- Don'tknow = 11% 16% 1%
setting Total  100% 100% 100%
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Question 5
Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following
statements. The standards provided by the GASB... Preparer Auditor
Strongly agree 29% 35%
Somewhat agree 50% 57%
Somewhat disagree 7% 5%
Strongly disagree 2% 2%
Don't know 12% 1%
are comprehensive Total 100% 100%
Strongly agree 8% 9%
Somewhat agree 42% 54%
Somewhat disagree 31% 27%
Strongly disagree 10% 9%
Don't know 9% 1%
are understandable Total 100% 100%
Strongly agree 5% 3%
Somewhat agree 30% 32%
Somewhat disagree 33% 40%
Strongly disagree 22% 24%
Don't know 10% 1%
can be implemented at a reasonable cost Total 100% 100%
Strongly agree 28% 48%
Somewhat agree 40% 40%
Somewhat disagree 15% 7%
Strongly disagree 8% 4%
Don't know 9% 1%
are relevant to my work Total 100% 100%
Strongly agree 19% 23%
Somewhat agree 46% 60%
Somewhat disagree 20% 13%
Strongly disagree 4% 3%
Don't know 11% 1%
contain complicated terminology Total 100% 100%
Strongly agree 7% 9%
Somewhat agree 54% 62%
Somewhat disagree 19% 23%
Strongly disagree 5% 5%
allow for an appropriate amount of professional Don't know 15% 1%
judgment Total 100% 100%
Strongly agree 3% 4%
Somewhat agree 28% 32%
Somewhat disagree 31% 35%
Strongly disagree 17% 24%
Don't know 21% 5%
address the needs of all constituents Total 100% 100%

| Final Report of Results

Page 51

© 2006 National Research Center, Inc.



GASB Constituent Survey

May 2006
Question 5
Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following
statements. The standards provided by the GASB... Preparer Auditor
Strongly agree 8% 7%
Somewhat agree 32% 48%
Somewhat disagree 19% 20%
Strongly disagree 10% 10%
Don't know 31% 15%
reflect input from constituents Total 100% 100%
Strongly agree 12% 17%
Somewhat agree 40% 41%
Somewhat disagree 26% 29%
Strongly disagree 3% 6%
Don't know 19% 7%
should focus only on principles Total 100% 100%
Strongly agree 42% 54%
Somewhat agree 39% 34%
Somewhat disagree 7% 9%
Strongly disagree 1% 1%
Don't know 11% 2%
should provide detailed guidance Total 100% 100%
Strongly agree 53% 66%
Somewhat agree 35% 30%
Somewhat disagree 2% 2%
should be based on clearly stated principles, but Strongly disagree 0% 1%
should also provide detailed guidance when Don't know 10% 1%
necessary Total 100% 100%
Strongly agree 40% 50%
Somewhat agree 38% 42%
Somewhat disagree 8% 6%
Strongly disagree 2% 1%
Don't know 12% 1%
provide adequate implementation timetables Total 100% 100%
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Question 6
In which of the following ways, if any, are government financial reports Percent of
used by your organization? (Please check all that apply.) respondents*
Evaluating financial stability 69%
Budget analysis 59%
Measuring tax or debt burdens 51%
Analyzing credit worthiness 46%
Assessing budgetary, legal, or contractual compliance 44%
Oversight or regulation 29%
Evaluating service efficiency or effectiveness 23%
Other 16%

*Total may exceed 100% as respondents are allowed more than one response. Responses are from Users only.

Question 7
Please indicate the extent to which you are satisfied or dissatisfied with the
usefulness of governmental financial reports prepared according to GASB Percent of

standards. respondents*
Very satisfied 26%
Somewhat satisfied 61%
Somewhat dissatisfied 9%
Very dissatisfied 4%
Total 100%
*Responses are from Users only.
Question 8

Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the

following statements. The GASB’s standards ... User Preparer Auditor

Strongly agree = 29% 24% 48%

Somewhat agree = 42% 46% 45%

Somewhat disagree 6% 10% 6%

Strongly disagree 2% 2% 0%

are different from private sector Don'tknow  21% 18% 1%
standards Total  100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree | 43% 36% 42%

