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1.  ACCA ACCA believes that, in general, the proposed changes would provide more clarity and make the 

provisions in respect of non-assurance services to audit clients slightly more concise. However, 

we do not believe that the changes are sufficiently important to justify change to the Code at this 

time. Frequent changes to standards are a particular challenge to SMPs, and we note the 

Board’s agreement, set out on page 4 of the consultation document, that ‘… the Code’s 

provisions concerning non-assurance services are still robust in protecting the public interest’.  

ACCA believes that it would be appropriate to defer the proposed changes until such time as 

other measures to enhance clarity are also implemented (for example, improvements to the 

structure of the Code). This would facilitate greater understanding of the Code during a period 

in which many believe that the IESBA should be focusing on the Code’s adoption and effective 

implementation. 

Support and comments noted. 

2.  AICPA We support the IESBA’s objective of setting high-quality ethics standards for professional 

accountants around the world and facilitating the convergence of international and national 

ethics standards. We agree with the Board that the provisions concerning non-assurance 

services in the IESBA Code are robust in protecting the public interest but support enhancing 

the clarity of the guidance in those areas where users of the Code have requested additional 

clarification. However, we believe some of the proposed changes may have unintended 

consequences. 

Support and comments noted. 

3.  CPA Canada Generally, the proposed amendments clarify the language of the Code in relation to 

management functions. However, consideration could be given to deferring adoption of the 

amendments to coincide with other more substantive amendments. As the Board is working on 

a project to restructure the Code, consideration could be given to adopting these amendments, 

if approved, as part of that project with an effective date to coincide with that project. 

Support and comments noted. 

4.  CPA Au CPA Australia supports IESBA’s efforts to clarify and strengthen the Code of Ethics for 

Professional Accountants (the Code). We recognize the critical importance of provisions relating 

to non-assurance services for audit clients. CPA Australia concurs that the matters concerning 

Support and comments noted. 
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non-assurance services for audit clients raised in the ED are appropriate for clarification. We 

have outlined our responses to the questions posed in the ED in the Appendix to this letter. 

5.  CNCC First of all, we would like to highlight that we approve the intention of clarifying the non-assurance 

services provisions concerning management responsibilities and routine and mechanical  tasks.  

But we would also like to draw your attention to the fact that the proposed changes may lead to 

a rule based approach of the Code due mainly to the deletion of the exercise of professional 

judgment in some provisions. Therefore, we believe that particular attention should be paid in 

order to continue to provide guidance and not requirements. In that sense, the increasing number 

of examples may be understood as exhaustive thereby leaving little space to professional 

judgment. We would like to emphasize our attachment to a principle-based Code and to the 

necessity of being aware of the temptation of readers to see lists of examples as "blacklists" 

(prohibitions) and those not listed as potentially permitted. 

 

Secondly, 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. 

Support and comments noted. More 

detailed examples have been 

provided at the request of SMPs.  

6.  FAR FAR welcomes this opportunity to comment on the exposure draft. FAR agrees with the 

conclusion that the provisions of the IESBA Code of Ethics are robust in protecting the public 

interest. Nevertheless FAR agrees that clarifications are justified concerning the provisions of 

management responsibilities and bookkeeping services. 

Support noted.  

7.  HKICPA We generally agree with most proposals in the ED and with the objectives the IESBA is seeking 

to achieve. Having said that we recommend the IESBA to include more specific definitions on 

"suitable skill, knowledge and experience" and "overseeing the service" to facilitate better 

understanding and application of the proposed prerequisite for non-assurance services. 

Comment noted.  

8.  ICAB  We agree that the above changes will help to enhance auditor independence and further clarify 

expectations from the client's management in relation to the performance of non-assurance 

services by an auditor. 

Support noted.  
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9.  ICAEW We do not object to the changes proposed. However, while we understand the Board’s desire 

to continually improve the robustness of the standards and listen to stakeholders views, we 

question whether they are really necessary as they seem to be tinkering at the margins on issues 

where there is no evidence of any wholesale confusion or abuse.  

