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Abstract. Over time, a market dialog of taxonomy extensiomst bgractices will improve
constituent communication and investor analysis aochparability assessments. A stated
goal/objective typically associated with the adaoptiof the Extensible Business Reporting
Language (XBRL) is the enhancement of information quality, speally comparability.
Terms often cited include 'Standard', 'Standandizaand '‘Comparability’. This paper discusses
these three separate but related topics by clagfgpommon definitions, relationships, uses, and
limitations. The paper recognizes various compéhialperceptions, and it demonstrates how
XBRL enhances comparability and perhaps it takes d new level. Finally, the paper suggests
continue dialog with market participants on bestcfices for further development of concepts
relevant to enhancing comparability.
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1 XBRL is the extensible business reporting languageinternational information format standard
promulgated by an international consortium compakever 550 organizations. More information
on XBRL can be foundttp://www.xbrl.org
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1. INTRODUCTION

XBRL is an Internet business standardization laggughat provides an
international reporting platform that enhances camication or dialog among
supply chain participants. The dialog among supgtgin participants when
executed via disciplined taxonomy extension prilesipwill work to enhance the
guality, context and comparability of business regb information. Establishing
best practices around how and when company-spesifensions to agreed-upon
taxonomy concepts are created and used will enhesparted information for
comparability purposes.

Allowing companies to extend taxonomies to accomm®dompany-specific
situations is critical to the adoption of XBRL innya business reporting
environment. A disciplined extension best practigée maintain the flexibility of
the current US accounting structures. The missfaiBRL is NOT to change the
accounting standard of any country in which itsedi XBRL must be adapted to
the existing accounting structure, enhancing répgprprocesses and improving
information quality.

2. STANDARD, STANDARDIZATION, AND COMPARABILITY

Standard - A typical definition for "standard" wdube: "An authoritative
principle or rule that usually implies a model attprn for guidance."

In the context of 'business reporting’, the phrassdard’ most often refers to
Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (e.g. GAPRr possibly Generally
Accepted Auditing Standards (e.g. GAAS). In thateat of reporting processes,
the phrase 'standard' may also refer to a 'Star@dlaad of Accounts' or a 'Standard
reporting templatd’  Regardless of the type of business reportiagdstrd, its
‘general acceptance' is a critical defining citeriThus, 'Standard' is a common
concept that has many alternative definitions ddpgnupon the context of its use.

In the context of 'business reporting' where 'Shadidmost often refers to
GAAP, there currently is not a single source of poshensive definitions for

2 Either US GAAP or IFRS GAAP or other forms of lbstatutory GAAP

% The SEC's ‘Financial Data Schedule' was a ‘Stendgorting template’. The FDS provided a fixed
number of reporting concepts into which registiafdrmation was required to converge or fit. The
rule repealing the Financial Data Schedule and teglareasons can be found here:
http://www.sec.gov/rules/final/33-7855.htm#P153 4146
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commonly reported concepts. The GAAP 'Standar@résnulgated as reporting

‘principles’ and does not articulate agreed tondtedns for each possible concept
that might result from the application of thesenpiples by different companies.

For example, , at the present time there are compahat use the exact same
phrase/label/term to describe a reported concegpttfzese reported concepts may
or may not be comparable.

As an example, reported concepts such as 'Costalels’'Smay be clearly
defined by a unique company; however, the repd@edt of Sales' of Ford, Intel
and General Motors do not conform to any single rmom definition and/or
provide any relevant context for comparability. eTRost of Sales' concepts for
these three companies certainly do have common @oemis such as salaries,
wages, overhead and both fixed and variable costaever, the label 'Cost of
Sales' is properly derived by individual companynagement based upon their
unique business strategy, business model, opesatiod application of relevant
accounting principles. In this instance, is ab®olagompliance with a single
common definition necessary when equivalence witinengeneral categorization
may be sufficient?

Even when provided, common phrases, descriptiodsesan definitions may
not always be completely unambiguous and therefossy result in varied
perceptions and understandings. Reported conampisbe clear only if the
definitions and interrelationships are clear to frties. While such clarity is
useful whether using XBRL or not, later this papegues that XBRL has a
potential to better communicate comparability assents. XBRL provides a
platform for the transparent articulation of ddiioms and interrelationships critical
to an unambiguous understanding.

