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MEMORANDUM 
 

TO: All Members, Associates and Correspondents of the CIA  

FROM: Geoff Guy, Chairperson, Practice Standards Council 

DATE: November 15, 2001 

SUBJECT:  Paper: CIA Due Process 

The attached paper is a revision to the Practice Standards Council’s (PSC’s) June 25, 2001 document 
on CIA Due Process, as outlined in the Membership Feedback memorandum published on August 
31, 2001. 

Bylaw changes will be presented for membership approval at the November meeting (Session PS-9 
General Business Session, on Thursday November 22nd at 08:30 h). In addition, membership input 
will be sought on the application of the “general acceptance” criterion for approving standards of 
practice (Session OF-21 General Acceptance – What Does it Mean in Practice, on Thursday, 
November 22nd at 14:30 h.) 

The Practice Standards Council (PSC) issued a paper for discussion at the June 2001 Annual 
Meeting that recommended changes to the CIA Due Process. That paper was formally published as a 
CIA document on June 25, 2001. 

In addition to the discussion at the annual meeting, member input was obtained via written 
comments, and a conference call with members. A memorandum was published on August 31, 2001 
that summarized the input received, and outlined the evolution of recommended changes to the CIA 
Due Process.  

GG 
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CHANGES TO DUE PROCESS – EFFECTIVE NOVEMBER 2001 
The PSC recommends that there be changes in the due process for the adoption of standards of 
practice, updating the current due process.1 The changes will not impact any proposed standards 
now travelling through current due process. 

The changes in this document reflect membership input following the publication of the due 
process proposals in June 2001. 
The recommended changes are: 

a) the elimination of the discussion draft stage, 

b) the elimination of the requirement to discuss exposure drafts at an Annual Meeting, 

c) the addition of a “technical amendment” track, thereby allowing for sufficiently minor 
amendments to be approved by the PSC without having consulted members, 

d) the addition of a requirement for each sponsoring practice committee to distribute a 
“statement of principles” at the commencement of standards work to facilitate early 
membership feedback on key issues, 

e) a change to the criteria for the adoption of standards, outlined in the current due process, 
f) an increase in quorum requirements needed for PSC approval of exposure drafts and final 

standards (2/3rds of the full PSC in lieu of a majority of those voting),  

g) an increase in quorum requirements needed to approve other guidance by sponsoring 
body (e.g., practice committee), and 

h) a change in PSC approval requirements for other guidance. 

During the exposure draft stage, the appropriate committee will elicit feedback from the 
membership and make changes, if necessary. The PSC will determine the length of the exposure 
draft period. 
After feedback has been received, if significant changes are required, a second exposure draft 
might be issued before evolving into a final standard. 

New standards will be published with an attached effective date. In the period between 
publication and becoming effective (i.e., the required date for compliance), early implementation 
of the final new standard would normally be recommended. 

Once published, the length of time that elapses before the effective date of a new standard could 
be very short for a simple standard (i.e., a few months), or much longer for a complex standard 
(i.e., three years).  

                                                
1  See the “Interim Procedures for Due Process on Adoption of Standards” outlined in the August 1999  Handbook 
for CIA Officers, Councillors, Committee and Task Force Members and Liaison Representatives –henceforth 
referred to as current due process. 
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OVERVIEW OF CURRENT PROCESS 
The CIA’s current criteria for approvals of standards2 are as follows:  

a) The technical content of the proposed standards has the approval of a majority within the 
appropriate practice committee or committees of the Institute.  

b) A competent actuary is able to comply with the proposed standards. 

c) The proposed standards are generally accepted3 within the Institute. 

d) The proposed standards are in accordance with actuarial principles. 

e) The proposed standards are in the public interest.  

f) The proposed standard has met the due process requirements. 

Our current due process is summarized in the table below: 

 
Approvals  

Process Practice Committee Practice Standards Council   
(PSC) 

 
Membership 

FORMAL STANDARDS OF PRACTICE 
Discussion 
Draft4 

Majority endorse “Sufficient quality” to be 
released 

Comments 

Exposure 
Draft 

At least 2/3 endorse Criteria a, b, d, e, f (above);  
Majority vote of PSC;  
Must be discussed at meeting 

Comments; 
Considers early 
implementation 

Adoption of 
Standard 

At least 2/3 endorse Criteria a, b, c, d, e, f (above),  
Majority vote of PSC 

Complies at 
effective date; 
Considers early 
implementation 

OTHER GUIDANCE  
Educational 
Notes 

 No formal requirements  Not in conflict with existing 
or draft standards of practice; 
“Not binding” disclaimer 

Illustrative 
application of 
standards 

CLIFR fall 
letter & 
similar 
guidance 

No formal requirements No formal requirements 
 

Appropriate 
practice5 

                                                
2  These criteria are also outlined in the “Interim Procedures for Due Process on Adoption of Standards”, 
published in the August 1999 Handbook, page 17.  
3  The “generally accepted” criterion is not required for release of an exposure draft, but is for adoption.  
4  Either or both of the discussion and exposure draft stages can be waived under certain circumstances. 
5 The fall letter addresses emerging issues and other topics where existing standards are unclear, 
incomplete, or not effected; and represents CLIFR’s view of appropriate actuarial practice. The letter does 
not go through due process, and therefore does not represent standards of practice. 
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Research 
papers 
written by 
individuals  

