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Technology Project – Compilation of IESBA Comments on the October Text and Task Force Responses 

# Paragraph Commentator Comment Task Force Response 

1 General Saadiya Adam Comfortable with the amendments 
proposed. 

Noted 

2 General Jens Poll No advance comments. The proposed 
text seems very mature and accurate. 

Noted 

3 General Christelle Martin 
and Bruno 
Tesniere 

No additional comments. Noted 

4 113.1 A1 Ellen Goria Since this is an application paragraph, the 
term “requires” must be replaced and we 
suggest using the term “involves”.    

OK – see revised 

 

5 113.1 A2 Brian Friedrich Perfect Noted 

6 113.1 A2 Andy Mintzer I recommend to avoid “engages” as that 
might be misconstrued or mistranslated to 
be limited to an engagement (i.e. client) 
relationship – I suggest “interacts”. 

OK – see revised – “interacts” covers counter-parties as 
well as clients etc. 

7 114.1 A1 Sung-Nam Kim Given that para R114.1 uses the word 
'respect' instead of 'maintain', I suggest 
using either of the two words consistently. 

No change, this is application material to expand on the 
“maintaining confidentiality” in sub-bullets (b) and (c). 

8 R114.2 and 
114.2 A3 

Caroline Lee • I am concerned that what is drafted 
might not be consistently applied and 
globally operable.  The lead-in in 
R114.2 uses the term ‘authorized by’ 

• Re: “authorized by” and “seeks authorization.” The 
Code recognizes that confidentiality serves the public 
interest and lies at the heart of the relationship 

https://www.ifac.org/system/files/meetings/files/Agenda-Item-8G-Technology-Project-October-Revised-Text-Clean-.pdf
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and 114.2 A3 refers to ‘seeks 
authorisation’.  This implies obtaining 
consent either by way of contract or 
other means and doing so can be a long 
drawn and unproductive exercise 
resulting in heavy administrative burden 
for firms and employing organisations.  
My experience is that confidentiality 
clauses are a subject of great debate 
and discussion between legal counsels 
and where it ends up in one contract 
does not set a precedent for other 
contracts.  Therefore a lot of time and 
effort will be spent in arriving at an 
agreement and even then there won’t 
be consistent application within a firm or 
organisation, let alone in a jurisdiction or 
globally.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• In R114.2(b), in grouping the various 
parties that might gain an advantage, 

between a PA and its client. See extant paragraph 
114.1 A2.  

• The Code also already recognizes that confidentiality 
must be observed unless the PA is relieved of (e.g. by 
law and regulation) or released from (by 
authorization/consent) of that obligation of 
confidentiality - see extant paragraph R114.1(d).   

• These revisions in new R114.2 develop the concepts 
of “proper and specific authority,” and “is authorized by 
the client or the employing organization” as contained 
in extant paragraphs R114.1(d) and 114.1 A1(b). 

• The TF has deleted “outside the firm or employing 
organization” from extant paragraph R114.1(d)  
because those words conflicted with the concept of not 
using information for advantage of the PA, its firm or 
EO or other third party in revised paragraph R114.2(b) 
in the circumstances that concerned those outlined in 
new paragraph 114.2 A3. See also comment raised in 
row 15 below.  

• To say that it is too burdensome to require PAs to get 
authorization/consent would fundamentally undermine 
this construct already recognized in the extant Code 
and cannot be a basis for removing the need for that 
authorization/consent unless it is also accepted that a 
PA cannot use the information unless relieved of the 
duty of confidentiality by law or regulation. 
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we bind the hands of firms and 
employing organisations from using 
confidential information, even when 
they have a right to do so, because it 
would be for their advantage. Further, 
‘as a result of’ is broader than ‘in the 
course of’ and we should not limit it to 
information obtain in the course of the 
relationship in R114.2(a)-(c).  Therefore 
I suggest that we revert to the original 
wording in the extant Code.   

