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# Respondent Respondent’s Comment Proposed Resolution/Notes 

a. SMPs - The IESBA invites comments regarding the impact of the proposed changes for SMPs, especially the changes regarding management 

responsibilities.  

1.  ACCA We have explained elsewhere in this consultation response that frequent changes to codes and 

standards are a burden on SMPs, and the costs of such changes are likely to outweigh the 

benefits.  

The exposure draft refers, in several places, to ‘guidance’ within the Code. It is hoped that, once 

the structure of the Code has been improved, the status of such guidance will become clearer. 

However, our preferred approach would be to restrict the Code’s content to clear requirements 

(including identifying threats that can never be addressed by adequate safeguards), while 

retaining guidance in a separate document. This would help to focus attention on the framework 

approach to resolving ethical dilemmas, while not diminishing the importance of guidance 

currently within the Code. 

Comment noted 

2.  CPA 

Canada 

Recognizing that smaller practitioners deal with smaller clients who may place additional reliance 

on their auditors, the enhanced guidance in the Exposure Draft will assist those SMPs in making 

appropriate judgments as to the services they are able to provide. 

Support noted.  

3.  CPA Au We note that the matters in the ED pertaining to management responsibilities and the concept of 

routine and mechanical services are frequently relevant for SMPs, given the extensive support 

SMP clients often need. While we support the proposed clarifications to the Code, we note that 

these are matters that are likely to continue to create challenges for both accountants and client 

entities operating in the SMP/SME space. 

Support noted. Comment noted.  

4.  IMCP We believe that the changes are appropriate and should apply to SMPs. Support noted.  

5.  ICPAK We are concerned that certain issues pertaining to management responsibilities and the concept 

of routine and mechanical services are frequently relevant for SMPs, given the extensive support 

SMP clients often require. While we support the proposed clarifications to the Code, we note that 

these are matters that are likely to continue to pose implementation challenges for the SMPs 

when providing non-assurance services to SMEs due to the nature and size of operations 

Comment noted.  
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especially in environments where audit exemptions are non-existing. 

6.  SAIC This section will be difficult to implement for small and potentially medium-sized clients. These 

clients do not have sufficient staff with sufficient knowledge and skill to be able to implement this 

section. In practice, the audit partner or audit manager would have to explain to the client what 

the requirements are in terms of the framework used and any applicable laws and regulations 

that need to be complied with. In practice, the client would “sign off” on the services provided 

without really understanding the technicalities of the services. 

Comment noted. If the client signs off 

on a NAS performed by an auditor 

without understanding the NAS, then 

the threat to independence would be 

deemed as significant under the 

extant Code and the proposed 

changes.  

7.  WPK As stated above, WPK basically welcomes the present initiative to provide further guidance and 

clarification. Since and as far as the changes are only aimed at clarifying and providing more 

guidance, the impact for SMPs are probably of little account. 

Support noted.  

8.  ZICA We do not anticipate any difficulties with the proposed changes regarding management 

responsibilities.   

Support noted.  

9.  ANAN ANAN is of the view that since the reclassification only affects public interest entities that should; 

with all intent and purposes have policies that encompasses the responsibilities listed in the 

proposed new code of professional ethics as a matter of necessity, therefore the proposed 

changes would not have any negative effect on their practice. It is only SMEs that usually 

outsource most of the non-assurance services due to lack of fund to engage competent 

professionals or space to accommodate them. Besides, even when activities are known as 

Management responsibilities, as long as the decision to hire professionals for such assignments 

was not instituted initiated or taken by the SMPs there would be no negative impact. 

Support noted.  

10.  Mazars In a number of countries the Mazars firm would be categorised as a Small and Medium Sized 

Practice (SMPs) due to the relatively small number of people employed. In these locations, due 

to their size, it can be difficult to implement appropriate safeguards to reduce potential threats to 

independence. 

Comment noted.  

11.  Denis 

Juvenal 

I think that is very important the IESBA makes integration with SMPs for to verify the impact of 

the proposed changes for SMPs, especially the changes regarding management responsibilities. 

Comment noted.  

12.  APESB Emergency provisions Support and comments noted.  
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As noted in response to issue 1 of specific comments, the Australian Code already contains 

these prohibitions in respect of bookkeeping and taxation services and it has operated in 

Australia since 1 July 2011. Furthermore it should be noted that the Australian Code provides 

guidance on the entities that are likely to be PIEs and SMPs involvement with these kinds of 

entities are likely to be limited.   

