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Committee: International Accounting Education Standards Board  

Meeting Location: IFAC Offices, New York 

Meeting Date: April 20-22, 2015  

SUBJECT: Revision of IAESB Framework – Issues and 

Proposals of the Framework Taskforce (4/15) 

 
 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1. The aim of this paper is to: 

 

(i) Inform the IAESB on the Framework Taskforce’s work on the revision of the IAESB 

Framework for International Education Standards for Professional Accountants 

(“Framework”; 2009); 

(ii) Discuss significant issues and ask for the Board’s direction and feedback; and 

(iii) Present the final version of the Framework document and ask for the Board’s 

approval of its content.  

 

2. This agenda item contains the following materials: 

 

Agenda Item 2-1 Revision of IAESB Framework – Issues and Proposals of the 

Framework Taskforce (4/15) 

 

 
Agenda Item 2-2 Revision of Framework – Exposure Draft, Framework for 

International Education Standards (06/14) 

Agenda Item 2-3 Revision of Framework – Detailed Analysis of Respondents’ 

Comments on Exposure Draft (04/15) 

 Agenda Item 2-4 Revision of Framework – IAESB Framework for International 

Education Standards for Professional Accountants (2009) 

Agenda Item 2-5 Revision of Framework – Marked-up version revised Exposure 

Draft, Framework for International Education Standards (06/14) 

Agenda Item 2-6 Revision of Framework – Clean version revised Exposure Draft, 

Framework for International Education Standards (06/14) 

Agenda Item 2-7 Definition of the Professional Accountant – Issues Paper (03/13)  

 

BACKGROUND  

 

3. In December 2009 the IAESB released its Framework for International Education Standards 

for Professional Accountants (“Framework”; See Agenda Item 2-4).  The Framework “sets out 
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the educational concepts that underlie the IAESB's International Education Standards (IESs), 

describes the nature of IAESB publications, and affirms IFAC member bodies' obligations 

relating to accounting education” (IAESB press release, Dec 2009). 

 

4. Since the release of the Framework the IAESB has undertaken its International Education 

Standards Revision Project, to revise and redraft the suite of eight International Education 

Standards (IESs) in accordance with its clarity drafting conventions (an Appendix to the 

Framework).  The IAESB agreed that IES 7 should be redrafted and the other eight standards 

should be revised or redrafted with the aim of: 

 

 Improving clarity;  

 Ensuring consistency with concepts of the Framework; and  

 Clarifying issues resulting from changes in the environment of accounting education and 

the experience gained from implementation of the IESs by IFAC member bodies.  

 

5. The Board previously agreed that the Framework is a meaningful and useful document and 

serves as a guide to the IESs.  The Board concluded that the Framework should be retained 

and should be updated to reflect the changes made to the IESs as part of the revisions project.     

 

DISCUSSION 

 

Exposure Draft   

6. The IAESB also approved the final content of the Exposure Draft for the proposed Framework 

for International Education Standards (See Agenda Item 2-2) at its June 2014 meeting.  This 

document was exposed to the public for a period of 90 days.   

7. The response rate was lower than the 2010 Framework ED response.  However, a healthy 

response from the developing member bodies was received, which is important in that it 

ensures the Framework document continues to have relevance. 

Group 2014 Response 2009 Response 

IFAC member bodies and 

associates 

16 36 

Public accounting firms 4 3 

Other professional organizations 2 5 

Individuals 1 3 

Regulators 0 1 

Total 23 48 

 

It should also be noted that one of the responses represents multiple organizations. The 

Fédération des Experts Comptables Européens (FEE) represents 47 professional institutes of 

accountants and auditors from 36 European countries, including all 28 EU Member States.   
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8. Agenda item 2-3 contains a Detailed Analysis of Respondents’ Comments on Exposure Draft 

prepared by IFAC staff.  The taskforce has analysed Agenda item 2-3 and extracted significant 

matters from the comment letters received.  The significant matters are included in Appendix 1 

of this issue paper (Agenda item 2-1). 

9. This issues paper identifies 7 significant issues for the Boards input.  These are as follows: (1) 

Description of accountancy profession, (2) Definition of a professional accountant, (3) Definition 

of general education, (4) Framework becoming non-authoritative, (5) Graphical depiction of 

certain terms used in IESs, (6) Levels of proficiency and (7) Additional areas.   Issues 1 and 2 

have been included in a “special issues” paper distributed in advance of the April 2015 meeting 

to the Board.  The purpose of the “special issues” paper was to obtain early feedback from the 

Board.  For purposes of Board discussion, these items are also included in this issues paper.   

10. The taskforce discussed the significant matters they identified with the CAG at their February 

2015 meeting.  As a result, this issues paper also reflects input on significant issues from the 

CAG.   

11. The Taskforce has updated the Framework to reflect the proposed changes for the significant 

matters discussed in this issues paper (Agenda Item 2-1) and changes for other comments.  

The updated Framework is included as Agenda Item 2-5 (marked) and Agenda Item 2-6 (clean).   

Issue 1 – Description of accountancy profession1 

12. Commenters indicated that the description of the accountancy profession in paragraph 2 of 

Agenda item 2-2 needs to be broader to include taxation, academia, etc.  This was consistent 

with the feedback received from the CAG.  Additionally, the Board and IFAC committee also 

provided comments on the description of the accountancy profession. 

13. The CAG also requested that the public interest be addressed in the description of the 

accountancy profession.  The taskforce discussed this and concluded that reference to public 

interest does not belong in the description of the accountancy profession.  The reasons are as 

follows: 

a. The IAESB exists in the public interest, and serving the public interest is a responsibility of 

a professional accountant.  Therefore, since the description of the accountancy profession 

included in the Framework focuses on activities performed by professional accountants and 

the professional accountant considers the public interest in the activities he/she performs, 

the Taskforce concluded that reference to the public interest did not belong in the 

Framework’s description of the accountancy profession.   

b. The definition of a professional accountant references a “code of ethics” and the IESBA 

code indicates that “In acting in the public interest, a professional accountant shall observe 

and comply with this code”.  Therefore, the Taskforce concluded that since the definition of 

a professional accountant (see issue 2 below) contains reference to a “code of ethics,” the 

concept of public interest was adequately covered in the defintion of a professional 

accountnant.   

                                                           
1Topic previously included in “special issues” paper.  However, for purposes of Board discussion the topic is 
also included in this issues paper.   
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14. Paragraph 2 of Agenda item 2-2 was derived from paragraph 8 of the extant Framework.  

Paragraph 8 of the extant version of the Framework is as follows: 

Members of IFAC member bodies work in every sector of the economy and in many different 

areas of accountancy, including auditing, financial accounting, management accounting, and 

tax accounting. The IAESB establishes the learning and development principles for the 

education of professional accountants. The IAESB may also establish requirements for roles 

that are widely practiced or are of specific public interest internationally. The Audit Professional 

is an example of one such role. 

