
                                                                        Explanatory Memorandum on IAESB Drafting Conventions - Comment Analysis                                                               Agenda item 3-3 

Detailed Analysis of Respondents’ Comments on Exposure Draft 

I. General Statements of Support of Note 

 Comment 

AICPA We support the primary aims of the Drafting Conventions, which are to improve the clarity of International Education Standards (IESs) and to 
assist member bodies in better understanding implementation requirements.  
 

CGA-Canada We appreciate the objective of the exposure draft to develop a standardized and consistent approach to the structure of the IESs. This approach 
will greatly improve consistency in application and implementation particularly, by professional bodies that also engage and control the learning 
and development of professional accountants across multiple jurisdictions.  
 

BDO 
International 

We fully support the Explanatory Memorandum on IAESB Drafting Conventions (Explanatory Memorandum) and the emphasis which the 
IAESB is intending to place on the need for International Education Standards (Standards) which are clear and capable of consistent application 
by respective Member Bodies. 
 

CIPFA CIPFA welcomes and supports the International Accounting Education Standards Board’s decision to improve the clarity of its pronouncements. 
 

FACPCE FACPCE would like to notice that we share the general purpose of the Memorandum. 
 

Grant 
Thornton 

In general, we support the Exposure Draft, and believe that the proposals contained therein will further the goal of having International 
Education Standards (Standards or IESs) that are clear and capable of consistent application, without ambiguity about the requirements imposed 
on member bodies.    
 

HKICPA We are in full support of the Drafting Conventions, which aim to improve the clarity of IAESB’s pronouncements on education and more 
specifically, to define the structure of the International Education Standards (“IESs”) and clarify the language used to describe the accounting 
educational requirements imposed on each IFAC member body.  
  

ICAEW ICAEW supports the general aims of the IAESB clarity project regarding use of language and organization of text in the interests of 
improving readability and understandability. Furthermore, ICAEW agrees with your goal in paragraph 2 that “International Education 
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 Comment 

Standards… that are clear and capable of consistent application should contain no ambiguity about the requirements imposed on a member 
body.”   
 

IDW Overall, we support the proposal in the exposure draft on IAESB drafting conventions, which will improve the clarity of the education 
standards issued by the IAESB so that what are requirements is less ambiguous, which would therefore make the standards capable of 
consistent application by IFAC member bodies. We note that both the International Standards on Auditing (ISAs) issued by the 
International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board (IAASB) and the IFAC Code of Ethics (the Code) issued by the International 
Ethics Standards Board for Professional Accountants (IESBA) benefited greatly from the improved clarity of what is required and what is 
guidance through their respective “clarity projects”. We agree that, as part of such a “clarity project”, the structure of the IAESB standards 
be defined and the language used to describe requirements for member bodies be clarified, as well as leading to greater consistency among 
standards set by IFAC standards setting bodies. 
  

KPMG We support the IAESB’s review of the Framework for International Education Pronouncements and the Introduction to the International 
Education Standards in an effort to promote the development of consistent International Education Standards (IESs or Standards).  We 
believe that clarity in education requirements will improve the consistency of their application and related compliance. 
 

NZICA NZICA supports the aims and objectives of the International Accounting Education Standards Board (IAESB) in producing this ED and 
considers it essential to be make it clear how the standards are to be drafted to assist member bodies and others responsible for the 
education of professional accountants to interpret the International Education Standards for Professional Accountants (IESs) and other 
pronouncements issued by the IAESB. While we prefer to existing approach of black and grey lettering adopted in the IESs, we 
understand the desire to move towards one consistent drafting approach across all IFAC standard setting boards.  
 

SAICA SAICA agrees with the proposals made in the Drafting Conventions explanatory memorandum both for the proposals on structure of the 
International Education Standards as well as the Proposals on language. 
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II. General Statements of Concern and Related Matters for Consideration 

 

 Respondent’s Comment Staff Comment (where necessary) 

AAA Representatives of the American Accounting Association greatly appreciate the opportunity to comment on 
the IAESB’s Exposure Draft dated March 2009 and entitled “Explanatory Memorandum on IAESB 
Drafting Conventions”.   
 
We fully appreciate the IAESB’s continued commitment to a mission “to serve the public interest“.  As in 
our comment of 16 March 2009 we support the stated primary objectives of an educational framework 
which will (1) improve the quality of the accounting profession and (2) increase public trust.  
 
Recognizing the importance of these objectives it is to be expected that those who have the greatest 
awareness and involvement in the education process, the faculties of university programs in the US and 
around the world, have taken interest in the activities of the IAESB. 
 
Unfortunately academic organizations such as the American Accounting Association, founded in 1916, and 
a leading global organization supporting advancement in  education and research, have no formal status in 
IFAC from which to affect a representative voice from a community which is primarily affected by the 
costs and conventions recommended by the IAESB. 
 
Given this lack of organizational representation in this private sector quasi legislative process, that portion 
of the exposure draft which  proposes to change terminology so that the word “shall’ is used to identify 
educational requirements seems premature, and is perceived as inflexible.  The status of the IAESB and 
IFAC in matters related to educational requirements is only becoming recognized let alone accepted or 
understood.  Other educational associations and governmentally recognized mission based accrediting 
bodies which affect tertiary educational preparation in the accounting discipline both in the North America 
and Europe and around the world already have clearly established education standards which have been in 
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place for decades.  Adding to this body of requirements should be undertaken with great care, with 
attention to resource implications, with attention to inherent conflicts and with full awareness of the 
potential impact on education programs.  
 
In summary the proposed amendments to the structure of language and standards, as described in 
paragraphs 6 and 7 seem innocuous.  However a change to language which conveys a mandatory tone 
transcends the role of these positions. Worldwide society has not vested authority in the IAESB. Our view 
remains that IAESB promulgations will gain value only when they are logically persuasive and are 
flexible and developed with full participation of those educators who may be directly affected by the 
process. IAESB standard setting processes must be based upon this fundamental representational 
principle.  

 
ACCA ACCA welcomes the revisiting of the format, structure and content of the education standards, particularly 

to allow member bodies to develop better understanding of how to comply with these standards and apply 
these requirements in their qualifying programs. The main benefit for member bodies is to see more 
consistency and logic in the structural content and in the explanatory materials made available. The 
suggested use of standard instructional verbs is welcomed. 
 

 

BDO 
International 

We believe the Drafting Conventions should assist the IAESB, Member Bodies and other stakeholders in the 
accountancy learning and development community by ensuring greater understanding in respect of: 
 

• the structure of IAESB Standards;  
• consistency between the Standards;  
• language usage within the Standards including an identification of requirements and presumptive 

requirements; and 
• intended threshold requirements for Member Body SMO1 compliance. 

 

 

 
1 Statement of Member Body Obligations 
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CGA-
Canada 

As with any proposed standard cost/benefit considerations no doubt play a substantive role in assessing 
the desirability of this proposed new standard-setting approach. The purpose of this proposed standard 
is well intended and successful implementation across multiple jurisdictions will contribute enormously 
towards achieving uniformity in learning and development of professional accountants and in 
facilitating reciprocity opportunities amongst member accounting bodies. 

 

 

CIPFA The proposed changes are sensible, clear and well thought through.  
 
CIPFA would like to continue to encourage IFAC to take into account the fact that many readers of these 
statements do not have English as a first language and many readers of these statements may also have first 
languages, whose grammar and vocabulary does not easily support some of the nuances of meaning that 
English allows.  
 
Drafting standards and supporting statements in the simplest possible way helps, as do devices like writing 
short, simple sentences and avoiding complex sentence construction. For example the second sentence at the 
top of page eight of the Explanatory Memorandum is rather long and contains a number of sub-clauses that 
might make even a native English speaker read it twice.  
 

 

FACPCE FACPCE considers that the term requirements does not suggest “those actions or procedures that are of 
sufficient importance as to be required (…) to achieve the stated objectives” (paragraph 13) by itself, so we 
think it should have some kind of technical definition such as “something obligatory or necessary” and then 
clarify that some actions and procedures are sought for a particular purpose. 
 

 

Grant 
Thornton 

As the Exposure Draft notes, other IFAC standard-setting boards, such as the International Auditing and 
Assurance Standards Board (IAASB) and the International Ethics Standards Board for Accountants 
(IESBA), have also developed drafting conventions to improve clarity.  Consequently, we urge the IAESB, 
where appropriate, to adopt the same or similar drafting conventions (including definitions and structure) as 
the IAASB and the IESBA, in order to further improve consistency and clarity among all pronouncements 
of IFAC standard-setting boards. 
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ICAEW However, ICAEW is also mindful that part of the challenge of reworking the Standards under the clarity 
project will be balancing member bodies’ opportunity for comment with overburdening stakeholders or 
materially altering the content of requirements and thereby causing knock-on delay or disagreement. 
 

 

ICAI We believe that the proposed structure enables the IAESB to reflect on the experience of other IFAC Boards 
and also responses and comments that have arisen from the existing International Education Standards and 
other IAESB pronouncements. 
 
Whilst we recognize the merits of the document and the hoped for benefits which may accrue from more 
tightly constructed documents we believe that the variety of education practice and systems worldwide may 
reduce the hoped for benefit of the proposed developments.   
 

 

IDW However, we do have major concerns about how such a “clarity project” may be implemented by the 
IAESB. In particular, we believe that such a project with a shortened due process should not be used to 
fundamentally change the nature of the education standards: the current standards are very much 
principles as opposed to rules-based – and should remain so. Consequently, the project should not be 
misused to cause an unduly large increase in the number of requirements. To prevent the Board from 
sliding down such a “slippery slope”, we propose that the Board develop clear criteria to determine the 
conditions under which individual present tense sentences in the current standards may be “elevated” to 
a requirement, as opposed to being classified as guidance. Along these lines, although we agree that this 
clarification exercise may be used to review each standard to determine whether it needs revision in 
future, we do not believe that the dividing line between the drafting conventions project and any 
substantive revision of standards ought to be blurred by undertaking any substantive revisions of these 
standards in parallel to the clarification process, even if such substantive revisions are completed a year 
after the completion of the drafting conventions project. We would like to point out that the IESBA did 
not undertake substantive revisions to the Code during its “clarification project”. Furthermore, although 
the revision of a number of ISAs by the IAASB did take place in parallel to the redrafting exercise of 
the clarity project, these revisions were subjected to the normal due process for revisions and the 
redrafting exercise for clarification was performed either after or during the revision, depending upon 
when the revision had commenced. No new major revision projects for particular standards were 
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commenced once the IAASB had begun the clarification process, nor did the IAASB attempt to revise 
all of its standards during or soon after its clarity project precisely because the distinction between the 
two due processes needed to be maintained. We therefore suggest that revisions of particular standards 
that are identified as needing revision during the drafting conventions project be revised using the 
normal due process after the completion of that project. 
 