Somewhat agree = 32% 38% 38%

Somewhat disagree 8% 8% 13%

Strongly disagree 3% 5% 6%

should be different from private Don't know | 14% 13% 1%
sector standards Total  100% 100%  100%
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Question 9
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the
following statements. Governmental financial reporting should be
different from private sector reporting because... User Preparer Auditor
Strongly agree = 46% 40% 49%
Somewhat agree | 33% 42% 37%
Somewhat disagree | 10% 7% 10%
Strongly disagree 5% 5% 4%
readers of governmental reports have Don't know 6% 6% 0%
different needs Total  100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree = 59% 65% 59%
Somewhat agree | 21% 25% 28%
Somewhat disagree 8% 4% 9%
Strongly disagree 5% 2% 2%
governments are accountable to Don't know 7% 4% 0%
citizens/taxpayers Total  100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree | 50% 61% 54%
Somewhat agree = 31% 24% 34%
Somewhat disagree 8% 7% 9%
Strongly disagree 4% 3% 3%
governments exist to produce services Don't know 7% 5% 0%
instead of profits Total  100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree = 52% 51% 48%
Somewhat agree | 33% 35% 38%
Somewhat disagree 5% 7% 11%
Strongly disagree 2% 2% 2%
budgetary compliance information is Don't know 8% 5% 1%
needed Total  100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree = 35% 47% 38%
Somewhat agree .= 30% 30% 37%
Somewhat disagree = 17% 8% 16%
Strongly disagree 9% 7% 8%
Don't know 9% 8% 1%
governments rarely go out of existence Total  100% 100% 100%
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Question 10
Please indicate how effective or ineffective each of the following
aspects of the GASB’s standards development process is: User Preparer Auditor
Very effective = 15% 15% 16%
Somewhat effective = 31% 33% 46%
Somewhat ineffective 5% 9% 6%
Very ineffective 1% 2% 2%
Don't know | 48% 41% 30%
Conducting research Total 100% 100% 100%
Very effective = 15% 15% 18%
Somewhat effective = 31% 36% 48%
Somewhat ineffective 5% 9% 7%
Very ineffective 1% 2% 2%
Having a task force or advisory Don'tknow = 48% 38% 25%
committee Total  100% 100%  100%
Very effective = 18% 15% 17%
Somewhat effective = 30% 32% 39%
Somewhat ineffective 6% 14% 17%
Very ineffective 5% 6% 7%
Considering input from different Don'tknow = 41% 33% 20%
types of government entities Total  100% 100% 100%
Very effective = 13% 12% 15%
Somewhat effective = 28% 32% 44%
Somewhat ineffective 8% 14% 14%
Very ineffective 3% 5% 3%
Conducting public hearings and Don't know | 48% 37% 24%
forums Total  100% 100% 100%
Very effective | 12% 12% 17%
Somewhat effective = 29% 32% 42%
Somewhat ineffective 7% 10% 12%
Very ineffective 1% 5% 3%
Having regular Board meetings, Don'tknow | 51% 41% 26%
open to the public Total  100% 100%  100%
Very effective = 26% 25% 33%
Somewhat effective = 35% 31% 46%
Somewhat ineffective 3% 10% 8%
Very ineffective 2% 4% 2%
Publishing draft proposals for public Don'tknow = 34% 30% 11%
comment Total  100% 100%  100%
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Question 11
Please indicate the extent to which each of the following is a
problem, if at all, in the GASB’s standards development
process: User Preparer = Auditor
Not a problem 7% 5% 5%
Minor problem 18% 17% 20%
Moderate problem 22% 29% 30%
Major problem 11% 16% 25%
Only hearing from the same people all Don't know 42% 33% 20%
the time Total 100% 100% 100%
Not a problem 9% 13% 14%
Minor problem 22% 24% 30%
Moderate problem 20% 24% 30%
Major problem 9% 8% 12%
Don't know 40% 31% 14%
Development process takes too long Total 100% 100% 100%
Not a problem 11% 8% 7%
Minor problem 17% 19% 25%
Moderate problem 19% 29% 32%
Major problem 11% 12% 18%
Not enough opportunities for busy, but Don't know 42% 32% 18%
interested, people to help Total  100% 100% 100%
Not a problem 26% 18% 27%
Minor problem 13% 15% 23%
Moderate problem 10% 19% 17%
Maijor problem 5% 7% 9%
Don't know 46% 41% 24%
Process is not open Total  100% 100% 100%
Not a problem 13% 15% 22%
Minor problem 23% 22% 35%
Moderate problem 19% 20% 23%
Maijor problem 6% 11% 6%
Does not address emerging issues on a Don't know 39% 32% 14%
timely basis Total  100% 100% 100%
Not a problem 10% 17% 21%
Minor problem 25% 21% 34%
Moderate problem 18% 22% 23%
Maijor problem 6% 10% 10%
Does not address implementation issues Don't know 41% 30% 12%
on a timely basis Total  100% 100% 100%
Not a problem 12% 8% 20%
Minor problem 14% 17% 20%
Moderate problem 11% 20% 22%
Major problem 12% 12% 12%
Don't know 51% 43% 26%
Funding issues jeopardize independence Total  100% 100% 100%
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Question 11
Please indicate the extent to which each of the following is a
problem, if at all, in the GASB’s standards development
process: User Preparer = Auditor
Not a problem 19% 14% 30%
Minor problem 14% 17% 27%
Moderate problem 12% 21% 18%
Maijor problem 7% 10% 9%
Too concerned about harmonization with Don't know 48% 38% 16%
FASB standards Total 100% 100% 100%
Not a problem 19% 12% 26%
Minor problem 13% 18% 22%
Moderate problem 9% 17% 16%
Major problem 7% 9% 12%
Too concerned about harmonization with Don't know 52% 44% 24%
international public sector standards Total 100% 100% 100%
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Question 12a
Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree that the GASB
should be funded from the follow sources of revenue when the
GASB has a balanced budget: User Preparer Auditor
Strongly agree = 20% 21% 18%
Somewhat agree = 24% 29% 31%
Somewhat disagree 12% 9% 10%
Strongly disagree 22% 17% 31%
Don't know = 22% 24% 10%
Federal appropriation Total  100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree 11% 6% 5%
Somewhat agree 28% 19% 20%
Somewhat disagree 16% 17% 17%
Strongly disagree 21% 29% 48%
Don't know = 24% 29% 10%
Federally-mandated preparer fee Total  100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree 12% 5% 6%
Somewhat agree 27% 15% 16%
Somewhat disagree 18% 18% 19%
Strongly disagree 19% 32% 48%
Don'tknow = 24% 30% 11%
State-mandated preparer fee Total  100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree 10% 9% 12%
Somewhat agree 22% 27% 24%
Somewhat disagree 16% 16% 20%
Strongly disagree = 24% 19% 30%
Don't know = 28% 29% 14%
Voluntary preparer fee Total  100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree 11% 9% 13%
Somewhat agree 24% 24% 30%
Somewhat disagree 17% 14% 18%
Strongly disagree 24% 23% 26%
Don't know = 24% 30% 13%
Voluntary municipal bond issuance fee Total  100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree = 22% 21% 26%
Somewhat agree 25% 27% 37%
Somewhat disagree 11% 11% 12%
Strongly disagree 21% 14% 15%
Don'tknow = 21% 27% 10%
Voluntary contributions Total  100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree = 31% 32% 38%
Somewhat agree = 29% 29% 39%
Somewhat disagree 9% 8% 7%
Strongly disagree 12% 7% 7%
Don't know 19% 24% 9%
Sales of publications and subscriptions Total  100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree 16% 16% 23%
Somewhat agree 26% 26% 32%
Somewhat disagree 15% 12% 13%
Strongly disagree 21% 17% 20%
Contributions from municipal bond market Don'tknow = 22% 29% 12%
service providers Total  100% 100% 100%
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Question 12b
Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree that the GASB
should be funded from the follow sources of revenue when the
GASB has a significant budget deficit: User Preparer Auditor
Strongly agree | 25% 28% 26%
Somewhat agree | 21% 24% 28%
Somewhat disagree = 12% 6% 9%
Strongly disagree = 20% 15% 28%
Don't know | 22% 27% 9%
Federal appropriation Total | 100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree | 19% 10% 9%
Somewhat agree | 28% 20% 21%
Somewhat disagree = 11% 13% 17%
Strongly disagree = 16% 24% 42%
Don't know | 25% 32% 11%
Federally-mandated preparer fee Total | 100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree | 17% 9% 10%
Somewhat agree | 26% 18% 17%
Somewhat disagree = 15% 16% 18%
Strongly disagree = 16% 27% 42%
Don'tknow | 27% 32% 12%
State-mandated preparer fee Total | 100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree . 12% 14% 16%
Somewhat agree | 25% 22% 26%
Somewhat disagree = 16% 16% 18%
Strongly disagree = 20% 17% 28%
Don'tknow | 27% 31% 12%
Voluntary preparer fee Total 100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree | 16% 15% 18%
Somewhat agree = 21% 20% 28%
Somewhat disagree = 17% 12% 17%
Strongly disagree = 21% 21% 23%
Don't know | 25% 32% 14%
Voluntary municipal bond issuance fee Total = 100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree | 24% 25% 31%
Somewhat agree = 26% 22% 34%
Somewhat disagree 9% 11% 10%
Strongly disagree = 19% 13% 14%
Don'tknow = 22% 29% 11%
Voluntary contributions Total | 100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree | 34% 34% 43%
Somewhat agree = 27% 22% 36%
Somewhat disagree 8% 8% 4%
Strongly disagree = 11% 8% 8%
Sales of publications and Don'tknow | 19% 28% 9%
subscriptions Total | 100% 100% 100%
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Question 12b

Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree that the GASB
should be funded from the follow sources of revenue when the
GASB has a significant budget deficit:

User Preparer Auditor

Strongly agree = 20% 21% 30%
Somewhat agree | 22% 23% 28%
Somewhat disagree = 16% 10% 12%
Strongly disagree | 20% 16% 18%
Contributions from municipal bond Don't know | 23% 30% 12%
market service providers Total  100% 100% 100%
Question 13

If funding were not an issue for the GASB ... User Preparer Auditor
Strongly agree 16% 10% 19%
Somewhat agree 26% 26% 30%
Somewhat disagree 16% 22% 26%
all GASB members Strongly disagree 8% 16% 12%
would serve on a full- Don't know 34% 26% 13%
time basis Total 100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree 37% 20% 28%
Somewhat agree 33% 40% 47%
Somewhat disagree 4% 12% 1%
the GASB would Strongly disagree 4% 5% 5%
expand its constituent Don't know 22% 23% 9%
outreach efforts Total 100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree 52% 49% 66%
Somewhat agree 20% 26% 21%
all original standards Somewhat disagree 3% 4% 5%
would be posted to the Strongly disagree 2% 1% 1%
GASB's Web site at no Don't know 23% 20% 7%
charge Total 100% 100% 100%
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Question 14
Does your organization follow GASB standards? Percent of respondents*
Yes 93%
No 7%
Total 100%
*Responses are from Preparers only.
Question 15
Constituent type
In which of the following ways, if User Preparer Auditor
any, have you participated in the Percent of Percent of Percent of
GASB’s standard-setting process? respondents* respondents* respondents*
Wrote a comment letter for a proposed
standard. 31% 47% 61%
Responded to a GASB survey (other
than this one). 65% 66% 63%
Served on a GASB task force or
advisory committee. 20% 8% 11%
Participated in a GASB interview or
focus group. 33% 6% 13%
Participated at a GASB public hearing
or forum. 29% 27% 19%
*Responses may total more than 100% as respondents were allowed more than one response.
Question 16
Are you using educational materials User Preparer Auditor
from the GASB to help you
understand new GASB reporting
requirements and proposed Percent of Percent of Percent of
standards? respondents respondents respondents
Yes 49% 56% 84%
No 51% 44% 16%
Total 100% 100% 100%
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Question 17
Please indicate how effective or ineffective User Preparer Auditor
you feel the GASB's educational efforts have
been overall in improving your
understanding of the GASB's reporting Percent of Percent of Percent of
requirements and proposed standards. respondents respondents respondents
Very effective 29% 18% 22%
Somewhat effective 53% 67% 69%
Somewhat ineffective 13% 11% 5%
Very ineffective 2% 2% 3%
Don't know 3% 2% 1%
Total 100% 100% 100%
Question 18
Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the
following statements. Educational materials/opportunities from the
GASB... User Preparer Auditor
Strongly agree 8% 11% 8%
Somewhat agree = 41% 49% 46%
Somewhat disagree = 35% 28% 37%
Strongly disagree = 12% 7% 8%
Don't know 4% 5% 1%
Are too technical Total  100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree | 15% 8% 10%
Somewhat agree = 43% 46% 50%
Somewhat disagree = 28% 30% 28%
Strongly disagree 7% 9% 10%
Don't know 7% 7% 2%
Are appropriate for many audiences Total  100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree | 17% 21% 24%
Somewhat agree | 46% 53% 52%
Somewhat disagree | 19% 16% 14%
Strongly disagree 3% 3% 3%
Should include more question and Don'tknow = 15% 7% 7%
answer opportunities Total  100% 100%  100%
Strongly agree = 17% 18% 15%
Somewhat agree = 49% 43% 44%
Somewhat disagree = 23% 26% 28%
Strongly disagree 3% 8% 11%
Don't know 8% 5% 2%
Contain sufficient examples Total | 100% 100% 100%
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Question 19
What journals, periodicals or newsletters do you read regularly for Percent of
professional purposes? (Please check all that apply.) respondents*
The Wall Street Journal 60%
The Bond Buyer 45%
Governing 33%
PA Times 26%
Journal of Budgeting and Financial Management 23%
The Accounting Review 17%
Nation’s Cities Weekly 2%
Other(s) 33%
*Totals may exceed 100% as respondents were allowed more than one response. Responses are from Users only.
Question 19
What journals, periodicals or newsletters do you read regularly for Percent of
professional purposes? (Please check all that apply.) respondents*
Government Finance Review 60%
Journal of Accountancy 46%
GAAFR Review 46%
State or local chapter newsletter 44%
County News 16%
NASACT News 13%
Journal of Government Financial Management 11%
Public Management (PM) Magazine 9%
Business Officer 4%
School Business Affairs 2%
Other(s) 15%
*Totals may exceed 100% as respondents were allowed more than one response. Responses are from Preparers
only.
Question 19
What journals, periodicals or newsletters do you read regularly for Percent of
professional purposes? (Please check all that apply.) respondents*
Journal of Accountancy 97%
The CPA Letter 86%
State CPA society magazine or newsletter 78%
Journal of Government Financial Management 11%
Other(s) 22%