Standardization - In the business reporting supmlgain context,
standardization may be defined as: "the processtaiblishing technical standards
for specific business processes that leverage coiyragreed syntaxes."

Standardization does not mean to force all repgrtomcepts into a standard or
fixed template. It means to use agreed syntaxescommon language to describe
reporting concepts; both those common across aerahgompanies and those
unigue to a specific company.
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A commonly referred example of a supply chain séadidation effort is the
Universal Product Code (e.g. 'UPC' or 'bar codeit tprovides supply chain
participants with the ability to describe a producia standardized manner. The
UPC did not require companies to conform to a kehitnumber of product
descriptions. The UPC standardized the mannethiochaproducts were described
so that they could be understood by all supplyrcparticipants. The UPC did not
limit the number of products passing through thairgrocery supply chain; rather
the standardized barcode dramatically reduced ti® of managing product
information and thereby facilitated an exponeritatease in the number of supply
chain products based upon a wide range of reafivetess economic efficiencies.

Comparability - Comparability, like other terms, shanany alternative
definitions including "the assessment of similastiand differences between two
concepts". For purposes of this paper, 'Compatplike art, value and beauty is
best determined by the beholder. The intent is twtexplicitly define
‘comparability’ rather to create a supply chainiramment in which its assessment
is more efficient and effective for both producarsl consumers of information.

‘Comparability’ is often perceived as achieved wivem similar concepts are
given the 'same’' understanding; however, that noya very useful if it is never
the case that concepts are not the same or aeeattiff Knowing that two concepts
are really different even when they have similameAabel/term is critical to the
comparability value proposition.

'‘Earning before interest taxes depreciation andréaation' (EBITDA') is a
good example of how comparability can be enhancadstandardization. Many
companies report EBITDA, and most of them havertbein unique definition.
The ability to explicitly describe the company Sfiecdefinition of EBITDA via
the standardized language provides benefits to prgparers and consumers. It
also allows the consumer to explicitly understamémreported EBITDA concepts
are comparable or when they are similar but ndtyreamparable.

In order to achieve information comparability wahy language, there needs
to be agreed definitions for common concepts. &hare many terms in our
English language where there is obvious agreemerdefinitions; however, the
context of the terms used may actually imply a eamj agreed definitions.
Examples where context is relevant to a full un@erding of common concepts
include the following phrases:
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e 'Boot' - may mean one thing in a shoe store in INArerica and something
different in a car park in the UK or when calling@mputer help desk.

e 'Hood - may mean one thing in a correctional fgciland something
completely different in a car dealership.

e 'Gift - may mean one thing to a child on theirtlay and something
completely different to parents during an infetyfliclinic visit.

We understand the agreed definitions of these t&ased upon the context in
which they are presented. In the absence of comexsometimes in spite of
explicit context, specific definitions may be rea to eliminate the possibility of
misunderstanding.

Common definitions and context are important t@ecurate understanding of
common terms in the English language. This is @ls® within any Internet based
semantic ‘'language' as both providers and consumeesi both common
definitions and relevant context to ensure thaheadividual concept is accurately
and fully understood.

XBRL is a standardized language that also provalesmantic platform for
both relevant context and definitions for businesscepts. As a standardized
language, it enables specific definitions and odotd concepts but does not
inherently provide them. Next section | use comnuwgfinitions attached to
specific semantic labels and explain how standatida enhances comparability;
and how the perceived chaos of increasing reportittgrnatives through
extensions in fact improves information comparapili

3. BENEFITSOF XBRL ASA STANDARDIZATION LANGUAGE
PLATFORM

While the XBRL technical language can be used txudee a "Standard Chart
of Accounts” for a specific organization, it doed require reported concepts to be
reported in conformity with any 'Standard' charaotounts, template or restricted
manner of reporting. XBRL Taxonomies are oftencpared to be a 'standard’ or
fixed way of reporting; however, XBRL Taxonomies aextensible' and can be

4 GIFT defined vianttp://www.ivi-infertility.com/qift/gift2.php
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expanded by the preparers (and others) to addnegsindividual needs for very
specific and unique reporting concepts.