We note the October 2011 report of the IESBA SME/SMP Working Group, referred to in the 

explanatory memorandum. We think the ‘enhanced guidance’ that report request would be better 

served by illustrative examples or FAQs outside of the Code. Including numerous detailed 

examples within the Code runs the risk of being treated as a check-list definition, which is not 

how the Code should be interpreted. 

Comments noted.  

10.  ICAS We have no issues of substance with IESBA’s proposals in the consultation paper. That said, 

we are supportive of IESBA’s current reconsideration of the structure of its Code with a view to 

enhancing the Code’s usability. We believe that this process could be accelerated if a decision 

was made to remove the auditor independence requirements from the Code. We also believe it 

is essential for IESBA to focus on improving the extent of adoption and implementation of the 

Code of Ethics. We believe these should be the primary objectives of the Board in the shorter-

term as opposed to undertaking on-going piecemeal changes to the Code in relation to auditor 

independence. 

Comments noted.  

11.  IMCP The Ethics Committee of the Mexican Institute of Public Accountants generally considers 

appropriate and applicable in Mexico, the proposed changes to the Code of Ethics for 

Professional Accountants. 

The issues that we believe should be evaluated by the IESBA are related to the following: 

I. Audit clients that are public interest entities and Audit clients that are not public interest 

entities (paragraphs: 290.171 and 290.173) 

In this matter,  we consider that the self-review threat may be to such importance that, it 

should not allow providing accounting and/or bookkeeping services to audit clients, 

regardless if they are in the public interest or not. 

II. Irrespective of the discussion in I. above, if providing accounting and/or bookkeeping 

services to audit clients that are not in the public interest would remain permissible, 

additional guidance should be provided to SMP (Small and Medium Practices (SMP)). 

Support and comments noted. 
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12.  ICPAK We agree that the matters concerning non-assurance services for audit clients raised in the ED 

are appropriate for clarification particularly, the clarification of management responsibility and 

Proposing enhancements to the corresponding non-assurance services provisions in Section 

291. 

Support and comments noted.  

13.  ISCA We are of the view that the proposed changes are of no significant consequence. In addition, 

IESBA has received feedback that frequent changes to the Code of Ethics for Professional 

Accountants (the Code) have presented implementation challenges for users of the Code. As 

such, it may be preferable to defer making any changes in relation to the non-assurance 

provisions of the Code until such time when these changes could be made in conjunction with 

other more substantial changes to the Code. This would reduce the burden placed on 

practitioners since they will be required to update or change their internal guidance and issue 

internal communications to ensure that their firms’ practices are in compliance with the 

requirements of the revised provisions. 

Also, there is no consideration in the ED as to whether there should be alignment of the 

conditions required for the respective public interest entities (PIE) and non-public interest entities 

(non-PIE) when allowing non-assurance services to be provided to these entities. Currently, 

there are separate provisions for PIEs and non-PIEs in the Code. While the risk of a PIE 

engagement is generally significantly greater than that of a non-PIE engagement, the principle 

of upholding independence in both mind and appearance should be applied consistently across 

both segments. We are of the view that the ED should consider this matter. 

Comments noted. Differences 

between PIEs and non-PIEs is 

beyond the scope of this project.  

14.  JICPA We believe the proposed changes enhance the code and better serve the public interest, and 

therefore, basically agree with the proposed changes. 

Support noted.  

15.  MIA In general, the Institute supports IESBA’s proposal to provide clear guidance to professional 

accountants for addressing non-assurance services for audit clients.  We suggest the IESBA in 

conjunction with the implementation of the provisions of this draft, impose a requirement on the 

firm to establish a set of policies and procedures that require others within the firm, when 

considering whether to accept a potential engagement to provide a non-audit service to an audit 

client or its related entities pursuant to paragraph 290.160, to communicate details of the 

potential engagement to the audit engagement partner on a timely basis.  We believe that this 

Support noted. Suggested 

requirement is beyond the scope of 

the project.  
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will help the others within the firm avoid inadvertent provision of a non-audit service to an audit 

client. 

