
 IESBA Meeting (October 2014)  Agenda Item  
  5-A 

Accelerated Due Process 

A. Background 

1. At its December 2013 meeting, the IAASB held a session to explore how to further improve the efficiency 
and effectiveness of its activities. One of the suggestions put forward during this discussion was to 
consider the development of a “rapid response” process for the issuance of authoritative material. 
The idea was that circumstances may arise where the IAASB may identify a need to address an 
emerging and urgent issue relating to one (or more) of its standards on an accelerated basis rather 
than follow the normal due process for setting standards. 

2. At its September 2014 meeting, the International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board (IAASB) 
considered proposals by its staff for an alternative to the full due process to address such a matter.1 The 
proposals envisaged in the main the following: 

(a) The accelerated process would be used to respond to: 

(i) An issue of such significance that, in the public interest, an amendment to an IAASB 
standard on an accelerated basis would be warranted; or 

(ii) Circumstances indicating different interpretations among stakeholders regarding the 
intent or effect of an IAASB standard that can lead to undesired inconsistencies in 
practice, thus highlighting a need in the public interest to clarify the intent via an 
amendment to the standard; and 

(b) Acceleration of the development of a response to an identified issue in the following ways: 

(i) A condensed timetable for IAASB and IAASB Consultative Advisory Group (CAG) 
discussions (e.g., one meeting vs. several) prior to issuance of an exposure draft (ED). 
In this regard, the suggestion was for the IAASB CAG to be consulted on significant 
issues relating to the project prior to the release of the ED.  

(ii) Accelerated exposure period, i.e., 30–45 days (vs. the usual 120 days for IAASB EDs). 

(iii) Allowing for the possibility of, but not requiring, consultation with the IAASB CAG on 
significant issues raised by respondents on the ED and the IAASB’s related responses 
prior to the IAASB’s finalization of the revised standard. 

3. During the IAASB discussion, a view was expressed that while such an accelerated process would be 
rarely used, it would be needed to deal with the type of urgent issue envisaged. In this regard, an analogy 
with a “disaster recovery system” was drawn. However, a number of concerns were expressed about the 
proposals, including the following: 

• It would be difficult to understand how a significant issue could be addressed in such a short period 
of time and why a separate process would be necessary. 

1  Related to the matter of an accelerated due process, the IAASB is also exploring a separate process for developing material 
other than its authoritative pronouncements (i.e. its international standards). Such material would include International Practice 
Notes, which are intended to provide practical assistance to practitioners but do not establish new obligations beyond those set 
out in IAASB standards. An update will be provided to the IESBA in due course. 
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• Equally, if the issue is so important, it may not be possible to short-cut the process. 

• An exposure period of less than 45 days would be unrealistic, especially taking into account the 
need for many jurisdictions to translate the ED. 

• If the project is so important, it would not be appropriate to sidestep consultation with the CAG. 
Indeed, not consulting with the CAG for such an important matter would seriously undermine the 
credibility of the final standard. 

4. Similar concerns were heard regarding the proposals at the September 2014 IAASB CAG meeting.  

5. It was suggested that the IAASB should instead focus more on looking for possible efficiencies within the 
existing process than changing it. In particular, it was suggested that teleconferences could be arranged 
in between physical board or CAG meetings to speed up consideration of the urgent matter. 

6. As the current due process is common to the three standard-setting boards (SSBs) supported by 
IFAC and overseen by the Public Interest Oversight Board (PIOB), the views and input of the other 
two SSBs2 would be necessary before any proposed changes to the due process can be presented 
for discussion with the PIOB. 

B. Matters for Consideration 

7. In exploring an accelerated due process, the following questions need to be considered: 

(a) Whether a matter requires change to a standard or another action. 

(b) When a change to a standard should be carried out on an accelerated basis. 

(c) How the process can be accelerated. 

Should a Standard be Changed or Should Something Else be Done? 

8. In principle, the same factors relevant to a decision to undertake a standard-setting activity following 
normal SSB processes should be considered when determining whether to make a change to a 
standard or to take some other action in response to an urgent issue, i.e.: 

• The matter must relate to the SSB’s remit and strategic objectives and priorities, and have 
international relevance (e.g., the matter does not relate to national circumstances where a 
national standard-setting body, rather than the SSB, would be best positioned to address it); 

• Consideration of the costs and benefits of the anticipated output of the project; and 

• The nature of the issue must be such that it can only be effectively addressed by making a 
change to an existing standard. In other words, the issue is not of a nature where it would be 
sufficient to raise stakeholders’ awareness by issuing other material (e.g., through 
commissioning a staff publication), or through other communication activities of the SSB.  