XBRL is a standardized language platform that exmbikry clear, concise and
accurate articulation of reported concepts; regadlif the concept is part of an
agreed public taxonomy or a unique company speektension thereto. XBRL
taxonomies for business reporting concepts areudaited in structured and related
hierarchies; thereby enabling taxonomy extensionsifiigue company concepts to
be represented as a 'child’ of the public taxonawent' concept.

Extensibility only makes sense in the context ofeaognizable intuitive
semantic model. In the case of GAAP reporting episx; this semantic model is
the 'Conceptual Accounting Framework' outlined #SB Concept & Broader
conceptual models such as Enhanced Business RepdftameworR or the
Global Reporting Initiative G3 Framewadflalso provide contextual support for
additional non-GAAP concepts. A recognizable cpheal framework provides
the context needed for clearer understanding. rGjeaelines for extensibility
provide a common understanding of the incremertatext required for unique
company specific reporting concepts.

The public taxonomy may contain a structure of epte such as outlined in
Table 1:

Table 1.

Taxonomy Hierarchical Structure Example
(Conceptual Accounting Framework)
Assets
----- Assets Current
---------- Cash, Cash Equivalents and Short Ternestments
--------------- Cash and Cash Equivalents
-------------------- Cash Unrestricted
------------------------- Company Specific Cash Extension
------------------------- Company Specific Cash Extension
------------------------- Company Specific Cash Extension
--------------- Short Term Investments

5 http://www.fasb.org/pdf/con6.pdf
® http://www.ebr360.org/ContentPage.aspx?ContentBader
" http://www.globalreporting.org/ReportingFrameworkfRrtingFrameworkOverview/
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The reporting concept terms in black above are glathe XBRL US GAAP
Commercial and Industrial public taxonomy (e.g. tpaf the commonly
recognizable conceptual framework). The reportiogcepts in blue represent
possible company specific unique extensions. TIsésetures can be used for
various semantic relationships within the contekittee conceptual framework
thereby providing more explicit information. Thesmmpany specific terms may or
may not be ‘comparable’ with other reporting coteapthis level.

This hierarchical structure provides the context tbé public taxonomy
concepts as well as extension of these conceptari@mue company specific
reporting concepts. Companies can extend thesaaaies at any level creating
a unigue company specific concept. The XBRL Taxaesmprovide a
standardized manner to describe reported conaepi® icontext of the hierarchical
structure of the conceptual framework.

XBRL does not require companies to conform to teporting concepts
described in the public taxonomy, rather providestaandardized context via the
conceptual framework's hierarchical structure d@t be used by companies as a
low cost starting place that can be extended ta the& unique company specific
reporting concept needs. It is expected that compawill use the higher-level
reporting concepts and their company-specific cpteavill “roll up” to these
higher-level concepts. Also, it is expected thampanies will likely have
taxonomy extensions at the lower levels of thedndry more than upper levels;
this is consistent with the notion of principlessbd reporting standards.

In addition to the standardized taxonomy structidBRL provides for the
explicit linkage of reporting concepts to otherekgnt reporting concepts (e.g.
accounting principles, policies, statutory regula$i, etc.). At the present time,
public taxonomies include explicit linkages frondividual reporting concepts to
relevant and specific GAAP and other relevant raegul concepts. Currently,
there is no explicit linkage from individual repiod concepts to any external form
of specific definition for common reporting concgphowever, every US GAAP
concept is given a human readable definition tevgb the specific label, this adds
more explanatory power compared with current péaesed system. Moreover,
analyst and investors can link any item in the texoy to various reporting
models used for comparability assessment.
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4. ACHIEVING A NEW LEVEL OF COMPARABILITY

Currently, consumers use the labels/captions appligeported concepts as a
proxy for explicit definitions. Some investors aadalysts view company level
'‘Cost of Sales' concepts as comparable while ode#k a more detailed of “Cost
of Sales” at business segment level. Others Viesda common reporting concepts
at the company and business segment levels asgiodelvel for comparability and
provide their own individual or proprietary adjusnts in an effort to achieve
comparability. Regardless of the consumers apprdde current assessment of
comparability is based primarily on the labelsaftl to the reported concepts and
the individual consumer's perceptions thereof amdaher information provided
in the Notes to the financial statements that @sfithe make-up of the information
disclosed.

