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Disclosure Analysis – Set 01 

 

3M Company (PWC) (Merrill)  
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/66740/000155837017000479/0001558370-17-000479-

index.htm 

This is an error.  Perhaps 3M “labels” their NOTE 1. Significant Accounting Policies.  But that note 

contains the Significant accounting policies, basis of presentation, and the nature of operations within 

the LABEL “Consolidation”. 

Yes, it is true that the US GAAP XBRL Taxonomy permutations and combinations are, shall I say 

“convoluted” and incomplete; but there is a concept that appears to meet your needs.  I have 

mentioned this issue about the US GAAP XBRL Taxonomy numerous times to the FASB, to Campbell at 

XBRL US, and have pointed this out to multiple filing agents.  Further, the terms used are inconsistent.  

See the reconciliation below.  I believe that this is a legitimate point that I make.  Further, this is an 

extreme example of other areas of the US GAAP XBRL Taxonomy that have similar issues. 

 

Further, in my professional opinion the label for note 1 “Significant Accounting Policies” would be more 

precise if it was something like “Significant Accounting Policies, Nature of Operations, Basis of 

Presentation, and Consolidation”.  

 

 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/66740/000155837017000479/0001558370-17-000479-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/66740/000155837017000479/0001558370-17-000479-index.htm
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Note this summary of permutations and combinations that have been covered.  Many other have NOT 

been covered.  Note the differences in terminology. 
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ALJ REGIONAL HOLDINGS INC 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1438731/000156459016030454/0001564590-16-030454-

index.htm 

This is a summary of the BEST PRACTICES for representing long-term debt maturities, note the Level 3 

Disclosure Text Block from the US GAAP XBRL Taxonomy that is used: 

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_195_Consistent.html 

This is an error.  This is clearly the Level 3 Disclosure Text Block of Long Term Debt Maturities. 

 

The dead giveaway is the Level 4 Disclosure Detail which uses all the long term debt maturity concepts 

and the total long term debt concept 

Here is the Level 4 Disclosure Detail: 

 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1438731/000156459016030454/0001564590-16-030454-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1438731/000156459016030454/0001564590-16-030454-index.htm
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_195_Consistent.html
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AMERICAN EXPRESS CO (PWC) (Certent) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/4962/000119312517047588/0001193125-17-047588-

index.htm 

This is clearly an error.  There is ZERO reason for an extension concept for the Level 3 Disclosure Text 

Block for long term debt maturities.  Look at these best practice examples: 

Represented as a ROLL UP (with total):  

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_195_Consistent.html  

Represented as a HIERARCHY (NO total):  

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_1272_Consistent.html 

What exactly is the justification for the extension concept?  I would strongly suggest that these 

companies get into the habit of providing justification for extensions in the documentation of the 

extension concept created. 

 

 

 

 

  

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/4962/000119312517047588/0001193125-17-047588-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/4962/000119312517047588/0001193125-17-047588-index.htm
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_195_Consistent.html
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_1272_Consistent.html
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AT&T Inc. (EY) (Certent) (PPE) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/732717/000073271717000021/0000732717-17-000021-

index.htm 

This is an error.  Clearly there is no need to create an extension concept for this Level 3 Disclosure Text 

Block of PPE components.  See these best practice examples: 

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_1271_Consistent.html 

(Represented as Axis/Member) 

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_536_Consistent.html 

(Represented as Line Items) 

 

 

  

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/732717/000073271717000021/0000732717-17-000021-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/732717/000073271717000021/0000732717-17-000021-index.htm
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_1271_Consistent.html
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_536_Consistent.html
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AT&T Inc. (Certent) (EY) (Unrecognized tax positions) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/732717/000073271717000021/0000732717-17-000021-

index.htm 

This is an inappropriate extension concept.  Out of 30 companies in the DOW 30, there were 28 that 

used the existing US GAAP XBRL Taxonomy concept for this disclosure.  The exceptions were AT&T and 

McDonalds, both of which created extension concepts.  That evidence alone makes it incredibly hard to 

justify the creation of the extension concept. 