16.  NASBA Subject Matter and Subject Matter Information 

The exposure draft refers to the "subject matter and subject matter information of an assurance 

engagement" a number of times. However, these terms are not defined within the exposure draft 

and we found it difficult to distinguish between the two terms "subject matter" and "subject matter 

information." We feel that these terms were not clearly explained, and the differences between 

"subject matter" and “subject matter information" are not widely understood by a number of 

professional accountants in the United States. While we find that these terms are used 

elsewhere in the Handbook of the Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants, we believe that 

each term should be clearly defined, and that the definitions clearly distinguish between these 

two terms as they are used in the Code. 

Documentation 

We note that the exposure draft does not include any documentation requirements. In our 

opinion, the professional accountant's evaluation of a significant threat should be documented 

along with any safeguards that are applied to eliminate the threat or to reduce it to an acceptable 

level. However, we are comfortable with the current documentation requirements in the existing 

Handbook of the Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants in paragraphs 290.29 and 291.29. 

It should be clear that the evaluation of non-assurance services for any audit client is covered 

by these paragraphs. 

Comments noted.  

17.  Crowe 

Horwath 

We welcome the exposure draft presented by IESBA. Overall, we welcome the proposed 

revisions to the Code. Overall, the proposed changes make the Code clearer, and assist with 

understanding and application. We address below the specific matters detailed in the IESBA’s 

request for comments. 

Support noted 

18.  DTT We support the Board's objective of maintaining a Code that remains credible and relevant in a 

constantly evolving global environment. We also support the Board's effort to provide clarity to 

and strengthen the Code wherever possible, where such efforts add consistency in the 

interpretation of the Code across the profession.  Nonetheless, we urge the Board to balance 

Support and comments noted. 
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the expected incremental benefits of the revisions being considered with the potential for 

undermining or delaying convergence efforts. 

As noted in our comment letter dated February 28, 2014, in response to the Board's 

"Consultation Paper: Proposed Strategy and Work Plan, 2014-2018", we believe that the Board 

should be looking beyond its current focus on standard setting to provide both a period of stability 

for the existing Code and also ensure more time is dedicated to outreach, promotion of the Code 

and convergence and adoption activities. 

We believe further changes to the Code should be considered only if there is sufficient objective 

evidence that the current provisions or safeguards are not effective, or other key factors are met, 

such as those outlined in the Proposed Strategy and Work Plan. The current non-assurance 

services provisions were significantly revised in the Code that became effective in 2011, and we 

need to recognize that many member bodies have not yet adopted those changes. 

The Explanatory Memorandum notes that the proposed changes are intended to clarify and 

strengthen the non-assurance services provisions concerning management responsibilities, the 

phrase "routine or mechanical" as it pertains to the provision of accounting and bookkeeping 

services, and the "emergency exception" provisions related to bookkeeping and taxation 

services. As noted in our previous comment letter, it is not entirely clear on what basis the Board 

decided to prioritize further revisions to this area. In addition, we believe there are instances 

where the chosen language may have unintended consequences and where further clarity is 

recommended. 

19.  EY We are pleased to comment on the Exposure Draft, Proposed Changes to Certain Provisions of 

the Code Addressing Non-Assurance Services for Audit Clients and we are generally supportive 

of changes intended to clarify and strengthen the non-assurance services provisions concerning: 

• Management responsibilities; 

• The phrase “routine or mechanical” as it pertains to the provisions of accounting and 

bookkeeping services; and 

• The “emergency exception” provisions related to bookkeeping and taxation services. 

Support noted.  
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20.  GTI We support the proposed provisions to IESBA Code of Ethics Code and believe that continuing 

to set high quality ethical standards for the accounting profession will assist the IESBA with its 

mission to serve the public interest. 

Support noted.  

21.  KPMG Our overriding comment on the Exposure Draft is that, consistent with our response to the 

Proposed Strategy and Work Plan 2014-2018, we question whether the proposals are significant 

enough to warrant an actual change in standards.  Continual amendments to standards lead to 

additional costs and could undermine their effectiveness, especially if they result in ambiguity, 

rather than increased clarity, which could be an unintended consequence of the inclusion of lists 

of examples within the Code itself.  The proposed changes do not, in our view, significantly alter 

the requirements or the key principles underlying the standards.  If the Board believes it is 

necessary to clarify existing requirements, we recommend it consider issuing guidance in the 

form of illustrative examples and/or Frequently Asked Questions. 

Comments noted.  