Management responsibilities 

The proposed enhancements in respect of management responsibilities will provide more clarity 

to the SMP auditors and management of their respective responsibilities and will assist the 

auditor in ensuring that they do not assume a management responsibility. 

Routine or Mechanical 

SMP practitioners who are auditors are likely to provide clients with a range of non-assurance 

services.  They will need to be educated on what is deemed to be “routine or mechanical” and 

what is not, in accordance with the proposed amendments to the IESBA Code as detailed in this 

Exposure Draft.  The area that is likely to cause the greatest concern is the preparation or 

compilation of financial statements in respect of non-PIE audit clients.  We believe that the 

additional guidance in the proposed Exposure Draft will assist SMP practitioners in determining 

the limited circumstances in which it is appropriate to provide these services to their non-PIE 

audit clients. 

13.  IAA These changes should be regarded positively as they permit the responsibility rested with the 

auditor, in the case of business management, to be the responsibility of management or of a 

designated senior management, which allows the auditor to maintain independence. 

Support noted.  

b.  Preparers (including SMEs), and users (including regulators) – The IESBA invites comments on the proposed changes from preparers 

(particularly with respect to the practical impacts of the proposed changes), and users 

1.  ZICA We believe our members will have less practical challenges to implement the proposed changes. Support noted.  

2.  ANAN Generally, it is our considered opinion in ANAN that, SMEs would take the proposed changes as 

one of the annual reviews that IESBA normally undertake to improve the credibility of financial 

statements and to caution Accountants when undertaking any professional assignment; be it 

assurance or non-assurance service. The practical impact that we envisage is that it requires 

preparers to be more cautious of the limit of their responsibility and what they can do in proxy on 

Support noted.  
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behalf of their clients. But for users, it will enhance the level of their confidence and dependability 

on Audit financial statements. 

3.  Denise 

Juvenal 

I understand that the IESBA needs to work together with Prepares (including SMEs) and users 

(including regulators and key international regulators) with respect to the practical impacts of the 

proposed changes and users. 

Comment noted.  

4.  APESB SMEs account for the vast majority of businesses in Australia and globally. SMEs use the 

professional accountant as a professional advisory service to prepare the accounting records/ 

bookkeeping, financial statements, compliance matters (tax, health and safety and environmental 

regulations) or management advisory matters. In most circumstances particularly for small SMEs 

(e.g. non-profit organisations in Australia), management may not possess the required financial 

skills and expertise. Hence, SMEs normally rely on SMPs to assist them with their financial 

reporting and compliance obligations. 

Emergency provisions 

As noted above, APESB has defined which entities in Australia are likely to be PIEs in the 

Australian Code.  Based on this additional guidance we believe that most SMEs in Australia are 

unlikely to be PIEs and thus will not be impacted by this change. 

Management responsibilities 

The proposed enhancements in respect of management responsibilities will provide more clarity 

to management of their responsibilities and will assist them in identifying an appropriate person 

who is able to oversee the provision of non-assurance services by the external auditor. 

Routine or Mechanical 

As noted above the area that is likely to cause the greatest concern in the SMP/SME 

environment is the preparation or compilation of financial statements.   

Support noted. Comments noted. 

5.  IMA Adoption of the ED would require SMEs to employ a highly qualified and likely costly individual to 

“oversee” their audit firm’s performance of non-assurance services. As stated in our letter, we 

believe this is not feasible for SME organizations that are not a public interest entity. 

Comment noted. Under the extant 

Code, the audit client is expected to 

understand the nature of the NAS 

provided and accept responsibility for 

them. 
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c.  Developing Nations – Recognizing that many developing nations have adopted or are in the process of adopting the Code, the IESBA welcomes 

comment on potential translation issues respondents may note in reviewing  the proposed changes.  

1.  ICAGH We do not foresee difficulties in applying them in our country Support noted.  

2.  IMCP We foresee potential constraints on compliance with the proposed changes in the Code, 

particularly in the Mexican business environment with respect to: 

• Smaller audit practices/firms- Where application would represent a significant challenge 

due to their structures. 

• Lack of technical skills within management of companies. 

Comment noted.  

3.  ZICA We do not foresee difficulties in applying the proposed changes Support noted.  

4.  ANAN Our comment in this regard is that the proposed changes is not of national significant but rather a 

structural corporate issue since the changes do not have any statutory implications neither do 

they impose additional financial burden on either the Public Interest Entities that are intended nor 

on the jurisdiction where the changes would be implemented. 

Support noted.  

5.  Denise 

Juvenal 

I observe that this discussion is very important for Developing Nations for identify the 

implementation and application of this proposal around the world. 