IFA IFA does, however, see this as an internal issue for IAESB and has therefore only offered some general 
considerations in response to the questions raised. 

 

KPMG We note that drafting conventions have been adopted by other IFAC Boards.  For example, the 
International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board (IAASB) has already gone through a 
clarification process for its International Standards on Auditing (ISAs), similar to the one that the 
IAESB is currently undertaking.  We believe that this presents a valuable opportunity to develop 
consistency between the two groups of standards.  We therefore encourage the IAESB to adopt the same 
drafting conventions, where applicable, as those adopted by the IAASB.  The IAESB’s proposals are 
generally consistent with the IAASB’s approach; however, we recommend that, in order to avoid 
potential confusion with actual or perceived differences, the IAESB explicitly adopt the IAASB’s 
drafting conventions.  
 

 

Maresca The drafting conventions encompass the purpose and context, objectives for each standard, clarification, 
obligations imposed on member bodies, consistent implementation of the standards and explanatory 
materials. 

 

 

NZICA We understand the IAESB’s reasons for adopting the clarity approach to the style, structure and language 
used in IESs, however we would prefer the original approach of the black and grey lettering. This approach 
clearly established the requirements member bodies were expected to comply with (black letter paragraphs) 
without the need for interpretation of language. While the approach may be suitable for auditing standards, 
we would prefer the existing approach for education standards.  
 
We would encourage the Board to ensure the Framework document includes a section outlining the Board’s 
drafting conventions, once finalized.  
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III. Responses to Specific Questions  

 
Question 1: Do you agree with the proposed structure for the Standards (Introduction, Objectives, 
Requirements and Explanatory Materials)? If you do not agree, what changes would you suggest and 
why?  

 

 

AAT We agree with the proposed structure, and fully support this approach. We believe that it achieves the stated 
objectives of making IESs “clear and capable of consistent application” and that they “should contain no 
ambiguity about the requirements imposed on a member body.”  
 

 

ACCA The structure works well. It is clear, simple and follows a logical sequence. 
 
It is clearly more logical and sensible to begin with an introduction and to include the scope of the standard and 
the effective date within that section, before moving to purpose and the detailed content.  
 
Having an objectives section following the introduction is also more logical before going on to the detailed 
requirements.  
 
It is an improvement to have a separate section entitled ‘requirements’ as this makes it clear that member bodies 
have an obligation to incorporate these, which gives a clear compliance obligation.  
 
The inclusion of explanatory materials is an excellent idea as this is the best way for member bodies to get an 
understanding of how the requirements “shall” or “should” be applied or implemented. However, this section 
needs to be of consistent detail in all standards, so that standards are properly balanced.  
 
Using a ‘taxonomy’ of a few verbs to determine emphasis and compliance is welcomed and will add more force 
to these standards, but the IFAC Compliance Program may need to allow a “comply or explain’ clause within 
the Statement of Membership Obligations to allow member bodies to establish why they do not meet certain 
requirements because of their special or mitigating circumstances.  
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Paragraph 8 Introduction 
We are pleased to see that definitions will appear in a glossary as this makes the standards themselves shorter, 
particularly when a proportion of the intended audience may already be familiar with these terms.  
 
Paragraph 11 
ACCA welcomes IAESB’s recognition that there are member bodies that do not have direct responsibility 
for the learning and development of students so some requirements in respect of tuition support and 
learning development will be beyond the control of those member bodies.  
 
Paragraph 12 
This section clearly reinforces that while IAESB recognizes the different structure, jurisdiction and 
arrangements of member bodies in respect to the delivery of qualifying programs, there is still an obligation 
for member bodies to meet the requirements or prepare appropriate action plans to map out how these can 
be met at some future date.  
 
The IFAC Compliance Program should consider the possibility of introducing some ‘comply or explain’ clauses 
to permit member bodies in particular circumstances to explain their inability to comply with certain 
requirements where it may be impractical or inappropriate to do so, so that IFAC can determine whether this is 
justified or not.  
 
Paragraph 16 Explanatory Materials 
It is to be welcomed that this now becomes a separate section of each standard. However, there needs to be clear 
guidance given to authors around the format, structure, the level of detail and length of these.  
 

AICPA The proposed structure for the IESs is well-conceived, and should be helpful to member bodies as they read and 
interpret the Standards. Of particular value is the presentation of a consistent framework which applies to all 
IESs and which will assist in enhancing readability and ultimately sharpen the clarity of the Standards. 
 

 

BDO 
International 

We agree with the proposed structure of the Standards as outlined in the Explanatory Memorandum.  By clearly 
identifying the component parts of each of the Standards and describing the specific elements which should be 
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included within each of these sections, this will aid both the development and adoption of these Standards.  The 
specific areas of: Introduction, Objectives Requirements, and Explanatory Materials have been clearly defined 
in the Explanatory Memorandum.  In respect of the split between Objectives and Requirements, we believe that 
these terms should enable end-users of the Standards to differentiate between the overall purpose of each 
Standard and the prescribed elements to be complied with.  This will in itself aid clarity and will enable Member 
Bodies, who may not have overall control over the learning and development programs within their country, to 
identify more easily the requirements that naturally reside at each level. 
 

CGA-Canada Yes, we agree with the proposed structure. Changes that will make the Standards easy to read and understand 
and that will also facilitate implementation by member bodies are commendable. 
 

 

CICA We agree with the proposed structure for the International Education Standards (IESs). We believe that 
distinguishing between objectives, requirements and explanatory materials will improve the clarity and 
understanding of the IESs. We do question however the relevance of and need for Paragraph 12 in a 
Memorandum on Drafting Conventions. 
 

 

CIPFA Yes, CIPFA is supportive of the proposed structure for the Standards. We believe that the structure will help 
improve the consistency of interpretation by member bodies. 
 

 

Deloitte We agree with the proposed structure for IES as described in the Explanatory Memorandum. 
  

Grant 
Thornton 

We support the proposed structure for the Standards because it should provide a clear and consistent framework 
for each Standard.  We note that pursuant to its clarity project, the IAASB has employed a very similar structure 
for the “clarity” International Standards on Auditing (ISAs), and we see no reason why the IESs should employ 
a different structure. 
 

 

HKICPA The Drafting Conventions lay out a structure for the Standards with sections covering introduction, objectives, 
requirements and explanatory materials.  The proposed structure is well defined and should ensure consistency 
among Standards.  This should make the IES clearer by enhancing their readability and understandability.     
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KPMG We generally agree with the proposed structure for the Standards with one exception. The IAASB included, 
within its clarified ISAs, a section for definitions. We believe this section is a useful component whenever 
drafting conventions are in place and recommend a similar section within your proposed structure or a 
reference to its inclusion in the Framework Glossary. 

 

ICAEW The proposed structure for the Standards of “Introduction, Objectives, Requirements and Explanatory 
Materials” seems to us to be a sensible, orderly and clear structure. However, we would suggest that it 
would be sensible to draft one standard in the new format for critical review, in order to ensure the 
suggested format works. 
 

 

ICAI The proposed change of structure is similar to other IFAC pronouncements.  As such we support the 
proposed changes.  Whilst we recognise the benefits of this the nature and variety of education practice 
worldwide (much of which is outside the control of the member body) may limit the impact of the change.   
 

 

ICAP We agree with the proposed structure, which is well defined as compared to the existing structure.    
  

ICAS The proposed structure for the Standards is clear and helpful. The structure will provide a consistent 
framework which can be applied to all Standards and should help improve the clarity and readability of 
these Standards. 
 
In relation to paragraphs 11 and 12, however, it is not clear why these paragraphs are included in the 
description of the objectives sections. 
 

 

IDW We broadly agree with the proposed structure of the Standards, but have a number of suggestions. The 
Introduction may, in some cases, also include some short background material, in addition to the scope and 
effective date, to help place the standard into context. In our view, there should be a separate definitions 
section for those terms that are used frequently in any standard or introduced for a particular standard: only 
those definitions included in the standards that have been subjected to the due process of those standards 
should be included in the glossary because only these ought to be authoritative. There is a danger that 
definitions included in a glossary not included in the standards will not have been subjected to appropriate 
due process. Given the importance of definitions in interpreting the meaning of requirements, this would 
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not be an acceptable situation. Missing is an overall objective for the education standards that ought to be 
achieved. The objectives in the individual standards also ought to act as an additional prompt to apply 
additional educational measures if the fulfillment of the requirements alone in a particular standard does not 
achieve the objective of that standard. The application of the requirements does not include a rule for 
permissible departures, as included in the ISAs (i.e., in analogy, may choose not to apply a requirement if, 
in the circumstances of the member body, the application of the requirement would not be effective and the 
member body has implemented other measures that would be more effective). Please note the treatment of 
this issue in the body of our letter for further details.  
 

IFA IFA recommend IAESB work up a version of a standard, if this has not been done to date, and reflect on 
the acceptability of this approach. IFA would raise whether certain standards may be challenging to redraft 
particularly where the context or different models/approaches are acceptable in meeting the standard are 
accepted or are difficult to divorce from the standard’s requirement. To illustrate, the need and extent of 
some kind of ‘mentor’ role within IES 5 Practical Experience Standard may be difficult to specify due to 
different understanding of the ‘mentor’ role. 

 

 

IRBA We agree that the proposed structure may promote Standards that are clear and capable of consistent application 
as proposed in the Explanatory Memorandum. We do, however, note an inconsistency in the application of bold 
lettering between the Proposed Framework for International Education Standards and the Explanatory 
Memorandum. 
 
In paragraph 33 of the Proposed Framework for International Education Standards it is stated that ‘Each IES 
contains a mixture of bold typeface black lettering and plain typeface grey lettering paragraphs. The black 
lettering represents the standard IFAC member bodies should make their best endeavors to achieve’. However, 
in the Explanatory Memorandum paragraph 15 it is stated that ‘As the requirements are clearly set out in a 
separate section, they no longer appear in bold letters’.  
 
We recommend that the Proposed Framework for International Education Standards be amended to be 
consistent with the Explanatory Memorandum.  
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JICPA We agree with the proposed structure. 
  

MIA Malaysian Institute of Accountants (MIA) agrees with the proposed structure for the standards.  It is important 
to include the objectives as proposed so that member bodies understand what should be achieved and why 
member bodies must comply with the said standards.  MIA’s concern is that the proposed objective must be 
clear and achievable. 
 