22.  Mazars For Mazars, the changes in regulatory developments on the nature and extent of services which 

can be provided to audit clients are of great importance. In principle, we support the proposed 

changes to the Code in relation to Non-Assurance Services and the additional guidance provided 

to define management responsibility. The changes will better assist auditors to satisfy 

themselves that client management will make the necessary judgements and decisions which 

are the responsibility of management and ensure that auditors are not taking such decisions. 

We also agree with the proposed removal of the exemption which permitted auditors to provide 

bookkeeping or taxation services to audit clients in emergency situations. Mazars has been a 

supporter of the European Audit Reform project which was adopted by the European Union in 

April 2014. An important element in the reform is safeguarding the independence of the auditor. 

Article 5 of the Regulation implementing the reform includes a list of prohibited non-audit services 

which apply to auditors of Public Interest Entities (PIE’s). The proposals in the exposure draft 

are generally consistent with the prohibited non-audit services in the Regulation. 

Support noted.  

23.  PKF We believe that the proposed changes generally enhance the clarity and presentation of 

provisions in respect of non-assurance services to audit clients. We believe that the majority of 

these would not have significant practical impact or represent particular implementation 

challenges. An effective date within 12 months of publication of the revisions could therefore be 

Support noted.  
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appropriate. However, it would assist firms and especially SMPs if the effective date of the 

changes was deferred until other measures to enhance the structure and content of the Code 

are implemented. We do not believe that emergency situations as provided for in the current 

Code occur frequently, and there is no urgency to effect the changes. We encourage the Board 

to consider an effective date in line with other planned revisions to the Code. 

24.  PwC We remain strongly supportive of the principles -based approach adopted in the Code of Ethics 

(“the code”). We also support the Board’s mission of setting ethical standards in an international 

context and, in particular, the objective of facilitating the convergence of international and 

national ethics standards, although we recognise that with the increasing proliferation of 

jurisdictional-based regulation this is becoming ever more challenging.  

In our response to the Board’s consultation on its proposed Strategy and Work-Plan 2014-18 we 

made a number of high level comments on the broader issues which we recommended that the 

Board consider. Without repeating all the detail, we summarise below the key points we made: 

1. We believe that it would be very helpful to the Board, and indeed stakeholders, if the 

Board could develop a clear articulation of its vision and objectives, including the development 

of a framework, or set of principles, against which to make decisions about future activity and in 

particular regarding areas of the code which might need to be re-considered.  

2. The Board should be clear on the purpose of its standard setting and what it is trying 

to achieve, recognising that the code is an international standard whose primary aim should be 

to assist the proper functioning of the capital markets and to meet the expectations, as far as is 

possible, of stakeholders collectively. With major jurisdictions and certain regions setting their 

own independence standards consideration needs to be given to the intended audience for the 

code. 

3. It is unclear where the Board wishes to set or position its “standard” of ethical behaviour.  

4. Whilst we appreciate a desire to be “dynamic” and “flexible” and to be alert to new 

developments, we have the sense that the addition of new workstreams tends to be responsive 

primarily to comments and observations the Board receives from individual stakeholders, notably 

regulators, as opposed to being driven by persuasive evidence that there is something inherently 

wrong with the current standard or that something needs fixing.  

Comments noted.  
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5. We believe that the Board should be very careful in managing or reacting to 

perceptions. Reacting to specific concerns from stakeholders regarding their perceptions runs 

the risk that: 

a. the code moves away from the principles towards more of a rules--based approach, 

b. the framework develops over time as a patchwork rather than a coherent set of 

principles, and 

c. changes to the code result in cost and disruption to stakeholders, including companies 

and IFAC member bodies, and ultimately firms as users of the code, out of proportion to the 

likely benefits. 

6. Recent activity gives the impression that the Board is frequently changing the code, 

sometimes without a clear articulation of the merits and benefits of doing so, at a time when key 

stakeholders, including member bodies, have argued for a period of stability at least as regards 

the independence provisions.  This has the potential to undermine the credibility of the code. 

We continue to believe that these points above remain valid and encourage the Board to 

consider these matters as it deliberates the responses to this Exposure Draft and in relation to 

its future activities and work plans.  These issues are important background to the specific points 

we make below. 