Comment noted.  

6.  IAA To serve the interests of developing countries, by establishing high quality ethical standards for 

accounting professionals, facilitates a more efficient convergence and allows development more 

effectively, for us. 

Comment noted.  

d.  Translations – Recognizing that many respondents may intend to translate the final changes for adoption in their own environments, the IESBA 

welcomes comment on potential translation issues respondents may note in reviewing the proposed changes.  

1.  ACCA Some specific comments in respect of drafting have been included under question 3 above, and 

these could have an impact on translation of the Code. 

Comment noted. 

2.  ICAGH There will be no need to translate the final changes. Comment noted.  

3.  IMCP We believe that a more meaningful description is required in the concepts addressed in the 

following bullets of paragraph 290.167: 

“• Preparing or changing source documents or originating data, in electronic or other form, 

Comment noted.  
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evidencing the occurrence of a transaction (for example, purchase orders, payroll time records, 

and customer orders). 

• Originating or changing journal entries, or determining or approving the account classifications 

of transactions.” 

4.  IDW No specific translation issues identified in regard to prosed changes. In general, some of the 

language could perhaps be written in a simpler style, but this is an issue for when the Code is 

revised. 

Comment noted.  

5.  WPK Due to the high importance of the Code of Ethics and its worldwide (de facto) binding effect on 

the profession, one might think about translating the Code of Ethics and the present changes into 

the respective language of important jurisdictions by IFAC itself. This could also lead to greater 

acceptance and use of the Code of Ethics. 

Comment noted.  

6.  ZICA The ethical standards for professional accountants are not presently translated in Zambia and 

therefore we do not foresee any translation issues that may arise. 

Support noted.  

7.  ANAN The translation issues that we would like the IESBA to consider further elaborating for 

comprehension and correct perception purposes by stakeholders are: - 

1. Issues of “significant decisions” as opposed to just “decision” which sounds more 

encompassing and very elaborate and technical. 

2. Source document – There is need for a specific definition of what constitutes “source 

document” in relationship with electronic mode of processing and generating documents both 

“primary” and “secondary” to avoid ambiguity especially in the eyes of the law. Apart from the 

aforementioned, we do not envisage any misconception of any other intention of the IESBA that 

may be misconstrued by stakeholders 

Comments noted.  

8.  Mazars We operate in 72 countries, many of which do not have English as their first language. This could 

raise some challenges in terms of dealing with interpretations linked to the English language. 

However with appropriate communication and training we will seek to eliminate any significant 

issues in translation 

Comment noted.  

9.  Denise 

Juvenal 

I understand that the countries need to participate for Translations for this proposal. Comment noted.  
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10.  IAA Translation allows for the interpretation of the norm to be clearer and uniform between countries 

so that the concepts that are consolidated can not only be adopted but also allows users to draw 

conclusions and improvement options. 

Comment noted.  

11.  SCM Translation issues are not applicable for Malaysia as the final standard will be adopted in 

English. 

Comment noted.  

e. Effective Date – The IESBA proposes that the effective date for the changes will not be less than 12 months after issuance of the final changes. 

Earlier application would be permitted. The IESBA welcomes comment on whether this minimum period would be sufficient to support effective 

implementation of the changes.   

1. ACCA While there are narrow areas of this consultation in which the proposed changes appear to 

provide greater clarity, we believe that the overall impact of the proposals would be unlikely to 

result in significant changes in practice if implemented at this time. Therefore, a relatively short 

period between the release of any changes and the effective date should not create significant 

challenges. Nevertheless, the perception of many might be that the benefits of the proposals are 

not sufficient to justify change, and it would be preferable to wait until clarity has been achieved 

throughout the Code – particularly following a restructuring of the Code. 

Support and comments noted.  

2. CNCC We are of the opinion that the current proposed changes to the code addressing non assurance 

services for audit clients also need to be re-examined in regard to the Code as a whole. We 

suggest that implementation of those changes can wait until the next proposal to modify the 

Code. 

Comment noted.  

3. ICAEW We do not see any particular issues with an effective date of ‘not less than 12 months after 

issuance of the final changes. However, we do believe the effort involved in making, 

disseminating and absorbing changes to the Code should not be underestimated. Unless there is 

a significant urgency, IESBA should co-ordinate the issue and effective date of changes. 

Support and comment noted.  

4. ICAGH We deem the minimum period sufficient for the implementation of the changes Support noted.  

5. ICAS We have no concerns over the proposal that the effective date for the changes will not be less 

than 12 months after the issuance of the final changes and that earlier application would be 

permitted.  