15. The current wording of paragraph 2 of the ED (Agenda item 2-2) is as follows: 

The accountancy profession involves: 

 Managing, measuring, recognizing, preparing, analyzing, and disclosing reliable financial 

and relevant non-financial information; 

 Auditing financial information and, where applicable, non-financial information; and  

 Providing assurance and advisory services.   

 

16. In order to address comments received, the Taskforce is proposing the following wording for 

Paragraph 2 of the ED (Agenda item 2-2):  

Taskforce’s Proposal: 

“The accountancy profession includes a wide variety of activities.  These activities 

include, but are not limited to: 

 Preparing, analyzing, reporting and communicating relevant and faithfully 

represented financial and non-financial information which stakeholders rely on 

in making resource allocation decisions; 

 Auditing financial information and non-financial information which stakeholders 

rely on in making resource allocation decisions; 

 Preparing, analyzing, and filing relevant tax information to comply with 

jurisdictional tax regulation;  

 Providing advisory services such as tax advisory services,  transaction advisory 

services and fraud investigation;  

 Providing other assurance services such as sustainability reporting; 

 Partnering in management decision making, devising planning and performance 

management systems, and providing expertise in financial reporting and control 

to assist management in the formulation and implementation of an 

organization’s strategy; and 

 Providing education and training of aspiring professional accountants and 

professional accountants.” 
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ACTION REQUESTED: 

1. Does the Board agree with the proposed changes to Paragraph 2 of Agenda item 

2-2 as described in paragraph 16 above?  If not, what changes does the Board 

recommend be made to these proposed words? 

 

 

 

Issue 2 – Definition of a professional accountant2 

17. Currently, IFAC defines a professional accountant as  

“an individual who is a member of an IFAC member body”.   

However, the IAESB had problems with the current definition of a professional accountant given 

that the revised IESs are aimed at the learning and development required to perform the role 

of the professional accountant and the current definition was very exclusive.  Therefore, the 

IAESB wanted to broaden the definition.  The IAESB felt that for its pronouncements a clean 

and concise definition of professional accountant that conveys an understanding of the breadth 

of competence and functions that can be demonstrated by professional accountants.   The 

IAESB also felt that reference to a “code of ethics” in the definition of a professional accountant 

was important for the revised IESs.  As a result, as part of the revised Framework project the 

IAESB proposed a new definition for a professional accountant.  This proposed definition was 

included in the Framework ED.         

18. There were mixed views by commenters on the definition of a professional accountant.      These 

views included: 

 Wording of definition implies that competence is achieved at a particular point in time and 

then maintained.  Definition does not take into account that, due to the pace of change and 

developments in global and national environments, some ‘new’ competences may arise 

and maintenance of the previous competences alone would not be sufficient. (BDO) 

 The definition is too broad and could include individuals without professional qualifications, 

but bound by a code of ethics.  Anyone who feels that they achieve, demonstrate, and 

maintain professional competence in accountancy and is bound by a code of ethics can 

claim to be a professional accountant.  Need to include the phrase ‘and is a member of a 

recognized professional Accountancy Body. (FEE, ICAG, ICAZ) 

 An individual who is a member of a IFAC member body should be retained in the defnition. 

(ICAEW, ICAP, IPAR)   

                                                           
2 Topic previously included in “special issues” paper.  However, for purposes of Board discussion the topic is 
also included in this issues paper.   
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 Need clarity on “bound by a code of ethics’.  Some jursisdictions have qualified accountants 

but are not registered with a IFAC member body and the local regualtory body has no 

control or mandate over them. (ICPAR, IPAR) 

 Reference to the ‘code of ethic’s is enhanced to ‘internationally recognized’ code of ethics. 

(ISCA) 

19. The taskforce also received mixed views from IAESB members and IFAC Board and committee 

members when the special issues paper was circulated.  See Appendix 2:  Comments from 

IAESB members and IFAC on special issues paper for the comments received.   The key issues 

expressed were focused on the following: 

a. A strong desire to achieve a common definition of professional accountant across all IFAC 

standard-setting boards. 

b. Concern that the current definition is too limiting and may unintentionally exclude many 

professional accountants in business and industry. 

20. Some commenters, IAESB Board members and IFAC Board and committee members 

expressed concerns about the potentially inconsistent definition of a professional accountant 

across IFAC standard setting boards.  Some wanted to understand how the IAESBs definition 

would apply to other boards.  Additionally, some did not want different definitions among 

standard-setting boards supported by IFAC as they believe this will cause confusion in 

application of the definition.   

21. Additionally, based on feedback from the CAG, the Taskforce concluded it would be useful to 

provide clarity around the intended use of the definition of a professional accountant in the 

Framework.   

22. Regarding the definition of professional accountant, the Task Force has identified three 

potential paths forward: 

a. Stay the course with the current definition (adjusted for suggested editorial enhancements 

received as part of the comment process), but add emphasis in the Framework on the 

specific role of the definition as it is being used by the IAESB and the IESs. This approach 

accepts the risk that there may be differences in the definition of professional accountant 

across IFAC standard-setting boards or that it may take time to get all IFAC SSBs to a 

common definition. 

b. Either delay issuing the revised Framework until a common definition across all IFAC 

standard-setting boards can be achieved or exclude the new definition of professional 

accountant from the revised Framework, move the Framework ahead as planned, and 

continue efforts to achieve a common definition across IFAC SSBs. 

c. Retain the current definition (a member of an IFAC member body), but increase the 

emphasis on the use of the IESs by others in roles throughout the accountancy profession. 
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23. To assist you in evaluating the alternatives above, refer to the Background section of the 

enclosed Definition of the Professional Accountant – Issues Paper (03/13) (Agenda item 2-7). 

This section provides some history on the issues and objectives identified when the IAESB 

launched a project to update the definition of a professional accountant. 

24. The taskforce deliberated the potential paths identified in paragraph 22 above and recommend 

that the IAESB should “stay the course” with the proposed updated definition (adjusted for 

suggested editorial enhancements received as part of the comment process). 

25. Regarding the second concern in paragraph 19 above, some commenters expressed that 

reference to “members of professional accounting organizations or other licensing authority” 

and “bound by a code of ethics” would exclude many individuals who would otherwise be 

considered professional accountants, primarily those in business and industry. Potential 

solutions include: 

a. Leave definition as currently stated and rely on reference to the IESs serving as an 

international benchmark of good practice for those who do not meet the definition of 

professional accountant. 

b. Modify definition to include “other organizations relevant to one’s role in the accountancy 

profession”. 

c. Modify definition to remove reference to code of ethics and replace with a more general 

reference to “is bound by various requirements in order to be a member in good-standing 

within the organization” (or equivalent wording). 

26. The taskforce deliberated the potential paths identified in paragraph 25 above and believe that 

the IAESB should “stay the course” with the reference to a code of ethics (adjusted for 

suggested editorial enhancements received as part of the comment process). Although the 

result of this reference may limit the individuals who meet the definition of professional 

accountant, the taskforce the emphasis on compliance with a code of ethics is consistent with 

a preferred practice. For those that do not meet the definition, the Framework encourages use 

of the IESs as an international benchmark of good practice. 

