
 

 

 

August 30, 2012 

IFRS Foundation Due Process Oversight Committee  

30 Cannon Street, 

London   EC4M 6XH 

United Kingdom 

 

Dear Sirs, 

This letter is the response of the Canadian Accounting Standards Board (AcSB) to the IFRS 

Foundation’s Invitation to Comment “IASB and IFRS Interpretations Committee Due Process 

Handbook”, issued in May 2012.   

The AcSB is Canada’s national accounting standard setting body, which has adopted a strategy 

of importing IFRSs into Canada for publicly accountable enterprises.  The AcSB consists of 

members from a variety of backgrounds, including preparers, advisors, academics and financial 

statement users.  Additional information about the AcSB can be found at www.frascanada.ca. 

The views expressed in this letter take into account comments from individual members of the 

AcSB and its staff.  However, they do not necessarily represent a common view of the members 

of the AcSB, its committees or staff.  Formal positions of the AcSB are developed only through 

due process. 

We commend the Trustees of the IFRS Foundation, the International Accounting Standards 

Board (IASB) and the IFRS Interpretations Committee (Interpretations Committee) for their 

efforts to develop the Due Process Handbook (Handbook) further, given the high quality of their 

existing due process.  We agree that the Handbook has evolved and represents world class 
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practices that a standard-setter can follow to demonstrate its accountability for, and the 

transparency of, its process.  The AcSB has developed its own due process summary based on 

the current version of the Handbook, given the high regard we have for the existing due process 

of the IASB and the Interpretations Committee. 

Placing high reliance on due process  

The AcSB relies on the IASB and the Interpretations Committee to apply their due process in 

fact and in appearance so that the AcSB can continue to adopt new and amended IFRSs “as 

issued by the IASB” into Canadian GAAP.  In participating in that due process, Canadian and 

other stakeholders have opportunities to share their views with the IASB and the Interpretations 

Committee.  Reporting on how the IASB and the Interpretations Committee complied with their 

due process requirements demonstrates that they understood and considered stakeholders’ 

concerns.  When the IASB and the Interpretations Committee have applied their due process to 

ensure that a new or amended IFRS is appropriate for application by entities around the world, 

the only issue that the AcSB needs to inquire into is whether there are unique circumstances in 

Canada that would prevent it from applying its policy of incorporating the new or amended IFRS 

into Canadian GAAP without modification.   

The AcSB and other bodies that have adopted IFRSs place high reliance on the due process 

carried out by the IASB and the Interpretations Committee.  The more accountable and 

transparent their process is, the less likely there could be any reasons for the AcSB or another 

body to modify or fail to adopt a new or amended IFRS “as issued by the IASB”.   

Therefore, the accountability for, and transparency of, the due process of the IASB and the 

Interpretations Committee is one of the key factors to achieving the IFRS Foundation’s “long-

term goal of the global adoption of IFRSs as developed by the IASB, in their entirety and 

without modification” (recommendation A2 from the “Report of the Trustees’ Strategy Review 

2011, IFRSs as the Global Standards: Setting a Strategy for the Foundation’s Second Decade”).   

Enhancing the accountability of the IASB and the Interpretations Committee and the 

transparency of their due process would further solidify their global standing and contribute to 
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achieving the Foundation’s long-term goal.  From that perspective and in that spirit, we propose 

enhancing: 

(i) the re-exposure criteria, to include considering the significance and extent of changes 

made to exposure draft proposals and the benefits of identifying unintended 

consequences; 

(ii) the process for responding to issues referred by the Monitoring Board, so that the IASB 

remains able to decide freely what issues it will address; and 

(iii) the new section on implementation and maintenance, to capture more fully some of the 

recommendations from the “Report on the Trustee’s Review of Efficiency and 

Effectiveness of the IFRS Interpretations Committee”. 

Re-exposure criteria   

The AcSB thinks that the IASB’s criteria for re-exposure should be enhanced to include 

consideration of the significance and extent of the changes made to an exposure draft and the 

need to identify any implications or unintended consequences the changes could have, especially 

on those stakeholders who agreed with the original proposals.   