Support noted.  
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 IMCP We believe that the proposal is appropriate. Support noted.  

6. ICPAK We agree with the proposed effective date as it will allow implementers to appreciate the 

proposed clarifications and guidance. 

Support noted.  

 ICASL While we are supportive of the proposed change to remove the emergency exception in 

bookkeeping and taxation services, we will provide time for the practitioners to get adjusted for 

the changes. And hence the provisions will not be made effective as and when those are made 

effective by IEASB. Application will be slightly deferred. 

Comment noted.  

 IDW We do not believe the changes will reflect a change in behavior in Germany and thus agree that 

the proposals concerning the effective date are acceptable. 

Support noted.  

 MICPA MICPA has no objection to the proposed effective date.  Support noted.  

 SAIC SAICA is of the view that the minimum period is sufficient to support effective implementation of 

the changes. 

Support noted.  

 WPK Basically, WPK deems 12 months as an appropriate period of time. Support noted.  

 ZICA We believe that the tentative effective date suggested in the exposure draft would be 

appropriate. We do not foresee any issue with the implementation of the proposed changes. 

Support noted.  

 ANAN There is already a “pre-issuance date” knowledge of the proposed changes by the PAOs to be 

affected by the proposed changes who may have before the issuance date begin to sensitize 

their members with the intended changes. Therefore the 12 months effective date after the 

issuance date is a complete financial year cycle which we consider to be adequate. 

It is not even unlikely that as a result of the continuous research and IESBA and changes in need 

for more precautionary guidelines further changes would not take place. Thus allowing for more 

than a financial year cycle may not be ideal. 

Our conclusion is that the 12 months effective date after the issuance date is very appropriate. 

Support noted.  

 GTI We believe the proposed effective date of 12 months after the issuance of the changes is 

sufficient to support effective implementation of the changes. 

Support noted.  

 Mazars We consider that the proposed implementation period of at least 12 months after issuance of the Support noted.  
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final changes is sufficient to support effective implementation. 

 MS The proposed timeframe should be adequate. Support noted.  

 PKF We do not believe that the majority of the proposed changes would have significant practical 

impact or represent particular implementation challenges. It would assist firms and especially 

SMPs, those in developing nations and jurisdictions where translation is required, if the effective 

date of the proposed changes was deferred until such time as other measures to enhance the 

structure and content of the Code are implemented. We do not believe that emergency situations 

such as allowed in the current Code occur frequently, and there is no urgency to effect the 

changes. We therefore encourage the Board to consider an effective date in line with other 

planned revisions to the Code. 

Comment noted.  

 IRBA We do not foresee a problem with the effective implementation within 12 months from issuance. 

Where multiple amendments to the IESBA Code have been considered in one calendar year, we 

suggest that the Board coordinate the effective dates of the amendments and have one effective 

date. 

Support noted. Comment noted.  

 Denise 

Juvenal 

I agree with the Effective Date for the IESBA proposes that the effective date for the changes will 

not be less than 12 months after issuance of the final changes. 

Support noted.  

 APESB APESB believes that a minimum period of one year would be sufficient to support effective 

implementation of these changes. 

Support noted.  

 GAO An effective date of “not less than 12 months after issuance of the final changes” is appropriate. 

We believe that this period is adequate for most audit organizations to revise their procedures as 

necessary, and the 12-month period will not present an undue burden to audit organizations that 

provide non-assurance services. 

Support noted.  

 IAA Yes it is sufficient, as reasonable time is needed to analyze the positions and make necessary 

changes and improvements, however, it should not take longer as there will be major changes to 

make due to a changing economy and continuous development. 

Support noted.  

 PKF An effective date within 12 months of publication of the revisions could therefore be appropriate. Support noted.  

 SCM AOB has no objection to the proposal that the effective date for the changes will not be less than Support noted.  
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12 months after issuance of the final changes, with earlier application permitted. 

 SMPC IFAC The proposal that the effective date for the changes will not be less than 12 months after the 

issuance of the final changes is considered acceptable. In our opinion, this is the minimum time 

period that should be considered to ensure effective implementation of the changes. We would 

also recommend that the Board consider whether it would be more practical for these changes to 

be introduced as part of other significant changes resulting from other current projects (for 

example, Long Association) and their effective dates coordinated. Keeping up with new 

regulations and standards has been consistently ranked as one of the top challenges facing 

SMPs in the Quick Poll surveys conducted by IFAC. This finding supports the view that the Code 

should not continually be changed, but rather there is a stable platform for adoption and 

implementation for a period of time. 

Comments noted.  

 