Add to that these BEST PRACTICE EXAMPLES of how public companies report this disclosure: 

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_746_Consistent.html  

 

 

 

 

 

  

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/732717/000073271717000021/0000732717-17-000021-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/732717/000073271717000021/0000732717-17-000021-index.htm
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_746_Consistent.html
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BANK OF AMERICA CORP /DE/ (Workiva) (PWC) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/70858/000007085817000013/0000070858-17-000013-

index.htm 

This is an error.  First, obviously this NOTE labeled “Summary of Significant Accounting Policies” contains 

MORE than just the significant accounting policies.  You can clearly see the “BASIS OF PRESENTION” 

included in that.  Further, while not explicitly LABELED; the YELLOW is the nature of operations 

disclosure. 

As such, there are clearly better concepts that should be used to include these three things:

 

 

The US GAAP XBRL Taxonomy permutations and combinations are, shall I say “convoluted” and 

incomplete; but there is a concept that appears to meet the needs of this filer.  I have mentioned this 

issue about the US GAAP XBRL Taxonomy numerous times to the FASB, to Campbell at XBRL US, and 

have pointed this out to multiple filing agents.   

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/70858/000007085817000013/0000070858-17-000013-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/70858/000007085817000013/0000070858-17-000013-index.htm
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Further, the terms used are inconsistent.  See the reconciliation below.  I believe that this is a legitimate 

point that I make.  Further, this is an extreme example of other areas of the US GAAP XBRL Taxonomy 

that have similar issues. 
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CHEVRON CORP (Workiva) (PWC) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/93410/000009341017000013/0000093410-17-000013-

index.htm 

This is an ERROR.  Two separate disclosures are being combined into ONE text block. Notice these two 

sets of BEST PRACTIVE examples: 

Income before tax, foreign and domestic breakdown:  

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_340_Consistent.html 

Reconciliation of statutory and effective income tax rate:  

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_640_Consistent.html 

There is ONE intersecting FACT.   That fact should be in BOTH disclosures. 

So, you could make the argument, I guess, that “this is one table therefore it goes in one text block”.  

That would be a fair argument. But if you make that argument, this is STILL an error…the text block used 

is NOT what you are showing in the text block. 

And so, a really good thing for accountants to discuss is do they want a DATA centric representation of 

information (which is STANDARD, see the BEST PRACTIVE examples above) or a DOCUMENT CENTRIC 

presentation of information which can be infinitely arbitrary? 

 

  

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/93410/000009341017000013/0000093410-17-000013-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/93410/000009341017000013/0000093410-17-000013-index.htm
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_340_Consistent.html
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_640_Consistent.html
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CISCO SYSTEMS, INC. (Workiva) (Inventory) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/858877/000085887717000016/0000858877-17-000016-

index.htm 

This is clearly an error.  Cisco is using a Level 1 Note Text Block “us-gaap:InventoryDisclosureTextBlock” 

to represent the Level 3 Disclosure Text Block for inventory components.  Note the US GAAP XBRL 

Taxonomy: 

 

 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/858877/000085887717000016/0000858877-17-000016-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/858877/000085887717000016/0000858877-17-000016-index.htm
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CISCO SYSTEMS, INC. (Workiva) (PWC) (Long lived assets) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/858877/000085887717000016/0000858877-17-000016-

index.htm 

This disclosure of PPE information by geographic area is really the same disclosure, here are multiple 

BEST PRACTICE examples: 

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_369_Consistent.html 

And therefore, this Level 3 Disclosure Text Block should be used: us-

gaap:LongLivedAssetsByGeographicAreasTableTextBlock 

This extension is not justifiable. 

 

  

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/858877/000085887717000016/0000858877-17-000016-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/858877/000085887717000016/0000858877-17-000016-index.htm
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_369_Consistent.html
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CLEAN DIESEL TECHNOLOGIES INC 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/949428/000104746916011746/0001047469-16-011746-

index.htm 

Filer is using the SEC Sort Category of “Disclosure” when you should be using the category “Document” 

when representing the document and entity information: 

 

   

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/949428/000104746916011746/0001047469-16-011746-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/949428/000104746916011746/0001047469-16-011746-index.htm
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Coca-Cola (EY) (Workiva) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/21344/000002134417000009/0000021344-17-000009-

index.htm  

To report Coca-Cola’s business description and summary of significant accounting policies, Coca-Cola 

creates an extension concept: 

ko:BusinessAndSummaryOfSignificantAccountPoliciesTextBlock 

Yet, there is an existing US GAAP XBRL Taxonomy concept that would certainly be usable to report this 

information: 

us-gaap:BusinessDescriptionAndAccountingPoliciesTextBlock 

This is clearly an error which should be fixed. 