*Totals may exceed 100% as respondents were allowed more than one response. Responses are from Auditors only.
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Question 20
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with
each of the following statements about the GASB. Overall, the

GASB's communication efforts keep me... User Preparer Auditor
Strongly agree = 16% 21% 26%
Somewhat agree | 50% 49% 55%
Somewhat disagree | 20% 21% 12%
Strongly disagree 4% 5% 5%
Don'tknow | 10% 4% 2%
Informed about standards-setting Total  100% 100% 100%
Strongly agree . 11% 15% 15%
Somewhat agree = 43% 45% 48%
Somewhat disagree = 27% 28% 26%
Strongly disagree 8% 7% 8%
Don'tknow | 11% 5% 3%
Informed about education activities Total  100% 100% 100%

Question 21

How long have you been familiar with the standards as provided

by the GASB or its predecessors? User Preparer Auditor
5 years or less 30% 31% 8%
6 to 10 years 23% 19% 15%
11 to 15 years 19% 12% 19%
16 to 20 years 14% 20% 29%
21 to 25 years 7% 11% 14%
26 years or more 7% 7% 15%
Total 100% 100% 100%

Question 22

How would you describe your level of experience and knowledge

of governmental accounting/financial reporting and standards? User Preparer Auditor
Above average 30% 42% 72%
Average 44% 39% 26%
Below average 26% 19% 2%
Total 100% 100% 100%
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Question 23
Which of the following best describes you or your organization? Percent of respondents*
Professor or student 26%
Bond lawyer 14%
Legislator or legislative staff (state, county or local) 13%
Buy-side analyst 12%
School board members 7%
Citizen or taxpayer group 5%
Research organization 4%
Rating agency 4%
Sell-side analyst 3%
Community organization 2%
Private citizen 1%
Oversight or regulatory 1%
Financial guaranty insurer 1%
Other(s) 7%
*Responses are from Users only.
Question 23
Which of the following best describes you or your organization? Percent of respondents*
City, town or other local government 56%
Special district (specify type, e.g. park, sanitation, fire, etc.) 13%
County government 12%
State government 8%
Water and/or sewer 5%
Healthcare/hospital 3%
Public power 1%
School district 1%
Tribal government 0%
Retirement system 0%
College/university 0%
Other(s) 1%
*Responses are from Preparers only.
Question 23
Which of the following best describes you or your organization? Percent of respondents*
Local CPA firm 67%
Regional CPA firm 16%
Auditor in government 8%
National CPA firm 2%
Big-Four CPA firm 2%
Other(s) 5%

*Responses are from Auditors only.
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Within constituent groups statistical tests were run to see if respondents with different levels of knowledge had different responses. When

there were statistically significant differences within a constituent group they are noted with grey shading. The tested p value was .05.

Quality of the GASB by Knowledge of Standards

The credibility of the The overall quality of the | The GASB's outreach to

The GASB organization

Please rate the GASB's standards GASB's standards its constituents in general
quality of each of the Fair Fair Fair Fair
following aspects of = Excellent or Excellent or Excellent  or Excellent  or

the GASB: orGood Poor Total orGood Poor Total orGood Poor Total orGood Poor Total
Above

average 82% 18% 100% 79% 21% 100% 56% 44%  100% 7% 23% 100%

Average 94% 6% 100% 96% 4% 100% 65% 35% 100% 89% 1% 100%
Below

average 93% 7% 100% 91% 9% 100% 53% 47%  100% 7% 23% 100%

User Overall 90% 10% 100% 89% 11% 100% 60% 40% 100% 82% 18% 100%
Above

average 81% 19% 100% 73% 27% 100% 50% 50% 100% 74% 26% 100%

Average 83% 17% 100% 7% 23% 100% 47% 53% 100% 65% 35% 100%
Below

average 73% 27% 100% 78% 22% 100% 28% 72% 100% 53% 47% 100%

Preparer Overall 81% 19% 100% 75% 25% 100% 46% 54% 100% 68% 32% 100%
Above

average 86% 14% 100% 80% 20% 100% 52% 48%  100% 76% 24% 100%

Average 82% 18% 100% 76% 24% 100% 46% 54% 100% 68% 32% 100%
Below

average 83% 17% 100% 43% 57% 100% 29% 71% 100% 40% 60% 100%

Auditor Overall 85% 15% 100% 78% 22% 100% 50% 50% 100% 74% 26% 100%
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Constituent Involvement and Mission by Knowledge of Standards