 

MIPA The currently proposed structure: 
 
Introduction  
Objective(s)– 
Requirements–  
Application and Other Explanatory Material 
 
It clarifies the understanding and application of the standard, as in the prior structure, the objectives and specific 
requirements for the IFAC Member Bodies were confusing.   The recommendation would be to be careful with 
the application and explicative materials part so that it does not overlap with the IEPS, or becomes so extensive 
it loses its relevance.  
 
The distinction between the objective and the requirements for the Professional Bodies is important, as in the 
case of Mexico, the parties directly involved in the initial professional education process are Higher Education 
Institutions, and the Government authorizes their Study Plans and grants the professional license to exercise the 
profession. In this context, the Professional Body can influence but not control that the objective is met.  
 

 

NZICA Introduction – We recommend that the sentence outlining the scope of the standard also address what the 
standard applies to. We support the proposal to move the definitions of all terms to a separate glossary, however 
urge the Board to ensure this glossary is updated on a regular basis and is easily accessible to all readers of 
IESs.  
 
Objectives – We question why paragraphs 11 and 12 (dealing with the SMO) are included in the description of 
the objectives. We are assuming such paragraphs would not be included in the IESs and is a drafting error in the 
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preparation of this document.  
 
Requirements – We are not supportive of the use of this term, however regrettably are unable to offer a suitable 
alternative. “Obligations” is unsatisfactory, however would reflect IFAC’s expectations of its members. We are 
concerned by the language used in paragraph 13 which firstly states the requirements are “required of a member 
body”, and then goes on to qualify this statement by stating the requirements, “…are to be applied in all cases 
where they are relevant to the learning and development of a professional accountant”. Presumably the IAESB 
would only set a ‘requirement’ that is relevant to the learning and development of professional accountants? 
 
Explanatory Materials – We are concerned the proposed split of “Requirements” and “Explanatory Materials” 
will result in repetition and may cause confusion amongst readers.  There is also a danger that explanatory 
materials may contain examples which while intending to assist member bodies interpret the standard, may 
unintentionally promote certain educational or developmental approaches over others.  
 

RSM 
International 

We are confident that the IAASB’s Clarity Project will improve the understanding and application of 
auditing standards around the world and believe that similar results will be likely if the International 
Education Standards (IESs) were structured in a similar manner. Accordingly, we agree with the proposed 
structure for the IESs (Introduction, Objectives, Requirements and Explanatory Materials). 
 

 

SAICA SAICA agrees with the change to the organization of the content (para 6.), in particular the setting out of 
elements of the standard that need to be complied with is a stand alone “requirements” section (para 13. to 15.). 
It is important to have the standards set out in such a way that ensure consistent application and are not 
ambiguous. 
 

 

 
Question 2: Do you agree with the proposed categories of requirements and presumptive requirements, 
and the related obligations they would impose on member bodies? Please state the reasons that support 
your response. 
 

 

AAT We agree with the proposed categories, and the concept behind them, but we feel that a little more explanation 
as to the meaning of presumptive requirements would be helpful, particularly for those reading Education  
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Standards or supporting material where English is not their first language.  An example of a situation where a 
presumptive requirement might apply would be useful.  We also believe that the newly drafted Standards should 
make it very clear that member bodies are obliged to meet the requirements of the Standards in the majority of 
case and that this obligation is only lifted in the very limited circumstances described, e.g. “when the 
responsibility for the learning or development of professional accountants is shared with other stakeholders, 
such as government agencies” etc.  We recognize that this is a compliance issue, and therefore outside the 
IAESB’s remit to some extent, but we believe that the IAESB can contribute to ensuring clarity in this important 
area though the way its Standards are drafted.  
 

ACCA Paragraph 19  
The term ‘presumptive requirement’ may not be easily understood by those who have English as a second 
language. As language has been an obstacle, perhaps there could be a clearer phrase used as presumptive is 
not considered to be an everyday or common word. Could this term be explained in an easier way? Would 
conditional requirement work better? 
 

 

AICPA As indicated in the previous response, we believe that the consistent structure and framework to be employed in 
drafting all IESs will help improve the clarity of the Standards.  The requirements should also work to reduce 
any ambiguity, especially regarding compliance issues. However, we are quite concerned about the rather vague 
nature of “presumptive requirements” and any potential benefits accruing to such a category. What exactly is the 
definition of presumptive requirements? In what particular circumstances might they exist? In application, the 
concept could be difficult to grasp without greater understanding of what is intended. The difference between 
the terms shall (for requirements) and should (for presumptive requirements) is relatively straight forward, but 
even so, we believe further examination and explanation regarding the category of presumptive requirements is 
needed. 
 

 

BDO 
International 

Member Bodies are subject to a range of national, regional and local parameters which are not always within 
their remit or control.  By specifying the terminology surrounding requirements and presumptive requirements 
and differentiating these through use of the terms “shall” and “should,” we believe that this identification will 
provide clearer direction to Member Bodies in respect of their obligations.  Whereas some IFAC Boards have 
decided to discontinue the use of “should” we do support the IAESB in their decision to retain this term in 
respect of International Education Standards and in order to ensure application of the Standards in all cases in 
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which the presumptive requirement exists. 
 

CGA-Canada Yes, we agree with the proposed categories. It appears that the distinctions between the two categories are 
somewhat similar to the current black and grey lettering categories. This clear distinction between the two 
categories will help member bodies clearly identify and consistently implement the requirements of the 
standards without ambiguity. 
 

 

CICA We agree with the proposed category of requirements and the related obligations they would impose on 
member bodies. Paragraph 13 is very clear. We do not understand the category of presumptive requirements 
and the related obligations they would impose on member bodies and would suggest that further 
clarification is needed. 
 

 

CIPFA The definition and explanation of the ‘requirement’ category (paragraphs 13-15) is reasonably clear. However, 
we would suggest that the ‘presumptive requirement’ as stated in paragraph 19 needs to be defined in more 
simple terms to avoid ambiguity. 
 

 

Deloitte We agree with the proposed category for “requirements” as described in the Explanatory Memorandum.  
However, we are less convinced by “presumptive requirements” and the use of “should” to indicate this. 
We would rather the IAESB re-evaluate broader use of “shall” and indicate the presence of conditions with 
the use of the word “if” in the relevant sentence. 
 
We would also encourage the IAESB to take this opportunity to align the Standards with the proposed 
Framework and ensure that the Standards are appropriately written to Member Bodies of IFAC in a 
consistent way. 
 

 

Grant 
Thornton 

We generally agree with the proposed categories of requirements and presumptive requirements, and the related 
obligations there under.  We note that use of the word “shall” to mean a requirement is consistent with the use of 
“shall” by the IAASB, and is also similar to that contained in the July 2008 Exposure Draft on the Code of 
Ethics for Professional Accountants (the Code of Ethics) by the IESBA.  We believe that use of the word 
“should” to delineate a presumptive requirement is somewhat less clear, but would support the term if used 
consistently.   
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HKICPA In the ED, a distinction is made between “requirements” (use of the word “shall”) and “presumptive 

requirements” (use of the word “should”) and the related obligations they would impose on IFAC member 
bodies.  Conceptually, this provides clarity in guiding the application of a particular requirement.  However, in 
application the distinction may be prone to being arbitrary and so more explanation is needed to illustrate the 
circumstances where presumptive requirements exist.  This is essential to ensure consistency in implementation 
of the IES requirements in the global context, given the different developmental stages of IFAC member bodies.
 

 

ICAEW Yes, we agree with the proposed categories of requirements and presumptive requirements and the related 
obligations they would impose on member bodies. The word “shall” (when directed at all member bodies) 
and the word “should” (when directed at those applicable member bodies) are clear and unambiguous 
terms. We assume that this then means the use of bold lettering and grey lettering will cease. 
 

 

ICAI We consider that the distinction between “shall” and “should” might benefit from the inclusion of an 
example.  The existence of a presumptive requirement where “the presumptive requirement exists” appears 
to be a circular argument.  This area may also pose difficulty for non English speakers. 
 
The guidance of the expectations around such terms as “consider”, “evaluate” and “determine” are helpful 
and should be of benefit to the compliance programme.    The creation of additional member body 
requirements will need to be carefully assessed in terms of costs and benefits. 
 

 

ICAP We agree with the proposed categories of requirements and presumptive requirements. The introduction of these 
categories will help the reader in using the Standards. However, for standard setters this will require 
extraordinary care while classifying an action of member body as requirement (an obligation independent of 
circumstances). This will demand a detailed study and consideration of all possible circumstances attached to 
the issue to be dealt with.  
 

 

ICAS As stated above the application of a consistent structure and framework to all Standards will improve the 
clarity of the Standards.  The proposal, therefore, to introduce a category of requirements to all Standards is 
sensible and should further reduce ambiguity regarding what elements of a Standard require to be complied 
with.    
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The benefits of the proposal to include a category of presumptive requirements are less clear and require 
further explanation.  
 

IDW We do not agree with the proposed categories of requirements and presumptive requirements and the related 
obligations they would impose on member bodies. In our view, there should only be one category of 
requirements denoted “requirements”, and these should be required in all cases in which the requirement is 
relevant (with the provision for exceptional departures as noted on question 1 above). Adding another 
category of requirement would add to the complexity and ambiguity of what is in fact required and what is 
not, and therefore not serve clarity. Furthermore, we would like to point out that the current definition of 
presumptive requirements proposed (a requirement that applies in all cases where the circumstances 
described in the presumptive requirement exist) is inappropriate, because what is being described is not a 
presumptive requirement, but a conditional requirement. Presumptive requirements, properly understood, 
are requirements that are presumed to be obligatory, but this presumption can be overcome in certain 
circumstances. We do not believe that a special definition is needed for conditional requirements (which 
usually begin with the word “if”) because they are requirements that automatically become relevant when 
the condition described using “if” applies. 
 

 

IFA It is not clear what is meant by presumptive requirement? Any impact of the re-drafting and its impact upon 
SMOs should be considered. 
 

 

IRBA We do not agree with the proposed categories of requirements and presumptive requirements. We believe that 
two categories of requirements create ambiguity and are counter to the objectives of improving clarity.  

 
According to the Proposed Framework for International Education Standard the IESs are subject to local law 
and regulation and member bodies should best endeavor to incorporate essential elements of the IESs. 
Furthermore the Proposed Framework for International Education Standards states that IESs may be complied 
with in variety of different but equivalent ways. This already allows for requirements to be met in a variety of 
means- any further distinguishing of the requirements into categories would not serve to enhance clarity and 
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understanding of the Standards. 