The decisions the IASB made, jointly with the FASB, to re-expose the revenue and lease 

proposals demonstrate the importance of re-exposure in those circumstances.  The Boards 

recognized the benefits of re-exposure when explaining their recent decisions to re-expose these 

proposals as noted below:  

Revenue proposals: “It was the unanimous view of the boards that while there was no 
formal due process requirement to re-expose the proposals it was appropriate to go 
beyond established due process given the importance of the revenue number to all 
companies and the need to take all possible steps to avoid unintended consequences.” ... 
“Specifically, the boards plan to invite feedback on “(i) whether the revised requirements 
are understandable and whether the drafting of the requirements has not created 
unintended consequences for specific contracts or industries, and (ii) a few specific 
aspects of the revised requirements.”   (IASB Update June 2011, emphasis added) 

Lease proposals: Given the extent of change to the lease proposals, the IASB and the 
FASB decided to re-expose those proposals to “provide interested parties with an 



IFRS Foundation Due Process Oversight Committee  
August 30, 2012 
Page 4 
 
 

 

opportunity to comment on revisions that the boards have undertaken since the 
publication of an exposure draft on leasing in August 2010” (IASB Update July 2011). 

Revising the re-exposure criteria for new or amended IFRSs as proposed would also make the 

criteria more consistent with the guidance on when draft interpretations are to be re-exposed.  

The revised Handbook states that “Re-exposure depends on the significance of the changes 

contemplated, whether they were raised in the Basis for Conclusions on the draft Interpretation 

or in questions posed by the Interpretations Committee, their significance for practice and what 

might be learned by the Interpretations Committee from re-exposure.” (paragraph 7.17, emphasis 

added) 

Re-exposing the complete proposal when it has changed significantly from the exposure draft is 

based in part on the philosophy of “get it right”.  We support the IASB seeking comments on the 

significant changes and new views on unchanged proposals as an effective and efficient way to 

reap the benefits from re-exposure. 

We recommend that a re-exposure draft include the complete set of proposals, rather than a 

limited exposure draft accompanied by a review draft, in order to demonstrate that the process is 

fully open and transparent.  Constituents will submit comments when they are concerned about 

any part of the revised proposed standard and the IASB should deliberate all significant concerns 

received, regardless of the type of document issued.  For example, this situation arose in 2010 

when the IASB issued a Working Draft of a new standard, “Liabilities”, including the proposals 

in the Exposure Draft, “Measurement of Liabilities in IAS 37”.  In that case, the IASB decided 

that the revised standard could not be finalized as proposed given the significant concerns raised.  

We think that issuing a re-exposure draft of the whole standard with focused questions on the 

revised portion will help build general acceptance of the final standard. 

Importantly, re-exposure enhances the IASB’s accountability and transparency for the decisions 

it makes because it provides the opportunity for:  

(i) the IASB to explain its rationale for the changes made in more depth in the basis for 

conclusions because stakeholders are more likely to read an exposure draft than agenda 

papers;  
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(ii) any stakeholder to participate formally, and likely a greater number of stakeholders than 

those who participate informally in the additional consultations that the IASB and staff 

conduct as part of developing and evaluating revised proposals (for which consultations 

they should be commended); 

(iii) stakeholders to raise any new views, additional considerations and practice issues the 

IASB may not yet have considered, including possible implications and unintended 

consequences arising from the changes to the original exposure draft proposal; and  

(iv) the IASB to build stakeholders’ acceptance of the proposal through discussion of the final 

draft requirements in an open manner, especially when a new or amended IFRS is 

controversial.  

We think that the IASB should continue to devote significant effort to building the general 

acceptance of proposals by stakeholders.  As the ability to require compliance with IFRSs can 

rest with other bodies, building the general acceptance of proposals through re-exposure 

increases the likelihood that the AcSB and other bodies will endorse new and amended IFRSs as 

issued by the IASB (i.e. without modification).      

Process for responding to issues referred by the Monitoring Board 

We support the IASB considering issues referred by the Monitoring Board and reporting 

promptly on its decision of whether to address the issue.  The AcSB expects that if the 

Monitoring Board submits an issue with evidence about existing accounting practices from 

multiple capital markets, the evidence will identify the need for the IASB or the Interpretations 

Committee to take on the issue. 

We think that the requirement for the IASB to “demonstrate” that not taking up a matter referred 

to it by the Monitoring Board would be inconsistent with its standard-setting responsibilities 

(paragraph 5.9) and would set a hurdle that would be difficult to overcome.  As a result, the 

ability of the Monitoring Board to refer an issue without following the formal agenda 

consultation process appears to provide a way for the Monitoring Board to direct the activities of 

the IASB. 
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The IASB must be allowed to decide freely what issues it will address in order to fulfill its 

standard-setting responsibilities, and be perceived to do so.  Therefore, we recommend that the 

Handbook only require the IASB to explain its rationale for deciding whether it would address 

an issue referred by the Monitoring Board or not.  Such a requirement could also be combined 

with a statement in the Handbook that “the Monitoring Board will neither influence the decision-

making process nor challenge the decisions made by the IASB with regard to its standard-

setting” to emphasize the existing relationship between the bodies (i.e. combine elements of 

paragraphs 5.9 and 5.10).   

