
Agenda Item 6-2a 

Committee: IAESB Consultative Advisory Group 

Meeting Location: CPA Canada Headquarters, Toronto, Canada 

Meeting Date: September 22-23, 2014, beginning 8:30am. 

SUBJECT: Due Process for Standard-Setting – Accelerated Process 
(09/14) 

INTRODUCTION 
1. The aim of this paper is to obtain the IAESB CAG’s views on proposed amendments to the

due process which address circumstances requiring an accelerated response. 

2. This agenda item contains the following materials:

Agenda Item 6-2a Due Process for Standard-Setting – Accelerated Process (09/14) 

Agenda Item 6-2b Due Process for Standard-Setting – Accelerated Process – Clean 
Version (09/14) 

Agenda Item 6-2c Due Process for Standard-Setting – Accelerated Process –
Marked-up Version (09/14) 

BACKGROUND 
3. From time to time the IAESB may become aware of the need, or perceived need, for it to

address an emerging and urgent issue relating to engagements covered by its International
Standards.

4. At present, the IAESB may issue non-authoritative pronouncements (e.g., International
Education Information Papers or a Staff publication such as a “Staff Alert” or “Staff Questions
& Answers”) in response to an emerging development or otherwise. The development of such
material need not follow the due process that is required for purposes of standard setting.
Accordingly, the process for producing non-authoritative material typically offers the potential
for a more timely response to a matter than the process for a matter that requires change to
the Standards. However, non-authoritative material does not extend or otherwise amend the
authoritative Standards of the Board.

5. In some cases, an emerging and urgent issue may relate directly to practice that is governed
by the provisions of one or more of the IAESB’s Standards, and users of the IAESB’s Standard
would expect that the issue be addressed in an authoritative manner. The IAESB does not,
however, have a mechanism to make changes to its authoritative International Standards
other than through its normal standard-setting process, which involves adherence to due
process as agreed with the Public Interest Oversight Board (PIOB).
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6. The question being considered by SSB Staff is whether the IAESB should have a mechanism 
to make changes to its authoritative International Standards on a basis more rapid that than 
may be achieved under its current process and, if so, what that mechanism may comprise.  

7. The suggestions set out in this paper have not yet been discussed with the IAESB Steering 
Committee or the other standard-setting boards, and have also not been discussed with the 
PIOB, whose input and approval of any rapid response mechanism is essential.  

 

Features of a Possible Rapid Response Mechanism  

8. The key features to be considered in exploring a basis for making change to an IAESB 
authoritative International Standard(s) on a rapid response basis:  

(a) Determining whether a matter requires change to a Standard or another action.  

(b) Determining whether a change to a Standard should be carried out on an accelerated 
basis.  

(c) The process for making an accelerated change.  

Each is further discussed below.  

 

Determining Whether a Matter Requires Change to a Standard or Another Action  

9. Factors relevant to a decision to undertake standard-setting activity following its normal 
processes include:  

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

• 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. Accordingly, the issue is not of a nature where it would be 
sufficient to raise stakeholders’ awareness by issuing non-authoritative material (for example, 
when the emerging issue is already addressed by IAESB pronouncements, such that directing 
stakeholders’ attention to relevant provisions or providing clarification to emerging questions 
by referring to existing requirements and application material and background information 
would be sufficient), or through other communication activities of the Board.  

10. As an alternative to a rapid response project, the IAESB may choose to issue non-authoritative 
material, which is addressed by the IAESB’s existing processes.  

11. The IAESB may also determine that further monitoring of the issue is needed before deciding 
a course of action.  

 

Alternatives to a Rapid Response Model  

12. Unlike the process used by some standard setters, which have a separately composed body 
with separate membership and staff dealing with the issue of authoritative interpretations, a 
rapid response would continue to use the IAESB’s existing structures. Thus, consultation with 
the IAESB CAG and voting by the IAESB would continue to be part of the due process, but 
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other aspects of the due process would be streamlined to arrive at an accelerated due 
process.  

13. Staff is also aware that many jurisdictions using IAESB Standards 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. This is because, when 
adopting IESs into national law or regulation, such adoption is commonly for a class of 
documents (such as “International Education Standards”), and issuing a second set of 
authoritative documents would be inconsistent with such law or regulation.  

 

Determining Whether a Change to a Standard Should Be Carried Out on an Accelerated Basis  

14. The IAESB adopts the presumption that issues pertaining to its Standards brought to its 
attention are to be considered following its normal standard-setting prioritization and 
development process. As such, use of a mechanism to pursue change to the IAESB’s 
Standards is intended to be rare to avoid an undesirable proliferation of frequent changes to 
the Standards developed outside of IAESB’s full due process.  

15. However, where there is a clear and compelling perceived need for a rapid authoritative 
response to an issue, Staff is of the view that further criteria would need to be met for the 
IAESB to decide whether a rapid response is warranted. The following criteria are proposed:  

(a) The set of facts and circumstances of the issue is of such significance and gravity that, in 
the public interest, a rapid change to a Standard is warranted in advance or in lieu of a project 
following the IAESB’s full due process.  

