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Introduction 
1. This paper provides a summary of: (1) respondents’ comments on the Exposure 

Draft (ED) on the proposed Explanatory Memorandum on the IAESB Drafting 
Conventions (the Drafting Conventions); (2) task force’s proposals on significant 
issues; and (3) the IAESB discussion at its June meeting.  The paper also proposes a 
Public Statement of IAESB Drafting Conventions and requests CAG members’ 
comments on its content. 

 
2. This agenda item contains the following materials:  

 

Agenda Item 3-1 IAESB Glossary & Drafting Conventions - Task Force’s 
Proposals 09/09 

Agenda Item 3-2 
IAESB Glossary & Drafting Conventions - Exposure Draft of 
the Explanatory Memorandum on the IAESB Drafting 
Conventions 03/09 

 
Background Material 
Responses Received 
3. The ED of the proposed Drafting Conventions was approved for release by the 

IAESB at its meeting in March 2009.  The ED was released on March 26, 2009, 
with a deadline for responses of May 29, 2009.  A total of 28 responses were 
received, Appendix 1 summarizes the organizations and individuals received.  An 
official record of each comment letter received is found on the IFAC website1.   

 
4. The response received compares favourably with the number of responses received 

from IAESB’s recent Requests for Comments (Practical Experience (19), 2007-09 
Strategic Plan (26), IT (17), and Ethics Education (16) EDs), but is significantly 
lower that the response received for the Framework ED (49).  While many of the 
responses (19) come from IFAC member bodies the IAESB also received responses 
from public accounting firms (5), professional organizations (1), individuals (1), and 
regulators (1).  
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1 All comment letters may be viewed at: http://www.ifac.org/Guidance/EXD-Outstanding.php. 
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5. The task force was pleased with the quality of response provided by respondents. 

Many respondents not only provided response to the specific questions of the task 
force, but also provided helpful suggestions to improve the clarity of the document. 
The task force also recognizes that many of the respondents had already commented 
on the clarity projects of the IAASB and IESBA which ensured a higher quality of 
response and advice. 

 
6. It is disappointing to note, however, that few responses were received from the 

following important IAESB stakeholder communities, namely representatives from 
the developing nations and regulators.  This type of response may signal lack of 
awareness of IAESB’s pronouncements or possibly a lack of resources to develop a 
coordinated response.  

 
Summary of Respondents Comments 

Summaries of Support & General Concern 
7. The Task Force noted that 12 ED respondents in the initial remarks of their 

submission letter expressed support for the aims and objectives set out in the 
proposed IAESB Drafting Conventions. No respondent indicated that the 
development of the proposed IAESB Drafting Conventions should be significantly 
revised. In general, respondents were favourable on the overall direction of the 
document and offered helpful editorial suggestions or requested further clarification 
on terminology or concepts used in the document. 

 
8. The section on general statements of concern by respondents did not emphasize any 

recurring theme or issue, but were of a nature which provided advice to the IAESB 
in moving forward. The range of comments included: a caution in changing 
language which conveys a mandatory tone that transcends the role of the standards’ 
positions; a plea to use normal due process to revise the Standards after redrafting is 
complete; a request to adopt the IAASB drafting conventions, where applicable to 
avoid confusion; and the preference of using the approach of black and grey 
lettering to identify requirements.   

 
 Summary of Specific Comments 

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?  

9. Twenty-four respondents answered question 1. A majority of these respondents 
indicated that they agreed with the proposed structure for the Standards. None of the 
respondents indicated that they disagreed with the proposed structure, but several 
respondents offered advice and helpful suggestions to improve the content of each 
section to ensure that the Standard is understandable and logical. Recurring themes 
included the need to redraft existing Standards to obtain experience and a request to 
add more content to the Introduction section to provide an understanding of what 
the Standard applies to and to include a subsection on definitions. 
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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. 

10. Twenty-five respondents answered question 2. Only eight respondents explicitly 
indicated that they agreed with the proposed categories of requirements and 
presumptive requirements, and the related obligations they would impose on 
member bodies. Four respondents indicated that they did not agree with the 
proposed categories. Many respondents indicated that the requirement category was 
clear and understandable, but requested further clarification of the presumptive 
requirement category by (1) identifying the circumstances for a presumptive 
requirement, (2) clarifying the definition of a presumptive requirement, and (3) 
including an example of presumptive requirement. Those respondents that disagreed 
did so for the following reasons: usage would increase complexity and ambiguity 
around how such a requirement could be consistently applied to member bodies and 
recommended a broader use of the word ‘shall” while describing qualifying 
circumstances for member bodies.  

