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 Respondent Summary of Comment Disposition 

General 

1.  ACCA, CAANZ Repeating the phrase at the 
commencement of each section in 
Parts 2 and 3 lacks value and 
lengthens the Code unnecessarily 
given the effective structure and 
guidance in Sections 200 and 300. 

Points taken into account.  

The revisions to the proposed text 
incorporates the Structure Task Force’s 
recommendation in response to the 
collective feedback received on the 
introductory paragraphs in the 
proposed restructured Code.  

In relation to the words “are required 
to”, the Structure Task Force is of the 
view that no change is required when 
reference is made to an overarching 
requirement in the conceptual 
framework set out in Section 120. 

As noted in Agenda Item 8, the 
Structure Task Force will explain the 
rationale for the nature of the revisions 
made to the introductory paragraphs 
during the Structure session of the 
Board meeting.  

2.  ACCA The term “are required to” is used in 
the introductory paragraphs of Part 2 
which may lead to confusion. 

3.  IDW, SMPC The overriding requirement is clear in 
R200.5. It is therefore questionable 
whether there is a need for such 
recurring sentences throughout the 
Code. It makes the Code longer and 
is also unlikely to have an impact on 
expected ethical behavior. 

Section 200 

4.  IDW, SMPC The application material in Section Point accepted.  

The following table contains comments from respondents on the proposed restructured text for extant Part 
C as revised by the March 2016 Part C close-off document, excluding comments that the Task Force has 
been determined to be out-of-scope for the Structure of the Code project. A list of out-of-scope comments 
and suggestions, is included in Agenda Item 8-C.  

Agenda Item 8-A is a mark-up of the changes made to proposed restructured text for extant Part C. 

Please note the Sub-headings in this table referring to specific paragraphs reflect the paragraph number in 
Structure ED-2.  

http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/close-changes-part-c-code-addressing-preparation-and-presentation-information
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200 does not contain any guidance 
material on addressing threats. This is 
in contrast with the format and 
structure of Section 300.  

The Task Force has accepted the 
Safeguard Task Force’s 
recommendation to include a new 
application material paragraph under a 
new heading titled “Addressing 
Threats” in Section 200 (see paragraph 
200.7 A1 in Agenda Item 8-A and in 
section F of Agenda Item 3-A. 

Paragraph 200.1 

5.  JICPA In paragraph 200.1, it was queried 
whether the use of “facts and 
circumstances” instead of 
“circumstances and relationships” in 
the March 2016 Close-off document 
as well as the use of “are required to 
be alert” instead of “is encouraged to 
be alert” change the meaning of the 
March 2016 Close-off document.  

Point taken into account.  

Both the Part C TF and Safeguards TF 
agree that the wording in proposed text 
in paragraph 200.1 aligns with that in 
paragraph 300.1.  

In finalizing Phase 1 of the Safeguards 
project, the IESBA determined that: 

• The term “facts and 
circumstances” should be used 
as an umbrella term which 
means “…facts and 
circumstances, including 
professional activities (services), 
interests and relationships…”  

• A specific reference to 
“relationships” or “interests” will 
be made in certain situations 
where the Code requires 
emphasis.  

Paragraph 200.2 

6.  APESB Paragraph 200.2 states “Investors, 
creditors, employers might rely on the 
work of professional accountants in 
business”. It is a factual statement 
and therefore does not need the term 
“might.” 

Point taken into account.  

In agreeing in principle Phase 1 of the 
Structure project, the IESBA 
determined an approach for using 
words “may” and ”might” in a consistent 
manner. The Glossary to the agreed-in-
principle text for Phase 1 of the 
Structure project includes a description 
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of the words “may” and “might.” A 
summary of respondents’ feedback 
relating to the use of the words “may” 
and “might” is included in Agenda Item 
2-A. The Structure Task Force is also 
recommending revisions to the 
description of the word “might” in light 
of respondents’ comments.   

Paragraph R200.5 

7.  ICAS Whilst paragraph R200.5 is consistent 
with paragraph R300.5, it was noted 
that the direct immediate sentiment of 
paragraph 300.6 of the Close-off 
document have been lost 

Point taken into account.  

Extant paragraph 300.6 of close-off 
document states that “A professional 
accountant in business shall not 
knowingly engage in any business, 
occupation, or activity that impairs or 
might impair integrity, objectivity or the 
good reputation of the profession and 
as a result would be incompatible with 
the fundamental principles.” 