 

We believe that the neutral nature of the standard should facilitate member bodies to achieve the Standard and if 
a situation occurs where there could be difficulty in implementing the Standard, appropriate guidance should be 
provided in the Explanatory Material. This should negate the need for presumptive requirements.  

We therefore recommend that there only be requirements at one level to enable consistent application of the 
standard. 

 
JICPA We agree with the proposed categories.  

  

KPMG We believe that Member obligations can be clarified through the use of concepts such as requirements and 
presumptive requirements.  However, we believe that the stated obligations imposed on Members in the 
Exposure Draft are not consistent with the obligations in IFAC’s Statement of Member Obligations (SMO).  
Please see further discussion in our response to Question 5.   

 

 

Maresca On pp. 5, obligations are referenced for member bodies. The language of the law utilizes rights, duties, 
obligations and recourse. Similar language should be employed by the accountants to conform to the 
Uniform Commercial Code and other regulatory requirements, as well as case study citations and stare 
decisis presentations by appropriate legal bodies. Recourse is extremely topical because the concept 
clarifies contingent liabilities in "derivative transactions." 
 
The objectives in each standard should make reference to an overall "mission" set forth at the outset. 
 

 

MIA MIA agrees with the proposed requirements but IAESB must clearly state what are the actions or procedures 
required to be applied by member bodies as well as the obligations imposed on IFAC member bodies.  This is to 
avoid any difficult circumstances in complying with the requirements later and misunderstanding by member 
bodies to the obligations that are to be imposed to them. 
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MIPA According to the former categorization, a requirement must be met in all cases and a presumptive 
requirement must only be met when the circumstances apply; however, how will the importance of one or 
the other be determined, and each category’s weight to meet the objective set forth in the standard, 
especially when we are talking about different jurisdictions and contexts.   
 

 

NZICA We do not agree with the proposed distinction between requirements and presumptive requirements as we find 
it confusing, although we understand this approach is adopted by the IAASB. When applying this approach to 
existing standards, we find it unhelpful. We would prefer clear drafting of standards to make the obligation on 
the member body clear when a qualifying circumstance exists.   
 

 

RSM 
International 

We believe that the distinction between a requirement and a presumptive requirement, and the related use of 
the words “shall” and “should”, is unnecessary and potentially confusing. We would prefer the IASEB to 
take the approach whereby the word “shall” is used in both circumstances but accompanied, in the case of a 
presumptive requirement, by a clear description of all qualifying circumstances. 
 

 

SAICA SAICA does not agree with the proposed categories of requirements and presumptive requirements. We believe 
that two categories of requirements create rather than remove ambiguity. In addition the description detailed for 
presumptive requirements is not clear. 
 
According to the Proposed Framework for International Education Standard the IESs are subject to local law 
and regulation and member bodies should best endeavor to incorporate essential elements of the IESs. 
Furthermore the Proposed Framework for International Education Standards states that IESs may be complied 
with in variety of different but equivalent ways. This already allows for requirements to be met in a variety of 
means - any further distinction of the requirements into categories would not serve to enhance clarity and 
understanding of the Standards. 

 
We believe that the neutral nature of the standard should facilitate member bodies to achieve the Standard and if 
a situation occurs where there could be difficulty in implementing the Standard, appropriate guidance should be 
provided in the Explanatory Material. This should negate the need for presumptive requirements.  
 
We therefore recommend that there only be requirements at one level to enable consistent application of the 
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standard. 
 

 
Question 3: The following terms have been proposed in this explanatory memorandum:  

• “shall”  

• “should”  

• “consider” 

• “evaluate” and 

• “determine.”  

Do you agree that these terms (as explained) are understandable? If you disagree, please indicate what 
alternatives would you propose and why? 

 

 

AAT We agree that these terms are understandable and will support greater understanding of the Education Standards.  
We believe that the use of the words “consider”, “evaluate” and “determine” is a user friendly and appropriate 
solution to a complicated area within the Standards.   

 

 

ACCA ACCA agrees that these terms are understandable. 
 
Paragraph 20 Discontinue use of present tense 
This section did not seem clear. We do not understand the specific connection between students needing to 
reflect on their work and the use of the present tense within requirements in general. It is not obvious that 
using the present tense is inappropriate, any more that using the past or future tense. Surely this depends on 
context.  
 

 

AICPA Generally speaking, the terms as defined are clear and understandable; which is especially important for first 
time readers. Their consistent use within a well defined structure should, as delineated above, enhance the 
clarity of the Standards themselves. We would hope that a glossary will be readily available to all readers. 
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BDO 
International 

We support the differentiation applied to the terms of “shall” and “should” and we believe discontinued use of 
the terms “should” in the context of pure requirements and replacement with the term “shall” will enable end-
users to understand the absolute nature of this aspect of the Standards.   
 
In respect of “consider,” “evaluate” and “determine” given the variety of interpretations of these terms across 
English and non-English speaking nations we would advocate this terminology being included, with contextual 
examples, in the new Glossary. 
 

 

CGA-Canada Yes, these terms are easily understandable. 
  

CICA We have only one comment. The definition provided in paragraph 22 states that "Consider [will be used] - 
when a member body is required to reflect on several matters." Why several? It could also be required to 
reflect on a single issue. 
 

 

CIPFA Yes, we agree that definitions for ‘shall’, ‘consider’, ‘evaluate’ and ‘determine’ are clear & concise. In line with 
our comments under Q2 above, we would suggest that the use of ‘should’ needs further clarification to avoid 
ambiguity. 
 

 

Deloitte Overall, we agree with these terms and find them understandable.  However, we would encourage the 
IAESB to re-evaluate retaining the term “consider” as we believe there are plenty of alternatives e.g., “list 
the options”; “choose between the options”, etc. that would more precisely describe the desired action of the 
Member Body. 
 

 

Grant 
Thornton 

We note that use of the word “shall” to mean a requirement is consistent with the use of “shall” by the IAASB, 
and is also similar to that contained in the July 2008 Exposure Draft on the Code of Ethics for Professional 
Accountants (the Code of Ethics) by the IESBA.  We believe that use of the word “should” to delineate a 
presumptive requirement is somewhat less clear, but would support the term if used consistently.   
 
We also believe that the definitions of “consider,” “evaluate” and “determine” are understandable and comport 
with common definitions found in standard dictionaries.  Further, we note that similar (although not identical) 
definitions to these three terms are set forth in the July 2008 Exposure Draft on the Code of Ethics published by 
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the IESBA.  Given the use of these terms by the IESBA, we see no reason that the IAESB should use different 
definitions for the same or similar terms. 
 

HKICPA Comment on the usage of “shall” and “should” is covered in Q2 above.  The terms “consider”, “evaluate” and 
“determine” to define the required actions from the IFAC member bodies are understandable.  They will be 
useful to ensure a more consistent description of future IES requirements and improve clarity.  To ensure these 
terms are fully understood, it is suggested that a glossary be provided for each Standard, at least for the first 
cohort of rewrites, to ensure that all IFAC member bodies are similar with the terminology. 
 

 

ICAEW Yes, we agree that the terms “shall”, “should”, “consider”, “evaluate” and “determine” are understandable. 
We think these terms are well-chosen and fit with the meaning they are intended to describe. The 
progression from “consider” to “evaluate” to “determine” is appropriate. 
 

 

ICAI Subject to clarification of what a ‘presumptive requirement’ might be, as indicated above, we believe that the 
additional terms are a helpful clarification.   
 

 

ICAP For the terms “shall” and “should”, our comments are similar as given in response to Question 2. 
 
For the terms “consider”, “evaluate” and “determine”, when we relate these terms to the proposed structure of 
the Standards and the terms “shall” and “should”, there will be following dilemmas:   
 
If any of these terms is used with a term “shall” and paragraph is placed in Requirements portion of the 
Standard, the degree of emphasize, which is intended by using these three terms, will have no value. The 
required action will be an obligation for member bodies. 
 
Similarly, using these terms with any terms other than “shall” or “should”  may create an impact opposite to the 
intention of the standard setters. 
 
In view of above, we disagree with the introduction of terms “consider”, “evaluate” and “determine” in the 
manner proposed in drafting conventions.  
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ICAS The proposed terms are clear and understandable. Consistent use of these terms in all future Standards will 
assist in improving the clarity of the various aspects of the Standards.   
 

 

IDW We agree with the application of the word “shall” for requirements and the use and explanation of the terms 
“consider”, “evaluate” and “determine”. However, because we do not support the use of presumptive 
requirements, we do not support the use or explanation of the term “should” at all. We agree with the 
proposal to discontinue the use of present tense sentences in relation to actions of member bodies etc. 
However, as noted in the body of the letter, there need to be clear criteria when such present tense sentences 
ought to be elevated to a requirement. In particular, a requirement should only be created when it is 
necessary in virtually all circumstances encountered by member bodies around the world to achieve the 
objective of the standard. Such a criterion would serve to limit the number of requirements and therefore 
facilitate principles-based standards. Furthermore, it would help ensure that the various environments in 
which member bodies operate are not subject to educational requirements that are not effective in that 
environment. 
 

 

IFA IFA would raise the question for IAESB consideration as to whether Standards might become over-
engineered to use the correct term in every case? The recommendation would always to use simple 
English to express the item concerned for understandibility and translation purposes.  

 

 

IRBA We believe that the above terms are understandable with the exception of the usage of ‘should’ in relation to its 
usage in presumptive requirements - please refer the question 2 for further explanation.  However, we believe it 
to be essential that the definitions of these terms be provided in the Preface to each Standard. 
 

 

JICPA As we assume that the readers of the IES are basically the same as the readers of  standards set by other boards 
(the IAASB and the IESBA), the Board needs to make the meaning, and the use of these terms, consistent with 
that applied by other boards.    
 
(1)“Shall” and “Should” 
On paragraph 3, it states that “Drafting conventions will ensure consistency among IAESB educational 
pronouncements and, whenever possible, consistency with other board’s use of drafting conventions.”  
However, the proposed use of “shall” by the IAESB differs from that of the IAASB or the IESBA which allows 
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exceptions.  For example, it seems that, in exceptional circumstance where an auditor judges it necessary to 
depart from a requirement in an ISA, the IAASB permits an auditor to perform alternative audit procedures to 
achieve the aim of that requirement in an ISA.   
Also, the IAESB proposes that “should” is to be used when applying presumptive requirements; however, the 
IAASB or the IESBA does not define “should,” and it seems “should” has never been used in ISA or in the code 
of ethics. 
 
To help the readers sufficiently understand the level of requirements of various standards of IFAC, the meaning 
and the use of “shall” and “should” in the IAESB need to be aligned to that applied by the IAASB and the 
IESBA. 
 
