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November 30, 2015 
 
 
Submitted electronically via www.ifrs.org 
 
IFRS Foundation Trustees 
30 Cannon Street, 1st Floor 
London EC4M 6XH 
United Kingdom 
 
Dear Sirs: 
 

Re:  Trustees’ Review of Structure and Effectiveness 
 
This letter is the response of the Canadian Accounting Standards Board (AcSB) to the IFRS Foundation’s 
Request for Views, “Trustees’ Review of Structure and Effectiveness: Issues for the Review,” issued in July 
2015. 

The AcSB is Canada’s national accounting standard-setting body, holding the legal authority to set accounting 
standards in Canada.  Since 2011, the AcSB has operated under the strategy of endorsing and then importing 
IFRS into Canada for application by publicly accountable enterprises, other than pension plans.  To date, our 
policy has been to adopt IFRS as issued by the IASB, without modification (with the exception of deferring for 
a period of time the initial adoption of IFRS by investment and rate-regulated entities).  As of January 1, 2015, 
all such deferrals by the AcSB have ended.  The AcSB consists of members from a variety of backgrounds, 
including financial statement users, preparers, auditors and academics.  Additional information about the 
AcSB can be found at www.frascanada.ca. 

We support the IFRS Foundation Trustees’ activities to review the structure and effectiveness of the 
organization; we remain in strong support of the Foundation’s mission statement of developing standards 
“that bring transparency, accountability and efficiency to financial markets around the world”.  From that 
perspective, we encourage the Foundation to consider that the path to achieving its primary strategic goal of 
developing of “a single set of high quality, understandable, enforceable and globally accepted financial 
reporting standards” is through participating in the development of accounting standards that produce 
comparable results in global capital markets, regardless of the framework (IFRS, U.S. GAAP or any other 
framework). 

There has been a tremendous increase in the number of jurisdictions applying IFRS. Yet there still remain 
several significant jurisdictions, representing in excess of 50% of the world capital markets that either have 
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not yet adopted IFRS, or do not require an unreserved statement of compliance with IFRS and may not 
imminently fully adopt.  While we understand the Foundation’s general tendency to focus on the number of 
jurisdictions adopting IFRS, we think the Foundation should continue to expand its examination of the degree 
of global adoption of IFRS by comparing the cumulative global capital market contribution of those entities 
that have fully adopted IFRS to the global capital market as a whole1.   

We urge the Foundation to measure its success by reference to the comparability of financial reporting 
outcomes within global capital markets regardless of which accounting framework is used (including IFRS, U.S. 
GAAP or national GAAP).  Therefore, we encourage the Trustees to work with other oversight bodies to guide 
all jurisdictions towards globally comparable financial reporting outcomes by focusing on narrowing 
differences between frameworks, and we think that this approach of cooperation could ultimately lead more 
jurisdictions to adopt IFRS.  We have confidence in this approach because it is reflective of our nation’s 
journey to IFRS. 

Recently, the Foundation was pursuing convergence activities to facilitate adoption of IFRS by certain 
jurisdictions, including the U.S.  We encourage the Foundation to consider an intermediate goal of developing 
“high-quality globally consistent and comparable accounting standards” through global cooperation and 
participation of a broader range of national accounting standard-setters.  We think this approach will remove 
barriers amongst standards setters and will foster: 

• increased transparency of discussions that would  allow for jurisdictional differences due to legal, tax or 
cultural dissimilarities, yet lead to the development of globally consistent and comparable reporting 
outcomes (consistent with the Foundation’s Mission Statement);    

• the development of standards that narrow differences between those jurisdictions that have adopted 
IFRS and those that continue to develop national accounting standards; and 

• the adoption of IFRS in the long term by reducing barriers.   

In our experience IFRS and national accounting standards can co-exist peacefully in capital markets.   Many 
years before Canada’s adoption of IFRS: 

• Canadian GAAP and U.S. GAAP were used and Canadians had a strong understanding of both frameworks; 
and 

• the AcSB used elements of both IFRS and U.S. GAAP to assist in the development of Canadian pre-IFRS 
transition standards. 