In restructuring this material, the Task 
Force applied the new drafting 
convention established for the Code by 
Phase 1 of the Structure project and 
does not duplicate material that is 
already covered in paragraph R115.1 
which states that “a professional 
accountant shall comply with the 
principle of professional behavior which 
requires an accountant to comply with 
relevant laws and regulations and 
avoid any conduct that the accountant 
knows or should know might discredit 
the profession. A professional 
accountant shall not knowingly engage 
in any business, occupation or activity 
that impairs or might impair integrity, 
objectivity or the good reputation of the 
profession and as a result would be 
incompatible with the fundamental 
principles.” 
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Paragraph 200.6 A1(d) 

8.  EYG In paragraph 200.6 A1 (d), the term 
“contact” be replaced with “directors, 
officers or employees” to improve 
clarity. 

Point accepted.  

The term “contact” has been replaced 
with “individuals” in paragraph 200.6 
A1 (d).   

Paragraph 200.6 A4 

9.  ICAS In the second bullet point of 
paragraph 200.6 A4, “senior levels” 
be replaced with “senior levels of 
management” 

Point accepted.  

The proposed text in paragraph 200.6 
A4 is revised as suggested by 
respondent.  

Paragraph 200.7 A1 

10.  IDW It is unclear to which requirement the 
application material in paragraph 
200.7 A1 is intended to relate. 

Point accepted.  

Paragraph 200.7 A1 in Structure ED-2 
has been renumbered to be paragraph 
200.6 A5 which now clarifies it as 
application material to evaluating 
threats. The requirement to evaluate 
threats is set out in the conceptual 
framework set out in Section 120 (see 
paragraph R200.5).  

See also refinements made to the 
Guide to the Code by the Structure 
Task Force to explain the interactions 
between the overarching requirements 
in the conceptual framework and the 
rest of the Code.  

Paragraph 200.7 A2 

11.  ICAEW, JICPA In paragraph 200.7 A2 the phrase 
‘might be necessary for a professional 
accountant to’ is a construct that does 
not seem to be consistent with other 
parts of the proposed restructured 
Code. It is suggested that the extant 
wording be reinstated.  

Point accepted.  

The Task Force has liaised with the 
Safeguards Task Force and agrees 
that the word “necessary” should be 
replaced with the word “appropriate” in 
paragraph 200.7 A2.  
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Heading above Paragraph R200.8 

12.  SMPC The heading “Communicating with 
Those Charged with Governance” 
above paragraph R200.8 should be in 
bold and without italics. 

Point accepted.  

Formatting changes made as 
suggested by respondent.  

Paragraphs R200.9 and 200.9 A1 

13.  ICAS, DTTL The separation of extant paragraph 
100.26 into paragraphs R200.9 and 
200.9 A1 have made R200.9 not 
entirely understandable on its own or 
at least ambiguous to users.  

The following revision was suggested: 

R200.9 If a professional accountant 
communicates with individuals who 
have management responsibilities, 
and those individuals also have 
governance responsibilities, the 
accountant shall be satisfied that 
communication with those individuals 
adequately informs all of those in a 
governance role with whom the 
accountant would otherwise 
communicate. 

Point accepted.  

Extant paragraph 100.26 as revised by 
the NOCLAR provisions state that “In 
some cases, all of those charged with 
governance are involved in managing 
the entity, for example, a small 
business where a single owner 
manages the entity and no one else 
has a governance role. In these cases, 
if matters are communicated with 
person(s) with management 
responsibilities, and those person(s) 
also have governance responsibilities, 
the matters need not be communicated 
again with those same person(s) in 
their governance role. The professional 
accountant or firm shall nonetheless be 
satisfied that communication with 
person(s) with management 
responsibilities adequately informs all 
of those with whom the professional 
accountant or firm would otherwise 
communicate in their governance 
capacity.” 

The Task Force agrees that some 
clarification is needed and in close 
coordination with the Structure Task 
Force has develop revisions to 
paragraph 200.9 A1, an approach that 
is consistent with what is done in 
Section 300 of the Code (see 
paragraph 300.10 A1). 
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Paragraph 200.9 A1 

14.  IDW, SMPC It was suggested that as the second 
sentence in paragraph 200.9 A1 is 
used as a clarification of a 
requirement, it constitutes a negative 
requirement and should instead be 
placed in a requirement paragraph. 

Point accepted.  

The proposed text in paragraph 200.9 
A1 is revised to remove the negative 
requirement.    

Section 210 

15.  ICAS The reference to “reasonable and 
informed third party” (RITP) test from 
paragraph 310.3 of the extant Code 
be added back to Section 210. 