We have evaluated the proposals specifically in the light of the points above and have concluded 

that the Board appears not to have established a robust case for change in these areas; indeed 

the explanatory memorandum itself concludes that the provisions concerning non-assurance 

services are “still robust in protecting the public interest”.   

We believe that the proposed changes would cause unnecessary disruption to stakeholders, 

especially member bodies and firms, who would be required to update their codes of ethics and 

policies and guidance, with little obvious benefit. The costs involved should not be 

underestimated – member bodies generally have to go through lengthy processes to make 

changes, sometimes also requiring changes in law. By way of illustration we set out in Appendix 

2 our understanding of the processes that would be required in Brazil to effect such a change in 

the code. Other countries will have similar processes.   Due to the potential disruption we believe 

that any changes to the code should be well grounded by demonstrating a need for the change 

and should be substantive as opposed to clarifying in nature. 
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We also recognise that many member bodies have not yet adopted the current code and we 

suspect that making further minor changes to the code may discourage them in the process of 

convergence and/or result in further delays in implementation.  

We do not believe that the changes provide additional clarity on the intent of the provisions - 

indeed the changes seem to make the code even more prescriptive, moving further away from 

a principles-based code which should allow for the application of professional judgement in the 

different circumstances that arise. 

In summary, we recommend that the Board not proceed with these proposals. If the Board 

wishes to provide more specific examples to illustrate application of the code, we suggest that 

this could be better achieved through FAQs or other supporting guidance materials (avoiding 

costly and unnecessary changes to the code). 

25.  IRBA We generally support the proposed amendments to the provision of non-assurance services to 

an audit client as independence of registered auditors is one of the fundamental ethical 

principles.  

While the proposed amendments to the IESBA Code of Conduct for Professional Accountants 

have been drafted in the context of professional accountants, our responses are provided in the 

context of registered auditors who perform audits, reviews and provide other assurance services 

and who are required to consider the non-assurance services for audit clients. 

Support noted. Comment noted.  

26.  Denise 

Juvenal 

I agree with this proposal.   Support noted.  

27.  SMPC IFAC In principle, we support the IESBA (the Board) work in this area and the proposals to bring 

greater clarity to the provision on Non-Assurance Services within the IESBA Code of Ethics for 

Professional Accountants (the Code). We note that we have already provided comments to the 

IESBA Non-Assurance Services Task Force in response to the Agenda Items in April 2014.  

We have outlined below our detailed comments in response to the questions raised in the ED. 

Support noted. Comments noted.  

28.  Altaf Noor Ali The proposed changes would have met our expectation if the door was closed forever for 

rendering non-assurance services to an audit client by any firm, irrespective of size. Unrealistic? 

Comments noted.  
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May be, but are we not surrounded today by changes that must have appeared unrealistic to 

many at some point of time?  

The auditors should be allowed to be auditors only. When an audit firm accepts an audit 

engagement, it should not be allowed to accept anything; remain within this boundary and a lot 

gets simplified.  

Its time for the firms to move over from the tradition of providing non-audit assurance services 

to the assurance client as an unhealthy one for public interest; it may be good for livelihood but 

not for the expectation gap.  

The assurance and non-assurance services of any nature should not be rendered to the same 

client by a single firm. This simple change would redundant most of the text in Sections 290 & 

291. 

The Board should have learned from the EU legislation on the subject which is much potent.  

We do not consider proposed changes to be “a rigorous approach to independence for 

assurance services”, as we explain ahead.  

The Board should face the truth in its full measure and prefer public interest over the vested 

interest of the professional firms. Overhaul will do, but not these one-bandage-needing-another 

type changes 

29.  APESB APESB is generally supportive of the proposed amendments to the IESBA’s Code. We note that 

the changes to the emergency provisions will align IESBA’s Code with APESB’s Australian 

Code. In addition, the enhanced guidance in the Exposure Draft in respect of management 

responsibilities, administrative services and non-assurance services that are of a routine or 

mechanical nature, will provide useful guidance to external auditors and their clients to ensure 

that they understand their respective responsibilities. 

Support noted.  