(2) “Consider”, “Evaluate”, “Determine” 
The Board’s definitions of the terms “consider,” “evaluate,” and “determine” differ from those of the 
IESBA.  To avoid misunderstandings, it is desirable for the Board to make them consistent with the 
meaning and the use of these terms by the IESBA.  In the same way as in the IESBA, it is also intelligible if 
the Board adds examples of how these terms are used in the text.  The IAASB has a definition of 
"Evaluate," and it is also desirable for the Board to consider consistency of the use of these terms with those 
of the IAASB.   
 

KPMG We do not agree with the use of “shall” and “should” as defined in the Exposure Draft.  We recommend that the 
Board opt for consistency with the IAASB drafting conventions (that is, use the term “shall” for presumptive 
requirements and avoid the use of  “should”).  We believe it would be confusing to distinguish “shall” from 
“should” in the IAESB drafting conventions, as some other standard setting boards and public accounting firms 
have concluded that these words are synonymous and have prepared their standards and methodologies 
accordingly.   To reintroduce these terms with differing definitions in your drafting conventions would be in 
direct contradiction to the others, and this inconsistency in usage would create confusion in the interpretation of 
the IESs and potentially in the other international standards.    

 
To address the issue of a requirement and a presumptive requirement, we recommend that the Board follow 
the same process as the IAASB and include the concept of a presumptive requirement in the definition of 
“shall” by explaining the obligation associated with a requirement using the same considerations adopted by 
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IAASB.   

For example, the following language from ISA 200, Overall objectives of the independent auditor and the 
conduct of an audit in accordance with international standards on auditing, clearly expresses the obligation 
placed upon a member. 

Complying with Relevant Requirements 

22. Subject to paragraph 23, the auditor shall comply with each requirement of an ISA unless, in the 
circumstances of the audit:  

(a) The entire ISA is not relevant; or  

(b) The requirement is not relevant because it is conditional and the condition does not exist. (Ref: 
Para. A72-A73) 

The following additional excerpt from ISA 200 provides explanatory material relative to the preceding 
requirement.  

Complying with Relevant Requirements  

Relevant Requirements (Ref: Para. 22) 

A72. In some cases, an ISA (and therefore all of its requirements) may not be relevant in the 
circumstances. For example, if an entity does not have an internal audit function, nothing in ISA 
610 (Redrafted) is relevant.  

A73. Within a relevant ISA, there may be conditional requirements. Such a requirement is relevant 
when the circumstances envisioned in the requirement apply and the condition exists. In general, 
the conditionality of a requirement will either be explicit or implicit, for example: 

• The requirement to modify the auditor’s opinion if there is a limitation of scope represents 
an explicit conditional requirement.  

• The requirement to communicate significant deficiencies in internal control identified 
during the audit to those charged with governance, which depends on the existence of such 
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identified significant deficiencies; and the requirement to obtain sufficient appropriate 
audit evidence regarding the presentation and disclosure of segment information in 
accordance with the applicable financial reporting framework, which depends on that 
framework requiring or permitting such disclosure, represent implicit conditional 
requirements.  

 
Maresca The language will be more specific. Words; such as, "shall", "evaluate" and "determine" will be made part 

of the future standard setting language utilization in the preferred mode. 
 

 

MIA MIA agrees with the term proposed. The use of appropriate terms improves the standard significantly. However, 
for the benefit of the users, it is good if these definitions of terms are provided as glossary/ reference to the 
standard). For example: how do member bodies react on an issue when the indication is “consider” vs 
“evaluate”. 
 

 

MIPA The discontinuing of verbs in the present and replacement with the prior terms does clarify the standard’s 
intention; however, the distinction between shall and should could lead to problems in their translation into 
Spanish and create confusion. 
 

 

NZICA Shall – We agree, subject to comments in response to question 2 above.  
Should – We agree, subject to comments in response to question 2 above.  
Consider – We agree.  
Evaluate – We agree.  
Determine – We agree.  
 

 

RSM 
International 

We agree that these terms are understandable. However, as indicated in our response to Item 2 above, we 
question the need to differentiate between “requirements” and “presumptive requirements” by using the 
words “shall” and “should,” respectively. We do however; expect that consistent interpretation and 
application of these terms worldwide will be enhanced as users become increasingly familiar with the new 
clarified International Standards on Auditing and the proposed clarity revisions to the Code of Ethics for 
Professional Accountants, both of which of course contain similar terminology. 
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SAICA We believe it to be essential that the definitions of these terms be provided in the Preface to each Standard. 
  

 
Question 4: Do you agree with the proposed implementation approach? If you disagree, please indicate 
what changes you would make and why? 

 

 

AAT We support the IAESB’s desire to apply the new drafting conventions as soon as possible without compromising 
due process, but are slightly concerned that the timescales seem rather long.  We understand the difficulties of 
moving quickly with limited IFAC resources, both in terms of Secretariat time and the time of voluntary Board 
members.  We therefore support the proposal not to redraft – using the new drafting conventions – those 
Standards which are to be reviewed, as this would involve a fair amount of work to produce documents that 
would only be used for a short time.  However, we would like to suggest that further consideration is given to 
the possibility of redrafting those Standards that do not need revision before the planned 2011 date. It might be 
possible to shorten the due process arrangements where there is no change of substance to the revision.  We 
believe that a shortened timescale for the re-issue of standards would maximise the benefit from these very 
welcome drafting conventions.  
 

 

ACCA ACCA agrees with the proposed implementation approach.  
  

AICPA The implementation method as put forth seems reasonable in terms of a phased approach, but the anticipated 
timetable is problematic. While we strongly support the stated intent of applying the new Drafting Conventions 
to as many Standards as possible in the shortest time practicable, the timeframe suggested, especially for those 
Standards deemed as needing revision, is much too long. A comment period for those Standards needing 
revision by 2012 is  . We would strongly suggest a process which moves with greater alacrity. The 
implementation plan is also silent on the application of the new Drafting Conventions to both International 
Education Practice Statements and International Education Information Papers. It seems logical that after 
applying the new Drafting Conventions to the Standards, a subsequent effort to apply them to Practice 
Statements and Information Papers would be appropriate. 
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BDO 
International 

In setting out the proposed implementation approach we have some concerns in relation to the IAESB’s 
proposed timetable in respect of: 

• Redrafting Standards which do not require revision by 2011; and 
• Revision and redrafting all other Standards by 2012. 

 
In light of the IAESB’s current strategic plan, we believe the implementation approach is an overly ambitious 
one given the time it takes to redraft, revise and submit to due process each Standard.  We would ask the IAESB 
to consider an expedited form of Standard setting and due process that could be adopted for those Standards that 
only require redrafting.  Finally, we would ask that the IAESB refrains from looking at these Standards solely in 
isolation but considers them as part of a package or suite of Standards and consolidates them into Initial 
Professional Development (IPD) and Continuing Professional Development (CPD) elements. 

 

 

CGA-Canada Yes, the implementation approach will increase stakeholder interest and facilitate compliance with the 
standards. 

 
 

 

CICA We are in general agreement with the proposed implementation approach. However, as noted in our 
response to the Proposed Framework for International Education Standards for Professional Accountants 
we suggest that the IAESB also consider the option of redrafting and rewriting all of IES 1 to 6 into a single 
new Standard. 
 

 

CIPFA The proposed implementation approach and timeline seems sensible. 
  

Deloitte We agree with the implementation approach and understand that the timeframe includes time for re-
exposing the re-drafted and revised standards (as appropriate). 
 

 

Grant 
Thornton 

We agree with the proposed implementation approach, and generally believe that it should provide sufficient 
time for redrafting and comment thereon.  We are sure that the IAESB will pay particular attention when 
redrafting the Standards to ensure that mere changes in definitions as a result of the Exposure Draft do not 
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materially alter the underlying requirements, unless subject to rigorous due process. 
 

HKICPA The IAESB intends to apply the Drafting Conventions to all existing Standards by stages.  Those Standards 
which require no revision will be redrafted by 2011.  All other Standards will undergo revision and be redrafted 
by 2012.  This phasing in approach seems practical and we think IFAC member bodies are likely to be 
receptive.  We note that practice statements and information papers which are not addressed by the Drafting 
Conventions will continue to be issued in the current format.  With the adoption of the Drafting Conventions, 
we would have thought that all Standards and related papers, be they practice statements or information papers, 
should following the same conventions, in particular the usage of terminology described in the ED, for 
consistency and earlier adoption. 
 

 

ICAEW Implementation dates of 2011 or 2012 seem a considerable way into the future and somewhat hard to 
square with the comments in paragraph 4 that, “The IAESB intends to apply the new drafting conventions 
to as many Standards as practicable in the shortest possible time”. We would suggest that it might be better 
for the clarity project if this work was completed sooner.   
 
Equally, as explained in previous consultation replies, we feel that the current corpus of International 
Education Standards is sufficient and therefore we would be unlikely to be able to support any revisions to 
individual Standards which had the result of increasing requirements on member bodies. We were not sure 
whether such an extension was meant or implied by the comments in paragraph 4, including the rather 
lengthy time frame for implementation.    
 

 

ICAI The proposed revision of standards planned is ambitious.  Given the expected “tightening” of requirements 
implied by the process sufficient time needs to be given to allow due process to take place as there is will be 
a considerable amount of discussion and potential for delay.  
 
A reconciliation of revised requirements with intended results might easily result in a radically different set 
of standards – or perhaps a composite standard? This might be difficult to achieve in the indicated 
timescale. 
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ICAP We suggest that all the existing standards may be redrafted using proposed drafting conventions by 2010, 
instead of setting any priority on the basis of their revision need. Our suggestion is based on following: 
 

• Unlike auditing and assurance standards, education standards are short in size and less complicated. 
Therefore, a simple redrafting without revision will not take much time; 

 
• Almost all the standards follow a structure which has similarity to the proposed structure; 

 
• We understand that the framework is also in process of revision and going to be implanted by the end of 

2010. Our suggestion will enable the Board to come up with a complete new outlook of its 
pronouncements (Revised framework and drafting conventions and redrafted Standards). 

 

 

ICAS The proposed implementation approach appears to be a pragmatic way of taking forward the review and 
possible subsequent revision of all current education standards. 
 
Whilst it is appropriate to focus attention on redrafting the current Education Standards, once this exercise 
is complete it may be worthwhile extending the redrafting exercise to International Education Practice 
Statements and International Education Information Papers, particularly in relation to the use of terms: 
shall; should; consider; evaluate; and determine, to ensure consistency across all IAESB issued documents. 
 