Difficulties with the current situation is the cemt of reported concepts
provided via a paper centric reporting format Isngégomparability assessments.
The current paper/paper centric reporting platfdras resulted in comparability
assessments at the highest and most common oftirgpooncepts (EPS, Gross
Margin, EBITDA, etc.) but does not efficiently edalcomparability at granular or
company specific report concepts. The XBRL fornemiables an enhanced
environment for comparability through the followirggch of which is outlined
below:

Improved context

Extensibility

Explicit definitions

Market development of inter-taxonomy mappings

Improved modularity and re-use of sets of defimsigdimensions)

o o &M 0w NP

Continuous dialog

Improved Context - XBRL enables producers and cowess to have very
specific context for any reported concepts. Cdsbales at the company level,
business segment, product group, business uniguptotype and others are
enabled by XBRL for information contained withirethbompany report and/or for
the reported concepts that may be individually @arsut of the company reports
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and specifically used by investors/analysts. Thaplete context of any individual
reported concept is retained for immediate usedmgemers.

Extensibility - XBRL provides a standardized andeesible platform for
producers to provide unique company specific cowscép the context of the
overall conceptual accounting framework (and/oreptflameworks that may be
applicable). The extensible context for uniqueorépg concepts is useful to both
producers and consumers due to the hierarchicabntamy structure and
relationship between common taxonomy “"parent” cptxceand the unique
company specific taxonomy "child" concepts.

The extensibility of XBRL taxonomies allows consuméo make their own
individual assessment of reported concepts by sisgesomparability at various
levels of the hierarchical structure. Consumersealact to compare an individual
unique company specific reported concept at théhést extended end of the
hierarchical structure OR they can elect to agdeetjawith other ‘child’' terms and
compare at a 'parent’ level further up the hienaatistructure. In this sense 'users
can elect to compare reported concepts at varionsbimed/aggregated and/or
individual levels such as those outlined in Table 1

While 'extensibility' may be good news for preparerterested in telling a
unigue company specific story, the utility of uriraged extensibility does tend to
negate the consumer's value proposition for XBRiemsions. A key next step is
to determine a method/manner to develop constraimedprehensible, and
disciplined extensions that allow software to ccilye (even if only partially)
process incoming information.

Explicit definitions - XBRL provides a platform fahe articulation for unique
definitions for reported concepts. Explicit defions for common reported
concepts are currently articulated via the XBRL dlalhinkbase for public
taxonomy common concepts. Explicit definitionsyrb& provided as incremental
content within the Label Linkbase for any increnaninique company specific
reported concepts.

As discussed above, explicit definitions are cutyenot provided as a part of
existing reporting principles. Company provideraynfind it useful to provide
explicit definitions for their company specific guaie reporting concepts as this is
already a common practice with other company speaported concepts such as
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EBITDA. By providing clear definitions of comparmgpecific extensions through
XBRL'’s linkbase structure, a practice that does mappen today through paper-
based system,, company’s can better articulate dven unique information and
their own unique investment outlook to consumers.

Market development of inter-taxonomy mappings - Télationships between
reporting concepts across public taxonomies may falsilitate comparability and
highlight areas where convergence should be comgide The alignment of
taxonomy framework structures for disparate buateel taxonomies should be
carefully considered as this may have a significanpact on prospective
comparability assessments. Examples of such dels&eonomies include the
FDIC’s bank call report database and Internatidghiaancial Reporting Standards
(IFRS). The ability to relate data between US GA#®Porting and these datasets
could prove invaluable to consumers.

Improved modularity and re-use of sets of defim$io(dimensions) -
Establishing reusable information definitions tlean be applied across multiple
reporting concepts will work to reduce extensiomoiigh more explicit context.
These 'modular' or 'dimensional’ definitions canapplied to one/many reporting
concepts to improve their context while also sti@zing the need for extensions.
Examples of reusable or dimensional definitiondaaoclude the following:

- Historical cost, budgeted, projected, restated

- Gross, Net

- Management, Statutory, GAAP

- Before Change in accounting and After Change inaaiing
- Segments such as territories, geographies, busingss

- Customers such as retail, wholesale, large, snaimestic, and
international

- Products such as capital, consumable, financedfinanced

The value proposition associated with modular onatisional definitions is
found in the reusable nature of the concepts a@assnon and unique company
specific taxonomy concepts.
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Continuous dialog - The explicit nature of XBRL ¢teomies (both the public
taxonomies and company specific unique extensitweseto), transparent and
collaborative nature of taxonomy development presidn Internet platform for a
continuous dialog among supply chain participantsools (e.g. Core Filings'
SpiderMonkef)) enable a public Internet styled (e.g. 'Wikipealig) continuous
dialog that can rapidly engage and implement d&bimal concepts for public
taxonomy and unique company specific reporting epts

These concepts facilitate a more effective supphairc through better
information and more accurate context useful tqarers' communications and
consumers' assessments.