 

 

  

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/21344/000002134417000009/0000021344-17-000009-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/21344/000002134417000009/0000021344-17-000009-index.htm
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DATAWATCH CORP (Certent) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/792130/000114420416133226/0001144204-16-133226-

index.htm 

This is an error, an unnecessary extension concept was created.  See this list of 100 examples where the 

concept “us-gaap:AllowanceForCreditLossesOnFinancingReceivablesTableTextBlock” was used for 

exactly that disclosure: 

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_65_Consistent.html  

 

 

  

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/792130/000114420416133226/0001144204-16-133226-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/792130/000114420416133226/0001144204-16-133226-index.htm
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_65_Consistent.html
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EXXON MOBIL CORP (PWC) (Certent) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/34088/000003408817000017/0000034088-17-000017-

index.htm 

This is an ERROR.  Two separate disclosures are being combined into ONE text block. 

Income before tax, foreign and domestic 

breakdown:  http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_340_Consist

ent.html 

Reconciliation of statutory and effective income tax 

rate:  http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_640_Consistent.ht

ml 

There is ONE intersecting FACT.   That fact should be in BOTH disclosures. 

So, you could make the argument, I guess, that “this is one table therefore it goes in one text 

block”.  That would be a fair argument. But if you make that argument, this is STILL an error…the text 

block used is NOT what you are showing in the text block. 

And so, a really good thing for accountants to discuss is do they want a DATA centric representation of 

information (which is STANDARD, see the BEST PRACTIVE examples above) or a DOCUMENT CENTRIC 

presentation of information which can be infinitely arbitrary? 

 

 

  

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/34088/000003408817000017/0000034088-17-000017-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/34088/000003408817000017/0000034088-17-000017-index.htm
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_340_Consistent.html
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_340_Consistent.html
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_640_Consistent.html
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_640_Consistent.html
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FRANKLIN COVEY CO (Certent) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/886206/000088620616000075/0000886206-16-000075-

index.htm 

The concept “us-gaap:CapitalLeasesInFinancialStatementsOfLesseeDisclosureTextBlock” which is a 

LEVEL 1 NOTE Text Block to represent a Level 3 Disclosure Text Block.  The appropriate concept is shown 

in YELLOW below:

 

See this Level 3 Disclosure Text Block related to the minimum future payments under capital leases: 

 

 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/886206/000088620616000075/0000886206-16-000075-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/886206/000088620616000075/0000886206-16-000075-index.htm
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That is a LEVEL 1 Note Text Block: 
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General Electric Company (Certent) (KPMG) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/40545/000004054517000010/0000040545-17-000010-

index.htm 

The FIRST breakdown circled in RED, don’t know what it is. 

The SECOND is “Income before taxes” which breaks out the foreign and domestic income before 

taxes.  This is a set of 60 BEST PRACTICES for providing this disclosure: 

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_340_Consistent.html  

The THIRD is the breakdown of the current and deferred portion of income tax expense.  This is a set of 

77 BEST PRACTICE examples of that: 

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_337_Consistent.html 

So, you could make the argument, I guess, that “this is one table therefore it goes in one text 

block”.  That would be a fair argument. But if you make that argument, this is STILL an error…the text 

block used is NOT what you are showing in the text block. 

And so, a really good thing for accountants to discuss is do they want a DATA centric representation of 

information (which is STANDARD, see the BEST PRACTIVE examples above) or a DOCUMENT CENTRIC 

presentation of information which can be infinitely arbitrary? 

 

  

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/40545/000004054517000010/0000040545-17-000010-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/40545/000004054517000010/0000040545-17-000010-index.htm
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_340_Consistent.html
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_337_Consistent.html
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Intel Corporation (Workiva) (EY) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/50863/000005086317000012/0000050863-17-000012-

index.htm 

This is an ERROR. What Intel is doing is putting two (or three really) different disclosures into the SAME 

TEXT BLOCK where they really should be separated into TWO, maybe THREE different text blocks. 