 

• In R114.2(d), I appreciate what the TF 
is seeking to achieve but I don’t think the 
current drafting works.  When 
information is publicly available, it does 
not come with a label that that 
information is properly or improperly 
disclosed.  Neither does it come with a 
label that this information was also 
received in confidence by the PA or its 
firm or employing organisation and 
therefore should not be used or 
disclosed without authorisation.  For 
example an auditor would receive 
information on its client’s past year’s 
historical financial statements and 
disclosures.  This information is likely to 
be publicly available and might have 
been obtained by the auditor for 

• The revisions in R114.2 recognize the “right” of firms 
to use confidential information (whether in the personal 
or business context), and sets out the specific 
conditions (already contained in extant Code as noted 
above) to be met.  

• The change from “as a result of” to “in the course of” is 
responsive to ED comments for alignment with the ED 
proposed 114.1 A1. The TF view is that “in the course 
of” is broader because it emphasizes any information 
acquired over the entire course of the relationship 
between a PA and the client (i.e., from start to finish) 
and therefore would inherently cover “as a result of.” 

 

 

• It is precisely because PAs receive information from 
clients without commentary on whether it is or is not 
confidential that the starting hypothesis is that it is 
confidential in the PAs hands - and, as the Code 
already says, that approach is in the public interest 
because that facilitates open communication between 
client and adviser.   

• If “proper” were to be removed, this would result in a 
PA being the arbiter of what information should be 
regarded as confidential - or not.   

• The TF view is that the confidentiality of information 
should be observed irrespective of whether that 
information becomes available publicly properly or 
improperly (see also row 16 below).   
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purposes of the client and engagement 
acceptance evaluation or provided to 
the auditor by others without breaching 
confidentiality.  Is the auditor bound by 
restriction on use and disclosure? 

 

• 114.2 A3 sets out a list of information to 
be included in the disclosure.  I 
appreciate that the TF has changed 
‘consent’ to ‘authorisation’ but I still feel 
that this might be burdensome as 
seeking authorisation when there’s a 
new use or for a specific use might lead 
to extended contractual discussions as 
mentioned above.  In the case of 
government contracts, there is extra 
sensitivity and trying to negotiate these 
terms might be a challenge.  Further, 
there are alternative mechanisms 
available to protect confidentiality and 
privacy under those circumstances. 

• This will be aggravated by having to 
include the specifics as currently listed 
in 114.2 A3. I suggest that these factors 
be listed as examples, as the current 
construct makes it sound like a list of 
requirements to be included.  Further, 
the inclusion of such a granular list of 
information to disclose makes the Code 
prescriptive, and we should stick to the 

• Therefore, building on the premise in the preceding 
bullet is right, then it must also be right that some form 
of authorization/consent is required before information 
can be used by the PA.    

 

 

 

 

• The availability of alternative mechanisms to protect 
confidentiality would be reasons why authorization 
should be forthcoming - but cannot be a basis on which 
a PA can make a unilateral decision to use the 
information. 

• New paragraph 114.1 A3 is intended to be a non-
inclusive list of examples. 
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Code being principle based with 
examples as application material. 

• The proposed changes as a whole 
would also make enforcement a 
challenge. 

9 R114.2 lead-in Brian Friedrich This stem is now very awkward to read 
and understand - it appears to have too 
many conditions and modifiers. 

See Revised 

10 R114.2 lead-in Ellen Goria R114.2 is challenging to read with all the 
carveouts. Since the carveouts are 
discussed in the application paragraphs it 
might be easier to apply if the lead-in to 
the bullets read as follows:  

“When complying with the principle of 
confidentiality, a professional accountant 
shall not do any of the following unless 
authorized or permitted to do so as 
described in the following application 
paragraphs”.  

If this change is made then consider 
adding back bullet (b) in paragraph 114.2 
A2.    

