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particular importance to those SPACs that are in the IPO stage as they will be using XBRL 

applications for the first time.  

 

Proposal Question 52. Should we modify the scope of the Subpart 1600 disclosures required to 

be tagged? For example, should we require tagging of quantitative disclosures only? Should we 

limit the tagging requirement to only those disclosures required in de-SPAC transactions?  

 

We agree with the proposed requirements as written. 

 

Proposal Question 53. Where an item in Subpart 1600 requests that a registrant provide a tabular 

presentation without specifying a particular format for the table, or data points to include in the 

table, such as the proposed disclosure related to SPAC sponsor compensation, dilution of 

unaffiliated shareholders, and the related sensitivity analysis, should we instead require specific 

elements in the tabular presentation? If we do not propose a specific tabular presentation or 

required elements, would detail tagging provide useful data for investors and other market 

participants?  

 

Greater specificity in data requirements will produce more useful, comparable data. Without 

concrete requirements, issuers will be forced to create custom XBRL elements, which is more 

labor-intensive and costly to generate. Furthermore, data generated from custom elements 

cannot be easily compared from company to company. We encourage the Commission to clearly 

specify what data points and text blocks need to be tagged in an XBRL taxonomy.  

 

Proposal Question 54. Should we require SPACs to use a different structured data language to 

tag the Subpart 1600 disclosures? If so, what structured data language should we require, and 

why?  

 

The alternative to adopting XBRL for this purpose could be to build a custom XML schema. While 

this would enable the production of machine-readable data, it has certain disadvantages 

compared to opting for XBRL: 

• Inline XBRL is uniquely suited to render quantitative and textual data in both human- and 

machine-readable format. 

• XBRL is open, nonproprietary (free) and widely used around the world in 184 global 

implementations. Because XBRL-formatted data is broadly available, it is leveraged by 

numerous data aggregators in applications that serve up data to investors, analysts, 

regulators, and policymakers. Requiring data aggregators, investors, and other data users 

to adapt to a new custom XML schema would be costly and inefficient versus choosing 

the XBRL standard which is already in use. Furthermore, it would result in datasets that 

cannot be commingled with other commonly used datasets such as corporate financials, 

which are already in XBRL format.  

• XBRL is based on a single data model (the taxonomy) which ensures that regulators can 

update or change reporting requirements with ease and at low cost; and it streamlines the 

reporting of data because time series can be maintained with ease, without “breaking” 

when reporting requirements change. With a custom XML schema, typically the data 