 Special approval process 
(CIA referee appointed)  

No formal requirements 
 

Information only 

Other 
research 
papers and 
task force 
reports 

No formal requirements No formal requirements Information only 

 
 
MOVING FORWARD 
In examining how to improve due process, however, we need to be cognizant of the facts that 
professional standards cannot be developed overnight, and poorly thought out standards can 
harm the reputation of the profession. Other bodies, such as the CICA, have lengthy processes 
for the introduction of standards.  

The CIA must strive for proactive and informed development of standards. Our due process 
should allow for us to move more quickly, and efficiently, to better serve our members and 
stakeholders in our standard setting. In the current due process, the discussion draft stage 
generally adds little value and many members’ comments are only received when adoption of a 
standard is imminent. 

Our due process for the adoption of standards and other guidance must ensure that members 
receive clear, relevant, and objective guidance when, and as, needed.  

Additionally, we must consult external stakeholders (e.g., regulators, the CICA, associations of 
pension plan sponsors) in our standard setting process and consider the relevant accounting, 
regulatory, and legislative frameworks.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHANGE TO DUE PROCESS FOR ADOPTION OF 
STANDARDS OF PRACTICE 
The PSC recommends that the current due process be changed.6   
 
 
 Current Due Process    Recommended Due Process 

 
 
    
   

  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
6 Suggested changes should not impact any proposed standards now travelling through current due 
process. 
 

Proposed new standard 
brought forward by practice
committee to PSC 

Proposed new standard 
brought forward by 
practice committee to 
PSC

Discussion Draft 

PSC approves release 
Communication 

Exposure Draft  

Adoption of standard 
with effective date 

Out to members for 
comment 

Out to members for 
comment 

Major change 
needed? 

Major change 
needed?

Exposure Draft  

Out to members 
for comment 

Adoption of standard 
with effective date 

Major change 
needed? 

PSC approval statement of 
principles, & project plan  
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHANGES TO APPROVAL CRITERIA 
The August 1999 CSOP discussion draft on “Due Process for Approval of Standards of Practice” 
listed six criteria for adoption of new standards (see p. 88 of that discussion draft7). The PSC 
examined the combination of these criteria with those of the current due process.  
In revisiting what criteria are appropriate for adopting standards of practice, the PSC also studied 
the UK actuaries’ “Due Process for Approving Guidance Notes,” consulted with the CICA on 
their “due process,” and studied the issue of consensus throughout the CIA’s history. 

The PSC recommends that the following list of criteria should be used to approve standards.  

1. The proposed standards are in the public interest. 

2. The proposed standards are within the domain of actuarial practice. 

3. The proposed standards constrain practice to a reasonable range. 

4. An actuary is able to comply with the proposed standards.  

5. The proposed standards are generally accepted within the Institute.8 

6. The proposed standards are not in conflict with actuarial principles. 

7. The content of the proposed standards has the approval of 2/3rds of each relevant practice 
committee.  

Full consultation with members will be required when developing a standard. Each of the 
relevant practice committees developing the proposed new standard will have the role to evaluate 
whether there is general acceptance, and will be required to provide the PSC with the assurance 
that this criterion has been met. Each of the relevant practice committees will also be required to 
prepare a report to the PSC on the feedback received and reflected. 

                                                
7 The August 1999 discussion draft notes that standards should be: in the public interest, within the 
domain of actuarial practice, constrain practice to reasonable range, competent actuaries can comply, 
there is consensus among actuaries for adoption, and they are not in conflict with actuarial principles. 
8 Criterion 5 is required for the adoption of a standard, with an effective date, – but not for release of the 
exposure draft stage. The PSC will consult with the membership in clarifying application of this criterion. 
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We have used the words “General Acceptance” rather than consensus in the criteria, although the 
meanings are very similar. To better understand the evaluation that the practice committees and 
the PSC will undertake, we reproduce below an excerpt from the August 1999 General Standards 
Discussion Draft.9 

On the one hand, consensus does not mean unanimity. A requirement for 
unanimity would thwart the adoption of all but the blandest new standards. A 
minority is usually opposed to new standards. On the other hand, consensus does 
not mean a simple majority. It would be inappropriate to make new standards 
favoured by a majority and intensely opposed by a large minority.  
In forming an opinion, the practice committee and the Committee on Standards of 
Practice consider both the size of the majority and minority and the intensity of 
their views. For example, consensus may exist where the opposition is intense if 
the size of the minority is insignificant, or where the size of the minority is 
significant if its opposition is mild. 
It may be appropriate, at least on technical matters, to give more weight to the 
views of those actuaries who practise in the area which the proposed new 
standards affect.  
Whether there is or is not consensus in a particular case is therefore a matter of 
judgement. For that reason, a vote at a general meeting or by post is not an 
appropriate way to adopt or reject proposed new standards. 
If there has been reasonable opportunity for discussion of proposed new 
standards, then the absence of opposition to them is prima facie evidence of 
consensus in their favour.10 

The PSC is developing a supporting document to further describe the steps and criteria applied in 
approving standards. 