27. The current wording of paragraph 11 of the ED (Agenda item 2-2) is as follows: 

The IAESB defines a professional accountant as an individual who achieves, demonstrates, 

and maintains professional competence in accountancy and who is bound by a code of ethics. 

28. In order to address comments received, the Taskforce is proposing an alternative definition for 

the Board’s consideration and input.  The alternative definition is as follows: 
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Taskforce’s Proposal 

“For the purpose of the IESs and other IAESB publications, the IAESB defines a 

professional accountant as an individual who achieves, demonstrates, and further 

develops professional competence to perform a role in the accountancy profession 

and who is required to comply with a code of ethics as directed by a professional 

accountancy organization or a licensing authority.”  

 

 

 

29. The taskforce is also proposing the following words be added to the Framework as explanatory 

guidance: 

Taskforce’s Proposal 

“For IFAC member bodies, an important aspect of fulfilling IFAC’s membership 

obligations is the implementation of the IESs that relate to IPD and CPD. The terms 

professional accountant and aspiring professional accountant assists IFAC member 

bodies in this regard by identifying the individuals to whom the IESs apply.  These 

individuals include members of IFAC member bodies.  In instances in which an 

individual is not a member of an IFAC member body, but meets the definition of a 

professional accountant or aspiring professional accountant, the IESs serve as an 

international benchmark of good practice. 

A code of ethics establishes a set of ethical principles for professional accountants.  

It will ordinarily comprise the International Ethics Standards Board for Accountants’ 

Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants (IESBA Code), whether in its entirety or 

used as a basis for a locally developed code of ethics such that the standards therein 

are no less stringent than those stated in the IESBA Code.” 

 

 

Issue 3 – Definition of general education 

30. In general, commenters were supporative of the definition of general education.  However, 

some commenters thought that “fundamental” in the definition should be replaced with another 

term. Additionally, some commenters thought that the second sentence in paragraph 26 of the 

ED (Agenda 2-2) should become part of the general education definition.     

31. The current wording of paragraph 26 of the ED (Agenda item 2-2) is as follows: 

General education is a broad-based education through which fundamental knowledge, skills, 

and attitudes are developed.  General education helps prepare an individual for entry into a 

professional accounting education program and supports lifelong learning and development.   

32. In order to address comments received, the Taskforce is proposing the following wording for 

Paragraph 26 of the ED (Agenda item 2-2):  
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Taskforce’s Proposal 

“General education is a broad-based education which develops essential 
knowledge, skills, and attitudes and helps prepare an individual for entry into a 
professional accounting education program and supports lifelong learning and 
development.” 

 

 

33. Additionally, the CAG suggested that more emphasis should be added in paragraph 27 and 28 

of the ED (Agenda item 2-2) on the importance of general education in the development of 

judgement and skepticism needed for problem solving and decision making skills and 

evaluation of evidence to support conclusions.    

34. The current wording of paragraph 27 of the ED (Agenda item 2-2) is as follows:   

General education helps aspiring professional accountants and professional accountants think 

and communicate effectively, as well as integrate technical competence, professional skills and 

professional values, ethics, and attitudes to demonstrate professional competence.  Examples 

of topics that general education may address include, but are not limited to, (a) an 

understanding of the flow of ideas and events in history, (b) the different cultures in today’s 

world, and (c) a sense of the breadth of ideas, issues, and contrasting economic, or political 

and social forces in the world.   

 

35. The taskforce is proposing the following revision in paragraph 27 of the ED (Agenda item 2-2):  

Taskforce’s Proposal 

General education contributes to the development of professional competence. 

General education helps professional accountants and aspiring professional 

accountants think and communicate effectively.  General education also helps 

integrate technical competence, professional skills and professional values, 

ethics, and attitudes developed through professional accounting education, and 

thereby demonstrate professional competence.  General education enables 

aspiring professional accountants and professional accountants to use what they 

have learned to develop the (a) judgement and skepticism needed for problem 

solving and (b) decision making skills and the evaluation of evidence to support 

conclusions. These competencies and skills are further developed through IPD 

and CPD. Examples of topics that general education may address include, but are not 

limited to, (a) an understanding of the flow of ideas and events in history, (b) the 

different cultures in today’s world, and (c) a sense of the breadth of ideas, issues, and 

contrasting economic, or political and social forces in the world. 

 

  



Agenda Item 2-1 
 

Page 10 of 63 
Prepared by David Simko, Sue Flis & Taskforce members 

 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

2. Does the Board agree with the proposed to the definition of general education as described 

in paragraph 32 above?  If not, what changes does the Board recommend be made to these 

proposed words?  

 

3. Does the Board agree with the additional guidance on problem solving and general education 

as described in paragraph 35 above?  If not, what changes does the Board recommend be 

made to these proposed words?  

 

 

 

Issue 4 – Framework becoming non-authoritative 

36. Commenters had mixed views on the Framework becoming non-authoritative.  These views 

included: 

 The Framework should become non-authoritative (AICPA, BDO, CPA-Australia, DTT, FEE, 

IAA, ICAEW, IRE, JICPA, Juvenal, KICPA, EY, PWC).   

o TF response:  Agree.   

 The Framework should remain authoritative and undergo the due process of the IAESB 

(ICAP).   

o TF response: Since the change in status of the Framework from non-authoritative to 

authoratitive was under PIOB review, the update to the Framework followed the same 

due process as an authoritative document. It is our expectation that any future 

enhancements that introduce substantive changes to the Framework would also follow 

due process. 

 The Framework was no longer necessary (ICAEW). 

o TF response: This matter was discussed with the IAESB and an agreement was 

reached that the Framework continues to be an integral component to the general 

understanding of the IESs. 

 If the Framework is made non-authoritative it might impact the implementation of the IESs 

(CISPA, ICAZ, ICPAR, ISCA). 

o TF response: The authoritative status of the IESs does not change. Separate 

implementation guidance is being developed to support the adoption of the revised 

standards. 

 If the Framework contains the term professional accountant it cannot be made non-

authoritative (ICAG, ICAS, IPAR). 
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o TF response: The Taskforce agrees that the definition of professional accountant must 

be authoritative, but we believe this can be done without making the entire Framework 

authoritative.  The Framework contains terms and defintions that are used throughout 

the IESs.  Therefore, the inclusion of the definition of professional accountant is not a 

reason to make the Framework authoratitive.   

37. The Taskforce debated the views of the commenters and continues to believe that the 

Framework should become non-authoratitive.  However, the Taskforce believes that the IESs 

will need to be reviewed for conforming amendments to align with the new definition of a 

professional accountant.  Additionally, the definition of professional accountant  needs to be 

authoratitive.  

38. The Taskforce believes that the IAESB should issue a ‘Basis of Conclusion’ document with the 

final revised Framework.  The ‘Basis of Conclusion’ document would explain the rationale for 

the change in authoratitive status.  

Taskforce’s Proposal 

The taskforce proposes that the IAESB should issue a ‘Basis of Conclusion’ 

document with the final revised Framework. 