New section on implementation and maintenance 

The AcSB is encouraged by and supports strongly the revised direction and increased activities 

of the IASB and the Interpretations Committee to maintain and improve the clarity of IFRSs 

when responding to implementation issues.  Such continued efforts will make IFRSs clearer and 

result in financial information being reported in a more comparable manner within and across 

jurisdictions.   

To support this priority, we think that the new section on maintenance and implementation could 

be enhanced to capture the recommendations arising from the “Report on the Trustees’ Review 

of Efficiency and Effectiveness of the IFRS Interpretations Committee” (Trustees’ Report) 

better.   The Handbook procedures in this section should: 

(i) explain that a single set of agenda criteria will be applied when assessing whether the 

Interpretations Committee should address an issue, regardless of the form that the 

Interpretations Committee’s response might take (page 10 of the Trustees’ Report).    

(ii) cite the complete agenda criteria, consistent with those proposed in the Trustees’ Report 

(Appendix A of the Trustees’ Report), to set clear expectations about the issues that the 

Interpretations Committee will address.  This will encourage submissions that warrant 

action. The criteria that (a) the issue should be sufficiently narrow in scope that it can be 

addressed in an efficient manner and (b) a solution should be effective for a reasonable 

period of time should be included in paragraph 5.13 of the revised Handbook, rather than 
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in paragraphs 5.14 and 5.18, respectively.  Similarly, the template for submitting a 

potential agenda item request to the Interpretations Committee should include the criteria 

cited in the revised Handbook (i.e., the template in Appendix 3 should contain the criteria 

from paragraph 5.13, word for word).  

(iii) describe how the Interpretations Committee would assess and apply its judgment to 

evaluate the criterion that an issue has widespread effect.  The Handbook could explain 

that it is relatively uncommon for an issue to affect just one industry or one country and 

when such a situation arises, the Interpretations Committee would consider how 

addressing the issue more generally could assist more industries and countries (page 9 of 

the Trustees’ Report). 

(iv) clarify the status of agenda rejection notices so that they are not confused with an IFRS or 

perceived as being mandatory.  The Handbook should state that agenda rejection notices 

are not mandatory requirements and do not form part of IFRSs (page 5 of the Trustees’ 

Report) and that the IASB is responsible to ensure that they are not confused with IFRSs.  

Such a statement would also be consistent with the description that education material is 

“material that accompanies but does not form part of IFRSs” and that “the IASB and its 

staff have a responsibility to ensure that any educational material is not confused with an 

IFRS or perceived as being mandatory” (paragraphs 6.39 and 6.40).   

In addition, we recommend that the proposed Interpretations Committee agenda criteria retain 

the statement that “an issue does not have to satisfy all the criteria to qualify for the agenda” 

(paragraph 25 of the “IFRS Interpretations Committee Due Process Handbook” updated 

December 2010).  While the agenda criteria describe the minimum requirements for action by 

the Interpretations Committee, we think that the agenda criteria should not prevent the 

Interpretations Committee from taking action on issues that do not meet all of the criteria when it 

considers resolving the issues to be necessary.  For example, a number of interpretations and 

annual improvements have been issued to address issues for which no diversity existed but action 

was still considered necessary to address a consistent but incorrect application of an IFRS in 

practice.  Retaining the current statement would also clarify that issues should continue to be 
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submitted for consideration by the Interpretations Committee when they may not meet all of the 

agenda criteria but resolution of the issue would improve the application of IFRSs. 

The Appendix to this letter includes responses to the questions asked in the Invitation to 

Comment and additional suggestions. 

In recommending additional enhancements, we have weighed the benefits of enhancing the 

accountability of the IASB and the Interpretations Committee for, and transparency of, their due 

process with the costs of implementing the changes.  The assessment considered how further 

improvements could be achieved without detracting from the effectiveness and efficiency of the 

standard setting process.  We encourage the Trustees, the IASB and the Interpretations 

Committee to consider the recommendations it receives from others in response to the Initiation 

to Comment in the same manner.  

We would be pleased to elaborate on our comments in more detail if you require. If so, please 

contact the undersigned, Peter Martin, Director, Accounting Standards at +1 416 204-3276 

(email peter.martin@cica.ca) or Rebecca Villmann, Principal, Accounting Standards at +1 416 

204-3464 (email rebecca.villmann@cica.ca).  

 

Yours truly, 

 

Gordon Fowler, FCA 
Chair, Canadian Accounting Standards Board 
+1 416 204-3490 
gord.fowler@cica.ca   
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APPENDIX  

Comments of the Canadian Accounting Standards Board to the IFRS 
Foundation’s Invitation to Comment, “IASB and IFRS Interpretations 
Committee Due Process Handbook” dated May 2012 

Question 1: The Trustees’ have included an introductory section dealing with ‘oversight’, and 
the responsibilities of the DPOC (see paragraphs 2.1–2.15). Do you support the inclusion and 
content of this section? Why or why not? 