If the lead-in remains as drafted, the 
phrase “confidentiality in the information” 
should be changed to “confidentiality of 
the information”     

See Revised 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As the Code addresses both PAPP and PAIB, the Task 
Force believe there is a need for clarification between 
professional relationships and business relationships, 
respectively. 
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The difference between professional 
relationships and business relationships 
is still unclear and should be clarified.     

11 R114.2 lead-in 
“…any person 
entitled to 
enforce the 
confidentiality in 
the 
information…”   

Keith Billing Who might such a person be?   It would 
be clearer if it said “a person with authority 
to permit disclosure or use of the 
confidential information”. 

See Revised 

12 R114.2 lead-in Andy Mintzer Is “enforce” the confidentiality widely 
understood?  In what manner do they 
“enforce” it?  

Can’t it simply be “entitled to the 
confidentiality” or “entitled to release the 
confidentiality” or “has the authority to 
release…” 

See above 

13 R114.2 lead-in 
“…and provided 
not prohibited by 
law or regulation, 
or there is a legal 
or professional 
duty…” 

Keith Billing The PA would have a dilemma if there is 
a “professional duty” to disclose but there 
is no legal protection (such protection 
might exist in jurisdictions where there are 
legal protections for reports made in the 
public interest). This is picked up to an 
extent in 114.2.A1(b), but could still be 
clearer. 

 

Noted, however, this is a dilemma that was recognized 
in NOCLAR – for which there is no solution.  IESBA 
nevertheless decided that the professional duty should 
be included in the Code given its relevance to the PA’s 
duty to have regard to the public interest. 
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14 R114.2 lead-in Channa 
Wijesinghe 

I found the lead in hard going. How about 
the following structure for consideration: 

A professional accountant shall not: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c ) 

(d) 

Unless authorized by the client or any 
person entitled to enforce the 
confidentiality in the information and 
provided not prohibited by law or 
regulation, or there is a legal or 
professional duty or right to disclose the 
information 

See Revised 

15 R114.2(a) Brian Friedrich There are many times where information 
cannot be disclosed to other individuals 
within your own firm or employing 
organization as well. I recognize that this 
is extant text, but when it stands on its 
own this way, it makes it sound like the 
only concern is sharing CI outside of the 
organization. Can the part “…outside the 
firm or employing organization.” be 
deleted, or can the “inside the firm or 
employing org” context be added. 

OK – see revised 
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16 R114.2(d) 
“…whether 
properly or 
improperly…” 

Keith Billing How if it has become “properly” available 
publicly is it still confidential? I think the 
key point to be clear is that the PA 
maintains/respects confidentiality of 
information even if the accountant is 
aware that such information has been 
improperly disclosed and become publicly 
available. 

No change - The provision pertains to "information" not 
"confidential information" recognizing that once it is 
publicly available, the information no longer meets the 
definition of confidential information in the glossary.  

Nevertheless, once provided on a confidential basis, 
information should not be used or disclosed without 
client authority. 

In the TF’s view, this approach has an important 
consequence –it avoids a PA trying to determine 
whether disclosure occurred properly or improperly 
(which would require both knowledge of how disclosure 
occurred and any applicable jurisdiction-specific legal 
considerations)   

17 R114.2(d) 
“…whether 
properly or 
improperly…” 

Brian Friedrich Confidential information that has become 
publicly available through “proper” means 
is no longer confidential, no? 

See above. 

18 R114.2(d) Ellen Goria  Bullet (d) is awkwardly worded (e.g., use 
of the phrase “that that”) and stipulating 
that regardless of whether the information 
was properly or improperly disclosed 
takes away from the understandability.   

Recommend the bullet be reworded “Use 
or disclose confidential information that 
has become publicly available through 
improper means.”  

See above. The TF’s view is that information that 
belongs to a client may not be used or disclosed by the 
PA without authorization to do so.   

Therefore, the wording proposed (i.e., removing 
properly,” is inadequate.   
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If this change is not made, then think the 
phrase “properly or” needs to be removed 
because if a client properly disclosed their 
quarterly earnings say through a public 
filing, seems to me the PA should be 
allowed to use that information.    