 

Point not accepted.  

Consistent with the new drafting 
convention for the Code, a reference is 
made to all the provisions in the 
conceptual framework set out in 
Section 120, including the description 
of RITP in paragraph R200.5. 
Therefore, a reference to the RITP as 
was done in in the extant Code would 
be considered duplicative. 

Paragraphs 210.2 

16.  DTTL The drafting in paragraphs 210.2 is 
different to most other introductory 
sections. It was suggested that the 
words after “Such threats might be 
created when…” would seem to be 
more appropriately included in the 
General section of the Requirements 
and Application material.  

See disposition for comment #1 above. 

During the Board meeting, the 
Structure Task Force will explain the 
rationale for revisions made to the 
introductory paragraphs in light of the 
feedback received from respondents to 
Structure ED-2.  

17.  IDW, SMPC There is a lack of consistency in the 
drafting of the second paragraphs in 
the introductory sections in Part 2 (i.e., 
paragraphs 210.2, 220.2, 230.2, 
240.2, 250.2 and 270.2).  

Paragraphs R210.5 to 210.8 A3 

18.  CPAC Paragraphs R210.5 to 210.8 A3 could 
be improved with ordering of the 

Point not accepted.   
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information leading from that which 
was general to the specific. 

The Task Force has accepted the 
recommendation of the Structure Task 
Force and determined that no change 
is needed because the ordering of 
paragraphs R210.5 and 210.8 A3 is 
consistent with the new format and 
drafting convention for the Code as 
established in Phase 1 of the Structure 
project.  

Paragraph R210.5 

19.  ACCA  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Combining extant paragraphs 310.3 
and 310.6 into R210.5 may lead to 
confusion. In safeguarding the 
fundamental principles, a professional 
accountant is required to consider the 
circumstances that present a conflict 
of interest, rather than a particular 
activity. The threat produced by an 
existing conflict must be assessed 
and managed before any activity is 
contemplated. It is suggested that 
paragraph R210.5(b) be reworded. 

Point not accepted.  

The Task Force has taken on the 
recommendation of the Structure Task 
Force and has aligned the requirement 
in paragraph R210.5 for PAIBs with the 
similar requirement for PAPPs in 
paragraph R310.5.  

 

Paragraphs 210.9 A1, R220.12 and 270.4 A4 

20.  SMPC The sentence structure relating to the 
principle of confidentiality varies in 
paragraphs 210.9 A1, R220.12 and 
270.4 A4. 

Point taken into account. 

The Task Force agrees that there is a 
need for drafting consistency in 
referring to the fundamental principle of 
confidentiality throughout the Code. 
Accordingly, revisions are shown in 
paragraph 270.3 A4 of Agenda Item 8-
A. The Task Force is liaising with the 
Structure Task Force to consider 
whether the words “…while being alert 
to the principle of confidentiality…” in 
paragraph R220.9 should also be 
changed. The Task Force plans to 
report its conclusion on this matter to 
the Board during the meeting.  
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Paragraph 210.10 A1 

21.  ICAS Amend the second bullet point in 
paragraph 210.10 A1 from “Financial, 
business or personal relationships…” 
to “Immediate or close family 
members of the professional 
accountants have financial, business 
or personal relationships with the 
employing organization.” 

Point accepted.  

The proposed text in paragraph 210.10 
A1 is revised as suggested by 
respondent.  

Paragraphs 210.10 A1, 220.5 A2 and 230.5 A1 

22.   APESB, 
JICPA, MIA 

 

Re-number the following paragraphs: 

(a) Paragraph 210.10 A1 to 
paragraph 210.9 A2. 

(b) Paragraph 220.5 A2 to 
paragraph 220.5 A1. 

(c) Paragraph 230.5 A1 to 
paragraph 230.6 A1. 

Point accepted.  

These paragraphs have been 
renumbered in accordance with 
Drafting Guidelines for the restructured 
Code. 

Section 220 

23.  PwC Whether a self-review threat should 
be added to paragraph 220.2 given 
the section addresses preparation of 
information. Further, this paragraph 
does not specify the fundamental 
principles that may be threatened.  

See disposition for comment #1 above. 

During the Board meeting, the 
Structure Task Force will explain the 
rationale for revisions made to the 
introductory paragraphs in light of the 
feedback received from respondents to 
Structure ED-2.  

Paragraph 220.2 

24.  DTTL Paragraph 220.2 is inconsistent with 
extant wording and other wording in 
the section (e.g., paragraph 220.4 
A1). Suggests “when an accountant is 
responsible for involved in preparing 
or presenting information”. 