 

                                                
9 Note that the practice committees’ role, and the “generally accepted” criterion mirror requirements from 
those set out in the August 1999 “interim due process” requirements from the CIA Handbook. 
10 Similar wording is found in the UK due process regarding full consultation. 
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSED DUE PROCESS 

FORMAL STANDARDS OF PRACTICE 
Approvals Process 

Practice 
Committee 

PSC  
 

Membership 

Exposure Draft At least 2/3 
endorse 

Applicable Criteria (see above – 
all but criterion 5),  
At least 2/3 endorse13  
 

Comments; Considers 
early implementation 

Adoption of 
Standard 

At least 2/3 
endorse 

Applicable Criteria (see above – 
all criteria),  
At least 2/3 endorse13 
 

Complies at effective 
date, considers early 
implementation 

OTHER GUIDANCE 
Approvals  Process 

Author 
and/or 
Practice 
Committee 

PSC  
 

Membership 

Educational Notes At least 2/3 of 
practice 
committee 
needs to 
endorse11 

Meets threshold of quality,12 
Not in conflict with existing or 
draft standards of practice,  
“Not binding” disclaimer13 

Illustrative application 
of standards 

CLIFR fall letter 
and similar 
guidance 

At least 2/3 of 
practice 
committee to 
endorse11 

Meets threshold of quality, 
Not in conflict with existing or 
draft standards of practice11,  
“Not binding” disclaimer11 

Appropriate practice 

Research papers 
written by 
individuals 

Special 
approval 
process (CIA 
referee 
appointed) 

Meets threshold of quality – 
otherwise no formal 
requirements,  
“Not binding” disclaimer11 

Information only 

                                                
11 This raises current requirements. 
12 This is meant to parallel the current due process requirements for release of a discussion draft that “the 
material meets a sufficient threshold of quality to be released for discussion.” Such guidance should (a) 
add value to the body of actuarial science literature, (b) use appropriate language, and (c) be clear and 
unambiguous. 
13 While including a disclaimer that such guidance is “not binding”, it should be clear to members that the 
guidance has not been through due process, and therefore is not part of the standards of practice 
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Research papers 
and task force 
reports 
 
a.) written by 

practice 
committee  

 
b.) written by task 

force 
 
 

 
 
 
 
a.)At least 2/3 
of practice 
committee to 
endorse11 

b.)At least 2/3 
of task force 
to endorse11 

Meets threshold of quality – 
otherwise no formal 
requirements,  
“Not binding” disclaimer11 

Information only 

 
IMPLICATIONS 
The recommended changes to due process are: 

a) the elimination of the discussion draft stage, 

b) the elimination of the requirement to discuss exposure drafts at an Annual Meeting, 

c) the addition of a “technical amendment” track, thereby allowing for sufficiently minor 
amendments to be approved by the PSC without having consulted members, 

d) the addition of a requirement for each sponsoring practice committee to distribute a 
“statement of principles” at the commencement of standards work to facilitate early 
membership feedback on key issues, 

e) a change to the criteria for the adoption of standards, outlined in the current due process, 
f) an increase in quorum requirements needed for PSC approval of exposure drafts and final 

standards (2/3rds of the full PSC in lieu of a majority of those voting),  

g) an increase in quorum requirements needed to approve other guidance by sponsoring 
body (e.g., practice committee), and 

h) a change in PSC approval requirements for other guidance. 
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The PSC will work on “best practices” for communications between committees and the 
membership and, as part of this initiative, expects that committees and task forces will prepare a 
statement of principles during the early stages of the development of a standard for membership 
comment. 

These changes are expected to: 

• Remove several months from the elapsed time from the current due process for a new 
standard to be issued and effected. 

• Ensure specific and practical membership feedback is available earlier in the proposed 
process than the current due process.  

• Enable the PSC to continue to explore the usage of other media, such as conference calls 
and other electronic forums, to ensure membership is involved in discussion. 

• Through the “technical amendment” phase, allow for sufficiently minor amendments to 
be approved by the PSC without consulting members.  

• Through the change to the criteria for approval of standards, and the increase in quorum 
requirements for approval bodies, facilitate and improve the development of strong, 
supported standards over that enabled by the current due process. 

APPROVAL OF NEW DUE PROCESS 
The tenets of the new due process will be included within the CIA Bylaws. A supporting 
document will be used by the Practice Standards Council outlining needed steps in approving a 
new standard (i.e., an “operations manual”). This document will be available to members. 

“Due Process” will no longer form part of the CSOP. 

Note that the PSC has the authority to make future changes in due process but, in this event, 
membership would expect to be consulted on material changes before they take effect. 

Membership will be asked to adopt the revised bylaws outlining the new due process at the 
November 2001 CIA meeting. 
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