19 R114.2(d) Channa 
Wijesinghe 

Delete duplicated word - that No change – to be retained.  It is necessary to relate the 
second part of the sentence to the information first 
referred to. 

20 114.2 A1 lead-in Keith Billing Delete “are or” [in the second sentence of 
lead-in]. It’s covered by the addition of “or 
have the right” 

OK – see revised 

21 114.2 A1 lead-in Sung-Nam Kim Please consider changing to 'duty or right' 
[in the second sentence] given the phrase 
in sub-para 114.2 A1 (b) below. 

OK – see revised 

22 114.2 A1(b) 
“…when not 
prohibited by law 
or regulation…” 

Keith Billing There are likely to be many 
circumstances where the law does not 
explicitly prohibit disclosure or use but 
that does mean there is an implicit 
permission to disclose or use.  

Where not explicitly covered, the PA 
needs to consider whether the law or 
regulation provides protection where a 
disclosure/use is made in the public 
interest. 

If there is no legal/ regulatory prohibition, there would be 
no exposure for breach of the law or regulation. 

Against that background, the PA should consider 
whether the interests of any other person/entity would 
be adversely affected such as to give rise to a right to 
prevent disclosure - e.g., because the information is 
confidential or it might affect his/her defense in a criminal 
prosecution. Were that to be the case, that person would 
have to apply to Court for an order restraining 
disclosure.   
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So the question the PA should consider is whether any 
person's interest might be affected and, if so, put them 
on notice so they would have an opportunity to apply for 
such an order.  That is explicitly addressed in paragraph 
114.2 A2 - first bullet.   

23 114.2 A2 second 
bullet 

• Channa 
Wijesinghe  

• Sung-Nam 
Kim 

Consider whether you need the comma 
[after disclose or use]? 

OK – see revised 

24 114.2 A2 last 
bullet 

Keith Billing This addition could be read as referring 
just to jurisdictions where the information 
both originates and disclosure takes 
place. I think the point to be made is that 
factors affecting the decision include 
applicable law in both the jurisdiction 
where disclosure might take place and, if 
different, the jurisdiction where the 
information originates. 

OK – see revised 

25 114.2 A2 last 
bullet 

Andy Mintzer Sorry to bring this up – but this seems to 
be intensely focused on “where” the 
information is…what if it is a cloud 
computing facility…is where those 
devices are? 

Yes.  

But no change to this sentence – the focus is on ‘law and 
regulation’ pertaining to disclosure and use of the 
information, including its origin, and that is necessarily 
location specific.  

The only alternative would be to end the sentence after 
‘…privacy)’ 
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26 114.2 A3 lead-in Channa 
Wijesinghe 

It is a long winded sentence and the 
examples are also giving explanatory 
information that may not be strictly 
required. How about: 

The circumstances in which a firm or 
employing organization seeks 
authorization to use or disclose 
confidential information, include training 
purposes, development of products or 
technology, research, or for industry or 
other benchmarking studies. 

No change as the suggested deletion  of “where the 
information is to be used” were designed to ensure that 
the language is not so broad as to give rise to 
unintended consequences 

27 114.2 A3 all 
bullets 

Sung-Nam Kim Please consider changing to 'used or 
disclosed' given the phrase 'to use or 
disclose confidential information' in the 
main body of this para. 

OK – see revised 

28 114.2 A3 Ellen Goria Struggling with including training of staff 
as something that a firm needs consent 
for. Would prefer to eliminate that item 
and be silent as to that point.    

No change, this was an example provided in ED 
responses. 

29 120.5 A6 second 
sentence 

Andy Mintzer Add “or manage” after “take into account” 
- I don’t think the concept of “managing” 
complexity has been introduced – so this 
word seems to come from out of the blue 
in 120.5 A7…I suggest working in 
“managing complexity” this paragraph 

The bullets are separated into two paragraphs because:  

• Those in 120.5 A& are drawing attention to existing 
requirements – in this case, the word ‘might’ is 
omitted. 