 
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? 

11. Twenty-five respondents answered question 3. A majority of these respondents 
indicated that the terms were understandable. Seven respondents indicated that they 
supported the use of the terms, consider/evaluate/determine, but could not support 
the usage of shall and should because they disagreed with the use of or required 
greater clarification of a presumptive requirement. Only one respondent disagreed 
with the use of the terms, consider/evaluate/determine, because of the potential 
confusion that might be created if they were combined with shall or should. Several 
respondents indicated a need to include these terms in the IAESB Glossary and to 
ensure that definitions were consistent with those being used by other IFAC Boards. 

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

12. Twenty-four respondents answered question 4. A majority of these respondents 
agreed with the proposed implementation approach. Four respondents indicated that 
they would not be in favour of the implementation approach if the revision process 
implied a shortening of the due process. A few respondents indicated that the 
approach was too ambitious considering available resources. A similar number of 
respondents requested a shorter timeline for the redrafting of the IESs. Several 
respondents made suggestions on extending the redrafting process to the practice 
statements and information papers, while other indicated that the consolidation of 
the Standards should be done on the basis of Initial Professional Development and 
Continuing Professional Development before redrafting commenced. 
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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?  

13. Twenty-four respondents answered question 5. A majority of these respondents 
agreed that the proposals helped achieve the objective of improving clarity in its 
pronouncements. Several respondents indicated that they would like the drafting 
conventions to be applied to the practice statements and information papers. One 
respondent indicated that the obligations imposed on member bodies by the drafting 
conventions in the proposed structure are not aligned with the obligations imposed 
on member bodies by the SMOs.  Another respondent indicated that that the IAESB 
may face challenges when applying the drafting conventions to the existing 
Standards, especially IES 5.  

 
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? 

14. Twenty-four respondents answered question 6. A majority of these respondents 
made helpful suggestions to make pronouncements easier to translate, understand, 
or implement. Many of the suggestions focussed on simplifying language and 
terminology, consulting with translators, language specialists, or non-English 
Member Bodies, making translation resources such as glossaries readily available, 
and releasing future pronouncements accompanied by a form of on-line broadcast to 
increase awareness. One member body provided the advice of its Director of 
Language Services indicating potential problems with the use of consider, evaluate, 
and determine when translated into French. It was recommended that the English 
drafting conventions should not bind the translation into other languages.  

 
Discussion of Significant Issues 
Presumptive Requirement 
 Summary of Respondents’ Comments 
15. The Exposure Draft indicates that a presumptive requirement applies to all cases 

where the circumstances described in the presumptive requirement exist.  Many 
respondents requested that this statement be further clarified and suggested: 
• Providing a clearer definition; 
• Including examples of a presumptive requirement; 
• Describing the obligations on a member body as a result of a presumptive 

requirement; and 
• Specifying the qualifying circumstances for a presumptive requirement. 
Respondents questioned whether a presumptive requirement should exist for the 
IESs. In support respondents referred to the Framework for International Education 
Standards which states that IESs may be complied with in a variety of different but 
equivalent ways. By allowing requirements to be met in a variety of means, any 
further distinguishing of the requirements into categories does not serve to enhance 
clarity and understanding of the Standards. 

 
 Task Force Proposals 
16. The task force made the following proposals: 
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• Retain the use of “shall” to denote a requirement; 
• Eliminate the use of “presumptive requirements”; and 
• Indicate presence of conditions with use of, e.g., “If….shall…” or other sentence 

construction. 
 

Discussion at the June 2009 IAESB Meeting 
17. The IAESB supported the task force’s proposals of: (1) using “shall” when referring 

to a requirement; (2) eliminating the category of presumptive requirement; and (3) 
indicating the presence of a condition by constructing a sentence with “If” and 
“Shall.” The IAESB indicated that the issue of eliminating the presumptive 
requirement would not be re-exposed because the Board was following the advice 
from a strong majority of respondents. 