The first is “Income before taxes” which breaks out the foreign and domestic income before taxes.  This 

is a set of 60 BEST PRACTICES for providing this disclosure: 

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_340_Consistent.html  

The second is the breakdown of the current and deferred portion of income tax expense.  This is a set of 

77 BEST PRACTICE examples of that: 

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_337_Consistent.html 

Then you have the effective income tax reconciliation to the statutory rate which Intel did not do.  This 

is a set of 78 BEST PRACTICE examples of that: 

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_640_Consistent.html 

Intel showed the entire effective rate to statutory rate reconciliation in another text block; so that fact is 

really not necessary here and it does not go with the other two disclosures. Keep in mind that the focus 

should be a data centric representation of information, not a document centric presentation. 

 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/50863/000005086317000012/0000050863-17-000012-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/50863/000005086317000012/0000050863-17-000012-index.htm
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_340_Consistent.html
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_337_Consistent.html
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_640_Consistent.html
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JOHNSON & JOHNSON (PWC) (Workiva) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/200406/000020040617000006/0000200406-17-000006-

index.htm 

This is an ERROR.  Two separate disclosures are being combined into ONE text block. 

Income before tax, foreign and domestic 

breakdown:  http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_340_Consist

ent.html 

Reconciliation of statutory and effective income tax 

rate:  http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_640_Consistent.ht

ml 

So, you could make the argument, I guess, that “this is one table therefore it goes in one text 

block”.  That would be a fair argument. But if you make that argument, this is STILL an error…the text 

block used is NOT what you are showing in the text block. 

And so, a really good thing for accountants to discuss is do they want a DATA centric representation of 

information (which is STANDARD, see the BEST PRACTIVE examples above) or a DOCUMENT CENTRIC 

presentation of information which can be infinitely arbitrary? 

 

  

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/200406/000020040617000006/0000200406-17-000006-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/200406/000020040617000006/0000200406-17-000006-index.htm
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_340_Consistent.html
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_340_Consistent.html
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_640_Consistent.html
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_640_Consistent.html
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MCDONALDS CORP (Workiva) (EY) (Unrecognized tax positions) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/63908/000006390817000017/0000063908-17-000017-

index.htm 

This is an inappropriate extension concept.  Out of 30 companies in the DOW 30, there were 28 that 

used the existing US GAAP XBRL Taxonomy concept for this disclosure.  The exceptions were AT&T and 

McDonalds, both of which created extension concepts.  That evidence alone makes it incredibly hard to 

justify the creation of the extension concept. 

Add to that these BEST PRACTICE EXAMPLES of how public companies report this disclosure: 

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_746_Consistent.html  

 

 

  

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/63908/000006390817000017/0000063908-17-000017-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/63908/000006390817000017/0000063908-17-000017-index.htm
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_746_Consistent.html
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MCDONALDS CORP (Workiva) (EY) (Income before tax breakdown) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/63908/000006390817000017/0000063908-17-000017-

index.htm 

This is an error. 

This set of BEST PRACTICES shows this exact disclosure and the Level 3 Disclosure Text Block and the 

Level 4 Disclosure Detail concept used: 

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_340_Consistent.html  

But the SMOKING GUN is that the CORRECT Level 3 Disclosure Detail concept WAS USED.  

Therefore, it really is not possible to argue that the extension that was created is justifiable. 

Level 4 Disclosure Detail: (inappropriate extension) 

 

Level 3 Disclosure Text Block: 

 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/63908/000006390817000017/0000063908-17-000017-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/63908/000006390817000017/0000063908-17-000017-index.htm
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_340_Consistent.html
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Moxian, Inc. (EZ-XBRL) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1516805/000121390016019618/0001213900-16-019618-

index.htm  

A Level 3 Disclosure Text Block that relates to INDEFINITE LIVED intangible assets to represent 

information that per the Level 4 Disclosure Detail is FINITE LIVED intangible assets. 