9. Many jurisdictions using standards issued by the SSBs would prefer that the standards remain self-
contained and not be supplemented by material outside the standards that would have the same 
authority as the standards themselves. Often, this is because when adopting the standards into law 
or regulation, such adoption is for a particular class of documents (e.g., “International Standards on 

2  IESBA and the International Accounting Education Standards Board (IAESB) 
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Auditing” or the Code). The adoption of another set of authoritative documents may not have been 
contemplated when the law or regulation was being developed. 

When Should a Change to a Standard be Carried Out on an Accelerated Basis? 

10. The basic presumption is that when an SSB becomes aware of issues pertaining to its standards, it 
considers these issues in accordance with its ordinary standard-setting prioritization under its 
strategic planning process. Accordingly, use of an accelerated process to pursue change to the SSB’s 
standards would be intended, and be expected, to be rare. This is to avoid an undesirable proliferation 
of changes to the standards outside of full due process. 

11. However, there would be a need to determine under what circumstances there would be a clear and 
compelling need for an issue to be addressed on an accelerated basis. As noted above, a number of 
concerns were expressed by some on the IAASB and IAASB CAG regarding the criteria proposed in 
paragraph 2(a) above for determining when to address an issue on such a basis. At a minimum, it 
would be necessary to presume that evidence is readily available that there is an issue and that 
detailed research and SSB deliberation would not be necessary to establish the facts. The question 
then is what other criteria should apply. In particular: 

• What is the likelihood of potential adverse consequences to justify addressing the issue outside 
of the SSB’s normal strategic planning process, and therefore diverting resources away from 
other priorities? 

• Where should the line be drawn in terms of the significance and complexity of the issue, and 
the level of public interest in it, beyond which full due process must be applied?  

• Should the issue be of very narrow and well defined scope? 

• What would determine the urgency of the issue? 

• Should the circumstances be truly exceptional or should they be of a more routine nature? 

The Process for Making an Accelerated Change 

Current Due Process 

12. In outline, the current SSB due process for issuing a new or revised standard is as follows: 

(a) Project proposal: The SSB approves a proposal that sets out the public interest objectives, 
issues to be considered, output and timetable of a standard-setting project, and the SSB 
confirms that it is appropriate to commence the project.  

(b) CAG consultation on project proposal: The SSB CAG is consulted on the project proposal. 

(c) Public forum, roundtable, consultation paper, and field testing: The SSB considers whether to 
hold a public forum or roundtable, issue a consultation paper, or conduct field testing. 

(d) Development and approval of an ED: The SSB develops and approves an ED for issuance.  

(e) CAG consultation on significant issues: The SSB CAG is consulted on significant issues 
relating to the development of the ED. 

(f) Exposure period: The ED is issued for public comment (usually for 90-120 days depending on 
the SSB).   

Agenda Item 5-A 
Page 3 of 7 



Accelerated Due Process 
IESBA Meeting (October 2014) 

(g) Consideration of comments received on exposure: The SSB deliberates significant matters 
raised in the comment letters.  

(h) CAG consultation on comment letters and related responses: The SSB CAG is consulted on 
significant issues raised in comment letters on EDs and the SSB’s related responses. 

(i) Approval by the SSB: The SSB approves the final pronouncement for issuance, subject to 
PIOB confirmation of due process followed. 

(j) Approval by PIOB: The PIOB considers whether due process has been followed effectively 
and with proper regard for the public interest in the development of the new or revised standard, 
and notifies the SSB of its decision.  

How Can the Process be Accelerated? 

13. In essence, acceleration could be achieved in two ways: 

(a) Bypassing specific due process steps; or 

(b) Shortening the time taken to complete specific steps in the due process, such as through 
holding teleconferences in between physical SSB or CAG meetings to progress thinking on the 
issue. 

14. The proposals considered by the IAASB (paragraph 2(b) above) embodied a mix of those two 
approaches. The proposal to retain the step of consulting with the CAG on significant issues relating 
to the project prior to the release of the ED presumed that it would be essential to obtain the CAG’s 
concurrence regarding the nature and scope of the issue to be addressed. This took into account 
some earlier feedback from the IAASB CAG that it would be wiser to obtain the concurrence of the 
many important stakeholder organizations on the CAG about addressing the issue on an accelerated 
basis, and the scope of such work, than run the risk later on of stakeholders finding the proposed 
final solution not acceptable. 