• Those in 120.5 A8 are new application material – 
and the introductory words include ‘might.’ 
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30 120.5 A7 Brian Friedrich Agreed [with changes] Noted 

31 120.5 A8 Andy Mintzer I don’t understand why the is the need for 
two numbered application paragraphs – 
seems to be a continuation. 

See above 

32 200.6 A2 Channa 
Wijesinghe 

Delete lone second bullet OK – see revised 

33 200.6 A2 and 
220.8 A1 third 
bullets 

Brian Friedrich This captures the essence of 
explainability now. 

Noted 

34 200.6 A2 third 
bullet 

Channa 
Wijesinghe 

Delete “with sufficient understanding” 
after “an expert” because you will not use 
an expert if they don’t understand. 

 

 

 

Add “and its appropriateness” before “for 
the purpose intended” for clarity of the 
sentence 

No change – this is to emphasize that an expert 
necessarily has sufficient understanding. This drafting is 
intended to capture the essence of explainability as 
described in recommendation B of the TWG phase 2 
report. 

 

OK – see revised 

35 200.7 A4 last 
bullet 

Channa 
Wijesinghe 

Add comma after “employees” OK – see revised 

36 220.6 A2 and 
300.6 A2 

Ellen Goria The bullets under the self-interest threat 
still need additional work so that they 
make it clear how the self-interest threat 

The essence of the point is that if a PA is not competent 
etc., a self-interest threat arises because he/she is 
continuing to provide services because it is in its interest 
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is created in these circumstances. If the 
task force does not do this, then the 
standard will not be properly applied. 
Think of it this way, if it is not clearly 
explained than how is the profession 
supposed to apply it properly?   

to be engaged and earn a fee. See paragraphs 230.2, 
230.2 A1 to A2. 

37 220.8 A1 Channa 
Wijesinghe 

Delete “with the ability” after “an expert” 
because you will not use an expert if they 
don’t understand. 

Add “and its appropriateness” before “for 
the purpose intended” for clarity of the 
sentence 

See above 

 

 

OK – see revised 

38 220.8 A1 third 
bullet 

Andy Mintzer I think this needs to be than just having 
access in the construct here. Suggest: 
“Whether the accountant has the ability or 
accesses (uses?) an expert …” 

‘Has access to’ is the appropriate language (as 
suggested by ED responses and recommendation B of 
the TWG phase 2 report) because the introductory 
words are forward looking – “Factors to consider when 
a PA intends to use…’ 

39 220.11 A4 Channa 
Wijesinghe 

Suggest “matter” instead of “factor” to 
create a distinction with the factors 
necessary. 

See revised alternative. 

40 320.10 A1 Sung-Nam Kim Please consider changing the drafting 
pattern using that of the equivalent para 
200.7 A1 to keep consistency and 
increase visibility of the 2 factors, as 
follows: 

 

OK – see revised 
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Factors …. include: 

. The reputation and ... 

. Whether the expert is subject to… 

 

Such information might be gained ... 

41 320.11 A1 
seventh bullet 

Channa 
Wijesinghe 

Amend “of the technology” to “to the 
technology” 

OK – see revised 

42 320.12 A1 Sung-Nam Kim Update work of “others” to “experts” OK – see revised 

43 520.3 A3 and 
520.7 A1 

Ellen Goria Instead of making the reader go to the 
basis for conclusion to get an 
understanding of one situation (pass 
through license) where such relationship 
would not be created, recommend a 
sentence be added to the end that 
explains the situation you plan to cover in 
the basis.    

No change, there are many reselling situations. This 
formulation recognizes that such situations depends on 
the facts and circumstances.  

44 520.7 A1 “…and 
depending on the 
facts and 
circumstances…” 

Channa 
Wijesinghe 

Concerned that this drafting could be 
used as an out.  

If the audit firm is selling technology to the 
audit client then they must consider 
Section 310 and then depending on the 
facts and circumstances consider section 
600? 