 
Action Requested: 
1. Do you agree that presumptive requirements should not be used to 

describe the requirements of a member body? If you disagree, what 
changes would you suggest to clarify the member bodies’ understanding 
and application of requirements? 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Organization of Content 

Summary of Respondents’ Comments 
18. There was strong support for the proposed IES structure with many respondents 

agreeing that when Standards are clear and capable of consistent application they 
should contain no ambiguity about the requirements imposed on a member body. 
Several respondents, however, made additional suggestions to improve the 
Introduction and Objectives sections: 
• Include a subsection for Definitions and provide additional background material 

to help place the Standard into context; 
• Identify an overall objective that captures the IAESB mandate and subsumes all 

other objectives stated in the IESs; 
• Describe what are the necessary elements in formulating objectives for the 

Standards; 
 
 

Task Force Proposals 
19. The task force made the following proposals: 

• Enhance the Introduction section by clarifying the scope of the standard; and  
• Identify an overall objective for the Standards. 

 
Discussion at the June 2009 IAESB Meeting 

20. The IAESB agreed with the task force’s proposals of (1) enhancing the Introduction 
by clarifying the scope and context of the Standard, and (2) referring to the Steering 
Committee the work of identifying which IAESB pronouncements should include 
an overall objective that encapsulates the Standards’ objectives. 
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 Action Requested: 

2. Do you agree with the proposed changes to enhance the Introduction and 
Objectives? If you disagree, what changes would you suggest to clarify 
these sections? 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Language for Drafting of Education Pronouncements 

Summary of Respondents’ Comments 
21. In general respondents supported the use of “shall,” “consider,” “evaluate” and 

“determine” in the IAESB Standards and other education pronouncements. Several 
respondents, however, indicated the need to provide examples of their usage and to 
ensure that the IAESB definitions of these terms were consistent with those used by 
other IFAC Boards and Committees.  

 
Task Force Proposals 

22. The task force made the following proposals: 
• Ensure that terms within Glossary are subject to due process;  
• Ensure that definitions are consistent with those definitions of other IFAC 

Standard-Setting Boards; 
• Add a paragraph describing the (1) progressive nature of the terms, “consider,” 

“evaluate,” and “determine” and (2) potential use of more than one term to 
describe fully the desired action by member body; and 

• Add the following terms to the Glossary: shall, consider, evaluate, determine. 
 

Discussion at the June 2009 IAESB Meeting 
23. The IAESB agreed that definitions included in the Glossary should follow PIOB due 

process. The likely mechanism to obtain public comment would be through an 
exposure draft that contains a separate section on new definitions. The IAESB 
instructed task force members to do further research on the terms “consider,” 
“determine,” and “evaluate” to ensure consistency with other IFAC Standards-
setting Boards and Committees and then to report their findings at the October 
meeting. It was suggested that the IAESB Glossary include the following terms: 
“consider,” “determine,” “evaluate,” and “shall.” 

 
Action Requested: 
3. Do you agree with the action that the IAESB is proposing to develop and 

maintain the Glossary? What other action should the IAESB consider? 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Other Issues: Implementation timeline 

Summary of Respondents’ Comments 
24. The respondents’ comments were mixed on the proposed implementation approach. 

There was concern raised that when a revision of an IES was required, due process 
would be followed. In addition it was suggested that projects on redrafting and 
revision be separated because a single additional year for both revision and 
redrafting of standards needing revision beyond that required for just redrafting is 
not adequate time for an appropriate due process for substantive revisions. In 
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contrast, several respondents indicated that the clarity project should be completed 
sooner because it would not in the best interests of member bodies making best 
efforts to comply with IESs. 

 

Task Force Proposal 
25. The task force made the following proposals: 

• Ensure that due process is followed when revising and redrafting the Standards; 
and 

• Perform a “conforming review” of an accompanying International Education 
Practice Statement for language and consistency when revising Standards.  

Discussion at the June 2009 IAESB Meeting 
26. The IAESB agreed with the task force’s proposals on (1) ensuring due process is 

followed when revising and redrafting the Standards, and (2) performing 
concurrently a “conforming review” on the practice statements for language 
consistency when a standard is revised. If substantial issues arise from the 
conforming review, the practice statement would be withdrawn and a project started 
to review the practice statement. 

 

Prepared by: David McPeak (September 2009)  Page 7 of 10 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Action Requested: 
4. Do you support the IAESB’s approach in revising the IESs? What other 

issues should the IAESB consider in revising the IESs? 
 