A1. Yes. We support the inclusion and content of the introductory section dealing with 

‘oversight’ and the responsibilities of the Due Process Oversight Committee (DPOC) 

because the section explains the objective and activities of the DPOC in a manner that 

distinguishes its role and the IASB’s role.  The DPOC’s review and evaluation of 

compliance by the IASB and the Interpretations Committee with their established due 

process represents a significant enhancement to their accountability.  

DPOC’s review – Reporting on compliance with due process  

A2. We think that the transparency of the DPOC’s review of compliance with due process 

could be enhanced by how it reports on its discussions and conclusions (requirement in 

paragraph 2.15(c)).  An attest-type report on compliance with due process would provide 

the best evidence to national standard-setters and other regulatory bodies that rely on 

compliance by the IASB and the Interpretations Committee with their due process as a 

basis for adopting IFRSs.  While we accept that the DPOC does not intend to audit the 

information provided by the IASB and the Interpretations Committee and, as a result, 

could not issue an attest-type report on their compliance with due process, the 

transparency of the DPOC’s review could be maximized by providing clear statements 

about its procedures and conclusions.   

A3. We recommend that the Handbook require the DPOC to provide a negative assurance-

type statement. For example, the DPOC could conclude that, based on reviewing 

information about how the IASB and the Interpretations Committee complied with due 

process requirements, including the completed reporting templates and consideration of 
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concerns raised by third parties, the DPOC did not identify the need for the IASB or the 

Interpretations Committee to take any additional actions.  Alternatively, the DPOC could 

state that “no due process concerns were identified” as it reported for the first time in its 

“Summary of the conclusions to the Trustees’ DPOC meeting,” dated April 12, 2012.  

Clear statements about the results of the DPOC’s assessment facilitate the endorsement of 

IFRSs by the AcSB and other bodies who rely on the DPOC’s conclusions.   

A4. If the DPOC’s conclusions stated that a review had been conducted and included 

comments only when the DPOC had asked the IASB or the Interpretations Committee to 

consider taking additional actions, we would be able to infer that it was appropriate to 

rely on the DPOC’s work.  The AcSB relies on the IASB and the Interpretations 

Committee complying with its due process as a basis for adopting IFRSs without 

modification in Canada.  Given the significance of that reliance and without a clear 

statement from the DPOC, the AcSB would need to make its own assessment of 

compliance by the IASB or the Interpretations Committee with its due process 

requirements for each document issued.  In view of the number of other jurisdictions that 

need to endorse each new and amended IFRS, we submit that the benefit of the DPOC 

making clear statements on the results of its reviews is likely to be substantial.  

A5. When reporting on its reviews, we also think it is important that the DPOC’s statements 

distinguish clearly its reviews of on-going activities of the IASB and the Interpretations 

Committee (i.e. when the DPOC reviews the “due process update” that provides an 

overview of the activities under taken of all projects since the last time the DPOC met) 

from its reviews of significant steps on a topic, such as development and publication of 

documents (i.e. when the DPOC reviews a detailed compliance report on a project or a 

completed due process protocol template).  For example, the summary of the DPOC’s 

discussions and conclusions should identify the projects discussed and not require a 

reader to consult the documents reviewed by the DPOC to infer the topics the Committee 

reviewed.  At a minimum, the DPOC’s conclusions should identify when the Committee 

has reviewed compliance with due process requirements on a standard or interpretation 

that is to be published.  The Handbook should be updated to reflect such a requirement. 
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A6. The more information and the more robust a conclusion the DPOC provides about its 

assessment, the more transparent the review will be.  Such transparency will demonstrate 

how the DPOC is holding the IASB and the Interpretations Committee accountable.  The 

AcSB and other bodies will then be able to rely on the DPOC’s review without further 

deliberation. 

Reviewing compliance on post-implementation reviews  

A7. We also think that the DPOC should assess and report on the IASB’s compliance with 

due process requirements for conducting post-implementation reviews in the same 

manner as the DPOC assesses and reports on the IASB’s compliance with due process 

requirements for new and amended IFRSs. The DPOC need not assess that the IASB has 

conducted a post-implementation review “satisfactorily” (paragraph 6.60).  

Dealing with due process concerns 

A8. When the DPOC is reviewing compliance by the IASB or the Interpretations Committee 

with due process requirements on a new standard or interpretation that will be issued 

shortly, concerns stakeholders may have expressed about compliance should also be 

considered.  The DPOC could consider posting a notice to advise stakeholders that 

concerns relative to a particular project should be submitted by an appropriate deadline to 

enable the DPOC to review that correspondence as part of its final due process review.  