 

 

IDW We agree with the intention to apply new drafting conventions to as many Standards as practicable in the 
shortest possible time without compromising due process: this is consistent with an adequate due process 
because redrafting the Standards to apply new drafting conventions should not lead to substantive changes 
in the meaning of the Standards other than clarification of what the requirements are. We also accept 
combining the application of new drafting conventions (redrafting standards), using the implementation 
approach described, with reviewing each Standard to determine whether it needs revision (i.e., requiring 
substantive change). However, we do not believe it to be appropriate to revise and redraft standards needing 
revision as part of the redrafting process because this will weaken the due process for the revisions: a single 
additional year for both revision and redrafting of standards needing revision beyond that required for just 
redrafting is, in our opinion, not adequate time for an appropriate due process for substantive revisions. We 
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are also concerned about how the clarification approach (redrafting) will be applied in practice. IDW 
believes in principles-based standards for IFAC with additional guidance as opposed to long lists of 
“checklist” requirements – this is to be distinguished from projects, such as Common Content, for which the 
depth and breadth of harmonization sought due to portability objectives is of a different order of magnitude. 
For this reason, we firmly believe that clear criteria need to be developed and applied for determining 
whether particular present tense sentences may be “elevated” to a requirement to prevent the multiplication 
of requirements beyond those necessary to set the minimum bar for the education of professional 
accountants on a worldwide basis (see our answer to the previous question). We agree that the drafting 
conventions project should, in principle, be limited to the standards issued by the IAESB and not extended 
to its other pronouncements, such as the International Education Practice Statements and the International 
Education Information Papers. Nevertheless, we do believe that as part of the drafting conventions project, 
these pronouncements need to be reviewed to determine whether they include any wording that may 
indicate some degree of obligation (e.g., “must”, “shall”, “should” or present tense). If a review indicates 
that such language is used in these pronouncements, the pronouncements should be redrafted using less 
obligatory language. 
 
 

IFA IFA offers only a comment that IFAC bodies may need some caretaking though any redrafting phase, 
particularly where they might be reliant on translated versions, due to potential confusion over any changes 
that may come about. 

 

 

IRBA We agree with the proposed implementation approach.  
  

JICPA We agree with the proposed implementation approach. 
  

KPMG While we agree with the general implementation approach, we believe that it may need to be reconsidered 
to ensure that it is appropriate once all comments made on the Exposure Draft have been considered.  

MIA MIA agrees with the proposed implementation approach. 
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MIPA We believe it is advisable to conduct a review of all standards, so as to word them with the new 
conventionalisms; in changing the conceptual framework of the standards, the review will include both 
aspects, or the corresponding procedure to be followed.  
 

 

NZICA We would prefer a normal review cycle to be followed when reviewing the existing IESs.  
  

RSM 
International 

We have no reason to disagree with the proposed implementation approach. 
  

SAICA SAICA agrees with the proposed implementation approach. 
  

 
Question 5: Do you agree that these proposals will help the IAESB to achieve its objective of improving 
clarity in its pronouncements? If you disagree, please indicate what changes you would make and why?

 

 

AAT We agree and believe that this work will produce benefits as the Standards will become more easily 
understandable and, we hope, more widely applied as a result. 
 

 

ACCA We believe that these proposals will help to standardize the language used and will therefore definitely help in 
improving consistency in application of IESs. 
 

 

AICPA As indicated in several of the previous responses, our view is that these Drafting Conventions, carefully and 
consistently applied, should assist in achieving greater clarity for readers of the Standards.  And we would 
suggest, as noted above, applying them to Practice Statements and Information Papers in due course. 

 

 

BDO 
International 

We believe the structural, terminology and language changes being proposed by the Exposure Draft will 
improve clarity in respect of the IAESB’s Standards.  As we have noted in earlier paragraphs, the proposed 
revisions should enable end-users (principally Education Directors of Member Bodies) to fully understand the 
precise requirements being placed on their Member Body.  We also believe that by adopting clearer Standards, 
the review of Member Bodies’ fulfillment of SMO requirements is likely to be easier and thus the process 
enhanced. 
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CGA-Canada Yes, we agree that this approach will help improve clarity. 

  

CICA We agree that these proposals will help the IAESB to achieve its objective of improving clarity in the IESs. 
However, we note that the International Education Practice Statements (IEPSs) and International Education 
Information Papers (IEIPs) are not addressed by these drafting conventions and that they will continue to be 
issued in their current format. We encourage the IAESB to develop similar drafting conventions for these 
pronouncements as soon as possible to improve the clarity and consistency of writing style if not for 
redrafting purposes, at least for newly issued IEPSs or IEIPs. 
 

 

CIPFA Yes, we do agree. 
  

Deloitte Yes, we agree that the proposals will improve clarity of the IAESB pronouncements. 
  

Grant 
Thornton 

Yes, we believe that the proposals will help ensure clarity, both by being internally consistent, and also by being 
consistent in certain ways with the approaches taken by the IESBA and IAASB. 
 

 

HKICPA We agree that these proposals will help the IAESB to achieve its objective of improving clarity in its 
pronouncements subject to the following: With the adoption of the Drafting Conventions, we would have 
thought that all Standards and related papers, be they practice statements or information papers, should 
following the same conventions, in particular the usage of terminology described in the ED, for consistency 
and earlier adoption. 
 

 

ICAEW Yes, we agree that these proposals will help the IAESB to achieve its objective of improving clarity in its 
pronouncements.  
 

 

ICAI The ICAI supports the desired aim of the proposals.   
  

ICAP We agree that these proposals will improve the clarity of IAESB’s pronouncements. 
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ICAS The proposed approach does appear to assist the IAESB to achieve its objectives of improving clarity. 
  

IDW Overall, we agree that these proposals will help the IAESB achieve its objective of improving the clarity in 
its pronouncements with the exceptions noted in the body of the letter and this appendix. 
 

 

IFA The proposals should help where new Standards are developed. Dealing with the re-drafting of existing 
Standards using the new conventions and confirming true meanings IFA would suggest may be more 
challenging.  

 

 

IRBA We agree with the proposals subject to the caveat that we do not agree with the proposed categories of 
requirements and presumptive requirements. We believe that two categories of requirements create ambiguity 
and are counter to the objectives of improving clarity.  

 

 

JICPA We agree with this. 
  

KPMG We believe that the clarity of the IAESB’s pronouncements would be compromised by any inconsistencies 
noted with the IAASB’s drafting conventions. 

Further, relative to our comment regarding Question 2, we note that paragraph 7 of the Explanatory Memorandum
states that one of purposes of the proposed structure of the IESs is to “clarify the obligations imposed on membe
bodies by the Standards and the language used to communicate their requirements” and to “eliminate any possibl
ambiguity about the requirements.”  However, when it comes to education, it is important to keep in mind that th
IESs themselves are not the only source of obligations for member bodies.  IFAC’s SMO also imposes obligation
regarding the implementation of IESs.  When we consider the proposals in the Explanatory Memorandum i
relation to the obligations in the SMO, we note that the obligations imposed on member bodies by the draftin
conventions in the proposed structure are not aligned with the obligations imposed on member bodies by the SMO
Given this, we question whether the drafting approach, as proposed, would meet the stated purpose of paragraph 7
 
Paragraphs 18 and 19 of the proposed drafting conventions indicate that the requirements are either to be 
applied in all cases or when the circumstances described in the standards exist.  Paragraph 11 states that when 
the member body does not control all elements of the learning and development of professional accountants 
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within its jurisdiction…the member body may still be able to use other means to achieve the objectives of the 
Standards.  This is very different from the obligations in the SMO.  Paragraph 3 of the SMO states that 
“member bodies should use their best endeavors: (a) to incorporate the essential elements of the content and 
process of education and development on which IESs are based into their national education and development 
requirements for the accountancy profession, or where responsibility lies with third parties, to persuade those 
responsible to incorporate essential elements of IESs in those requirements…”    
 
Given the above, the proposals even if revised as we suggested previously could result in situations 
involving member bodies that are in a position to assert that they are meeting their obligations under the 
SMO even though they are not able to state that they comply with the IESs themselves.  We question 
whether this is appropriate.  The answer to this question lies in the overall objective of the IESs and to what 
extent this overall objective is intended to help member bodies meet their SMO obligations.  We believe 
that this is a very important issue that needs to be addressed before the Explanatory Memorandum on 
IAESB Drafting Conventions is finalized.   Accordingly, we recommend that the IAESB work with IFAC 
to consider the overall objective of the IESs and whether and how this overall objective needs to be aligned 
with the obligations on member bodies imposed by the SMO.   

MIA MIA agrees with the proposal.  It standardised the format of IES and provide clear explanations.  It shows that 
the IAESB is really concerned about member bodies which are having difficulty in implementing the standards.
 

 

MIPA Definitely yes, especially because it is now homogeneous with the other standards issued by the IFAC. 
  

NZICA Consistent use of terminology and clarity regarding member body obligations will improve the clarity of the 
Board’s pronouncements.  
 

 

RSM 
International 

We agree that these proposals will help the IAESB improve clarity in its pronouncements. 
  

SAICA SAICA believes that the proposals made should assist the IAESB in achieving its objective of improving 
clarity in pronouncements. 
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Question 6: Are there any additional steps or actions that the IAESB could take to make their 
pronouncements easier to (i) translate into other languages, (ii) understand, or (iii) implement?  
 

 

AAT We have no additional actions to suggest, other than those detailed above. 
  

ACCA The term presumptive requirement could be more easily explained which would aid translation to other 
languages. 

 

 

AICPA (i) In the review and potential revision of specific Standards, it would seem logical to have the opinion 
of translators as to whether any new wording could be effectively translated into languages other than 
English.  This would be best accomplished after new wording was agreed upon by the IAESB but before 
final revision of a Standard. 
(ii) A glossary, as noted in our response to Question 3, would be most helpful to readers/member 
bodies. 

 

 

BDO 
International 

As a global accounting network of Member Firms we fully support any moves towards ensuring that the 
pronouncements can be understood in different countries; translation is an inherent part of this process and we 
would ask that IFAC and IFAC Boards continue to consider this to be a priority.  We believe that the steps that 
have been made in respect of aiding understanding of the pronouncements should provide an improvement for 
end-users.  Implementation could be improved by: 
 

1. Ensuring Standards are more widely accessible – through improved usage of Internet technologies. 
2. Enabling more cross linkages through greater use of on-line ‘viewer’ mechanisms in which hyperlinked 

texts could be used (perhaps linking to the new Glossary). 
3. Providing examples to the end-user to show the context in which the pronouncements have been made.
4. Placing greater emphasis on the package of standards that comprise IPD and CPD elements. 
5. Releasing future pronouncements accompanied by a form of on-line broadcast.  This will ensure that the 

Standards are successfully ‘launched’ and to raise awareness or enable clarifying questions to be asked 
by Member Bodies. 
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CGA-Canada IAESB documents should be written in simple English, in short sentences using simple words. The use of 

vague language and terminology and long sentences creates unnecessary confusion. Instead of using words 
such as readability and understand ability it would be more useful to use adjectives such as readable and 
understandable. 