See Revised 

The Task Force notes that the approach as suggested 
is not drafting convention given the building blocks 
approach of the Code. 
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45 520.7 A1 “…and 
depending on the 
facts and 
circumstances…” 

Andrew Pinkney I do not think the word "and" works here 
or is clear 

Where a firm or a network firm provides, 
sells, resells or licenses technology: 

(a)     To an audit client; or 

(b)     To an entity that provides services 
using such technology to audit clients of 
the firm or network firm, 

and depending on the facts and 
circumstances, the requirements and 
application material in Section 600 apply. 

 

Alternatives might be 

To move the "Depending on the facts and 
circumstances" to before "Where a firm.. 

OR  

the requirements and application material 
in Section 600 might apply, depending on 
the facts and circumstances. 

See above 

46 520.7 A1 “…and 
depending on the 
facts and 
circumstances…” 

Sung-Nam Kim Please consider changing this sentence 
along the following lines:  

'the requirements and application 
material in Section 600 apply, depending 
on the facts and circumstances.' 

See above 
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47 520.7 A1 “…and 
depending on the 
facts and 
circumstances…” 

Brian Friedrich Consider removing “and depending on 
the facts and circumstances” and ending 
the sentence with “…in Section 600 might 
apply.” All “might” statements inherently 
“depend on facts and circumstances”. 

See above 

48 606.2 A1, 
R606.3, 606.4 A3 

Ellen Goria Upgrading doesn’t seem necessary as it 
would be covered by updating 

This was added to address ED responses. 

49 606.3 A1 Ellen Goria Continue to believe that the clarity of the 
first bullet could be improved by 
explaining what you mean by indirectly. 
Think it would be more user friendly to 
eliminate the parenthetical and adding 
another sentence to explain indirect 

No change - the approach proposed runs the risk of 
being too restrictive - or too generous. Indirectly and 
directly will be further elaborated on in the Basis for 
Conclusions. 

50 606.3 A2 Sung-Nam Kim Change “does” to “do” No change 

51 R606.6 Sung-Nam Kim Add full-stop after threat OK – see revised 

52 950.4 Sung-Nam Kim Delete extra space in “non-assurance” OK – see revised 

53 Effective Date Keith Billing Re: “On the other hand, the Task Force 
notes that introducing a prohibition on 
hosting services (in particular) with 
effectively an implementation period of 
less than a year could cause practical 
issues. For example, firms in the course 
of providing a specific NAS would be 
faced with the challenge of terminating 
the provision of such services, with the 

Noted 
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consequential disruption and associated 
practical issues for the client.” 

R520.4 prohibits a close business 
relationship unless any financial interest 
is immaterial and the business 
relationship is insignificant to the client 
and the firm. If the relationship is truly 
insignificant there shouldn’t be significant 
disruption and practical issues for the 
client arising from its termination; if there 
are its suggests the firm has not properly 
applied R520.4. However, there may now 
of course be contractual issues to be 
resolved from terminating such services. 

54 Effective Date –
Option 2 

Keith Billing 

Mark Babington 

In my experience firms generally prefer 
revisions at the same time as far as 
possible, rather than a drip feed. 

We are getting increasing feedback from 
stakeholders that they would prefer to see 
changes to the Code brigaded together, 
rather than a fresh update at the 
conclusion of each project. Given the 
level of challenge, is there merit in 
aligning this and other changes with the 
PIE changes in 2024?  This would mean 
going with option 2, but allowing for early 
adoption. 

Noted  
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55 Effective Date – 
Option 2 

Channa 
Wijesinghe 

With respect to the implementation dates, 
I am leaning toward option 2 as it is 
cleaner and will create fewer practical 
headaches.   

If there is some burning public interest 
issue that warrants option 1, then happy 
to hear it, which may change my view. 

Another factor to consider in your analysis 
of various factors is the due process of a 
jurisdiction. Realistically, if option 1 is 
adopted, then there are only 8 months for 
a jurisdiction to expose it, get comments 
back, issue the final document and then 
for stakeholders to adopt and implement 
it.   