Point accepted.  

The phrase “responsible for” is deleted 
from paragraph 220.2.  

Paragraph 220.7 A1 
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25.  AICPA, CPAC, 
IDW, DTTL, 
NZAuASB, 
SMPC 

Paragraph 220.7 A1 states “the 
professional accountant is required to 
comply with the fundamental 
principles when preparing or 
presenting information…” and is 
phrased more as a requirement. 
Similarly, paragraph 240.4 A3 states 
“…a professional accountant is 
required to evaluate the nature of the 
financial interest.” 

Point accepted.  

Paragraph 220.7 A1 of Structure ED-2 
is elevated to a requirement paragraph 
(see paragraph R220.4 in Agenda 
Item 8-A).  

   

Paragraph R220.8 

26.  DTTL Paragraph R220.8 is drawn from 
paragraph 320.3 of the Close-off 
document where the term “requires” is 
used instead of “shall”. This may add 
to the confusion of whether 
application material with similar terms 
should have the same force as a 
requirement paragraph.  

Point not accepted.  

Extant paragraph 320.3 states that 
“Preparing or presenting information 
may require the exercise of discretion 
in making professional judgments. 
Preparing or presenting such 
information in accordance with the 
fundamental principles requires the 
professional accountant not to exercise 
such discretion with the intention of 
misleading or influencing contractual or 
regulatory outcomes inappropriately. 
This includes not using discretion to 
achieve inappropriate outcomes in one 
or more of,,,” 

The Task Force believes that the use 
of “shall” in Structure ED-2 is 
appropriate and is consistent with the 
new drafting conventions for the Code 
as established by Phase 1 of the 
Structure project.  

Paragraph R220.9(b) 

27.  EYG In paragraph R220.9(b), the term "in" 
in “The context in [italics added] which 
is given…” be replaced with "within".  

Point accepted.  

Paragraph R220.9 (b) of Structure ED-
2 has been revised as suggested (see 
revised paragraph R220.6).  

Paragraph R220.9 et al  



Revision of Part C of the Code – Phase 1 Restructuring  
Analysis of ED Comments and Related Task Force Responses  

IESBA Meeting (September 2017) 
 

Agenda Item 8-B 
Page 10 of 16 

 Respondent Summary of Comment Disposition 

28.  IDW, SMPC There are a number of requirements 
(e.g., paragraphs R220.9, R220.12, 
R260.9, R360.14, R360.17 and 
R360.26) as well as application 
material for professional accountants 
to “consider” certain courses of 
action. It was suggested that, where 
possible, an alternative term would be 
preferable as the term “consider” is 
subject to interpretations in English. 

Point not accepted.  

The word “consider” is used in a 
consistent manner in the restructured 
Code as per the Drafting Guidelines for 
the restructured Code (i.e., use 
‘consider’ when the professional 
accountant is required to think about 
several matters, or when it may be 
appropriate for the professional 
accountant to do so, but not 
necessarily to arrive at a particular 
determination).  

Paragraph R220.10 

29.  APESB, IDW, 
SMPC, KPMG 

Paragraph R220.10 requires a 
professional accountant to exercise 
professional judgement to determine 
the necessary steps to undertake to 
fulfill the responsibilities in paragraph 
220.7 A1. The following comments 
queried the appropriateness of 
referring to the application material in 
requirement paragraphs: 

• It was considered that such 
cross-referencing weakens 
the requirement paragraphs. 

• It was suggested that the 
Code should be clear to users 
that examples are not 
extensions of any 
requirements and if following 
a particular example is 
required, that example should 
not then be included in the 
application material. 

• It was further suggested that 
the Board reconsider these 
paragraphs to avoid this type 
of cross-referencing and to 
clarify whether they are 

Point accepted. 

See disposition for comment #25 
above.  

 

.   
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intended to be requirements 
or application material. 

Paragraphs R220.10 and 220.10 A1 

30.  EYG The order of paragraphs R220.10 and 
220.10 A1 be switched. It was 
suggested that it is only after a 
professional accountant has decided 
whether it is appropriate to rely on the 
work of others that the accountant will 
need to exercise professional 
judgement and determine what steps 
to take. 

Point not accepted.  

The Task Force has accepted the 
recommendation of the Structure Task 
Force and determined that no change 
is needed because the ordering of 
paragraphs R220.7 and 220.7 A1 in 
Agenda Item 8-A is consistent with the 
new format and drafting convention for 
the Code as established in Phase 1 of 
the Structure project.    