 

 

ACTION REQUESTED  

4. In light of the comments received, does the Board support the Taskforce’s view that 

the Framework should be non-authoritative?  If not, why?  

 

5. Does the Board support the issuance of a ‘Basis of Conclusion’ document when the 

final revised Framework is issued?  

 

  

 

Issue 5 – Graphical depiction of terms used in IESs.   

39. Commenters indicated that the Board should consider a graphical representation to clarify how 

certain elements of the learning and development process fit together in the Framework and 

the IESs.   

40. The Taskforce is proposing two graphics.  The proposal would be to: 

a.  Insert the first graphic at the beginning of Part Two of the Framework after paragraph 19 

of the exposure draft (see Agenda item 2-2).  An introductory paragraph for the graphic 

would also be included in the Framework.    
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i. The following graphic describes the relationship between learning and development, 

professional competence and learning outcomes:   

Taskforce’s Proposal 

 

 

 

 

b. Insert the second graph after paragraph 31 of the exposure draft (see Agenda item 2-2).  

An introductory paragraph for the graphic would also be included in the Framework.  

i. The following graphic describes the relationship between general education, 

IPD, CPD and assessment, measurement and monitoring in the professional 

accountant’s lifelong learning:  
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Taskforce’s Proposal 

 

 

 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

 

6. Does the Board agree with the proposed graphics to be included in the 
Framework?  If not, what changes does the Board recommend to the graphics?  

 

Issue 6 – Levels of proficiency  

41. Commenters indicated that the Board should consider revisions to Appendix A: The description 

of levels of proficiency.   This appendix is included in IES 2, 3 and 4.  Therefore, changes to 

this appendix require conforming changes to IES 2, 3, and 4.     

42. A commenter proposed revising the third bullet in the description of the Foundation level of 

proficiency because the foundation proficiency level indicates that learning outcomes in this 

level focus on recognizing the importance of professional values, ethics and attitudes in 

performing assigned tasks.  However, the commenter believes that the foundational level 

should be stronger than recognizing the importance of professional values, ethics and attitudes.  
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The commenter indicated that they believe that aspiring professional accountants and 

professional accountants must comply and apply professional values, ethics and attitudes at 

any level.   The Taskforce agrees with the commenter.   

43. The current wording for the third bullet in the description of the Foundation level of proficiency 

in the ED (Agenda item 2-2) is as follows: 

Recognizing the importance of professional values, ethics, and attitudes in performing assigned 

tasks.   

44. Since this change also impacts the description of levels of proficiency that is included in IES 2, 

3, and 4, the taskforce is proposing that the Draft Working Group make the following revision 

for the third bullet in the description of the Foundation level of proficiency in the ED (Agenda 

item 2-2) as part of their IES improvement project: 

Taskforce’s Proposal 

“Complying and applying professional values, ethics, and attitudes in performing 

assigned tasks.”   

 

  

45. The taskforce is also proposing that complex problem solving, with supervision be added as a 

focus area for the intermediate proficiency level.  Similar to above, the taskforce is proposing 

that the Draft Working Group make this revision as part of their IES improvement project.  

Taskforce’s Proposals 

The taskforce is also proposing that complex problem solving, with supervision 

be added as a focus area for the intermediate proficiency level. 

  

ACTION REQUESTED: 

 

7. Does the Board agree with that the proposed changes described in paragraphs 44 

and 45 above be addressed as part of the DWG IES improvement project? If not, 

why?   

 

 

46. The learning outcomes taskforce has requested that the Framework taskforce add explanation 

within the Revised Framework around the terms/issues “level of proficiency” and “that the 
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specified learning outcomes are considered threshold and not aspirational”.  The learning 

outcomes task force indicated that they thought this would be helpful to assist IFAC member 

bodies and interested stakeholders in improving their understanding of a learning outcomes 

approach.  As a result, the Framework taskforce has reviewed the “Learning outcomes and 

related concepts”  section of the ED (Agenda item 2-2) and believe some revisions are 

necessary to align the content with the IESs.   

47. The taskforce believes that the section title should be changed to “Learning Outcomes, 

Competence Areas and Proficiency Levels”.    

48. The current wording in the ED paragraphs 19 to 22 (Agenda item 2-2) is as follows: 

The IESs include learning outcomes which prescribe the content and depth of knowledge, 

understanding, and application required for specified competence areas. Learning outcomes 

can be demonstrated within the context of a work environment or a professional accounting 

education program.  

The following is an example of a learning outcome for the technical competence of a 

professional accountant working in a financial accounting role: Prepare financial statements, 

including consolidated financial statements, in accordance with International Financial 

Reporting Standards (“IFRSs”) or other relevant standards. Achieving this learning outcome 

requires knowledge of the IFRSs, the ability to assess their relevance to the situation, and the 

ability to apply the requirements of the relevant IFRSs.  

The IESs include competence areas that are categories for which a set of related learning 

outcomes can be specified.  

The level of proficiency required for a competence area depends on such factors as (a) the 

complexity of the environment, (b) the variety of tasks, (c) required specialist knowledge, (d) 

influence on the work of others, (e) level of autonomy, and (f) required level of professional 

judgment. Appendix 2 provides a description of the levels of proficiency that are used in the 

IESs. The level of proficiency for competence areas to be achieved by the end of IPD is 

prescribed in the IESs.  

49. The taskforce is proposing the following revision of ED paragraphs 19 to 22 (Agenda item 2-2). 

These changes are reflected in paragraphs 22-27 in the Revision of Framework: Clean Version 

(Agenda item 2-6). 

Taskforce’s Proposal 

A number of the IESs include learning outcomes that establish the content and the 

depth of knowledge, understanding, and application required for each specified 

competence area.  Learning outcomes can be demonstrated within the context of a 

work environment or a professional accounting education program.  

The following is an example of a learning outcome for the technical competence of a 

professional accountant working in a financial accounting role:  

Prepare financial statements, including consolidated financial statements, in 

accordance with International Financial Reporting Standards (“IFRSs”) or 

other relevant standards.  
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Achieving this learning outcome requires knowledge of the IFRSs, the ability to 

assess their relevance to the situation, and the ability to apply the requirements of the 

relevant IFRSs. 

The IESs include competence areas that are categories for which a set of related 

learning outcomes can be specified.  For example, (a) Financial accounting and 

reporting and (b) Management accounting.    

Within IPD, a competence area is assigned a level of proficiency which indicates the 

context in which the relevant learning outcomes are expected to be demonstrated.  

The level of proficiency for a competence area is based on the consideration of (a) the 

complexity of the environment, (b) required specialist knowledge, and (c) required 

level of professional judgment.  Appendix 2 provides details of the foundation, 

intermediate, and advanced levels of proficiency that are used in the IESs to describe 

the typical progression that occurs in the development of professional competence 

throughout the career of a professional accountant. The level of proficiency for 

competence areas to be achieved by the end of IPD is prescribed in the IESs.  