30.  Auditor-

General NZ 

We agree with the changes proposed in the Exposure draft and have no specific comment to 

make.  

Support noted.  

31.  DFSA The DFSA, in general, supports the amendments, in particular, those relating to “management 

responsibility”. The DFSA recently proposed certain amendments to its rules and regulations 

affecting auditors which were also based on the concept of management responsibility. 

Support and comments noted. 
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32.  FEE In its responses to the IESBA Consultation Paper on the Proposed Strategy and Work Plan 

2014-2018, FEE stressed the importance of a pause in both ethics and independence standard 

setting. After a period of high-quality and high-volume standard-setting, it is time for the IESBA 

to focus on adoption and implementation. Further ad-hoc amendments to the IESBA Code of 

Ethics for Professional Accountants (the Code) cannot be justified without evidence of an urgent 

need for change.  

We also think that an improved structure of the Code is needed to convince stakeholders to 

adopt and implement this Code. With regard to the structure itself, we would like to reiterate our 

support to:  

• Aiming to reduce the length of the Code and clarifying its language;  

• Splitting off the independence section; and 

• Dividing the whole Code into sections separating requirements and prohibitions from 

application guidance and examples. 

Furthermore, the IESBA 2014-2016 Strategic Survey, as responded to by FEE in March 2013, 

consulted on the importance of the work stream addressed by this ED. Hereby, FEE classified 

the non-assurance services project as ‘very unimportant’. This classification is still valid. 

Comments noted.  

33.  GAO We support the IESBA’s efforts to clarify and strengthen the Code’s non-assurance service 

provisions. We also support the IESBA’s efforts to clarify the concept of routine services relating 

to the preparation of accounting records and financial statements for non-public interest entity 

audit clients. Our comments below include several recommendations relating to clarity in the 

draft’s descriptive language and examples. We are also recommending that the Code include a 

requirement that the auditor document consideration of management’s ability to oversee non-

assurance services provided by the auditor and that “monitoring statutory filing dates and 

advising an audit client of those dates” be removed from the examples of services that do not 

generally create a threat to independence. 

Support and comments noted. 

34.  IAA Decisively support the initiative of IESBA on this issue, as continuing professional development 

is very important for professional competence that professional accountants are required to 

demonstrate when performing the role of an engagement partner responsible for audits of 

financial statements.    

Support noted.  
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35.  IMA We wholeheartedly uphold IESBA’s overarching objective to serve the public interest by setting 

high-quality ethics standards for professional accountants. We agree that the Code should 

provide ethical requirements and guidance to help them meet this responsibility. We support this 

ED’s objective to maintain audit firm independence when providing non-assurance services to 

audit clients. Providing non-assurance consulting services is becoming more critical to 

maintaining auditor independence and quality as audit firms are aggressively expanding their 

size and consulting capabilities perhaps to counter stagnant profitability and growth trends in the 

audit industry.   

We disagree with the ED provision that clients of every size must have employed and designated 

an individual with the expertise to be knowledgeable at all times to oversee the non-assurance 

services provided by the audit firm and also be responsible for all client decisions resulting from 

those services. We also believe clarification of certain ED language is desirable.  

We further believe that additional provisions of the Code, dealing with provision of non-

assurance services for audit clients but not addressed in the ED, conflict with existing legal 

mandates for professional accountants in the U.S. We suggest that the ED include these issues 

and strengthen the Code to this stricter and higher level to better assist professional accountants 

to act in the public interest by maintaining their independence while considering performance of 

non-assurance services. 

Discussion of ED Provisions Affecting All Clients 

Section 290.165 requires management to employ and designate an individual, preferably within 

senior management, who possesses suitable skill, knowledge, and experience to be responsible 

at all times for the client’s decisions and to oversee the provision of non-assurance services. 

While this may be a reasonable expectation for a large organization that is a public interest entity, 

we believe it is not feasible to expect SMEs and other non-public interest entities to have the 

resources to do so. The ED should be revised accordingly. 

