












 

   
AV. DE CORTENBERGH 168   TEL +32(0)2 237 65 11 
B-1000 BRUSSELS   FAX +32(0)2 231 14 45 
VAT BE 863 418 279  E-MAIL: MAIN@UNICE.BE 

 WWW.UNICE.ORG 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Bob, 
 
 
RE: IFRIC’S DUE PROCESS 
 
 
It has been a pleasure to welcome you and Allan in Brussels and we are very thankful 
for the time and effort taken to visit us at UNICE. Our meeting has been an excellent 
opportunity for a constructive and open exchange of views and we are all the more 
grateful to you for this. 
 
As you have well understood, one of our main concerns lies with the lack of 
transparency and balance that the agenda committee’s composition and process imply. 
We understand that the IFRIC works under difficult time constraints and that you are 
eager to provide the most efficient decision process to IFRIC members. We have been 
impressed that the IFRIC can now rely on a resourceful team of seven project 
managers under the competent and knowledgeable leadership of Allan. Under such 
circumstances, a positive outcome on this difficult issue could well be, as you 
suggested, to eliminate the need for an agenda committee.  
 
If nonetheless IASCF decided not to take such a step, we see no other possible 
outcome than complete transparency of the agenda committee’s proceedings, the 
agenda committee’s composition being set in a more balanced fashion. We have 
listened with interest to your proposal of including a UNICE observer in the agenda 
committee and IFRIC’s meetings. This certainly would help, although it cannot remove 
the need for greater transparency of the proceedings. 
 
We are also well aware that one of the critical issues you have to face is the lack of 
availability of IFRIC members coming from industry. This is the reason why we have 
supported the nomination of a very knowledgeable, potential candidate, Dr Bernd 
Hacker, in response to the IASCF call for nominations. 
 
The second issue we have been happy to discuss with you relate to the role that 
auditors and enforcers intend to see IFRIC wordings for rejection play, although these 
wordings are denied any official status by the IFRIC itself. It has come as a relief to us 
to learn that you would qualify the auditors’ and enforcers’ move as “unintended 
consequences”.  
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We understand that you believe nonetheless that there is value in IFRIC releasing 
guidance to the accounting community on issues which do not warrant interpretations. 
We have started considering ways ahead in that direction taking into account that 
UNICE remains committed to IFRS as a set of principle-based standards. UNICE 
indeed fears that too detailed guidance would start building the infamous US Gaap like 
“cookbook”.  
 
We include a set of slides to this letter which feature our first line of thinking in the 
direction you have indicated. Please receive this as a very informal input at an early 
stage, in the constructive spirit that you have brought to our exchange of views. 
 
I am looking forward to meeting you end of this month, when the SAC convenes. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
(original signed by) 
Patrice Marteau 
UNICE Accounting Group Chairman 
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• Agenda committee

– No visibility on the list and detail of issues being under 
consideration by staff and IFRIC agenda committee

– Agenda committee members originate from the international 
audit networks only. No public call for nomination as part of 
IFRIC nomination process. Nomination is not being made by 
Trustees

– Agenda committee meetings are not held in public (observer 
notes and meeting summaries are not made available)

– Material supporting agenda decisions much too light  to be 
fully understandable and support thorough assessment of 
the appropriateness of wordings for rejection

Issues of concern
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Issues of concern

• Wordings for rejection

– Are issued under the disclaimer that they are not official 
positions of the IFRIC

– Have therefore no official, mandatory status
– Give accounting guidance as to what should be done or what is 

prohibited, hence eliminating implicit options
– Are the result of a very light due process

• At IFRIC level
• In terms of transparency and consultation

– Are being used by auditors and regulators as if they were part of 
IFRS:

• Compliance with IFRS, in the eyes of auditors and regulators, implies 
compliance with the accounting guidance contained in wordings for rejection

• The publication of a wording for rejection is viewed as a source of correction 
of errors, which is not compatible with the above characteristics



4

Ways ahead (1)

• IASCF needs to make a choice between
– A principle-based set of standards

• Wordings for rejection need to be void of any accounting guidance

• Implicit options remain where interpretations are not deemed 
necessary

– This is the direction favored by a majority of stakeholders in 
Europe (as expressed in EFRAG Advisory Forum in 2005), 
including UNICE

– Different IFRS practices may however flourish
– This leaves open the risk that regulators make enforcement 

decisions intended to force greater consistency in spite of their 
lack of authority to do so
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Ways ahead (2)

• IASCF may otherwise opt for
– More consistency in IFRS application through a greater use of 

accounting guidance
• IFRIC is recognized as responsible for the issuance of accounting 

guidance
• Wordings for rejection are re-labelled “Clarifications of IFRS” or 

“Implementation Guidance”
• If previous practice needs to be changed in the light of any newly 

issued implementation guidance, IAS 8 “Changes in accounting 
policies” applies 

• IFRIC “clarifications of IFRS” have the same status as 
implementation guidance issued by the IASB: they are not 
mandatory and leave room for judgment 

• IFRIC “Clarifications of IFRS” are issued as the result of a lighter 
due process than interpretations
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Ways ahead (2cont.)

• IASCF may otherwise opt for
– More consistency in IFRS application through a set of rules: due

process for IFRIC “clarifications of IFRS”
• Agenda committee meets in public, including observer notes, 

webcast and decision summaries
• Agenda committee makes recommendations for either interpretation

or clarification
• Guidance to prepare a text of clarification is given to staff by IFRIC, 

not by the agenda committee
• “Clarifications of IFRS” would need to be approved by a super-

qualified majority of IFRIC members (ie 11 out of 12) to ascertain 
that they indeed do not change or limit IFRS, or make any 
significant choice. If such a majority is not met, an interpretation is 
needed.

• Consultation process via “IFRIC update” may be maintained (45/50 
days exposure)

• Publication of IFRIC “clarifications of IFRS” is approved by the IASB