An IFAC member body may: (a) include additional competence areas; (b) increase the 

level of proficiency for some competence areas; or (c) develop additional learning 

outcomes. This may occur when an IFAC member body prepares professional 

accountants or aspiring professional accountants to work within a particular industry 

sector or for a particular role. 

 

 

 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

 

8. Does the Board agree with the revised paragraphs for learning outcomes, 

competence areas and proficiency levels, as indicated in paragraph 49 above?  If 

not, why?   

 

 

Issue 7 – Additional areas for Board input 

50. Based on comment letters received, the Taskforce is proposing to revise the definition of 

practical experience.  The current and proposed definitions are as follows: 

Current definition of Practical Experience: 

Practical experience refers to workplace activities that are relevant to developing professional 

competence 

Proposed definition of Practical Experience: 
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Taskforce’s Proposal 

“Practical experience refers to workplace and other activities that are relevant 

to developing professional competence.” 

 

 

 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

 

9. Does the Board agree with these proposed amendment to the definition of 

practical experience?  If not, why? 

 

 

 

51. Based on the comment letters received the Taskforce proposes revising “aspiring professional 

accountants and professional accountants” to “professional accountants and aspiring 

professional accountants”. 

Taskforce’s Proposal 

The Taskforce proposes revising “aspiring professional accountants and 

professional accountants” to “professional accountants and aspiring professional 

accountants”. 

 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

 

10. Does the Board agree with revising “aspiring professional accountants and 

professional accountants” to “professional accountants and aspiring professional 

accountants”?  If not, why?   

 

 

52. In the IESs, assessment is specific to IPD and then monitoring occurs through CPD.  Therfore, 

the Taskforce believes that monitioring needs to be discussed in the Framework.   

53. As a result, the Taskforce is proposing that the section title should be changed to “Assessment, 

Measurement and Monitoring” and the following paragraph should be added to the Framework: 
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Taskforce’s Proposals 

The Taskforce is proposing that the section title should be changed to 

 “Assessment, Measurement and Monitoring” 

The Taskforce is proposing that the following paragraph should be added to the 

Framework  

Monitoring is closely linked to the processes of assessment and measurement, 

and is the systematic process of collecting, reviewing and confirming the evidence 

that demonstrates that professional competence has been developed or 

maintained. 

 

 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

 

11. Does the Board agree with these proposed changes to the section title? If not, 

why? 

 

12. Does the Board agree with these proposed new paragraph on monitoring? If not, 

why? 

 

13. Are there any additional significant issues that you wish to be addressed by the 

IAESB, relating to the respondents’ comments on the exposure draft and the 

IAESB’s related responses? 

 

14. Does the Board agree that the revisions made to the Framework appropriately 

reflect responses to comment letters, DWG comments, CAG comments, and 

IAESB deliberations?    

 

 

54. Additionally, given the current planned timeline for completion of the Framework revision 

project, this final section has also been reserved for the Board to provide any final input or 

advice in respect to the current draft of the Framework. 

PROPOSED WAY FORWARD 

55. If IAESB members are in agreement with the proposed amendments made by the Task Force 

in response to ED respondents, DWG, and CAG comments and IAESB deliberations, it is 

proposed that the IAESB undertake a page-by-page review of the draft of the revised 

Framework ED as shown in Agenda Item, 2-6 (Revision of Framework – Clean version revised 

Exposure Draft, Framework for International Education Standards (06/14)).  
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56. Following a page-by-page review, the IAESB will consider whether it is appropriate to vote on 

the approval of the final revised content of the exposed Framework document in accordance 

with the IAESB’s Terms of Reference.  

57. The IAESB is requested to vote on the withdrawal of extant Framework as of its effective date, 

in accordance with the IAESB’s Terms of Reference.  

58. In preparing the revised Framework for release, the final draft will be forwarded to IFAC for a 

Plain Language Review, the DWG Chairperson check, and formatting. Any changes will be 

reviewed by the Framework Task Force Chair to ensure that content has not changed. Then, 

the final version of the revised Framework is submitted to the PIOB for approval of due process.  
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Appendix 1:  Taskforce’s Summary of Respondents’ Comments 

The taskforce reviewed the comment letters that were submitted on the Framework exposure draft.  

The following are themes that were extracted from the comment letters received.  The taskforce used 

these themes to develop the issues discussed with the Board.     

1) Mixed views on document title 

a. Those that commented would rather keep the old title or find a name that indicates the 

Framework applies to both the professional accountants and trainees.    

2) Description of the accountancy profession needs to be broader (e.g., no consideration of taxation 

services or corporate accountants). 

3) Most were not supportive of the proposed definition of professional accountant.  

a. Concerns that IFAC has not been able to arrive at a consistent definition of a professional 

accountant across all of its standard setting boards.  Who will use definition?   

b. Different definitions among IFAC Boards will cause confusion and commenters don’t want to 

apply two definitions. 

c. Unclear whether this new definition will replace the definitions used by the IAASB and IESBA 

or whether they will continue to use the existing definition or develop their own.   

d. Concerns over “bound by a code of ethics”.  Consider use a stronger word such as comply. 

e. Need additional guidance on bound by a code of ethics.  What does this mean?  Need additional 

background information to explain this.   

f. Some commenters felt that the “an individual who is a member of an IFAC member body” 

should be retained in definition. 

g. Definition needs to include linkage to member of a recognized professional Accountancy Body.   

h. Definition is too broad and could include individuals without professional qualifications, but 

bound by a code of ethics.   

i. Definition focuses on the mental attitude of an individual.  Anyone who feels that they achieve, 

demonstrate, and maintain professional competence in accountancy and is bound by a code 

ethics can claim to be a professional accountant.   

j. One responder indicated that professional accountants are not bound by a code of ethics 

because not registered with IFAC member body.   

k. Definition needs to include integrity. 

l. Need to do a better job of linking the definition of professional accountant to aspiring 

professional accountant.   

m. Several commentators proposed new definitions. 

i. A professional accountant is an individual who achieves, demonstrates and maintains 

professional competence in accountancy through membership of a professional 

accountancy body which is an IFAC member body, and who is bound by a recognized code 

of ethics (ICAEW). 

ii. A professional accountant is an individual who achieves, demonstrates, and maintains 

integrity and professional competence and is bound by a code of ethics as a member of a 

professional accountancy body (ICAG). 

iii. A professional accountant is an individual who is a member of IFAC member body who 

achieves, demonstrates, and maintains the ability to integrate and apply (a) technical 

competence, (b) professional skills, and (c) professional values, ethics, and attitudes in 

accountancy; and who is bound by a code of ethics. (ICAP) 

iv. A professional accountant is an individual who achieves, demonstrates, and maintains 

professional competence in accountancy and who is bound by a code of ethics and is a 

member of a recognized professional Accountancy Body (ICAZ) 

v. A professional accountant is an individual who achieves, demonstrates, and maintains 

professional competence in accountancy and who complies with and supports an 

internationally recognized code of ethics. (ISCA) 

4) Most commenters were supportive of the definition of general education. 
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a. Some were supportive of the definition. 

b. Some were not supportive of the definition for  the following reasons: 

i. The definition is not helpful or appropriate to users of the IESs. 

ii. The definition is not an improvement on the current definition. 

iii. Views that it is not appropriate to refer to general education commencing before 

professional training.   

iv. Views that general education does not extend into CPD. 

v. Attitude should not be used in the definition.  Should use values and ethics.   

vi. General education should not be in the Framework as it creates an impression that member 

bodies have direct or indirect responsibility to ensure capabilities under general education 

are obtained.   

vii. Wants clarity in the definition whether a bachelor’s degree is a general education?  Wants 

to know if a high school education is a general education? 

viii. Needs to include thought process in definition. 

c. Broad-based may not be well understood by countries where English is not the first language.  