How would you
describe your level
of experience and

There are opportunities
to participate in the

The GASB takes
constituent views into

The GASB welcomes

The GASB is
appropriately carrying
out its standards-setting

GASB's process consideration constituent involvement mission
knowledge of ° ° ° °
governmental 8 ( = g o = o o = ® o =
accounting/financial 5 o 3 5 2 3 5 1 3 5 1 3
reporting and < 2 = < 2 - < 2 - < 2 =
standards? Q o (a] a
Above
average
knowledge 80% 20% 100% 74% 26% 100% 74% 26% 100% 81% 19% 100%
Average
knowledge 88% 12% 100% 92% 8% 100% 94% 6% 100% 96% 4% 100%
Below
average
knowledge 91% 9% 100% 91% 9% 100% 85% 15% 100% 92% 8% 100%
User Overall 86% 14% 100% 85% 15% 100% 85% 15% 100% 89% 11% 100%
Above
average
knowledge 71% 29% 100% 61% 39% 100% 68% 32% 100% 81% 19% 100%
Average
knowledge 75% 25% 100% 66% 34% 100% 70% 30% 100% 86% 14% 100%
Below
average
knowledge 58% 42% 100% 56% 44% 100% 57% 43% 100% 70% 30% 100%
Preparer Overall 71% 29% 100% 62% 38% 100% 67% 33% 100% 82% 18% 100%
Above
average
knowledge 82% 18% 100% 75% 25% 100% 78% 22% 100% 85% 15% 100%
Average
knowledge 81% 19% 100% 72% 28% 100% 76% 24% 100% 83% 17% 100%
Below
average
knowledge 80% 20% 100% 75% 25% 100% 67% 33% 100% 75% 25% 100%
Auditor Overall 81% 19% 100% 74% 26% 100% 78% 22% 100% 85% 15% 100%
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GASB's Standards by Knowledge of Standards
Constituent Type
Preparer Auditor
Above Below Above Below
The standards provided by average Average average average Average average

the GASB... knowledge knowledge knowledge Overall knowledge knowledge knowledge Overall

Agree 91% 91% 85% 90% 95% 90% 71% 94%

Disagree 9% 9% 15% 10% 5% 10% 29% 6%

are comprehensive Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Agree 61% 52% 46% 56% 66% 59% 29% 64%

Disagree 39% 48% 54% 44% 34% 41% 71% 36%

are understandable Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Can be Agree 42% 39% 35% 40% 38% 33% 14% 36%

implemented at a Disagree 58% 61% 65% 60% 62% 67% 86% 64%

reasonable cost Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Agree 77% 80% 54% 75% 91% 85% 43% 89%

are relevant to my Disagree 23% 20% 46% 25% 9% 15% 57% 11%

work Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Agree 72% 76% 64% 72% 83% 84% 100% 83%

contain complicated = Disagree 28% 24% 36% 28% 17% 16% 0% 17%

terminology Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

allow for an Agree 69% 78% 60% 72% 75% 66% 67% 72%

appropriate amount  Disagree 31% 22% 40% 28% 25% 34% 33% 28%
of professional

judgment Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Agree 41% 39% 36% 39% 38% 40% 0% 38%

address the needs Disagree 59% 61% 64% 61% 62% 60% 100% 62%

of all constituents Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Agree 58% 59% 54% 58% 65% 65% 25% 65%

reflect input from Disagree 42% 41% 46% 42% 35% 35% 75% 35%

constituents Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Agree 63% 63% 64% 63% 60% 67% 50% 62%

should focus only on = Disagree 37% 37% 36% 37% 40% 33% 50% 38%

principles Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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GASB's Standards by Knowledge of Standards
Constituent Type
Preparer Auditor
Above Below Above Below
The standards provided by average Average average average Average average
the GASB... knowledge knowledge knowledge Overall knowledge knowledge knowledge Overall
Agree 88% 96% 89% 91% 91% 89% 60% 90%

should provide Disagree 12% 4% 11% 9% 9% 11% 40% 10%
detailed guidance Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
should be based on Agree 97% 99% 100% 98% 98% 96% 100% 98%
clearly stated Disagree 3% 1% 0% 2% 2% 4% 0% 2%
principles, but
should also provide
detailed guidance
when necessary Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
provide adequate Agree 89% 91% 86% 89% 94% 94% 50% 93%
implementation Disagree 11% 9% 14% 11% 6% 6% 50% 7%
timetables Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Satisfaction with Governmental Financial Reports by Knowledge of Standards
Please indicate the extent to which you are satisfied or dissatisfied User
with the usefulness of governmental financial reports prepared Above average Average Below average

according to GASB standards. knowledge knowledge knowledge Overall
Satisfied 82% 91% 87% 87%
Dissatisfied 18% 9% 13% 13%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

*Responses are from Users only.
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Effectiveness of the GASB's Standards Development Process by Knowledge of Standards
Constituent type

User Preparer Auditor

o o g o g o
2 .8 g8 2 . ®% _| fs ,& fg  _
3T T o = [~ 2T 0T = 03T 2T 0T ]
=] K] 2 5 52 g9 52 5 2 g9 52 5
o 3 03 2 > o 3 o3 2 > o 3 o3 2 >
8 2% 3% o|3f 2F 23 6|z 2f 3¢ ¢

Please indicate how effective or ineffective each s £E SE g £ SE g £ SE
of the following aspects of the GASB’s standards < m < m < m
development process is:

Effective 83% 94% 87% 89% 81% 85% 73% 82% 92% 82% 50% 89%
Ineffective 17% 6% 13% 11% 19% 15% 27% 18% 8% 18% 50% 11%
Conducting research Total 100% 100% 100% 100% [ 100% 100% 100% 100% | 100% 100% 100% 100%
Effective 86% 91% 88% 89% 81% 84% 77% 82% 88% 86% 50% 87%
Having a task force or advisory Ineffective 14% 9% 12% 11% 19% 16% 23% 18% 12% 14% 50% 13%
committee Total  100% 100% @ 100% 100% [ 100% 100% 100% 100% | 100% 100% 100% @ 100%
Effective 75% 87% 86% 82% 64% 78% 71% 70% 70% 73% 67% 70%
Considering input from different Ineffective 25% 13% 14% 18% 36% 22% 29% 30% 30% 27% 33% 30%
types of government entities Total 100% 100% 100% 100% [ 100% 100% 100% 100% | 100% 100% 100% 100%
Effective 75% 82% 78% 78% 70% 70% 72% 70% 79% 76% 67% 78%
Conducting public hearings and Ineffective 25% 18% 22% 22% 30% 30% 28% 30% 21% 24% 33% 22%
forums Total  100% 100% @ 100% 100% [ 100% 100% 100% 100% [ 100% 100% 100% @ 100%
Effective 79% 89% 81% 84% 72% 74% 79% 73% 82% 74% 50% 80%
Having regular Board meetings, Ineffective 21% 11% 19% 16% 28% 26% 21% 27% 18% 26% 50% 20%
open to the public Total 100% 100% 100% 100% | 100% 100% 100% 100% | 100% 100% 100% 100%
Effective 85% 96% 97% 92% 81% 80% 69% 79% 90% 86% 50% 89%
Publishing draft proposals for public Ineffective 15% 4% 3% 8% 19% 20% 31% 21% 10% 14% 50% 11%
comment Total  100% 100% 100% 100% [ 100% 100% 100% 100% [ 100% 100% 100% @ 100%

Final Report of Results

Page 71

© 2006 National Research Center, Inc.



GASB Constituent Survey

May 2006
The GASB's Standards Development Process by Knowledge of Standards
Constituent type
User Preparer Auditor
() [ 2] () g) ()
Te o8& B8 Te o5 B8 T8 o8 B8 _
(-] 0T (] = (-] DT 0T = 0T DT 0T =
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Please indicate the extent to which each of the 3 E < g 3 g o 3 E < g _g g o 3 é < g _g g o
following is a problem, if at all, in the GASB’s < & < @ < @
standards development process:
Moderate or major 65% 46% 60% 56% 68% 68% 71% 68% 68% 66% 75% 68%
problem
Only hearing from the Minor or not at all a 35% 54% 40% 44% 32% 32% 29% 32% 32% 34% 25% 32%
same people all the problem
time Total  100% 100% 100% 100% | 100% @ 100% 100% 100% [ 100% 100% 100% 100%
Moderate or major 51% 42% 58% 48% 43% 46% 58% 46% 48% 52% 40% 49%
problem
Minor or not at all a 49% 58% 42% 52% 57% 54% 42% 54% 52% 48% 60% 51%
Development process problem
takes too long Total  100% 100% @ 100% 100% | 100% @ 100% 100% 100% [ 100% 100% 100% 100%
Moderate or major 58% 48% 41% 51% 60% 60% 67% 61% 59% 65% 60% 60%
Not enough problem
opportunities for busy, Minor or not at all a 42% 52% 59% 49% 40% 40% 33% 39% 41% 35% 40% 40%
but interested, people problem
to help Total 100% 100% @ 100% 100% | 100% = 100% 100% 100% | 100% @ 100% 100% 100%
Moderate or major 39% 18% 31% 28% 43% 43% 46% 44% 33% 41% 33% 35%
problem
Minor or not at all a 61% 82% 69% 72% 57% 57% 54% 56% 67% 59% 67% 65%
problem
Process is not open Total  100% 100% 100% 100% | 100% @ 100% 100% 100% [ 100% 100% 100% @ 100%
Moderate or major 46% 35% 48% 42% 40% 49% 50% 45% 29% 49% 50% 34%
problem
Does not address Minor or not at all a 54% 65% 52% 58% 60% 51% 50% 55% 71% 51% 50% 66%
emerging issues on a problem
timely basis Total 100% 100% 100% 100% [ 100% 100% 100% 100% | 100% 100% 100% _100%
Moderate or major 43% 35% 48% 40% 45% 44% 59% 46% 35% 45% 100% 38%
problem
Does not address Minor or not at all a 57% 65% 52% 60% 55% 56% 41% 54% 65% 55% 0% 62%
implementation issues problem
on a timely basis Total  100% 100% @ 100% 100% | 100% @ 100% 100% 100% | 100% 100% 100% 100%
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The GASB's Standards Development Process by Knowledge of Standards
Constituent type
User Preparer Auditor
(] () (] o (] (2]
£2 .8 ¥ _| S8 ., S8 _| % .& §& _
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Please indicate the extent to which each of the 3 £ <g bo¢ °1 3 £ <g ©o¢ °©| 3 £ <g =o¢ °
following is a problem, if at all, in the GASB’s < 4 < @ < @
standards development process:
Moderate or major 46% 41% 62% 46% 53% 56% 68% 56% 44% 49% 75% 46%
problem
Funding issues Minor or not at all a 54% 59% 38% 54% 47% 44% 32% 44% 56% 51% 25% 54%
jeopardize problem
independence Total 100% 100% @ 100% 100% | 100% = 100% 100% 100% | 100% @ 100% 100% 100%
Moderate or major 42% 35% 25% 37% 50% 47% 62% 50% 30% 34% 17% 31%
problem
Too concerned about Minor or not at all a 58% 65% 75% 63% 50% 53% 38% 50% 70% 66% 83% 69%
harmonization with problem
FASB standards Total 100% 100% @ 100% 100% | 100% = 100% 100% 100% | 100% @ 100% 100% 100%
Moderate or major 35% 28% 41% 33% 41% 48% 64% 46% 36% 43% 33% 38%
Too concerned about problem
harmonization with Minor or not at all a 65% 72% 59% 67% 59% 52% 36% 54% 64% 57% 67% 62%
international public problem
sector standards Total 100% 100% @ 100% 100% | 100% @ 100% 100% 100% | 100% 100% 100% 100%