In this regard, the IAESB would need to also conclude that a rapid response would be an 
effective and efficient utilization of IAESB resources, recognizing that such a project may 
redirect resources from the IAESB’s stated priorities.  

(b) The nature of the issue is such that it is reasonably possible for the IAESB to become 
adequately informed on and appropriately conclude on a matter, with due regard to the public 
interest, based on an abbreviated deliberation and consultation process.  

This consideration would need to take into account whether the issue requires extensive study, 
the complexity of the issue, and the pervasiveness of the possible change(s) to the Standards.  

16. An issue may therefore not be suitable for a rapid response if, for example, it requires detailed 
research and deliberation by the IAESB or by its stakeholders in order to adequately respond 
to the IAESB’s likely proposals; if insufficient time would be available for stakeholders to 
properly consider the proposals; or if there are indications that the likely proposals would affect 
many requirements.  

 

The Process for Making an Accelerated Change  

Outline of the IAESB’s Approved Due Process  

17. The IAESB conducts its standard-setting activities as expeditiously as possible in accordance 
with its approved due process. In summary, the due process for issuing a new or revised 
International Standard includes:  

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

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

(c)  Development and approval of an exposure draft (ED): The IAESB develops an ED, which 
is approved by the IAESB for issuance. 

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

(e)  Exposure period: The ED is issued for public comment, usually a 90- or 120-day period 
for the IAESB. 

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

CAG consultation on comment letters and related responses: The IAESB CAG is 
consulted on significant issues raised in comment letters on EDs and the IAESB’s related 
response.  

(g)  Approval by the IAESB: The IAESB approves the final pronouncement for issuance, 
subject to approval by the PIOB. 

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

Possible Accelerated Due Process 

18. In order to achieve an accelerated response to an issue, it is suggested that only certain
aspects of the full due process be applied in order to obtain an adequate level of input to the
IAESB’s decision-making on a matter.

19. For discussion, Staff has identified the following possible process for an accelerated process
for a matter considered warranting a rapid response which, depending on the nature of the
matter, Staff believes could be satisfied in as short a period as ten months:

(a)  Consideration of a rapid response action:

• The IAESB provides appropriate advance notification on the IAESB’s website and
through its regular communication channels (e.g., IAESB eNews) of its intent to
discuss at its next public meeting an amended Standard following an accelerated due
process.

• The decision to develop a rapid response is made in a public meeting and only after
the IAESB has concluded that the specified criteria for a rapid response project have
been met.

(b) PIOB approval to commence a rapid response action: The IAESB obtains, on an indicative 
basis, the approval of the PIOB Chair that a rapid response following an accelerated due 
process is both essential and appropriate in the circumstances, in light of the specified 
criteria. The IAESB obtains, as soon as possible, the approval of the PIOB for the rapid 
response.  
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(c) CAG consultation: The IAESB consults with the IAESB CAG on significant issues relating 
to the development of the rapid response prior to the release of the amended Standard. 
Such consultation with the IAESB CAG may occur via telephonic means outside of the 
usual CAG meeting schedule.  

(d)  Development and approval of an ED: The IAESB approves the issuance of an amended 
Standard for exposure at a public meeting. The ED includes material addressing the 
proposed effective date in light of the need to address the matter on a rapid response 
basis. The exposure period shall typically be 30 days, but not shorter. The IAESB does 
not need to consider whether to hold a public forum or roundtable, issue a consultation 
paper, or conduct field testing.  

(e)  Approval by the IAESB: The IAESB deliberates comments received on the ED, and 
considers the approval of a final amended Standard at a public meeting. 

Other generally applicable requirements of due process (such as analysis of respondents’ 
comments, preparation of a basis for conclusions, PIOB approval of due process) would 
continue to be followed.  

20. Subject to discussion with relevant parties, the intent would be for the above to be incorporated
as part of the due process applicable to the IAESB and other standard-setting boards.

21. Clearly, the involvement of the PIOB in any amendment to the IAESB’s due process is critical,
as they are the oversight body for the IAESB’s due process. Past communications with the
PIOB have indicated that the PIOB will focus on the due process used to finalize deliberations,
and is also critical in confirming that a rapid response project should be initiated. The PIOB’s
approval of the outcome of applying the rapid response process should not be prejudged.

22. Staff again emphasizes that the use of the rapid response mechanism is expected to be rare,
and that the above has not yet been discussed with the PIOB or the other standard-setting
boards. The views of the PIOB and the other standard-setting board about the
appropriateness and acceptability of the above will need to be obtained in due course, as all
the standard-setting boards are subject to the same due process. Currently, none of the other
boards have any rapid response or interpretations mechanism.

Action Requested 

1. Do you agree in principle to the changes proposed in Agenda Item 6-2a, in particular in relation
to the criteria specified and how various provisions of the due process may be adapted, and, if
relevant, to provide suggestions on how the process by which an accelerated response is
developed could be further refined.

PROPOSED WAY FORWARD 
The CAG’s advice will be used to inform the IAESB’s discussion on including an accelerated response 

in the due process for standard-setting at its October 2014 meeting.   
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