Broad-based does not translate. Consider ‘wide and comprehensive’ instead of broad-based.   

d. Several commentators proposed a new definition: 

i. General education, which includes, but not limited to, history, culture, human behavior, 

social values; and is a broad-based education through which fundamental knowledge, 

skills, and attitudes are developed.  (ICAP) 

ii. General education is a broad-based education through which fundamental knowledge, 

skills, values, ethics, and attitudes are developed. (JICPA) 

iii. General education is a broad-based education through which fundamental knowledge, 

skills, attitudes and the thought process are developed. (ICAG)    

iv. General education is a broad-based education through which fundamental knowledge, 

skills, and values and ethics are developed which helps prepare an individual for entry into 

a professional accounting education program and supports lifelong learning and 

development. (KICPA - basically combining sentences)  

5) Mixed views on the Framework becoming non-authoritative.   

a. Multiple commentators do not believe that the Framework should be non-authoritative.  

Believes the Framework should undergo the due process of IAESB.   

b. Questioned if the Framework is still necessary? 

c. Questioned if Framework is made non-authoritative would this impact implementation of 

IESs? 

d. Questioned that since the Framework contains educational concepts that are from the IES, 

it will not appear consistent to the users if the IESs are authoritative and the Framework is 

not.   

e. Question that since the Framework contains the term professional accountant it cannot be 

made non-authoritative.   

f. Questioned what the Board intends to achieve by making the Framework non-authoritative 

vs authoritative.   

6) Generally supportive that the Framework aligns with the IESs and is clear and easy to 

understand. 

a. Questioned the value of the Framework since it is a direct lift of the IESs and adds no value. 

b. Detaching the definition of a professional accountant from IFAC membership does not 

improve clarity. 

c. Need to review Framework for final IES 8 to determine that it is aligned to the IESs. 

d. Review Framework for consistent use of the terms education and learning.   

7) Other matters raised 

a. Framework needs to include ongoing or continuous learning concepts and how continuous 

learning fits into the IESs.   
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b. Framework needs to include a taxonomy.  Unclear as to why some areas are foundation 

level and others are intermediate.  Having a taxonomy explaining the verbs used would 

help. (NOTE:  Learning outcomes taskforce is thinking about including taxonomy). 

c. Definition of aspiring professional accountant needs clarity as it appears to be circular as it 

comes back to IPD.   
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Appendix 2:  Comments from IAESB members and IFAC on special issues paper 

Overall response 

IAESB Member 

 As an overall response, we feel that both questions should be addressed more broadly at the IFAC 

level.  Having a variety of descriptions and definitions across the Standard Setting Boards is 

inherently confusing for users of any of the Standards.  We recall this being amongst the ED 

comments on the 2014-2016 Strategy and Workplan too. 

 

Issue 1 – Description of accountancy profession 

What input do you have on the proposed changes to the description of the accountancy 

profession as included in paragraph 9? 

IPSASB  

 Bullet:  Preparing, reporting and communicating relevant and faithfully represented financial and 

non-financial information which existing and potential investors, lenders and other creditors, 

management, and other stakeholders rely on in making resource allocation decisions;  (Comment 

on bullet:  Too private sector oriented. Needs reference to “service recipients” and also a reference 

to accountability.  I’d prefer a reference to qualitative characteristics and constraints rather than just 

relevance and faithful representation. By the way I think that it should be “faithfully representative” 

not “represented     

 Bullet:  Preparing, analyzing, and filing relevant tax information to comply with jurisdictional tax 

regulation; (Comment on bullet:  Not sure why this is needed separately to fourth bullet. Surely they 

both involve advisory services?   

 

Public Accountants in Business 

 From a PAIB perspective, I think the scope of the accountancy profession’s activities seems narrow. 

In terms of the definition, it seems sufficiently broad but I wonder whether where it says “as a 

member of a professional accountancy organization or other licensing authority, is bound by a code 

of ethics”, it is clearer to go back to the original definition of “An individual who is a member of an 

IFAC member body”, which is the definition used by IESBA and IAASB as you know. This definition 

is also clearer as all PAOs that are members of IFAC will have a professional code of ethics. PAOs 

can also exist outside of IFAC membership and we need probably need to avoid people who are 

members of such PAOs being seen as professional accountants.  I am a bit troubled by the fact 

that we have not been able to reach a common approach and definition across IFAC and PIACs. I 

know the cross-functional approach we pursued in the past did not end with agreement; however 

external and internal stakeholders probably would benefit from a single definition that is applied 

consistently across the board. 

 

SME & SMP Affairs 

 I have listed below some comments on the paper for consideration in finalization. Please note that 

these are only my personal comments (not from the SMP Committee), I also appreciate that I have 

not been involved or commented previously, so feel free to dispose of these as you wish i.e. I’m not 

proposing that these are all considered by the IAESB if it’s inappropriate or too late in the process. 

You may wish just to look at the main points (in bold).    
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o I would agree with comments about the definition perhaps being too narrow. However, I 

question whether it is the accountancy profession definition itself that should be expanded 

in respect to activities and services undertaken by a professional accountant and therefore 

if the expansion is focused on the right areas. The Accountancy Profession description 

seems to be missing any reference to professional accountancy organizations (i.e. IFAC 

member bodies) as it is these and their members, which in my mind make up the 

accountancy profession. This could also potentially include reference to the main sectors 

e.g. accountants in business, public practice, public sector. 

o The fourth bullet point includes ‘other assurance’. It would make more sense to me to 

include this with audit in the second bullet point. The fourth bullet point could then focus on 

the business and advisory/ consultancy services. I’m also not sure about some of the 

current descriptions like ‘accounting conversion services’ or even using ‘sustainability 

reporting’ compared to perhaps enhanced organizational reporting (including integrated 

reporting, sustainability reporting and CSR). I would also caution about using the examples 

in general and wonder if this should just be kept broader.   

o The fifth bullet point (Analyzing changes in financial markets, laws and regulations, and 

organization strategies and practices to determine the impact on other activities and;) on 

analyzing changes (did not flow with the previous points which seemed to focus on 

professional services and did not seem a key part of an accountancy profession 

description. Perhaps this should also refer to compliance with standards and regulations?   

o In the final bullet point (Providing education and training of aspiring professional 

accountants and professional accountants) I’m not sure about the term “aspiring 

professional accountants”. I see ‘student accountants’ as clearer with the emphasis then 

on professional once they have qualified.   