1  Speech by IFRS Foundation Trustee Lynn Wood – 'Financial reporting in the global economy: Facilitating better 
business and investor decision-making’ 
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Today, Canada continues to be influenced by its proximity to the U.S. with many Canadian enterprises 
conducting business cross-border and in the U.S. capital market.  Canada continues to have the largest 
number of foreign private issuers that file financial statements with the U.S. Securities and Exchange 
Commission.  These dual-listed entities are also permitted by securities law to fulfill their domestic continuous 
disclosure requirements with financial statements prepared in accordance with IFRS as issued by the IASB or 
U.S. GAAP2.  We have found that users of financial statements can understand more than one high-quality 
accounting framework as long as the resulting financial reports have a high degree of comparability. 
Therefore, we think that continued and enhanced cooperation between the IASB and other national 
accounting standard-setters towards globally comparable accounting standards better serves the global 
economy by reducing the cost of reporting and enabling users to make more informed economic decisions.   

Responses to many of questions posed in the Request for Views are provided in the Appendix to this letter.  
We have not responded to some of the questions as the topics are either beyond the scope of the AcSB’s 
mandate or we did not have any specific views to share with the Foundation. 

We would be pleased to elaborate on our comments in more detail if you require.  If so, please contact me or, 
alternatively, Rebecca Villmann, Director, Accounting Standards (+1 416 204-3464 or email 
rvillmann@cpacanada.ca) or Andrew White, Principal, Accounting Standards (+1 416 204-3487 or email 
awhite@cpacanada.ca). 

Yours truly, 

 

    
Linda F. Mezon, FCPA, FCA 
CPA (MI) 
Chair, Canadian Accounting Standards Board 
lmezon@cpacanada.ca 
+1 416 204-3490  

2  As at December 31, 2014 approximately 75% of Canadian SEC cross-border registrants prepared their financial 
statements in accordance with IFRS, with 24% preparing their financial statements in accordance with U.S. GAAP. 
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APPENDIX 

Question 1 – Should the IASB develop Standards for other entities? 

Considering the consequences referred to above, what are your views on whether the IASB should 
extend its remit beyond the current focus of the organization to develop Standards; in particular for 
entities in the private, not-for-profit sector? 

 
We think the IASB should not expand its current focus to develop Standards for not-for-profit entities because 
its limited resources should be used to maintain and improve current IFRS and achieve its primary strategic 
goals. 

IFRS and IFRS for SMEs are available for local and/or national standard-setters to adopt for private 
enterprises.  In some jurisdictions where local or national standard-setters have already developed standards 
for private enterprises and/ or not-for-profit entities, they have been done with consideration of the 
characteristics of the jurisdictions including the specific needs of the users and the legal or statutory 
requirements of the jurisdiction.  We are concerned that the cost and level of effort for these organizations to 
change to a new framework from the local framework may be prohibitive.   We also think that some 
jurisdictions may choose not to adopt the not-for-profit standards as issued by the IASB and therefore, the 
Foundation would need to develop a funding structure to support the cost of this initiative by those who 
would utilize the standards.  

Question 2 – Wider corporate reporting 

Do you agree with the proposal that the IASB should play an active role in the developments in wider 
corporate reporting through the co-operation outlined above? 

 
We agree that the Foundation and the IASB should play an active role in contributing views and monitoring 
developments in wider corporate reporting through activities such as continued contributions to the 
International Integrated Reporting Council because we think that it is important that the IASB remain aware 
of financial reporting developments.  In our view the IASB should consider whether any developments in 
wider corporate reporting would require changes to future standard-setting activities to ensure that IFRS are 
responsive to changes in the reporting environment to ensure that the format and content of financial 
statements remain both useful and relevant to users and the capital markets 

 
Question 3 – Strategy regarding the IFRS Taxonomy 

Do you agree with the Foundation’s strategy with regard to the IFRS Taxonomy? 

 
While we believe that the future use of technology will improve access to financial information, we do not 
think that the taxonomy should be a top priority of the Foundation and recommend that the IASB dedicate its 
limited resources to maintaining and improving current IFRSs.  
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XBRL appears to be the leading technological solution to provide digital access to IFRS information and we 
support the Foundation’s goal to have “the IFRS Taxonomy recognized as the globally agreed standard to tag 
and intelligently structure IFRS financial information”.  From that perspective, we think the IASB needs to own 
its XBRL process.  

