
 
 
 
Representatives of the European Financial Reporting Advisory Group (EFRAG) met 
with some IASB members during the extended March board meetings for their regular 
exchange of views. EFRAG stressed that it thought quality of standards was more 
important than speed, and asked Sir David Tweedie to give them some notion of the 
IASB’s priorities in the immediate future.  
 
Jérôme Haas, the new chairman of the French standard-setter, queried why the Board 
was pushing ahead with financial statement presentation and a new consolidation 
standard. Stig Enevoldsen, the retiring EFRAG chairman, warned the IASB that the 
proposal to have a continuous statement of comprehensive income was likely to meet 
opposition. 
 
Sir David Tweedie started the session with EFRAG representatives by reporting on 
progress on convergence. He said that he had been very pleased to issue the 
November 2009 joint statement with the FASB. This was the first time that the FASB 
had been nailed down to precise dates, and they had also agreed to put out quarterly 
progress reports. This had really helped him ‘keep people’s feet to the fire’, he added. 
The two boards were now meeting monthly. 
 
Stig Enevoldsen, who reached the end of his term as EFRAG chairman in March, 
responded that they recognised that it was important for the FASB to be at meetings 
with the IASB, but Europe and others were sitting outside. The IASB chairman 
offered to have an extended meeting with EFRAG in September, once the current 
clutch of documents had been issued. 
 
He also pointed out that the IASB had done a lot of outreach. They had visited over a 
hundred organisations and had an idea of people’s reactions. Mr Enevoldsen thought 
it would be useful to have more transparency about the outreach, explaining what the 
board did, what the staff did and how it influenced decision-making. Sir David replied 
that this was done by the staff, not the board, and the staff produced analysis papers 
for the board which were available as agenda papers. 
 
Liesel Knorr, chairman of the German Accounting Standards Board, underlined that 
EFRAG was looking for high quality in standards. That was more important than 
convergence, and it was better to issue a standard a few weeks’ later and have high 
quality. She said they welcomed the recent Trustees’ statement that convergence was 
a means to an end and not an end in itself. 
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She noted that the board had a heavy load and a tight timetable, but this then became a 
difficult schedule for constituents to respond to. It would help if the Board could 
prioritise its projects. She welcomed the fact that the IASB was not trying to shorten 
the comment periods in order to ease its own timetable. 
 
Stig Enevoldsen added that the IASB had a very impressive list of things to finish 
next year. It would help if the board could say which ones were really essential. Sir 
David replied that there was a danger in bringing out Plan B too soon. They had been 
asked to finish these projects, and the SEC thought they were the tough ones. 
 
Jérôme  Haas, the civil servant appointed in an unexpected move in January to be 
head of the French standard-setter, now re-named the Autorité des Normes 
Comptables (Accounting standards’ authority), queried the need to revise the IASB’s 
consolidation accounting rules.  
 
He noted that in the aftermath of the financial crisis, consolidation accounting was 
one of the things that had proved to be a robust standard. Changing it seemed to him 
counter-intuitive. This might be an improvement but was it what they needed today? 
 
He later commented that the financial statement presentation project was an issue in 
which there was a lot of doubt in Europe. Even if the financial statements were not 
perfect, they were understood in the market. The need to change them was not clear. 
The risks of changing them were clear. They would like to understand the board’s 
intentions as to how and when it would take the European views into account and 
make sure that these risks did not materialise. 
 
The IASB chairman responded that there had been a lot of discussion about the 
difficulty of linking the income statement to the cash flow statement. He added that 
nothing was cast in stone, but they felt strongly about the continuous statement of 
financial performance.  
 
Stig Enevoldsen remarked that this was a very controversial issue and asked if they 
needed to do it at this time. They were more than a bit concerned whether this was 
wise. Sir David replied that nothing actually changed. They should not see it as a big 
issue. They wanted people to see the big picture – one statement should come after the 
other. 
 
Françoise Florès, the incoming EFRAG chairman, told IASB representatives that the 
upcoming revenue recognition project was also a very sensitive issue as it could 
change people’s revenue figures. She thought it would be very helpful for constituents 
if the board could provide some idea of what changes would have to be made, and 
what were the benefits of that. 
 
Peter Clark (IASB Research Director) agreed that the staff would put some examples 
in the proposals, but noted that there was no comparable IASB literature. He said that 
if EFRAG were having meetings with industry groups, he would be interested to have 
someone attend. 
 
 


