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context are the time needs of in particular preparers in developing an understanding of 
the new standard and its impact, in identifying and implementing any required system 
changes and in communicating to investors the potential impact of the standard on its 
financial reporting; In addition, users and auditors will also need to consider the 
impact of any new standard.  

3. Time needs may differ between standards, but a minimum period of say 2 years may 
be appropriate for any new standard to cover such matters. The results of pre-impact 
studies may lead to variations in the period required. Sometimes this may result in a 
longer period, but in the case of amendments to an existing standard this might be a 
shorter period. 

4. In the case of the releases of closely related standards in a short period of time a single 
date point should be considered in preference to a sequential approach. 

5. Criteria should be developed to determine the transition method required for new or 
(significantly) changed standards; historically the IASB has opted for the full 
retrospective approach; if that continues to be the basis, then arguments should be 
developed as to why in certain instances a limited retrospective or prospective 
transition method is better than that first principle. 

 
In a broader context there are other aspects that have an impact on these issues. Appropriate 
planning of the agenda from the first considerations to the effective dates for new standards is 
one that comes to mind first. Pre-impact and cost/benefits studies in the early phase of any 
project are others. In our view, process management and scheduling of new standards should 
always be carried out continuously with the final implementation step in mind, particularly in 
order to avoid the bunching up of the release of new standards around the same date. 
 
In conclusion, our view is that your effective dates request should be considered against such 
a framework. 
 
However, we understand that developing such a framework will require time and that at 
present there is a need to conclude on the effective date of the standards referred to in your 
request.  
 
For that reason, we support on the whole the comments made by EFRAG in this respect, but 
only from a practical point of view. For your convenience we have attached this draft EFRAG 
letter as appendix. On certain specific issues we have made comments in earlier responses to 
exposure drafts, which may differ from EFRAG, and which we believe are important to repeat 
here: 
 
1 On Insurance Contracts there is a broad consensus here that the transition proposal is 

unacceptable. The proposal will result in freezing the unrecognized profit margins on the 
in-force business at transition. With the gradual release of residual margins on new 
business created after implementation, insurers will show a non-existent growth in 
underwriting margins for many years, which we believe is misleading. In our view, the 
IASB should work together with the industry to resolve this issue. 
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