Follows GASB Standards by Knowledge of Standards

Preparer
Does your organization follow GASB Above average Average Below average
standards? knowledge knowledge knowledge Overall
Yes 97% 92% 87% 93%
No 3% 8% 13% 7%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

*Responses are from Preparers only.
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Effectiveness of the GASB's Educational Efforts by Knowledge of Standards
Constituent type
User Preparer Auditor
: : % : - :
@ o o s o @ 9 o P} G o )
5€ 5% € 3| 8% %9 9 3| % 8f §9 3
22 go 20 5| 82 g2 2 5| 82 g2 2 5
Please indicate how effective or ineffective you feel the o3 932 33 > o3 ¢33 332 >| o2 %3 33 2
. . > o > (o] > o
GASB's educational efforts have been overall in 0g <g 2¢ og <g 2¢ 0g <g 2¢
improving your understanding of the GASB's reporting < m < m < m
requirements and proposed standards.
Effective 83% 86% 85% 85% | 89% 86% 62% 86% | 93% 90% 60% 92%
Ineffective 17% 14% 15% 15% 11% 14%  38% 14% 7% 10%  40% 8%
Total 100% @ 100% 100% 100% | 100% 100% 100% 100% | 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Educational Materials/Opportunities from the GASB by Knowledge of Standards
Constituent type
User Preparer Auditor
o o o
o =) =)
& 2 5 & 2 o & 2 5
£5 = &5 =| €3 T &5 =| €3 R §, -
$2 o 2% o 2% o 22 o 2% e > @ ©
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o
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Educational materials/opportunities from the < 2 @ < 3 @ < :% @

GASB...

Agree  52% 49% 62% 52% | 57% 72% 75% 64% | 53% 60% 60% 55%
Disagree ~ 48% 51% 38% 48% | 43% 28% 25% 36% | 47% 40% 40%  45%

Are too technical Total 100% 100% 100% 100% | 100% 100% 100% 100% | 100% 100% 100% 100%
Agree 67% 60% 58% 63% | 59% 58% 42% 58% | 61% 62% 60% 61%

Disagree  33%  40% 42% 37% | 41% 42% 58% 42% | 39% 38% 40% 39%

Are appropriate for many audiences Total 100% 100% 100% 100% | 100% 100% 100% 100% | 100% 100% 100% 100%
Agree  70% 81% 73% 75% | 83% 72% 83% 79% | 80% 85% 75% 81%

Should include more question and answer Disagree = 30% 19% 27% 25% 17% 28% 17% 21% 20% 15%  25% 19%
opportunities Total 100% 100% 100% 100% | 100% 100% 100% 100% | 100% 100% 100% 100%
Agree  79% 65% 67% 71% | 63% 66% 55% 64% | 64% 54% 20% 61%

Disagree  21% 35% 33% 29% | 37% 34% 45% 36% | 36% 46% 80% 39%

Contain sufficient examples Total 100% 100% 100% 100% | 100% 100% 100% 100% | 100% 100% 100% 100%
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|Appendix C: Survey Methodology

National Research Center, Inc. worked closely with members of the GASB staff to design the study
including a sampling plan, a data collection methodology and development of the survey instrument.

Sample Selection
The GASB gathered lists of Users, Preparers and Auditors from various membership groups as well
as the U.S. Census Bureau. The list sources used were:

A list of was compiled from membership lists from the following groups:

Constituent Group List Source

Membership lists from: Governmental Research

Association, American Accounting Association —

Government and Nonprofit Section, Association for

Budgeting and Financial Management, National

Federation of Municipal Analysts, National

Association of Bond Lawyers, National League of

Cities, National Association of Counties, National

Conference of State Legislatures and Quality

Users Education Data.

A list from the National Association of State

Auditors, Comptrollers and Treasurers, as well as a

list from the Census Bureau of general purpose

governments with 5,000 or more population and

special district governments with $2 million or more

Preparers in revenue.
A list from the National Association of State

Auditors, Comptrollers and Treasurers, and a list of

Auditors American Institute of Certified Public Accountants.

Approximately 6,200 constituents involved with the GASB were selected to participate in the survey.
NRC and the GASB chose to administer the survey via mail and the Internet with at least 30% of
the 6,200 constituents being surveyed via a Web-based survey. All 2,003 constituents with an e-mail
address were selected to participate in the Web version of the survey. This over-sampling was done
to compensate for any invalid e-mail addresses that may have been in the sample and the lower
response rates generally associated with Web-based surveys. The remaining 4,197 constituents were
selected using a random sampling method. Based on the anticipated response rate (as provided by
the GASB) and the desired number of responses per constituent group, the number of needed
addresses per group was calculated and the appropriate number of addresses were randomly selected
to be included in the survey.

Survey Administration and Response Rate

Constituents selected to participate in the mailed version of the survey received three mailings each
beginning in mid March. Completed surveys were collected over the following five weeks. The first
mailing was a prenotification postcard announcing the upcoming survey. A week after the
prenotification postcard was sent the first wave of the survey was sent. The second wave was sent
one week after the first. The survey mailings contained a letter from the GASB’s Director of
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Research and Technical Activities inviting the constituent to participate in the 2006 Governmental
Accounting Standards Board Survey, a questionnaire and self-mailing envelope.

Constituents selected to participate in the Web version of the survey received two e-mails each
beginning in mid March. Completed surveys were collected via the Web over the following four
weeks. The first e-mail invitation was sent on the same day the first wave of the mailed survey was
sent. The second e-mail invitation was sent one week after the first to any constituents who had not
previously responded to the survey. Each e-mail invitation contained a letter from the GASB’s
Director of Research and Technical Activities inviting the constituent to participate in the 2006
Governmental Accounting Standards Board Survey and a link to the survey online.