Encouraging a more proactive approach would enable actions to be taken, if needed, 

before new material is finalized.  It could help the endorsement process in different 

jurisdictions and help result in the incorporation of IFRS material into a jurisdiction’s 

accounting standards on a timely basis.  It should also limit the submission of letters of 

complaint following the issuance of a new pronouncement when it may be harder to 

rectify any deficiency. 

Assessing the effect of breaches of due process 

A9. We think that the DPOC could explain how it will judge the effect of a breach in due 

process, rather than assessing whether “no harm” has been done as a result of a breach 

(paragraph 8.5), as a basis for determining when the IASB should take additional actions.  
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We do not know what is meant by “no harm” and are concerned that it will be a difficult 

standard to meet.   

A10. Departures from due process create difficulties for bodies that endorse IFRSs.  Efforts 

should be made to identify and remedy breaches before issuing final new and amended 

IFRSs.   

A11. As well, we think that the DPOC could identify and explain in the Handbook how it will 

distinguish stakeholders’ concerns about adherence to due process from their 

disagreement with technical decisions made by the IASB and the Interpretations 

Committee.  The appointment of David Loweth as Director for Trustee Activities 

provides the DPOC with the technical capability to undertake such an analysis 

independently. 

Question 2: The DPOC have created a Due Process Protocol in the form of a table that shows 
the steps that the IASB must, or could, take, as well as reporting metrics to demonstrate the steps 
that they have taken, in meeting their due process obligations (see Appendix 4).  Do you agree 
with the idea that such a table should be maintained on the public website for each project? Why 
or why not? 

A12. Yes.  We agree that the tables of due process steps should be used to report on how the 

IASB and the Interpretations Committee are meeting their due process obligations and 

that the tables should be maintained on the public website for each project.   The tables 

will remind readers what the requirements and role of the IASB and the Interpretations 

Committee and the DPOC are, and provide a convenient way to see all the activities the 

IASB has undertaken.  Such reports will demonstrate the accountability, and enhance the 

transparency, of the IASB and the Interpretations Committee.  

Question 3: A research programme is described, which we expect will become the development 
base from which potential standards-level projects will be identified (see paragraphs 4.9–4.22). 
In addition, a new section on maintenance has been added, which formalises the practice that 
the IASB and the Interpretations Committee have been following for addressing matters that are 
narrow in scope. It clarifies that the more formal project proposal processes were always 
intended to apply to new IFRSs and major amendments. 

The IASB has the discretion to initiate changes that are narrow in scope to IFRSs as part of the 
general maintenance of IFRSs. The new section also explains how the activities of the IASB and 
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the Interpretations Committee are closely related (see paragraphs 5.11–5.20).  Do you agree 
with the distinction between narrow-scope projects, which come under the heading of 
maintenance and comprehensive projects, which come under the heading of development of 
IFRSs? Why or why not? 

A13. Yes.  We agree with the distinction between minor or narrow-scope amendments and 

major amendments. The criteria to identify issues the Interpretations Committee should 

address in paragraph 5.13 also identify minor or narrow-scoped amendments. The factors 

in paragraph 5.1 identify projects to develop new IFRSs or major improvements.   

A14. The term “narrow-scope projects” is used and inferred in paragraphs 5.11-5.20 but an 

explicit statement should be added to identify that issues that meet the agenda criteria and 

that the Interpretations Committee adds to its programme are “narrow-scope projects”.  

A15. Similarly, we think that the Handbook should identify major improvements projects as 

those items that meet the factors in paragraph 5.1 and that the IASB adds to its work 

programme.   

Do you agree with the introduction of a separate research programme that will likely be the 
development base from which potential standards-level projects will be identified? Why or why 
not? 

A16. Yes. We agree with the introduction of a separate research programme that will likely 

provide the base from which potential standards-level projects will be identified.   We 

think that conducting research that results in identifying the problem that needs to be 

addressed, evaluates a range of possible solutions and is exposed for comment will be an 

effective way to identify potential standards-level projects.  The AcSB envisages that 

more research projects would likely be undertaken than standards-level projects under 

such an approach. 