Paragraph 220.10 A1 

31.  IDW, SMPC The use of present tense in the 
phrase “factors to consider…” in 
paragraph 220.10 A1 suggests a 
requirement. An alternative suggested 
was “Factors that might be 
considered…” 

Point not accepted.  

This phrase “…factors to consider…” is 
used in other application material within 
the proposed restructured Code and is 
consistent with the new format and 
drafting convention as established in 
Phase 1 of the Structure project (see 
paragraphs 114.2 A2, 260.16 A1, 310.7 
A1, 310.9 A1, 320.10 A1, 360.11 A2 
and 360.19 A1).   

32.  CPAC Paragraph 220.10 A1, “Factors” 
should be preceded by “Some” to 
ensure the list is not considered to be 
all-inclusive. 

Point not accepted. 

Under the new drafting convention for 
the Code established as part of Phase 
1 of Structure project, a bulleted list 
denotes an incomplete list. Also, the 
Task Force believes that the use of the 
word “include” in the lead in to 
paragraph 220.10 A1 makes it clear 
that the list is not all-inclusive.  

Paragraph R220.11 



Revision of Part C of the Code – Phase 1 Restructuring  
Analysis of ED Comments and Related Task Force Responses  

IESBA Meeting (September 2017) 
 

Agenda Item 8-B 
Page 12 of 16 

 Respondent Summary of Comment Disposition 

33.  CPAC Paragraph R220.11 has a heading 
“Addressing Information that Might be 
Misleading” whereas the 
requirements appear to address 
situations where information is or may 
be misleading. It was suggested that 
a choice should be made as to 
whether the threshold is either the 
suspicion of misleading information or 
the certainty of misleading information 
(i.e., “might be” versus “is”).  

Points accepted.  

The phrase “becomes aware” is 
replaced with “knows or has reason to 
believe” (see paragraph R220.8 in 
Agenda Item 8-A). 

The Task Force also believes that 
there is merit to adding the subheading 
titled “Addressing Information that 
Might be Misleading” above paragraph 
R220.8 in Agenda Item 8-A and plans 
to present this recommendation to the 
IESBA during Board meeting. 34.  CPAC Inconsistency was identified where 

paragraphs R220.12 and R220.13 use 
the phrase “reason to believe” which 
was noted to be a different standard 
than “becomes aware” as indicated in 
paragraph R220.11. 

Paragraph 220.14 A2 and 230.5 A1 

35.  DTTL Different terms are used in sections 
under “Other Considerations” when 
referencing other parts of the Code. It 
was noted that paragraphs 220.14 A2 
and 230.5 A1 use “relevant” and 
“applies” respectively and that it was 
unclear if the terms have different 
applications.  

Point accepted.  

The Task Force has determined that 
the word “apply” should be used 
consistently and has replaced the word 
“relevant” in the phrase “…the 
requirements and application material 
set out in Section X are relevant” (see 
paragraphs 220.11 A1 and 220.11 A2 
in Agenda Item 8-A).   

Paragraph R230.4 

36.  ICAS Whether the term “employer” in 
paragraph R230.4 covers the 
situation where a professional 
accountant is a contractor or a non-
executive director. 

Point accepted.  

The Task Force has determined that 
the term “employer” be changed to 
“employing organization” as the latter is 
a common term used in Part 2.  

Paragraph R230.5 

37.  ICAS In paragraph R230.5, whether the 
reference to the threat should be to 

Point accepted.  
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“professional competence and due 
care” rather than just “expertise”? It 
was suggested that having the 
necessary expertise does not remove 
the threat of having insufficient time 
for performing or completing the 
relevant duties. 

The Task Force has replaced the 
phrase “a professional accountant’s 
ability to act with sufficient expertise…” 
with “compliance with the principle of 
professional competence and due 
care” (see paragraph R230.4 in 
Agenda Item 8-A).  

This Task Force agrees that the 
revision is necessary to clarify that the 
threat being discussed is to a 
fundamental principle instead of a 
particular circumstance. 

Paragraph 240.2 

38.  ICAS Paragraph 240.2 should also highlight 
threat to the fundamental principle of 
professional behavior as such threat 
might be created from illegal use of 
confidential information. 

See disposition for comment #1 above. 

During the Board meeting, the 
Structure Task Force will explain the 
rationale for revisions made to the 
introductory paragraphs in light of the 
feedback received from respondents to 
Structure ED-2. 