 

 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1516805/000121390016019618/0001213900-16-019618-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1516805/000121390016019618/0001213900-16-019618-index.htm
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PROCTER & GAMBLE CO (Workiva) (Deloitte) (Accrued liabilities) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/80424/000008042417000047/0000080424-17-000047-

index.htm 

This is an error.  TWO different disclosures, each of which tie to the balance sheet, are represented as 

ONE text block.  Frankly, it seems that the SEC’s definition of “Table” is ambiguous.   Is what is shown 

below ONE [Table] or TWO [Table]s?  Is a table defined by the presentation characteristics of the table 

such as the HEADING?  Or, is the definition of a table more data oriented? 

This is one clue/bit of empirical evidence: 

Current accrued liabilities: 

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_149_Consistent.html 

Noncurrent accrued liabilities: 

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_940_Consistent.html  

 

  

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/80424/000008042417000047/0000080424-17-000047-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/80424/000008042417000047/0000080424-17-000047-index.htm
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_149_Consistent.html
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_940_Consistent.html
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PROCTER & GAMBLE CO (Workiva) (Deloitte) (Income before tax) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/80424/000008042417000047/0000080424-17-000047-

index.htm 

This is an error. 

This set of BEST PRACTICES shows this exact disclosure and the Level 3 Disclosure Text Block and the 

Level 4 Disclosure Detail concept used: 

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_340_Consistent.html  

But the SMOKING GUN is that the CORRECT Level 3 Disclosure Detail concept WAS 

USED.  Therefore, it really is not possible to argue that the extension that was created is justifiable. 

Level 4 Disclosure Detail: (inappropriate extension) 

 

Level 3 Disclosure Text Block: 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/80424/000008042417000047/0000080424-17-000047-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/80424/000008042417000047/0000080424-17-000047-index.htm
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_340_Consistent.html
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TRAVELERS COMPANIES, INC. (KPMG) (Document information) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/86312/000104746917000695/0001047469-17-000695-

index.htm  

Using the SEC sort code “Statement” on document and entity information; SHOULD be using the SEC 

sort code “Document”: 

 

 

 

  

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/86312/000104746917000695/0001047469-17-000695-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/86312/000104746917000695/0001047469-17-000695-index.htm
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TRAVELERS COMPANIES, INC. (KPMG) (Income before tax breakdown) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/86312/000104746917000695/0001047469-17-000695-

index.htm 

This is an ERROR.  Two separate disclosures are being combined into ONE text block. 

Income before tax, foreign and domestic 

breakdown:  http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_340_Consist

ent.html 

Reconciliation of statutory and effective income tax 

rate:  http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_640_Consistent.ht

ml 

There is ONE intersecting FACT.   That fact should be in BOTH disclosures. 

So, you could make the argument, I guess, that “this is one table therefore it goes in one text 

block”.  That would be a fair argument. But if you make that argument, this is STILL an error…the text 

block used is NOT what you are showing in the text block. 

And so, a really good thing for accountants to discuss is do they want a DATA centric representation of 

information (which is STANDARD, see the BEST PRACTIVE examples above) or a DOCUMENT CENTRIC 

presentation of information which can be infinitely arbitrary? 

   

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/86312/000104746917000695/0001047469-17-000695-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/86312/000104746917000695/0001047469-17-000695-index.htm
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_340_Consistent.html
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_340_Consistent.html
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_640_Consistent.html
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_640_Consistent.html
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UNITED TECHNOLOGIES CORP (PWC) (Workiva) (inventories) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/101829/000010182917000007/0000101829-17-000007-

index.htm 

This is clearly an error.  An extension concept was created for a concept that clearly exists in the US 

GAAP XBRL Taxonomy.  See these BEST PRACTICE EXAMPLES that all use the concept “us-

gaap:ScheduleOfInventoryCurrentTableTextBlock” to represent this disclosure: 

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_517_Consistent.html  

 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/101829/000010182917000007/0000101829-17-000007-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/101829/000010182917000007/0000101829-17-000007-index.htm
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_517_Consistent.html
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UNITED TECHNOLOGIES CORP (PWC) (Workiva) (long term debt) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/101829/000010182917000007/0000101829-17-000007-

index.htm 

This is a summary of how others create the long-term debt maturities disclosure: 

Roll up: 

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_195_Consistent.html 

Hierarchy (no total, so no roll up): 

http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_1272_Consistent.html 

Notice the Level 3 Disclosure Text Block used which is “us-

gaap:ScheduleOfMaturitiesOfLongTermDebtTableTextBlock”. 