 

 

CICA The following comments are provided by the CICA’s Director of Language Services who has had first-hand 
experience in translating the IAASB’s clarified standards which are based on similar drafting conventions:  
 
Generally speaking, word meanings, grammatical structures and verb tenses unfortunately do not 
conveniently overlap from one language to another.  
 
The intended use of the words "shall" and "should" (paragraph 18 and 19), if clearly defined in the material, 
poses no problem in French, as the first one can be translated as "doit" and the second as "devrait." 
Definitions must be provided so that translators in all languages can readily grasp the difference and apply 
the corresponding target language terms consistently in their translations.  
 
Strictly defining the terms consider, evaluate and determine can present some problems in practice. It is our 
experience that words such as consider will almost inevitably be used in another of their common meanings 
and should not be systematically translated by the word used for translating the definition. Conversely, 
there is a risk that the translator will apply the defined word inappropriately because he/she feels bound to 
use that word whatever the context. For example, consider can mean to "think about" (envisager, songer à), 
to "take into account" (tenir compte de), or to "examine" (examiner, étudier). So while you can lock in the 
meaning in one language, it is not always feasible in another.  
 
While clearly identifying requirements and non-requirements will certainly be most useful for readers and 
translators alike, discontinuing the use of the present tense may not always be possible in the target 
language. Verb tenses are used for different purposes -- indeed the French language will use what is called 
the "narrative" present tense in describing something where the English will use the past tense, for example. 
Also, minutes of meetings are traditionally written in the present tense in French and in the past tense in 
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English, while legal contracts and legislation will be in the "shall" mode in English and the present tense in 
French. The English drafting conventions should not bind the translation into other languages.  
 
Among the steps that could be taken to make the pronouncements easier to translate and understand would 
be the following:  
1. Avoid using terms that can be interpreted in two very different ways, for example the word "apparent" 
which can mean "obviously" but also "seemingly", hence the difficulty to translate "apparent material 
misstatement" (anomalie significative manifeste ou apparente?);  
2. Avoid using terms that could be used as synonyms in the same phrase unless they are defined to explain 
how their meaning varies, for example "practicable", "possible" and "feasible" as in "The user auditor may 
judge that it is not possible or practicable to obtain..." or "If it is not economically feasible or practicable for 
the supplier to..."; and  
3. Avoid constructing sentences using the word "whether" unless absolutely necessary, as this short word 
requires several words to translate into French, making sentences very onerous, and to avoid this we would 
disregard the "whether" and the implied "or not" that it conveys in the translation; for example, the sentence 
"Accordingly, the determination of whether a fraud risk factor is present and whether it is to be 
considered in assessing the risks of material misstatement of the financial statements due to fraud requires 
the exercise of professional judgment. " would be translated as: "Accordingly, determining if a fraud risk 
factor is present and if it is to be considered in assessing  the risks of material misstatement of the financial 
statements due to fraud requires the exercise of professional judgment." 

 
CIPFA In our opinion, the ongoing review and updating of the explanatory material will be essential in helping the 

IAESB to achieve its objective of improving clarity in its pronouncements. 
 

 

Deloitte We would recommend that the IAESB gives some consideration to incorporating material from the existing 
Practice Statements into the redrafted Standards where this usefully explains the requirements or provides 
illustrative implementation material. 
 

 

Grant 
Thornton 

We have no further suggestions as to additional steps or actions that the IAESB should undertake at this time, 
and believe that the proposals in the Exposure Draft are appropriate. 
 

 

   Page 39 of 54 



                                                                        Explanatory Memorandum on IAESB Drafting Conventions - Comment Analysis                                                               Agenda item 3-3 

HKICPA (i) To make IAESB pronouncements easier to translate, we suggest that there should be more IAESB 
members who read and write more than one language, especially languages that are widely used.  This 
would help in ensuring that the translations of the pronouncements are accurate and in line with the 
spirit and objectives of the IAESB.   
 

(ii) The compilation of a glossary as suggested in 3 above, together with a full list being available on the 
IAESB website could serve as a useful reference to help IFAC member bodies understand the IAESB 
pronouncements.   
 

(iii) There are instances where a Standard for IFAC member bodies would need to be written as a 
Standard for their members to observe, e.g. IES 7.  It is suggested where such a situation can be 
anticipated, it would assist local implementation of Standards if they could be produced by the IAESB 
in a format which is immediately ready for local adoption without amendment.  This would save 
considerable local resources and we would welcome this development.   

 

 

ICAEW We would recommend that IAESB seeks to ensure that a reasonable spread of consultation replies come 
back from non-English speaking member bodies and that these respondents are then consulted in more 
detail on potential translation issues. We would also suggest that IAESB considers consulting a specialist 
language and translation authority for advice and assistance on any particularly complicated areas. 
 
Finally, we would suggest that this consultation includes the other IFAC Boards, and that consideration be 
given to how best the standards issues from all IFAC Boards can be made consistent with each other. The 
comments in paragraph 3 of the consultation paper and also on the IFAC web site 
(ifac.org/Education/Projects.php) suggested to us that, as matters stand, even after this review differences 
might remain in terminology used across IFAC Boards and, even more importantly, the substance of the 
respective Boards’ standards might not always fit together. 
 

 

ICAI ICAI supports the IAESB efforts to promote the pronouncements internationally.   This includes the translation 
of the standards into other languages.  We do not have expertise or resources to offer to this important work.  
We have a number of observations: 

 The resource implications of translation are likely to be significant and these need to be considered 
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at an institutional level. 
 The length of some of the IAESB guidance in a number of areas is quite long and there may be 

merit in seeking to consider the impact on translation of having such lengthy practice statements.     
 Additionally having specific processes and inputs at the time of the development of documentation 

might overcome unforeseen translation difficulties which may arise later.   
 

ICAP We believe that introduction of well defined drafting convention is one of the measures which will help in 
achieving above stated objectives.  

 

 

ICAS No additional actions are suggested. 
  

IDW Beyond the proposals made in the exposure draft and the changes that we pro-pose thereto in the comment 
letter and this attached appendix, we do not believe that any additional steps or actions on the part of the 
IAESB would be necessary. 

 

 

IFA IAESB may wish to consider running small workshops around pronouncements with diverse groups of 
member bodies to establish understandibility of terms and conventions before drafts are released 
 

 

IRBA We do not foresee any additional steps or actions required. 

 
 

JICPA We have no comments. 
  

KPMG We have no further recommendations. 
  

MIA IAESB could provide a lot of example in the explanatory materials to each standard to make their 
pronouncements easier to understand or implement by member bodies. 
 

 

MIPA IFAC must take into account the time and cost required for a Professional Body to translate and issue the 
standard to the local language to ensure compliance therewith.  Perhaps Member Bodies speaking the same 
language could group and allocate the translations to expedite the process.   As for their implementation, 
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recommendations should be made as to how to apply the standard in those jurisdictions in which the Member 
Bodies do not have control. What are they expected to do and how can they do it? 
 

NZICA We would recommend the IAESB adopts consistent terminology across all its pronouncements including 
guidance materials. We would also encourage the IAESB to concentrate its efforts on development of guidance 
materials to assist member bodies implement the existing IESs. We are concerned that adopting a revised 
approach to the drafting of standards and language used in pronouncements at this stage in the Board’s history 
of standard setting may impact on one of IFAC’s strategic goals to assist the development of the global 
profession. Developing and emerging economies have begun the process of moving towards complying with the 
existing IESs, and they may perceive the goalposts are being moved before they have achieved compliance or 
met their obligations as member bodies.  

 

 

RSM 
International 

We believe that the approach currently being taken by the IAESB is both appropriate and proportionate, and 
so currently see no need for additional steps or actions to be taken. 

 

 

SAICA SAICA has no suggestions in this regard. 
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Comments on Other Matters 
 

 

 Developing Nations—Recognizing that many developing nations have adopted or are in the process of adopting 
the IESs, the IAESB invites respondents from these nations to comment, in particular, on any foreseeable 
difficulties in applying the Framework in a developing nation environment. 
 

 

 Translations 
The IAESB welcomes comments from respondents on potential translation issues noted in reviewing this 
exposure draft. 
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IV. Detailed Comments 

 

No. Respondent Respondent Comment  ED 
Change 

Staff Comment 
(where necessary) 

Introduction 

  PARAGRAPH 1 
This memorandum provides background on, and an explanation of, the proposed International Accounting 
Education Standards Board (IAESB) Drafting Conventions, (the drafting conventions) exposed for 
comment by the IAESB in March 2009.  

  

Background 

  PARAGRAPH 2  

An important outcome resulting from the IAESB’s review of the Framework for International Education 
Pronouncements and the Introduction to the International Education Standards was the decision to improve 
the clarity of its pronouncements. International Education Standards (Standards) that are clear and capable of 
consistent application should contain no ambiguity about the requirements imposed on a member body. 
 

  

  PARAGRAPH 3 

Both the International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board (IAASB) and the International Ethics 
Standards Board for Accountants (IESBA) have recently developed drafting conventions to improve the 
clarity of their pronouncements. The IAESB has also decided to address issues of clarity, by identifying the 
principles and practices to be followed in drafting its pronouncements on education. More specifically, the 
IAESB has focused its efforts on (i) defining the structure of the Standards, and (ii) clarifying the language 
used to describe the requirements imposed on each member body. Drafting conventions will ensure 
consistency among IAESB educational pronouncements and, wherever possible, consistency with other 
boards’ use of drafting conventions. International Education Practice Statements and International 
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No. Respondent Respondent Comment  ED 
Change 

Staff Comment 
(where necessary) 

Education Information Papers, which are not addressed by these drafting conventions, will continue to be 
issued in their current format. 
 

Implementation Approach 

  PARAGRAPH 4 

The IAESB intends to apply the new drafting conventions to as many Standards as practicable in the 
shortest possible time, without compromising due process. The IAESB will also review each Standard to 
determine whether it requires revision. If a Standard is judged not to need revision, it will be released for 
public comment in its redrafted format. The IAESB expects to complete redrafting of Standards that do not 
need revision by 2011. All other Standards will undergo revision and be redrafted in accordance with the 
new drafting conventions by 2012. The authority of the existing Standards will apply until they have been 
revised and/or redrafted in accordance with these drafting conventions.  