A17. In addition to providing clear direction and expectations when other bodies undertake 

research projects for the IASB (paragraph 4.12), we think that the IASB must also 

provide on-going strategic oversight of the projects to ensure that the resulting research is 

useful.  For research work outsourced to national standard setting bodies or others, the 

IASB needs to develop formal protocols so that the objectives, reporting requirements 
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and other key elements are clear to all involved.  On important projects, there should be a 

formal mechanism that enables the IASB to provide feedback to the research team to 

encourage work that is complete, neutral and will meet the IASB’s expectations.  For 

example, an IASB staff member could be assigned to each outsourced project to monitor 

and comment on the project’s progress.  The staff could involve IASB members and 

directors when appropriate.  Without such involvement, the IASB would likely need to 

do additional research before it could benefit from the work of others.  

A18. In establishing research protocols with national or regional standard setters, academics 

and others, we think that the IASB should be careful not to impede the independent 

research and thinking of those bodies and individuals. 

A19. The AcSB looks forward to being able to assist the IASB by undertaking research 

projects.  

Question 4: Two changes to comment periods are proposed. The first would increase the 
minimum comment period for exposing the draft of a rejection notice of a request for an 
Interpretation request from 30 days to 60 days (see paragraph 5.16). The other change relates to 
the re-exposure of a document. The DPOC is proposing to allow the IASB to have a reduced 
comment period of a minimum of 60 days for documents it plans to re-expose, if the re-exposure 
is narrow in focus (see paragraph 6.26).  Do you agree with the changes in the comment period 
lengths for rejection notices and re-exposure drafts? Why or why not? 

A20. Yes, we agree, in respect of rejection notices and no, we do not agree, in respect of re-

exposure drafts.  We agree with extending the comment period to 60 days for rejection 

notices because the longer period will enable the AcSB staff to consult with the AcSB 

and seek input from the AcSB’s IFRS Discussion Group, when appropriate.  Similar 

processes in other countries will also be facilitated.  People in non-English-speaking 

countries will have more time to translate rejection notices, which will give them a 

greater opportunity to respond. 

A21. We do not agree with reducing the comment period to a minimum of 60 days for 

documents the IASB plans to re-expose, even when the re-exposure is narrow in focus.  

Our view derives from our somewhat broader concept of the purpose of re-exposure, as 

discussed in our general comment on that issue.  We recommend that the length of a 
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comment period for a re-exposure draft should be determined by applying the same 

requirement as for an exposure draft (in paragraph 6.7).  We think that a re-exposure draft 

of a new or amended IFRS should normally allow for a period of 120 days to provide 

time for:  

(i) respondents to understand the whole proposals in order to assess the implications 

of the revisions.  Otherwise comments on narrow-scope changes might be 

developed without appreciating the broader implications relative to the complete 

standard being developed.  

(ii) national standard-setters and other bodies to discuss and evaluate the proposals 

with stakeholders and committees in order to develop an informed response. 

(iii) more respondents to develop a response when they are balancing multiple 

priorities. A short comment period is more likely to fall during a quarter-end or 

year-end and, as a result, fewer stakeholders will submit comment letters. 

(iv) the revised proposals to be translated and enable stakeholders to understand the 

proposals in their native language. 

Question 5: Are there any other matters in the proposed handbook that you wish to comment on, 
including matters that are not covered by the handbook that you think should be? 

A22. The AcSB recommends the following additional enhancements, including suggestions to 

clarify the drafting in the Handbook. 

Public meetings 

A23. Further to the last sentence of paragraph 3.2 and paragraph 3.38, we think that the Due 

Process Handbook should be more specific about what constitutes a public meeting.  We 

assume that any meeting in which the number of members present equals or exceeds the 

quorum for making technical decisions would be a public meeting unless the subject 

under discussion is administrative or non-technical.  The fundamental principle of 

transparent decision-making through rigorous public debate should be preserved and be 

should seen to be preserved. 
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Post-ballot drafting 

A24. We endorse the point made in the second sentence of paragraph 3.28.  However, we have 

observed cases in practice in which post-ballot drafting changes and also editorial 

changes to already-published standards have substantive effects, without due process 

being applied.  We think that greater care needs to be taken with such apparently minor 

changes.  We recommend that a formal protocol be established to prohibit substantive 

changes initiated by the staff and clarify the process for making drafting changes.  

Consideration should be given to undertaking limited consultation with knowledgeable 

constituents to find out whether drafting changes would likely have a substantive effect in 

practice. 

Analysis of comment letters 

A25. The second sentence of paragraph 3.66 comments that the staff does not normally provide 

the IASB or the Interpretations Committee with a numerical analysis of comment letters 

indicating how many respondents expressed a particular view.  From our observation of 

practice this is not quite the case, nor do we think it should be.  The IASB and the 

Interpretations Committee need numerical analyses of responses on several dimensions to 

understand fully what constituents think of the proposals being redeliberated.  As 

paragraph 3.66 properly observes, the strength of analysis and the supporting evidence 

should govern technical decisions.  However, the IASB also needs to be aware of 

communication, education and other challenges, as well as drafting problems, that 

comment letters may bring to light. 