About 4% of the surveys, regardless of mode, were returned because they either had incorrect
addresses or the addressee was no longer at that address (62 undeliverable postcards and 206
undeliverable e-mail addresses). Of the 5,932 eligible constituents, 1,262 completed the survey (346
Users, 393 Preparers and 523 Auditors), providing a response rate of 21%.

Key Informant Interviews

The first phase of the study consisted of key informant interviews with a set of GASB stakeholders.
Interviewee comments were considered in the development of the survey instruments for
government financial statement auditors, users and preparers.

Script Development

The interview script was designed to explore the perceptions of stakeholders regarding their view of
GASB in general, the standards, documents produced by the GASB and GASB’s outreach efforts.
Because this survey is the first to capture these perspectives, it was important to be able to dissect
these broad topics and develop focused questions on the components of each area. NRC
collaborated with the GASB staff on the development of the script.

Recruiting and Scheduling

GASB provided NRC with the names and phone number of six preparers, six auditors and six users
along with alternate stakeholder names. The Director of Research and Technical Activities for the
GASB, contacted each potential interviewee via email to let them know that they might be receiving
a request for an interview from NRC.

A research assistant scheduled the interviews. A research associate with extensive experience
interviewing a wide variety of stakeholders conducted the interviews. Interviewees were assured of
the confidentiality of their responses and were encouraged to be candid.

Data Collection

NRC completed 18 interviews. The interviews were audio-recorded for use in data analysis and the
responses were entered into a Microsoft Word document. Interviews occurred in February of 2006
and lasted 30 to 40 minutes each.

Data Analysis

The interview script included open-ended questions. NRC staff analyzed the open-ended responses
using a qualitative approach: first, the analyst read all responses to each question to identify themes
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and other commonalities or striking differences. The themes were then used for developing the
auditor, user and preparer surveys.

Use in Developing Constituent Surveys

The interview questions were open-ended in order to have respondents assist in creating robust lists
of dimensions, rather than relying on GASB-created lists of dimensions that might not include those
that were observed by constituents. Themes derived from the qualitative analysis were made into
lists, sometimes using verbatim comments from the interviews. The lists were formatted as survey
questions (or “items”), often on a shared scale (such as “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”). The
item lists were iteratively regrouped until the sets were reasonably homogenous and the order of the
sets logically led from one into the next.

Confidence Intervals

The margin of error for Users is plus or minus five percentage points around any given percentage
point. For Auditors the margin of error is plus or minus four percentage points around any given
percentage point, and for Preparers it is plus or minus five percentage points around any given
percentage point. When comparing across the three constituent types the margin of error is plus or
minus five percentage points around any given percentage point.

Survey Data Analysis

Completed mailed questionnaires were checked for accuracy by National Research Center, Inc. staff
and the data were then entered. Results for the Web survey were imported directly from the Web.
All data was then analyzed by National Research Center, Inc. staff using the Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences (SPSS). For the most part, frequency distributions and mean ratings are
presented in the body of the report. A complete set of frequencies for each survey question is
presented in Appendix A: Responses to Survey Questions.

Also included are results by “Knowledge of Standards” (in the body of the report and
Crosstabulations by Self-reported Knowledge). Chi-square or ANOVA tests of significance were
applied to these breakdowns of selected survey questions. A “p-value” of 0.05 or less indicates that
there is less than a 5% probability that differences observed between groups are due to chance; or in
other words, a greater than 95% probability that the differences observed in the selected categories
of our sample represent “real” differences among those populations. Where differences between
subgroups are statistically significant, they are marked with grey shading in the appendices.
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|Appendix D: Key Informant Interview Script

1. What are your overall impressions of the GASB? What do you think is the GASB’s reputation?

2. (For preparers and auditors only.) What makes a high quality accounting standard? Does the
GASB produce high-quality standards by your measure? Why or why not?

OR
2. (For users only) How are governmental financial reports useful to you?

3. Do you think that governmental financial reporting would be better or worse off without GASB
standards? Why?

4. In what ways, if at all, do you see the GASB’s standards as different from private-sector
standards?

5. Would you describe the GASB as “independent” Probe all: What does it mean for an
organization like the GASB to be independent? Probe no: In what ways is the GASB not
independent?

6. Tell me what you know about the process that the GASB uses to develop and adopt financial
reporting standards. Based on what you know, what are your perceptions of the process? Probe:
What are its strengths and weaknesses?

7. In general, how informed do you feel about the GASB’s activities? How do you learn about
proposed or new GASB standards? How do you learn about educational materials provided by the
GASB or speaking engagements of GASB members or staff? Probe: Which sources do you find
most useful? Which sources do you find most credible?

8. How are you using educational materials from the GASB? What materials are you using? Do you
find the GASB’s educational efforts effective? Why or why not?

9. What are your impressions of presentations or other communications made by the GASB
regarding new or proposed standards?

10. Do you have any suggestions or other comments for the GASB?
Demogtraphic/profile questions

A. What is your title?
B. How long have you been in you current position? In this field?
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The following pages contain the survey instrument.
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PREPARER ONLY
C City, town, or other local government
C College/university
C County government
C Healthcare/hospital
C Public power
C Retirement system
C School district
C Special district (specify type, e.g. parkanitation, fire, etc.):

¢ State government

C Tribal government

C Water and/or sewer

C Other(s) (specify):
AUDITOR ONLY

C Auditor in government

C Big-Four CPA firm

C National CPA firm

C Regional CPA firm

C Local CPA firm

C Other(s) (specify):

Thank you very much for completing this survey!
Please return the survey in the enclosed pre-addressed, postage-paid envelope to:

National ResearchCenter, Inc.
3005 30th St.
Boulder, CO 80301

The 2006 Governmental Accounting Standards Board Survey