 

IFAC’s Quality and Membership Group 

 Bullet Preparing, analyzing, reporting and communicating relevant and faithfully represented 

financial and non-financial information which existing and potential investors, lenders and other 

creditors, management, and other stakeholders rely on in making resource allocation decisions 

(comment on bullet:  Redundant?  no, keep in as creditors relates to everyday suppliers and 

accounts payables. Forms large part of business.)  

Public Policy and Regulations Group  

 I am not sure I follow this logic?  Isn’t the point being made that the professional accountant 

considers the public interest in the activities he/she performs.   

 But if the reference is to a code of ethics, rather than the IESBA Code, can we be sure that acting 

in the public interest is mentioned in all codes? 

 The suggested revisions look okay.   

 

IAESB Members 

 The changes proposed to the description of the accountancy profession are unnecessary in our 

view.  The more extensive list and addition of purpose statements to the end of each item seems 

to narrow the description which, based on the Issues Paper, did not seem to be your intent.  Keeping 

the description concise is appropriate.  We would propose the suggested edits to the initial 

description:  

The accountancy profession includes a wide variety of activities.  These activities include, but are 

not limited to:  involves:  
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o Managing, measuring, recognizing, preparing, analyzing, and disclosing reliable financial 

and relevant non-financial information;  

o Auditing financial information and, where applicable, non-financial information; and 

Providing assurance and, taxation, advisory and other related services.    

  Activities should be changed to responsibilities (or functions/role).  Propose use responsibilities or 

roles rather than activities which is a more descriptive term of the listed items.   

 I don’t follow this, sorry! Is the argument that “public interest” is not needed in the definition of 

“accountancy profession” in the Framework, because it is covered in the definition of “professional 

accountant”; and/or implicitly covered by the purpose of the Framework per se?  Perhaps it is the 

“But” in this sentence which misleads (me ) – replace with “Furthermore”? 

 It’s quite a long list – will readers focus on stuff that is not included?   

 Investors, lenders and other creditors, management, and other stakeholders need the financial 

information of a company to make economically informed decisions. The Conceptual Framework in 

financial reporting defines in the paragraph OB 4 that “Financial information that is useful in making 

those decisions includes information about the resources of the entity, claims against the entity, and 

how efficiently and effectively the entity’s management and governing board have discharged their 

responsibilities to use the entity’s resources.” Considering the comprehensive definition of financial 

information, confining the economic decision only to “resource allocation” runs a risk of narrowing 

the scope of decision-making on economic resources.    

 We support the current ordering of para 9 – starting as it does with the financial reporting aspects, 

then audit, tax, etc 

 In bullet points 1 and 2 we use interchangeably the terms ‘stakeholders’ and ‘decision makers’ but 

imply that both make decisions – we just wanted to check that there was a reason for this – or 

whether one term might be more appropriate? 

 Bullet point 4 has the term ‘accounting conversion services’ – we wondered if that was a universally 

understood service – we were happy with all the others but wondered whether ‘accounting advisory 

services’ would align itself with the tax services that preceded it within the same paragraph and also 

allow for a wider interpretation of these services (so not just conversion between GAAP for instance 

but also outsourcing/offshoring, cloud-hosting accounting services, potentially it might also include 

insolvency/business recovery services too)? 

 Bullet point 5 (Analyzing changes in financial markets, laws and regulations, and organization 

strategies and practices to determine the impact on other activities and;) caused us some 

discussion – we thought this was really the role description of a market analyst rather than an 

accountant per se, but we could also see that this could apply to someone working inside an entity 

(for instance in a management accounting role) – we don’t have any particularly strong views on 

this but it was more of an observation. 

 The activities of the revised proposed definition of accounting relevant to management accounting 

include:   Preparing, analyzing, reporting and communicating relevant and faithfully represented 

financial and non-financial information which existing and potential investors, lenders and other 

creditors, management, and other stakeholders rely on in making resource allocation decisions;   

The extensive research conducted by IMA and others, briefly described above, indicates that the 

activities listed above encompass an outdated view of the role management accountants now play 

within their organization.   Based on our research, we believe that the list of activities in paragraph 

9 relevant to management accounting should be revised to indicate that management accounting 

is a profession that involves:   Partnering in management decision making, devising planning and 

performance management systems, and providing expertise in financial reporting and control to 

assist management in the formulation and implementation of an organization’s strategy. 
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 Basically, revised description is welcomed, because it clearly described tax services.  However, it 

looked strange to combine other assurance and advisory services.  Rather, it should be natural to 

combine audit and assurance.  Like below bullet points, reclassifying and rearranging the types of 

activities of professional accountants is recommendable. 

o Audit and assurance 

o Tax 

o Advisory 

o Corporate planning and preparation of financial information 

o Education 

 Other assurance is well-worth being separately stated in that assurance services provide 

independent and professional opinions by a third party, making other assurance and advisory apart 

each other in terms of their nature and characteristics. In addition, we are seeing ever-growing 

expansion of the assurance service market, including Corporate Social Responsibility reports that 

should be independently assured and integrated reporting whose reports covering financial 

information are subject to assurance.   The growing expansion and potentials makes it impossible 

for professional accountants to overlook the significance of other assurance beyond its focus on 

audit and review, which necessitates a clear description of other assurance, set apart from advisory.  

 Well done on navigating through the difficult task of defining “Accountancy Profession” and 

“Professional Accountant”. You have addressed the comments from the ED very elegantly.  On 

considering the paper we reminded ourselves of the broader definition of a “Profession” and a 

“professional” and considered your definitions with the following criteria in mind:  

o Intellectual operations (as opposed to physical) with a large degree of individual 

responsibility.  

o An academic/theoretical basis in education and learning.  

o Practical training/application. 

o Established framework. 

o Continual development of competence (i.e. CPD). 

o Serving the needs of man and society.  

o Follows ethical standards and guiding principles.  

Our comments on the definition of the “accountancy profession”: 

o We are pleased to see the broader use of the term “accountancy profession” as opposed 

to “accounting profession” which is limiting in scope.  

o We believe that you have covered the main areas that constitute the milieu in which 

professional accountants operate.  

 Under paragraph 2 of the ED, I propose we use “responsibilities” or “roles” rather than “activities” 

which is ma more descriptive term of the listed items.  The accountancy profession includes a wide 

variety of activities responsibilities (or functions/role).  These activities responsibilities include, but 

are not limited to: 

o Preparing, analyzing, reporting and communicating relevant and faithfully represented 

financial and non-financial information which existing and potential investors, lenders and 

other creditors, management, and other stakeholders rely on in making resource allocation 

decisions; 
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o Auditing financial information and non-financial information which decision makers rely on 

in making resource allocation decisions; 

o Preparing, analyzing, and filing relevant tax information to comply with jurisdictional tax 

regulation; 

o Providing other assurance and advisory services such as tax advisory services, accounting 

conversion services, transaction advisory services, sustainability reporting and fraud 

investigation;  

o Analyzing changes in financial markets, laws and regulations, and organization strategies 

and practices to determine the impact on other activities and; 

o Providing education and training of aspiring professional accountants and professional 

accountants. 