Full and fair consultation principle 

A26. The extent of consultations the IASB and the Interpretations Committee are to conduct 

should be proportionate to the nature of the change being proposed.  Thus, more 

consultations should be conducted during the development of a new IFRS compared to an 

annual improvement or narrow-scope amendment.  We think that identifying that the 

extent of effort should vary depending on the effect of the proposal would provide a 

useful criterion for assessing whether the full and fair consultation principle has been 
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achieved beyond meeting the minimum safeguards (outlined in paragraph 3.42).  Such a 

criterion would allow the IASB and Interpretations Committee some flexibility and 

provide the DPOC with a basis for assessing the application of the non-mandatory steps 

and optional steps identified in the due process protocols (in Appendix 4) and support the 

explanations provided for why non-mandatory steps are not undertaken (i.e. the ‘comply 

or explain’ steps in paragraph 3.43).  It would also set a clear expectation of how 

stakeholders can participate.   

A27. This recommendation recognizes the increased outreach activities that the IASB and its 

staff have been conducting in the last few years.  We encourage the IASB and its staff to 

continue to consult to the extent feasible and to coordinate those activities with national 

standard-setters and other bodies that can help facilitate discussions in their respective 

jurisdictions.  

A28. We have noted a tendency in recent years for the IASB to carry out certain informal 

consultative steps as a partial substitute for formal steps (or so it appears to us).  For 

example, in the case of revised drafts of standards that we think should have been 

considered for full re-exposure (refer to the discussion of re-exposure on pages 3-5 of our 

letter), the IASB has issued staff review drafts or fatal-flaw review drafts.  The status of 

these drafts may not be sufficiently clear to constituents and the feedback received may 

not be considered in the same way as feedback on exposure drafts.  We think it would be 

helpful for the Due Process Handbook to make a very clear statement that informal 

outreach steps should not be used as a substitute for the proper application of required 

due process steps.  It would also be helpful to clarify further, whether through the Due 

Process Handbook or a supplementary protocol, the purpose and status of the IASB’s 

various types of informal outreach steps. 

Work plan for the Interpretations Committee 

A29. The Interpretations Committee should provide a work plan chart similar to the IASB’s to 

fulfill the requirement in paragraph 3.33 and provide a mechanism that permits 

stakeholders to track the progress of its work and to prepare for the issuance of draft 

interpretations, narrow scope amendments and other mandatory requirements.  
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Consultative groups 

A30. We support the IASB establishing and consulting groups of experts on each major 

project.  We think that the IASB could benefit from increased use of its existing groups.  

For example, the Expert Advisory Panel on the financial instruments impairment project 

has not met since June 2010 but the IASB’s deliberations in 2011 and 2012 have revised 

the proposals significantly.  We recommend that criteria be established to identify when 

consultative groups should meet in order to encourage more regular consultations while 

the IASB deliberates (paragraph 3.61).  The criteria could include seeking feedback from 

consultative groups on alternatives the IASB is evaluating and on significant changes to 

proposals. 

Exposing annual improvements   

A31. The requirement in paragraph 65B of the current Due Process Handbook specifying when 

the IASB should assess whether the annual improvements criteria are met (i.e., before 

being exposed and before being issued) should be incorporated into the section on annual 

improvements (i.e., in paragraphs 6.10 to 6.15). 

Setting effective dates 

A32. Normal minimum requirements for setting effective dates should be established, similar 

to the requirements for setting comment periods on documents for comment.  The 

requirements should identify factors to consider when setting effective dates, such as 

providing time for preparers to implement a standard, endorsers to complete their 

endorsement process, and the Foundation and its partners to translate the standard.  For 

example, the requirement could include using January 1 or July 1 as the effective date 

and propose criteria for determining the appropriate period that should be provided from 

when a standard is issued to when the guidance is to be applied. The appropriate period 

could depend on the nature of the change so the criteria should differentiate the time 

needed based on, for example, whether a change involves the recognition and 

measurement of items, or the disclosure and presentation of information.  The IASB 
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should be required to make a formal assessment of all relevant factors when setting 

effective dates (paragraphs 6.32-6.33).  

Post-implementation reviews  

A33. The AcSB would have preferred that the IFRS Foundation undertake post-

implementation reviews, rather than the IASB, following the model adopted in the United 

States.  As the IASB will be carrying out the reviews, the AcSB will need to rely on the 

DPOC to provide some assurance as to the objectivity of the reviews.  The AcSB thinks 

that the Due Process Handbook should specify, as a minimum, that the IASB board 

advisors and staff directly involved in the review should not have been similarly involved 

in the development of the standard. 