And yet, United Technologies created an extension concept.  And what would be the justification for the 

extension concept? 

 

 

 

  

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/101829/000010182917000007/0000101829-17-000007-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/101829/000010182917000007/0000101829-17-000007-index.htm
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_195_Consistent.html
http://www.xbrlsite.com/site1/2017/Prototypes/DisclosureAnalysis/All/Index_1272_Consistent.html
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VERIZON COMMUNICATIONS INC (RR Donnelley) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/732712/000119312517050292/0001193125-17-050292-

index.htm 

Verizon used the basis of presentation + significant accounting policies related Text Block; but that does 

not include the nature of operations disclosure (description of business) that Verizon clearly includes in 

that Text Block.  See these text block options: 

 

One of those would be a more appropriate text block, so nature of operations would be reported. 

 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/732712/000119312517050292/0001193125-17-050292-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/732712/000119312517050292/0001193125-17-050292-index.htm
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The US GAAP XBRL Taxonomy permutations and combinations are, shall I say “convoluted” and 

incomplete; but there is a concept that appears to meet the needs of this filer.  I have mentioned this 

issue about the US GAAP XBRL Taxonomy numerous times to the FASB, to Campbell at XBRL US, and 

have pointed this out to multiple filing agents.   

Further, the terms used are inconsistent.  See the reconciliation below.  I believe that this is a legitimate 

point that I make.  Further, this is an extreme example of other areas of the US GAAP XBRL Taxonomy 

that have similar issues. 
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WAL MART STORES INC (Workiva) (EY) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/104169/000010416917000021/0000104169-17-000021-

index.htm 

I contend that this is an ERROR.  The Level 3 Disclosure Text Block used is incorrect.  Should be this text 

block most likely.  Further, it seems to me that the term “reporting segment” or “geographic area” or 

something more precise should be used here.  I could be wrong because the language here is imprecise.  

But based on the information reported, it seems like I am right. 

us-

gaap:ScheduleOfRevenuesFromExternalCustomersAndLongLivedAssetsByGeographicalAreasTableTextBl

ock 

 

  

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/104169/000010416917000021/0000104169-17-000021-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/104169/000010416917000021/0000104169-17-000021-index.htm
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WALT DISNEY CO/ (PWC) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1001039/000100103916000516/0001001039-16-000516-

index.htm 

Per reporting rules, the basis of reporting must be disclosed yet I see nothing that indicates that Walt 

Disney has created their financial statement in accordance with US GAAP.  This use of estimates 

verbiage says “The preparation of financial statements in conformity with generally accepted accounting 

principles requires management to make estimates and assumptions…” 

It does NOT state that the report was created according to US GAAP (generally accepted accounting 

principles). 

If you feel that this DOES satisfy the basis of reporting requirement; then the concept that includes the 

basis of reporting would be appropriate here, “us-

gaap:BasisOfPresentationAndSignificantAccountingPoliciesTextBlock” 

 

 

 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1001039/000100103916000516/0001001039-16-000516-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1001039/000100103916000516/0001001039-16-000516-index.htm


37 
 

Per the AICPA accounting and reporting technical hotline and other sources; the nature of operations 

disclosure is required.  See ASC 275-10-50 which states: 

 

Yet, I see no nature of operations disclosure in the last 10-K that was filed with the SEC. There is 

certainly no XBRL fact that provides that information.  This is an error. 

If I am WRONG, then the AICPA Technical Hotline is ALSO WRONG and giving out bad information. 
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World Moto, Inc. (EZ-XBRL) 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1492151/000159406216000651/0001594062-16-000651-

index.htm 

The significant accounting policies text block was used; but what is IN the disclosure is a lot more than 

the significant accounting policies.  An appropriate text block should be used. 

 

This concept is inappropriate: 

 

 

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1492151/000159406216000651/0001594062-16-000651-index.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1492151/000159406216000651/0001594062-16-000651-index.htm