Currently domestic Canadian public companies are not required to report their financial information using 
XBRL and very few enterprises voluntarily disaggregate this information.  Since 1997 Canadian public 
companies have filed their disclosure documents on the System for Electronic Document Analysis and 
Retrieval (SEDAR)3.  SEDAR provides a medium for Canadian public companies to distribute their continuous 
disclosure documents (i.e. financial statements, prospectuses, etc.) on a timely basis but does not provide 
users with a system to easily collect and analyze information.   In addition, many Canadian public companies 
are dual-listed in foreign jurisdictions, such as the United States, and therefore be subject to their public 
reporting requirements.   

With the above being said, we acknowledge that domestic securities regulators are responsible for 
determining public company filing requirements and we would discourage the IASB from infringing on 
securities regulator domain.  Therefore, we encourage the Foundation to consider the following factors, with 
the assistance of jurisdictional securities regulators, which may diminish the usefulness of XBRL information 
when developing its taxonomy: 

• the cost for companies to have their disclosures documents tagged, especially smaller-sized companies 
that have limited resources;    

• whether the XBRL information provided is users is relevant; 

• the ease of use of the taxonomy to ensure consistent application; 

• ability of the taxonomy to be used in different languages; 

• jurisdictional assurance requirements regarding XBRL information4; and 

• the limitations of jurisdictional enforcement of XBRL.   

Finally, we recommend that the IASB monitor the developments in foreign jurisdictions including the U.S. and 
consider the need to revise IFRS reporting requirements to respond to changing information needs, such as 
the disaggregation of XBRL information.  Overall, we think that the IASB’s involvement in the IFRS taxonomy 
should be considered in parallel to the efforts of other jurisdictions, including the FASB’s involvement in the 
U.S. GAAP taxonomy.  We support formalizing and updating the IFRS Taxonomy Due Process to include a 
focused yet limited involvement of the IASB. 

3 www.sedar.com 
4 It is our understanding that neither Canadian nor the U.S. securities regulations require assurance regarding the 
accurate tagging of XBRL information. 
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 Question 4 – Support of regulators to improve digital access to general purpose financial reports 

How can the IASB best support regulators in their efforts to improve digital access to general purpose 
financial reports to investors and other users? 

 
The Canadian Securities Administrators (CSA) has the authority to design policies and regulations governing 
how Canadian registrants file their continuous disclosure documents (including financial statements) and to 
determine the means by which digital access to these documents is provided to investors and other users.   
We encourage the IASB to discuss with the CSA what support the IASB may provide them in their efforts to 
improve digital access to general purpose financial reports for Canadian investors and other users.     

Question 5 – Changes in technology and relevance of IFRS 

Do you have any views or comments on whether there are any other steps the IASB should take to 
ensure that it factors into its thinking changes in technology in ways in which it can maintain the 
relevance of IFRS? 

 
We agree that the Foundation’s consideration in paragraph 38 of the Request for Views that it should 
establish a network of experts to advise on how it and the IASB should monitor and respond to changes in 
technology.  We recommend that these experts be selected considering the factors we identified in our 
response to question 3 above.  It will be important that the Foundation oversee the design of how IFRS 
financial information is provided through future technologies. 

Question 6 – Consistency of application and implementation 

What are your views on what the Foundation is doing to encourage the consistent application of IFRS?  
Considering resourcing and other limitations, do you think that there is anything more than the 
Foundation could and should be doing in this area? 

 
We support each of the activities being undertaken by the IASB and the Foundation to encourage the 
consistent application and implementation of IFRS.  International accounting standards are principle-based 
which may lead to different yet equally appropriate accounting conclusions.  We think that the Foundation 
should encourage the IASB to make maintaining and improving the quality and clarity of existing IFRSs its top 
priority over the next few years.  Overall, standards that are of high quality are clear and result in financial 
information being reported in a comparable manner within, and across jurisdictions.  Therefore, we think that 
there are several areas, discussed below that the Foundation should encourage the IASB to consider in 
addition to its current activities.  