This is a very tight timeline and some may 
even say impractical. In particular, if there 
are current IT arrangements that need to 
be unwound. In addition, some 
stakeholders have raised the issue of 
fatigue with constant changes to the 
Code, which we also heard via the 
strategic plan survey.   

While with Engagement Team/Group 
Audit, there might not be an option with 
respect to implementation dates, from a 
jurisdictional perspective, these changes 
could be implemented with the PIE 
changes and it will still be a couple of 

Noted  
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months more than the general 18-month 
time frame provided for adoption and 
implementation of international 
standards. 

56 Effective Date – 
Option 2 

Saadiya Adam 1. I note that transitional provisions are 
often confusing, leading to additional 
questions on implementation. This 
usually results in clarification via 
FAQs. 

2. If approved in December, I note that 
the IESBA will only release these 
amendments after PIOB approval 
(March or April).  This will allow less 
than one year from the date of issue 
to adoption/implementation. This 
needs to be considered cumulatively 
with the ET-GA final amendments 
also requiring adoption in less than 12 
months. 

3. National Standards Setters are 
already dealing with amendments 
relating to PIE and will also need to 
consider and adopt/implement ET-GA 
final amendments (which requires a 
Dec 2023 effective date for alignment 
with ISA 600(R)). 

4. Is less than 12 months sufficient time 
to effectively adopt two sets of 
amendments from the IESBA – the 

Noted  
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ET-GA project requiring changes in 
the process and policies? 

5. Thus, our preference would be Option 
2- the adoption date of 15 December 
2024 ( with early adoption 
permissible). 

57 Effective Date – 
Option 2 

Christelle Martin 
and Bruno 
Tesniere 

Prefer Option 2 because it is straight, 
easier to implement  and it leads to a 
common effectiveness with other 
announced code changes (helping 
address  critics on the constant code 
changes).   

Noted  

58 Effective Date – 
Option 2 

Caroline Lee • The indicative timing for approval, as 
set out in the ED, was March 2023.  
This creates an expectation that the 
release of approved pronouncements 
would not be until mid-2023 at the 
earlier.  Therefore an effective date of 
Dec 2023 would not be aligned with 
expectations and would create 
unnecessary burden and anxiety for 
PAs that are already having to adopt 
significant standard changes. 

• Acceleration of finalisation and 
approval of the Technology project is 
helpful in clearing the decks to make 
way for projects related to 
Sustainability and pre-commitments.  

Noted 
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This acceleration was not aimed at 
accelerating adoption and 
implementation. 

• Timing of adoption and 
implementation should take into 
consideration other pronouncements 
that are required to be implemented.  
Given the adoption of ET-GA being 
tight, we ought to give PAs an 
opportunity to focus on that and not 
have their attentions diverted. 

• As some of the Technology revisions 
are linked to NAS, it makes sense to 
time it together with the PIE 
pronouncements, so that PAs can 
consider both at the same time. 

• Having an effective date of Dec 2023 
with transitional provisions is more 
complicated that giving PAs more 
time to consider the implications and 
giving them more time to make 
whatever transitional arrangements 
they need in order to comply by Dec 
2024. 

• Having an effective date of Dec 2024 
would also give the Board more time 
to socialise the pronouncements.  The 
length of time it took to issue the NAS 
FAQ has led to some negative 
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sentiment.  Perhaps if we issue timely 
FAQ on Technology (if needed), it 
might help offset the negative 
sentiment.  

• I am strongly in favour of Dec 2024 
effective date with no transitional 
provision, but that we use the time to 
get any non-authoritative material 
(such as FAQ) out. 

59 Effective Date –  
Transition 
Provision under 
Option 1  

 

Keith Billing These should only be services permitted 
under the current version of the Code. 
This should not provide a let-off for 
services that shouldn’t have been 
provided (R520.4). 

Noted 

 