Since implementation of strategic plans and initiatives is an important aspect of management’s 

responsibilities, we believe these activities should be added to Section 290.163 of the ED. This 

will clarify the differentiation made by the ED in Section 290.164 that allows audit firms to give 

only advice and recommendations to the management of their audit clients. We also disagree 

with the language of Section 290.164 that states that providing advice, recommendations, or 

Support noted. The prerequisites in 

paragraph 290.165 have been 

implemented in other jurisdictions for 

SMPs, specifically, the United States. 

There is no requirement in the 

respective paragraph concerning 

employment.  
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other actions “to assist management in discharging its responsibilities is not assuming a 

management responsibility.” This broad language is subject to too much interpretation. Providing 

direct assistance to management’s activities means that the audit firm’s actions are not 

independent and must be closely aligned with and performed under the direction of the client. 

This language should be modified. 

Discussion of ED Provisions Only Affecting Public Interest Entity (PIE) Clients 

U.S. Sarbanes Oxley Act of 2002 (SOX), Sections 201 and 202 require audit committee 

preapproval of non-audit services provided by the auditor with a de minimus exception. We 

believe this procedure by those charged with governance provides a valuable control of auditor 

independence when providing non-assurance services and should be added to the ED. 

We believe Section 290.173 that would allow a firm to provide accounting and bookkeeping 

services to an audit client if the personnel were not part of the audit team conflicts with provisions 

of SOX, Section 201 which prohibits such services entirely for public interest entity clients. 

Section 290.166 should be conformed to agree.  

Other non-assurance services prohibited for auditors of U.S. PIE entities by this statute should 

also be added to the ED and related sections of the Code conformed to agree: 

(2) financial information systems design and implementation – Paragraph 290.202 IT Systems 

Services 

 (4) internal audit outsourcing services – Paragraph 290.195 Internal Audit Services 

 (6) management functions or human resources – Paragraph 290.214 Recruiting 

Services 

 (8) legal services and expert services unrelated to the audit – Paragraph 290.209 Legal 

Services 

We understand that legislation adopted by the European Union contains similar prohibitions on 

auditors providing non-assurance services for PIE entities. 

36.  NAO Our main concern with this proposal relates to the redefinition of what constitutes a management 

responsibility. We believe the new definition is too wide and no longer represents what genuine 

management responsibility entails, particularly in larger entities. Detailed responses to the 

specific questions raised in the consultation are attached. 

Comment noted.  
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37.  NZ Au ASB Overall the NZAuASB supports the project and proposed changes, and considers that these 

changes will support a more rigorous approach to independence as well as promoting 

harmonisation globally. The project to review the non-assurance services prohibitions is relevant 

and timely, given recent global regulatory reforms and interest in this topic. We consider that to 

the extent possible, prohibited non-assurance services should be consistent around the world 

as this will: 

 

what rules apply; and 

 

We consider that the prohibitions included in the IESBA Code for auditors of Public Interest 

Entities are robust and comparable to many countries in the world. In New Zealand, the 

NZAuASB has adopted the IESBA Code and is harmonised with respect to the provision of non-

assurance services to an audit client. We support the principled approach adopted by IESBA. In 

relatively smaller jurisdictions, like New Zealand, a more restrictive rules based approach could 

put considerable pressure on the supply of auditors without identifiable benefits to enhancing 

auditor independence. 

We do however consider that the visibility and clarity of these prohibitions could be improved. 

We therefore support the current project to restructure the Code, as we consider that these 

prohibitions would be further enhanced by improving the readability, understandability and 

accessibility of the requirements. (For example, creating an accessible black list of prohibited 

non-assurance services for public interest entities would assist both the auditors in applying the 

prohibitions and users and regulators in understanding the prohibitions). We recommend that 

the IESBA continue to monitor the provisions of the Code in relation to valuation, taxation and 

internal audit services as these are areas where there continues to be international divergence. 

Support and comments noted. 

38.  Denis 

Juvenal 

The NYSSCPA generally concurs with the IESBA’s proposal and commends it on its efforts to 

change certain provisions of the Code addressing non-assurance services for audit clients. We 

request that the IESBA consider the following: 

• Where the exposure draft describes threats that are not at an acceptable level, thereby 

requiring the application of safeguards, we request that the IESBA consider including the 

Support and comment noted.  
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need to document those identified threats and the safeguards applied to eliminate or reduce 

them to an acceptable level. 

 


