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However, we have reservations about the nature of the commitment required of the non-IASB 
participants in the Forum and even stronger reservations about formalising this by the 
Memorandum of Understanding which is proposed.  We understand and support the need for 
the IASB to be independent in its decision-making and agree this must be respected by the 
Forum’s participants. But a similar degree of independence needs also to be granted to all 
participants in the Forum in order to guarantee a free exchange of technical views and to 
prevent there being a potentially unhelpful perception that that non-IASB participants are 
actually just an offshoot of the IFRS organisation.  Without such independence there is, in our 
view, a risk of discussions being strongly coloured by political, rather than technical, 
considerations.  

At the same time, the requirement for such commitment to the detailed and specific objectives 
proposed in paragraph 6.3, such as, for example, the objective of endorsement/adoption of 
IFRSs in full and without modification, takes the purpose of the Forum well beyond the 
simple role of the provision of advice on technical matters.  This is a particular issue, for 
organisations that take part in the legislative process of adoption of IFRSs, as is the case in the 
European Union.  We are concerned that the commitments expected might in effect provide 
the IASB with an apparent “moral” endorsement of its decisions on projects which may be 
highly controversial. These commitments, and indeed the work of the Forum, must not be 
allowed to pre-empt the discussions and the elaboration of European positions, in particular 
on major or strategic technical issues. 

The commitment to the adoption of full IFRS seems to us to be a particularly sensitive issue.  
It may be intended that this be applicable only to Forum members representing geographical / 
economic areas that do not require the use of IFRSs and who have a determining role in the 
adoption process. However, in jurisdictions with a legal or statutory endorsement process, it is 
difficult to see how a representative body whose role is to provide advice about the technical 
endorsement criteria concerning the IFRSs could properly commit itself to making its best 
efforts to promote adoption of full IFRS.  That lobbying role is not within the advisor’s remit.  
Indeed, full adoption of IFRS will always largely depend upon the perceived quality of the 
standards. 

In contrast, some of the commitments which it is proposed to require would not be relevant 
for participants in the Forum who have not already adopted IFRS.  As an example of this, we 
wonder how realistic it is to require a jurisdiction which does not apply IFRS to commit itself 
to the promotion of a consistent application of IFRS in its region. 
 
Therefore, in terms of commitments and discussions within the Forum, it seems to us 
necessary to differentiate between those participants from jurisdictions requiring the use of 
IFRSs for domestic purposes or having formally committed to do so, and those for whom the 
adoption of IFRS is but a distant objective. It would be inappropriate to give an equal or 
greater weight to the concerns of the latter to the possible detriment of the users in the 
jurisdictions represented by the former. 
 
Question 2 concerning the proposed size and composition of the Forum 
 
We are concerned by the proposed size of the Forum when taken in conjunction with the 
proposed mix of membership. 
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