5. COMPARABILITY PERCEPTIONSDIALOG

There are several existing perceptions that thigepattempts to address.
Below is a short summary of some of the existing/ggive perceptions that may
be false and should be considered in our collab@ratanning for the future.

Common vs. Unique - XBRL provides a standardizedroonication platform
in which both common and unique reporting concepts be accurately expressed
and effectively understood and reused. The peaarephat commonly reported
and comparable concepts are critical to effectaieiation assessments is false in
that unique (rather than common) company attribides what differentiate
valuation assessments.

Comparability delivered - XBRL enables these comnaefinitions and
enhanced contextual relationships to occur; howeveés the responsibility of the
preparer and consumer communities to engage iralagdto establish common
understandings and meanings. The perception tB&i Xdelivers ‘comparability’
through a standard or fixed reporting templatealsd in the absence of common
definitions and enhanced contextual relationships.

Fixed Templates - The perception that XBRL forcestandard or fixed
reporting template of common terms is false. Giegtensible nature of the web
of hierarchically structured taxonomies, as witty dreedom in life, there also

8 http://www.corefiling.com/products/spidermonkey. htm
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comes an inherent responsibility for disciplingeporting as expected by investors
in capital markets.

Definitions Provided - Preparers must supplementroonly used labels with
explicit definitions and relationships about themique company specific reporting
concepts. The perception that XBRL defines repgrtoncepts is false in the
absence of specific definitions beyond the appbcabf commonly used labels.
XBRL provides more explanatory information becaitsallows commonly used
labels in addition to and in connection with anyaring concept.

Preparer Comparability - The perception that comipitity is a responsibility
borne by preparers in providing reported concelgsied with a standard or fixed
reporting template is false. Because consumerdev@nage XBRL taxonomies to
conduct their own assessments of comparabilitybagen the extensible nature
of hierarchically structured taxonomies, compaihbi a consumer responsibility.
Preparers will need to exercise reasonable judgenmemhe use of company
specific extensions, similar to what they do todayh paper-based reporting
system.

Comparability dictated - The perception that comapdity is the responsibility
of a single standards board is false in the abseh@ ongoing dialog among
supply chain participants. Public taxonomies &eefbundation for the initiation
of the dialog of supply chain participants. A neirklialog of taxonomy extension
best practices will improve constituent communimatand investor analysis and
comparability assessments.

6. RECOMMENDATIONS AND FURTHER RESEARCH

As XBRL become a world-wide business reporting déad, it is important to
engage the public and address various public pgorep This paper examined
public perceptions regarding XBRL standardizatiod aomparability in business
reporting. Only through dialog and critical anaysve can address public
perceptions of XBRL and its capabilities. In arde drive towards a market
environment in which the quality, relevance and parability of information is
enhanced, the following steps are recommended:
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Increased education/awareness/understanding &g tauinces associated
with 'comparability’ and the need for common défms and enhanced
contextual relationships.

Increased education/awareness of how the extensidéure of
hierarchically structured XBRL taxonomies facilgatcommunication and
therefore comparability of reporting concepts.

Apply specific definitions to individual conceptseyond the application of
commonly used labels.

Align public taxonomy frameworks so as to enhanc®sjppective
comparability and convergence assessments.

Increased education/awareness and enhanced tatlsrtable consumers
to more easily conduct their own assessments opacability based upon
the extensible nature of hierarchically structusednomies.

Create an environment for an enhanced dialog amsupmply chain
participants as to the structure, context and definof common and/or
company specific unique reported concepts.

Engage in a dialogue among market participants twkwtowards
agreement on best practices for further developmietdncepts relevant to
enhanced comparability.

There are undoubtedly others that the market dially uncover and
subsequently address.

Above recommendations include areas for futureare$eand critical analysis
of full potentials of XBRL to meet high expectat®of users regarding effective
communication and comparability assessments.