15. In thinking about how the process could be accelerated, key questions to address would include the 
following: 

• Which parts of due process should never be bypassed? 

• Which parts of due process could be bypassed? 

• What means are available to reduce the time needed to complete particular steps in the due 
process? 

16. In regard to the latter question, a practical consideration would be to have both the SSB and the CAG 
explore holding additional discussions electronically or via teleconference outside of their normal 
meeting schedules in order to speed up the process. Indeed, this has already been practiced by both 
the IESBA and the IESBA CAG, for example, in the recent finalization of the Long Association ED.  

17. It is unlikely, however, that the exposure period could be shortened to any significant extent from what 
it currently is for each of the SSBs given the time stakeholders need to translate the proposals and 
undertake consultations, whether within organizations or within jurisdictions. Indeed, it remains a 
continuing challenge for certain regulatory organizations to submit responses to the SSBs within the 
ordinary comment periods for their EDs. More importantly, however, it would be necessary for the 
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credibility of the accelerated process and the final standard that stakeholders be allowed a sufficient 
period to provide their input on the EDs. 

18. Another key consideration is whether there would be opportunity to bypass consultation with the SSB 
CAG, and if so, at what stages of due process. Already as noted above, significant concern has been 
expressed at the IAASB and IAASB CAG about the proposal not to require consultation with the CAG 
post-exposure. Equally, there has been concern about not consulting with the CAG before issuance 
of an ED if the issue is deemed of such importance and urgency that it should be addressed on an 
accelerated basis. This tension reflects the fact that how the criteria are defined for when an issue 
should be addressed on an accelerated basis influences the consideration of which parts of the 
process could be bypassed or sped up. 

19. As an illustration, the IESBA’s project on the revised definition of those charged with governance 
(TCWG) was completed on an accelerated basis: 

• The IESBA approved the ED for issuance at the same time as it approved the project proposal 
at its June 2012 meeting.3  

• The final change to the definition was approved 12 months later at the June 2013 IESBA 
meeting.4  

20. In that particular case, the IESBA considered but did not see a need to consult with the IESBA CAG 
on the project proposal and the proposed changes to the Code pre-exposure, given the 
straightforward nature of the issue in terms of its narrow scope and the clear objective of aligning the 
definition of TCWG with that in the ISAs. The PIOB was satisfied that the steps taken to accelerate 
the process were appropriate in the circumstances. The schematic in the Appendix illustrates how 
the process was accelerated in this instance without a formal accelerated due process mechanism 
in place. 

Initial Planning Committee Views 

21. The Planning Committee discussed the proposals considered by the IAASB and came to the initial 
view that if there is a need to address a matter of importance and urgency in the public interest as it 
relates to the Code, the Board should adhere to its normal due process. However, it should explore 
ways to accelerate completion of specific parts of due process where such acceleration would be 
appropriate, for example, through holding Board teleconferences or seeking consultation with the 
CAG through telephonic or electronic means. 

22. The Planning Committee was of the view that to maintain the credibility of the final product, it would 
not be appropriate to shorten the exposure period or to bypass consultation with the CAG post-
exposure. 

3  See http://www.ifac.org/sites/default/files/meetings/files/20120608%20-%20IESBA%20-%20Agenda%20Paper%205%20-
%20%20Those%20Charged%20with%20Governance.pdf  

4  See http://www.ifac.org/sites/default/files/meetings/files/Agenda%20Item%202%20-TCWG%20-%20Cover.pdf  
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Matters for Consideration 

1. This session is an open discussion. The feedback received will be shared with the other SSBs and 
their staff to facilitate their further consideration of the merits and feasibility of an accelerated due 
process from their perspectives. IESBA members are asked for views on the following: 

(a) The advantages or potential drawbacks or risks of the IESBA making a change to the Code 
on an accelerated basis and whether the potential benefits outweigh the risks. 

(b) The criteria that would be necessary for determining whether an accelerated response is 
warranted. 

(c) How the process could be appropriately accelerated, balancing stakeholders’ need for an 
urgent response to an identified issue with adequate time for them to consider and provide 
input on the IESBA’s proposed response. 
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APPENDIX 
Accelerated Process on Project: Revision of Definition of Those Charged with Governance 
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