A34. Issues identified before and upon initial adoption of a new or amended IFRS should be 

distinguished from matters that would be addressed in a post-implementation review.  

Differentiating these issues will make it clear that revisions to address unintended 

consequences are to be addressed before the completion of a post-implementation review, 

e.g. when the IASB revised IFRS 3 shortly after its issuance (paragraph 6.52). 

Post-publication maintenance 

A35. All changes to authoritative text should be reported (paragraph 6.38). We find it difficult 

and time consuming to rely on a two class approach to distinguish the types of editorial 

changes that are reported from those that are not reported makes incorporating IFRSs as 

issued by the IASB into the authoritative set of standards in Canada.  Additions and 

revisions to footnotes and formatting changes to definitions, for example, should also be 

identified as editorial corrections.  Although the IFRS Foundation’s editorial team has 

begun providing additional information to assist us, we think that the information should 

be provided on a consistent basis to help all endorsers incorporate IFRSs as issued by the 

IASB into domestic requirements in an effective and efficient manner.   

Translation of IFRSs 

A36. The IFRS Foundation could include a question in translated exposure drafts to seek input 

from stakeholders on the quality of the translation (paragraphs 4.8 and 6.43-6.47). 
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Interpretations Committee  

A37. We think that the Trustees should consider making a stronger statement about the 

attendance of IASB members at meetings of the Interpretations Committee 

(paragraph 7.2).  Committee discussions provide important insights for IASB members 

into the implementation of IFRSs globally.  One approach would be to state a 

requirement for three IASB members to attend each meeting and an encouragement for 

others to attend.  However, we acknowledge the challenges for IASB members in finding 

time to attend Interpretations Committee meetings, given the many other demands on 

their time, and also the fact that proposed interpretations, annual improvements and 

similar IFRS implementation matters are eventually brought to IASB meetings. 

Clarity of drafting  

A38. The language in the proposed new Due Process Handbook should conform to the 

language used in the “Report of the Trustees’ Strategy Review 2011, IFRSs as the Global 

Standards: Setting a Strategy for the Foundation’s Second Decade” and the “Report on 

the Trustees’ Review of Efficiency and Effectiveness of the IFRS Interpretations 

Committee” wherever the Handbook is implementing decisions set out in those other 

documents.  

A39. We think the Handbook should set out a clear principle for transparency at the beginning 

of section 3 in a manner consistent with the full and fair consultation principle in 

paragraph 3.40, rather than making an indirect statement in paragraph 3.2.  

A40. Referring to public outreach as “public hearings” may be confusing to readers because 

discussions in outreach meetings do not result in rulings as is suggested by the term 

“hearing” (paragraph 3.71). 

A41. The reference in paragraph 5.13(c) to “the Conceptual Framework for Financial 

Reporting” should be corrected as noted. 

A42. The implementation and maintenance section should be revised to use clear language that 

consistently reflects the notion that this section and the agenda criteria apply more 

broadly to any issue submitted to the Interpretations Committee, including requests for 
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annual improvements.  This section should not refer to “interpretations” and “interpretive 

guidance” (e.g., paragraphs 5.14, 5.17, 5.18 and 5.19).  Instead, neutral language could be 

used to reflect the notion of a single set of criteria (for example, refer only to “issues that 

the Committee adds to its work programme” or “a solution to those issues”) throughout 

this section. 

A43. The same term should be used to refer to amendments to other IFRSs resulting from a 

new or amended standard. The Invitation to Comment refers to “consequential 

amendments” whereas new and amended IFRSs issued in the last few years refer to these 

amendments as “Amendments to other IFRSs” (paragraph 6.28). 

A44. The new Handbook should refer consistently to “IFRSs and Interpretations” or “IFRSs” 

(which is defined as including Interpretations).  For example, paragraph 2.9 includes the 

only reference to “an Interpretation” in that section.   

A45. The new Handbook should refer consistently to “the IASB members” or “the IASB” and 

“the Interpretations Committee” or “the Interpretations Committee members”, whichever 

is intended. We note that, for example, that paragraph 3.27 refers to “the IASB or 

Interpretations Committee vote” when the members vote.  The last sentence of paragraph 

3.27 refers to “the IASB” when it should also include “the Interpretations Committee”. 

The first and last sentences in paragraph 3.28 refer to the “IASB members” and the 

“IASB” when it should also include “the Interpretation Committee members” and “the 

Interpretations Committee”, respectively.   A careful review of the new Handbook should 

be undertaken to ensure that the various requirements refer to “the IASB” or “IASB 

members” and “the Interpretations Committee” or “Interpretations Committee members” 

as appropriate.    