Jurisdictions having differing effective dates for new or amended standards can affect the consistent 
application of IFRS, in particular when significant new standards are being implemented.  It is important that 
the IASB and the Foundation promote the benefits of a single global adoption date for new or amended IFRSs 
to encourage increased global discussion between preparers and auditors and to produce more comparable 
accounting outcomes.   
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The Accounting Standards Advisory Forum (ASAF) contributes constructively towards the IASB’s goal of 
developing high-quality accounting standards.  ASAF is currently focused on providing input on major 
technical issues related to the IASB’s standard-setting activities and conducting research programs.  We think 
that the ASAF agenda should be considered more holistically to provide members with a forum and an 
opportunity to discuss application and endorsement issues that they face in their local jurisdiction.  Overall, 
we encourage the Foundation to communicate and interact with national standard-setters, those charged 
with endorsement of IFRS and others charged with governance at a more strategic level.  

We support the Trustees objective to use easily translatable wording when developing new standards.  
However, we recommend that the translation of a standard be a more integrated part of the development of 
IFRS.  Translated versions of IFRS, used to prepare financial statements, may be an official version of the 
standards in jurisdictions such as Canada and any issues with the quality of translations may impair the 
consistent application of the standards. We think that exposure drafts should ask for stakeholder input on the 
translated versions of the proposal in order to seek input on the quality of the translations.  

We think that the role of the IFRS Interpretations Committee (IFRIC) is of critical importance for providing 
timely authoritative guidance on issues that have arisen within the context of current standards and that the 
importance of this role will continue to grow as more jurisdictions adopt IFRS. Standards, even when clearly 
written, require interpretation to resolve legitimate differences in application.  Accordingly, we recommend 
that the Foundation encourage the IASB to dedicate a substantial portion of its resources to responding to 
implementation needs as they arise, especially in light of the several major projects either recently completed 
or soon to be completed by the IASB.   We also recommend that the Foundation further support the IASB in 
continuing its research and assessing the consistency of application of IFRS globally and to work with other 
standard-setters to increase its focus on ensuring consistent accounting outcomes across accounting 
frameworks.  

We are concerned that Agenda Decisions (NIFRICS) although helpful are non-authoritative.  We think the 
Foundation should encourage the IASB and IFRIC to provide authoritative, instead of non-authoritative, 
guidance to support the consistent application of IFRS. 

We encourage the Foundation while developing a new or amended standard to identify elements of 
proposals that would benefit from field testing to ensure that significant implementation concerns are 
identified and addressed prior to a standard’s release.  We think that the IASB may define elements for testing 
by considering the significance or pervasiveness of the issue being addressed and the likelihood that the 
guidance may result in application diversity. Overall, we think that the field testing process may be more 
efficient and timely if focused on specific elements of the standard and encourage the IASB to involve local 
jurisdictions, including Canada, to assist with this testing. 

We support the use of Transition Resource Groups (including the Revenue and Impairment of Financial 
Instruments groups) to help identify transition issues associated with significant new or amended standards. 
However, we think that these groups should remain active, up to and including the transition date, to: 
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• provide stakeholders the opportunity to discuss issues, for example through working groups such as the 

Canadian IFRS Discussion Group5; 

• ensure broader dissemination of information as the result of socialization of issues; and 

• demonstrate that the IASB is standing ready to act if a fatal flaw in the standard is identified during 
implementation. 

Question 8 – Geographic distribution of Trustees 

What are your views on the overall geographical distribution of Trustees and how it might be 
determined?  Do you agree with the proposal to increase the number of ‘at large’ Trustee 
appointments from two to five? 

 
While we agree with the proposal to increase the number of ‘at large’ Trustee appointments from two to five 
for the reasons included in the Request for Views, we think that all Trustees must have an appropriate depth 
of experience in governing and overseeing the development of accounting standards.  