5. In your view has the IAESB sufficiently and completely addressed the 
significant issues on the organization and language which have been 
identified in respondents’ comments? If not, what significant issues have 
not been addressed and what content is needed to address these issues? 

 
6. In your view has the IAESB appropriately addressed the significant issues 

on the organization and language? If not, what suggestions would you 
make to improve the development of the drafting conventions document? 

 

 
Proposed Public Statement of IAESB Drafting Conventions 
27. A Public Statement of the Drafting Conventions has been developed that will be 

included in Part 2 of the Framework for International Education Standards 
document. The Public Statement addresses the language and structure of the 
Standards (See Appendix 2).  

 
Action Requested: 
7. Does the Public Statement provide appropriate coverage of drafting 

conventions for presentation in the Frame work document? If not what 
content and/or editorial suggestions would you like to see included? 
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Proposed Way Forward 
28. CAG comments/advice will be brought to IAESB October meeting to inform Board 

members’ discussion on issues relating to finalizing the drafting conventions and 
developing a public statement which would be included in the Framework for 
International Education Standards. 
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Appendix 1 – List of Respondents 
ACRONYM IFAC Member Bodies & Associates 

AAT Association of Accounting Technicians 

ACCA Association of Chartered Certified Accountants 

AICPA American Institute of Certified Public Accountants 

CGA-Canada Certified General Accountants Association of Canada 

CICA Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants 

CIPFA Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy 

HKICPA Hong Kong Institute of Certified Public Accountants 

ICAEW Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales 

ICAI Institute of Chartered Accountants in Ireland  

ICAP Institute of Chartered Accountants of Pakistan 

ICAS Institute of Chartered Accountants of Scotland 

IDW Institut der Wirtschaftsprufer 

IFA Institute of Financial Accountants 

FACPCE Federación Argentina de Consejos Profesionales de Ciencias Económicas 

JICPA Japanese Institute of Certified Public Accountants 

MIA Malaysian Institute of Accountants  

MIPA Mexican Institute of Public Accountants 

NZICA New Zealand Institute of Chartered Accountants 

SAICA South African Institute of Chartered Accountants 

Other Professional 
Organizations 

Other Professional Organizations 

AAA  American Accounting Association- Education Committee 
CAP Compliance Advisory Panel 
 Regulators 
IRBA Education Committee (EDCOM) of the Independent Regulatory Board for Auditors 

(IRBA) of South Africa. 
 Firms 
BDO International BDO Global Coordination B.V. 

Deloitte Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu 

Grant Thornton  Grant Thornton International 

KPMG International KPMG International 
RSM RSM International 
 Individuals and Others 
Maresca Dr. Joseph Maresca 
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Appendix 2 – Proposed Public Statement of IAESB Drafting Conventions 
 
Language and Structure  
P1: The sole authoritative text of an Exposure Draft, IES, IEPS or other form of 

guidance is that published by the IAESB in the (American) English language. In 
developing the IESs the selection of appropriate language will be guided, wherever 
possible, by the IAESB Drafting Conventions. All definitions found in IAESB 
pronouncements will be included in a separate document entitled, the IAESB 
Glossary. The Glossary is intended to assist in consistent translation, interpretation 
and application. The definitions are not intended to override definitions of other 
documents that may be established for other purposes, whether in law, regulation or 
otherwise. 

 
P2: The structure of the IESs shall be organized to include the following as separate 

sections: Introduction, Objectives, Requirements, and Explanatory Material.  
 

Introduction 
The introductory material includes information regarding the purpose and scope 
which provides context relevant to a proper understanding of each IES.  
 
Objectives 
Each IES contains a clear statement of the objectives to be achieved by the IFAC 
member body in the specified accounting education area. Each objective assists an 
IFAC member body to understand what needs to be accomplished and to decide 
whether more needs to be done to achieve the objective. 
 
Requirements 
Each objective is supported by clearly stated requirements which are necessary to 
achieve the objective. The requirements are applicable where the IES is relevant.  
Requirements are always expressed using the term, “shall.” 
 
Explanatory Material 
The explanatory material provides additional explanation and guidance to the 
requirements. The material is intended to explain more fully what a requirement 
means and may include examples of how the requirements may be achieved. The 
explanatory material does not in itself impose any additional requirements; its 
purpose is to assist in the application of the requirements. 
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