39.  SMPC In paragraph 240.2 the word “threat” 
be added after self interest in the 
second sentence to read “Self-interest 
threat to compliance with the 
principles….” 

Points accepted.  

The proposed text is revised in light of 
these comments (see paragraph 
240.2).   

  
40.  ICAEW The first sentence in paragraph 240.2 

implies that it is the accountant that 
might create threats. In fact, as noted 
in 240.4 A2, it is the circumstances 
that might create threats.  

Paragraph 270.1 

41.  AICPA, PwC In paragraph 270.1, the term “created 
by pressure” was added at the end of 
the sentence. Reference to the 
subject matter of a section was not 
made in other introductory 
paragraphs.  

Point accepted. 

The phrase “created by pressure” has 
been deleted from paragraph 270.1.   

See also disposition for comment #1 
above.  
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During the Board meeting, the 
Structure Task Force will explain the 
rationale for revisions made to the 
introductory paragraphs in light of the 
feedback received from respondents to 
Structure ED-2. 

Paragraph 270.3 

42.  DTTL Suggested editorials for paragraph 
270.3: “Section 270 sets out specific 
requirements and application material 
relevant to applying the conceptual 
framework when addressing pressure 
to breach the fundamental principles”. 

Point taken into account.  

Paragraph 270.3 has been merged 
with paragraph 270.2 as part of the 
new guidance provided by the 
Structure TF.  

Paragraph 270.4 A2 

43.  PwC Paragraph 270.4 A2 (4th bullet point) 
should be revised to be consistent 
with other bullet points. The following 
revision was suggested: “Pressure 
from superiors, colleagues or others, 
for example, to manipulate 
performance indicators where it can 
influence their own compensation or 
other incentives”. 

Point accepted.  

The proposed text is revised as 
suggested by the respondents (see 
paragraph 270.3 A2 in Agenda-Item 8-
A). 

 

Paragraph 270.4 A4 

44.  ICAS In paragraph 270.4 A4, whether the 
term "factors" should be replaced with 
"facts and circumstances" in order to 
align with the terminology used in 
Section 120. 

Point not accepted.  

The Task Force has accepted the 
recommendation of the Safeguards 
Task Force and believes that the use of 
the word “factors” in the phrase 
“…factors that are relevant in 
evaluating the level …” is appropriate 
and should not be changed (see 
paragraph 270.3 A4 in Agenda Item 8-
A).  

45.  DTTL Suggested editorials for paragraph 
270.4 A4: “The principle of 
confidentiality applies in 

Point accepted.  
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communications with both internal 
and external parties”. 

The words “…communications with 
external parties…” is replaced with the 
words “…such consultation…” (see 
paragraph 270.3 A4 in Agenda Item 8-
A).  

Paragraph 270.4 A6 

46.  ICAEW The wording in paragraph 270.4 A6 
appears to be slightly circular, stating 
that an action that might eliminate a 
threat is such an action only if it 
addresses the threat. 

Point accepted. 

The sentence which reads “This might 
be appropriate only when doing so 
would address the threat created by 
the pressure.” in paragraph 270.4 A6 of 
Structure ED-2 has been deleted (see 
paragraph 270.3 A6 in Agenda Item 8-
A). 

Paragraph R270.5 

47.  ICAS In paragraph R270.5(a), whether 
resignation is the “nuclear” option and 
therefore does not necessarily serve 
the public interest. Instead, the 
following wordings were suggested: 
“(a) Eliminating the circumstances, 
interests or relationships, that are 
creating the threats. This may in 
extreme situations including resigning 
from the employing organization.” It 
was further noted that this would be 
more in line with the wording in the 
requirements and application material 
in paragraphs R220.13 and R260.18.  

Points accepted.  

The Task Force has accepted the 
recommendation of the Safeguards 
Task Force and has deleted paragraph 
R270.5 of Structure ED-2. 

As pointed out in Agenda Item 8, the 
Safeguards Task Force will explain the 
rationale for this change during the 
Safeguards session of the Board 
meeting.  

 

48.  EYG More clarity is required regarding the 
relationship between paragraph 
R270.5 (b) and paragraph 270.4 A6. 

Paragraph 270.5 A1 

49.  PwC Align the content of paragraph 270.5 
A1 relating to documentation with 
paragraph 220.13 A2 for greater 

Point accepted.  

The proposed text has been revised as 
suggested by the respondent, thereby 
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consistency. achieving greater consistency between 
paragraphs 220.10 A2 and 270.4 A1 in 
Agenda Item 8-A.  

  

 