We think that the current approach for determining geographical distribution of Trustees based on a 
jurisdiction’s relative size in world capital markets should continue to be considered, in addition to other 
attributes to ensure that all jurisdictions are given the opportunity to participate.  Other attributes that could 
be considered include:  

• a jurisdiction’s contribution to the development of global accounting standards; and 

•  whether a jurisdiction has adopted or has future plans to adopt IFRS.  

We are unclear as to how the Foundation plans to implement their plan to increase the number of ‘at large’ 
members from two to five while still maintaining its current complement of 22 Trustees.  We think that the 
Foundation should clarify how they expect to implement the proposed change and recommend that any 
change be completed over an appropriate time frame. 

Question 9 – Appropriate balance of professional backgrounds 

What are your views on the current specification regarding the provision of an appropriate balance of 
professional backgrounds?  Do you believe that any change is necessary and, if so, what would you 
suggest and why? 

 
Overall, we support the current specifications of the IFRS Foundation’s Constitution regarding an appropriate 
balance of professional backgrounds of Trustees.  However, we recommend that the Foundation’s 
Constitution also consider appropriate representation by industry based on the level of global financing raised 
by a specific industry. 

5 The IFRS Discussion Group was established by the AcSB to implement and maintain a regular public forum to discuss 
issues that arise in Canada when applying IFRS. 
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Question 10 – Frequency of reviews of strategy and effectiveness 

Do you agree with the proposal to change the focus and frequency of reviews of strategy and 
effectiveness, as set out above? 

 
We agree with the proposal to amend Section 17 of the Foundation’s Constitution to require “that a review of 
the entire strategy and effectiveness of the organization should commence, at the latest, five years after the 
previous review has been completed” because we think that a five-year period will provide sufficient time to 
execute and assess the Foundation’s strategy and effectiveness. 

We also think that requiring a review “at the latest, five years after the previous review has been completed” 
gives the Foundation sufficient flexibility to complete reviews more frequently should the need arise. 

Question 11 – Reduction in size of IASB 

Do you agree with the proposals to reduce the size of the IASB as set out in the Constitution from 16 
members to 13 members and the revised geographic distribution? 

 
While we agree with the Trustees’ view that a smaller Board may be more effective, we are concerned that 
reducing the number of IASB members may limit the Board’s ability to effectively conduct direct outreach 
activities globally.  We think that the composition of the Board should be adjusted to reflect the wide range of 
countries that have adopted IFRS while still providing opportunities for representation from capital markets 
that support application of global accounting standards.  In deciding on the representation from the various 
regions, we think that relative size of each jurisdiction’s capital markets in addition to other factors such as 
the strength of the jurisdiction’s adoption and ongoing enforcement of IFRS could be considered. 

We believe that Canada’s robust adoption of IFRS would provide useful North American representation on the 
IASB so we would be happy to assist the Foundation in identifying a qualified Canadian, as defined in Section 
25 of the Constitution.  

Question 12 – Balance of backgrounds 

Do you agree with the proposal to delete Section 27 and to amend the wording of Section 25 of the 
Constitution on the balance of backgrounds on the IASB? 

We support a board selection process that promotes diversity in education and practical experience such that 
the entire financial reporting process is represented on the IASB.  We think that the composition of IASB 
members should include members with previous experience as standard-setters, auditors, preparers, users, 
academics and regulators.  This is reflective of our experience in Canada, and we find that this diversity allows 
us to be most effective in our outreach activities. 

Question 13 – Terms of reappointment 

Do you agree with the proposal to amend Section 31 of the Constitution on the terms of 
reappointment of IASB members as outlined above? 
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We agree with the proposal to amend the terms of reappointment of IASB members (other than the Chair 
and Vice-Chair who may be reappointed for five years) from three to up to five years because that provides 
the Foundation sufficient flexibility to ensure the appropriate composition of Board members. The longer 
term will ensure continuity amongst IASB members on long-term projects that may take significant time to 
complete.   

We encourage the Foundation to stagger the appointment of IASB members to ensure that member turnover 
does not impact standard-setting activities for long-term projects.  We recommend that the Foundation 
consider whether it has sufficient flexibility to ensure the appropriate continuity of IASB members and to 
assess whether it may benefit from amending the Constitution to permit, in limited circumstances, the 
appointment of IASB members to a third term. 
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