 

  

  PARAGRAPH 5 

A concise summary of the proposed drafting conventions will be published as the Preface to the Standards, 
to help the reader understand their structure and language. 

 

  

 ICAP  We suggest that these drafting conventions, in their detailed form, should be included in Handbook of 
International Education Pronouncements instead of attaching a summary with each Standard. It is unlikely 
that a member body or any other interested party will look at any Standard in isolation. 
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No. Respondent Respondent Comment  ED 
Change 

Staff Comment 
(where necessary) 

Drafting Conventions 

Proposals on Structure of International Education Standards 

Organization of Content 

  PARAGRAPH 6 

The IAESB proposes to reorganize the structure of each Standard to include the following sections:  

Introduction – which includes the scope and effective date; 

Objectives – which describes the overall purpose of the Standard and the context within which it is 
set; 

Requirements – which describe the elements of the Standard to be complied with; and  

Explanatory Materials – which includes material, supplemented in some cases by appendices, that 
provides further explanation and guidance that support proper application of the Standard.  

 

  

 ICAP Paragraph 6 may only list the sections rather than giving brief explanations thereof, which are available in 
more detail in paragraph 8. 
 

  

  PARAGRAPH 7 

The proposed structure seeks to make the Standards clearer, by increasing their readability and 
understandability. It is expected that the additional clarity will (i) improve their consistent application, (ii) 
assist in their adoption, and (iii) facilitate international implementation. More specifically, the structure 
endeavors to: 

(a) Set an objectives in each Standard; 

(b) Clarify the obligations imposed on member bodies by the Standards and the language used to 
communicate their requirements; 
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No. Respondent Re po ED 
Change 

Staff Comment 
(where necessary) 

s ndent Comment  

(c) Eliminate any possible ambiguity about the requirements; and 

(d) Improve the explanation and guidance to support consistent implementation of the Standard’s 
requirements. 

Each of these sections is described in more detail in the following sections.  
 

 IRBA Typing error in 7(a) – should read “Set out objectives in each Standard”. 

 

  

Introduction 

  PARAGRAPH 8 

The introduction will consist of two components: 

(a) Scope of the Standard – This describes the topic addressed by the Standard; and 

(b) Effective date – This states the date when the Standard becomes effective. 

The definitions of terms will be included in an accompanying glossary. 
 

  

 IRBA We agree that the definitions of terms will be in an accompanying document as stated in the 
Explanatory Memorandum. However, further to the separate Glossary of Terms currently identified in 
the Framework for International Education Standards we recommend that a definition of terms be 
included in a separate section in each of the International Education Standards and this section should 
be inserted between ‘Objectives’ and ‘Requirements’. This will bring the drafting convention in line 
with that used in inter alia the International Standards on Auditing (ISAs). 
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No. Respondent Respondent Comment  ED 
Change 

Staff Comment 
(where necessary) 

Objectives 

  PARAGRAPH 9 

The objectives describe the overall purpose of the Standard and the context within which it is set. 

 

  

  PARAGRAPH 10 

The objectives are targeted to member bodies, but have implications for other stakeholders interested in the 
learning and development of professional accountants. A member body is expected to achieve the 
objectives by complying with the requirements of the Standard.  

 

  

  PARAGRAPH 11 

Where the member body does not control all elements of the learning and development of professional 
accountants within its jurisdiction, it may not be able to comply with all of the Standard’s requirements. This 
may arise when the responsibility for the learning and development of professional accountants is shared with 
other stakeholders, such as government agencies and/or universities. In those circumstances, the member 
body may still be able to use other means to achieve the objectives of the Standard. Stating the objectives 
appropriately is critical for (i) achieving engagement by interested stakeholders, (ii) obtaining a level of 
consistency in application, and (iii) ensuring that member bodies focus their efforts appropriately, even when 
it may be unable to comply with the requirements.  

 

  

  PARAGRAPH 12 

In accordance with the IFAC Compliance Program, a member body is required to establish an appropriate 
action plan to address those areas that require improvement. Where an individual objective has not been or 
cannot be achieved, the member body determines whether this prevents it from meeting the Statement of 
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No. Respondent Respondent Comment  ED 
Change 

Staff Comment 
(where necessary) 

Membership Obligations that is required of an IFAC member body.  
 

Requirements  

  PARAGRAPH 13 

The requirements of each Standard are those actions or procedures that are of sufficient importance as to be 
required of a member body to achieve the stated objectives. The requirements of a Standard are to be 
applied in all cases where they are relevant to the learning and development of a professional accountant. 

6.  

  

  PARAGRAPH 14 

The IAESB believes that the use of clear, concise, consistent, and definitive requirements is essential to the 
consistent application of the Standards. Accordingly, the drafting conventions establish that the obligations 
imposed on IFAC member bodies by the Standards are to be communicated by the use of specific language 
(See section on Proposals on Language).  

7.  
 

  

  PARAGRAPH 15 
As the requirements are clearly set out in a separate section, they no longer appear in bold letters.  

  

 ICAP We suggest that all the actions or procedures to be required of a member body should be incorporated in 
this section with two broad classifications (although need not to be mentioned as such), namely, 
requirements and presumptive requirements, as discussed in paragraph 18 and 19. We also suggest that this 
section should be used exclusively for the purpose of prescribing the obligations of a member body. 
 
Actions and procedures, appearing in explanatory paragraphs in existing Standards, should be shifted to 
this section if the standard setters have intention to make them an obligation of the member bodies. 
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No. Respondent Respondent Comment  ED 
Change 

Staff Comment 
(where necessary) 

For example IES 4, p. 17 (An explanatory paragraph); “Because of the importance of professional values, 
ethics and attitude to future professional accountants, the presentation of the topic may at first be treated as 
a separate subject. As the students progress, and gain a wider knowledge of other subjects, it will be 
appropriate to integrate subject matters.” 
 
It appears from the plain reading of the above paragraph that the Standard requires a member body to 
include professional values, ethics and attitude in the professional education program as a study integrated 
with other subject matters, but for initial stage it is acceptable if taught as a separate paper. 
 
A redrafted IES 4 should have clarity about the intention of the Standard. 
 

Explanatory Materials  

  PARAGRAPH 16 

The explanatory materials are an integral part of the Standard. This material provides further explanation 
of, and guidance for carrying out, the requirements of a Standard, along with background information on 
the matters it addresses. This section may include examples of activities, some of which the member body 
may judge to be appropriate for its situation. Such guidance is, however, not intended to impose a 
requirement. As noted in the Background section, the IAESB will continue to issue International Education 
Practice Statements that contain more detailed guidance on specific topics.  

 

  

  PARAGRAPH 17 

Any appendix forms part of a Standard’s explanatory material. The purpose and intended use of an 
appendix are either explained in the body of the related Standard, or within the title and introduction of the 
appendix itself. 
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Proposals on Language  

Use of “Shall” and “Should” 

  PARAGRAPH 18 

The IAESB proposes using the word “shall” when a requirement applies to all cases.  

 

  

  PARAGRAPH 19 

The word “should” is to be used in the case of a presumptive requirement. This means that the requirement 
applies to all cases where the circumstances described in the presumptive requirement exist.  
 

  

Discontinue Use of the Present Tense 

  PARAGRAPH 20 

Under the current drafting convention, explanatory material uses the present tense. This material includes 
definitions and explanations, but also refers to actions of a member body (e.g., IES 4, p. 22; With this in 
mind, education programs need to include reflection when students are required to consider an experience, 
what went well, what did not work, and what approach may be taken in the future in similar 
circumstances). Use of the present tense in this situation can create ambiguity about the requirements that 
member body must meet. 

 

  

  PARAGRAPH 21 

The IAESB also proposes to discontinue the use of the present tense in relation to actions of the member 
bodies and other interested stakeholders relating to the learning and development of professional 
accountants. In future, such statements will be drafted (i) to clearly identify a requirement imposed on a 
member body (by using “shall” or “should”), or (ii) to make it clear that there is no intention to create a 
requirement, by using alternative language that appropriately explains the IAESB’s intentions.  
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 ICAP Use of present tense will remain appropriate in Explanatory Materials section and it will clearly 
communicate to the user that Standard has no intention to create a requirement. Actions and procedures a 
member body is required to take should be incorporated in Requirement section only. Any action or 
procedure of member body if appearing in the Explanatory Materials section due to flow of the text should 
continue to be in present tense to clearly identify that the same are not requirements a member body must 
meet. 
 

  

Use of “Consider,” “Evaluate,” or “Determine”  

  PARAGRAPH 22 

The IAESB believes that in many instances the term “consider” could be seen by some as being less 
emphatic than intended. For example, it could be seen as equivalent to “think about” as opposed to 
“determine whether it is necessary to.” The new drafting convention proposes to use:  

• Consider –when a member body is required to reflect on several matters;  

• Evaluate – when a member body is required to assess and establish the significance of a matter; 
and  

• Determine – when a member body is required to reach a conclusion and make a decision.  
 

  

V. Editorial Comments 

No. Respondent Respondent Comment  ED 
Change 

Staff Comment 
(where necessary) 
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RESPONDENT 
NO. 

ACRONYM FULL NAME OF ORGANIZATION  

14 AAA American Accounting Association Education Committee 
8 AAT Association of Accounting Technicians 

20 ACCA Association of Chartered Certified Accountants 
17 AICPA American Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
11 BDO International BDO Global Coordination B.V. 
21 CGA-Canada Certified General Accountants Association of Canada 
7 CICA Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants 

10 CIPFA Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy 
25 Deloitte Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu 
26 Grant Thornton  Grant Thornton International 
27 FACPCE Federación Argentina de Consejos Profesionales de Ciencias Económicas
6 HKICPA Hong Kong Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
9 ICAEW Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales 
2 ICAI Institute of Chartered Accountants in Ireland  

18 ICAP Institute of Chartered Accountants of Pakistan 
13 ICAS Institute of Chartered Accountants of Scotland 
15 IDW Institut der Wirtschaftsprufer 
19 IFA Institute of Financial Accountants 
4 IRBA Education Committee (EDCOM) of the Independent Regulatory Board 

for Auditors (IRBA) of South Africa. 
5 JICPA Japanese Institute of Certified Public Accountants 

23 KPMG KPMG LLP 
1 Maresca Dr. Joseph S. Maresca 

22 MIA Malaysian Institute of Accountants  
24 MIPA Mexican Institute of Public Accountants 
3 NZICA New Zealand Institute of Chartered Accountants 
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16 RSM International RSM International 
12 SAICA South African Institute of Chartered Accountants 
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