 We have no comments on this paragraph.  

 Thank you for incorporating the comment letters and for the excellent suggestions.  I have consulted 

with my new technical advisor, Christian Bauch from WPK, and we have no additional comments.   

 “Preparing, analyzing, reporting and communicating relevant and faithfully represented financial 

and non-financial information which existing and potential investors, lenders and other creditors, 

management, and other stakeholders rely on in making resources allocation decisions” 

Investors, lenders and other creditors, management, and other stakeholders need the financial 

information of a company to make economically informed decisions. The Conceptual Framework in 

financial reporting defines in the paragraph OB 4 that “Financial information that is useful in making 

those decisions includes information about the resources of the entity, claims against the entity, and 

how efficiently and effectively the entity’s management and governing board have discharged their 

responsibilities to use the entity’s resources.” Considering the comprehensive definition of financial 

information, confining the economic decision only to “resource allocation” runs a risk of narrowing 

the scope of decision-making on economic resources.  

 

 “providing other assurance and advisory such as..” 

Other assurance is well-worth being separately stated in that assurance services provide 

independent and professional opinions by a third party, making other assurance and advisory apart 

each other in terms of their nature and characteristics. In addition, we are seeing ever-growing 

expansion of the assurance service market, including Corporate Social Responsibility reports that 

should be independently assured and integrated reporting whose reports covering financial 

information are subject to assurance.    

The growing expansion and potentials makes it impossible for professional accountants to overlook 

the significance of other assurance beyond its focus on audit and review, which necessitates a clear 

description of other assurance, set apart from advisory.  

 

 

  



Agenda Item 2-1 
 

Page 28 of 63 
Prepared by David Simko, Sue Flis & Taskforce members 

Issue 2 – Definition of professional accountant 

What input do you have on the proposed changes to the definition of professional accountant 

as described in paragraph 14?  Do you have concerns regarding the definition of professional 

accountant being limited to the IAESB?   

Is the explanatory guidance in paragraph 15 useful in providing context to the definition of 

professional accountant and code of ethics?   

SME & SMP Affairs 

 I have listed below some comments on the paper for consideration in finalization. Please note that 

these are only my personal comments (not from the SMP Committee), I also appreciate that I have 

not been involved or commented previously, so feel free to dispose of these as you wish i.e. I’m not 

proposing that these are all considered by the IAESB if it’s inappropriate or too late in the process. 

You may wish just to look at the main points (in bold).    

o In order to address the comments received about different definitions among IFAC 

Boards and consistency, further consideration could be given to whether the IAESB 

should align with the definition used by IESBA and IAASB: “An individual who is a 

member of an IFAC member body”, although I assume this has been discussed. I 

believe the reference to the code of ethics is important and this may be strengthened 

if it made direct reference to the IESBA Code in the definition.  

o It seems the reference to “develops professional competence” has now been included to 

address the comment about new services, however it does not seem correct that it replaces 

the word ‘maintains’. I see a clear distinction between the two. 

o Now including “a role in the accountancy profession” seems odd to me, especially if the 

description does not define what this entails.  

 

IFAC’s Quality and Membership Group 

 Should reference to “acting in the public interest” be included here?  I don’t think so given their 

earlier argument about why public interest is not in and relating it to bound by code of ethics. Any 

comment about relevance to public interest can be made up there. 

 It is important to specify that the definition refers to the professional competence as defined in the 

IESs.  I think it is good to suggest…may depend how they have framed their document. 

 Not sure if this is clear. Typically licensing authorities license and register professionals but are not 

membership organizations. It seems that the key point here is that the PA is someone who is subject 

to regulation either by a PAO or a licensing authority.  In this context, the second part of the 

proposed definition could be redrafted along the following lines.  “…and who is bound by a code of 

ethics and subject to regulation a by professional accountancy organization or licensing authority. 

Ok to suggest but would not push if they won’t change. Think they assume the general 

understanding is that a PAO may or may not have the right to regulate certain members…the 

licensing authority may have that right or both?  

 This sentence could be redrafted as follows for clarity and to ensure consistency with the SMO 

requirements. For example:  “IFAC Members and Associates are required to consider their level of 

responsibility, identify and undertake actions to have the IES requirements adopted and 

implemented in their jurisdictions.” 

 Edit suggested for consistency of terminology (change complying with to fulfilling). 
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 This statement (The term professional accountant provides assistance to IFAC member bodies by 

defining the individuals to which the IESs apply) could be clarified. For example, as follows:  “This 

definition of professional accountants assists IFAC Members and Associates in identifying 

individuals to which the IESs’ IPD and CPD requirements apply. 

 In many cases, a professional accountant is not a “member of a PAO or a licensing authority”. For 

instance, in Latin America, a person may be licensed by the Ministry of Education or by a PAO 

following graduation from a university accounting program; however, the person is not required to 

maintain membership to practice as a professional accountant. Furthermore, in Latin America the 

lack of a professional assessment, practical experience, or CPD requirements can be particularly 

hampering as it prevents PAOs from assessing and supporting the development of member 

knowledge, skills, professional values, ethics, and attitudes. Considerable gaps currently exist 

between the requirements of the IESs, and the requirements for membership in most Latin 

American PAOs. At the heart of this issue is the lack of awareness of legislators, Ministries of 

Education, universities, the business community, and the profession on the importance of 

developing a professional accountancy education system aligned with IESs.  

 This is a very important point (the IES serve as an international benchmark of good practice) 

considering the fact than none of IFAC Members and Associates have direct responsibility for 

adoption and implementation of all of the IPD and CPD requirements of the IESs. 

 Does this refer to the individuals? Or should it rather refer to stakeholders who collectively have the 

responsibility for adoption and implementation of all of the IESs’ requirements? 

 In reality, ethical requirements often are set out as several layers of jurisdiction level laws, 

regulations, and codes. Therefore, the Task Force should consider if this should be clarified, and if 

reference to a single code of ethics may be perceived as confusing. 

 

Public Policy and Regulations Group  

 IFAC was not trying to arrive at a consistent definition; but rather was trying to facilitate a demand 

emanated from the SSBs to determine a consistent definition.  While IFAC convened a working 

group on the topic, it was always the intention that the SSBs would need to work together to arrive 

at a consistent definition for each board. 

 If the reference is to a code of ethics, rather than the IESBA Code, can we be sure that acting in 

the public interest is mentioned in all codes?   

 ‘and is a member of a recognized professional Accountancy Board’ – Maybe too narrow.  Part of 

the discussion about the need for a new definition was around trying to capture those who may not 

be members of a PAO – e.g., setting standards that regulators can adopt and use for those who 

may not be members of a PAO.   

 I guess this one needs to go back to the origins of the discussion about the definition to appreciate 

why it was proposed that the definition change from this.   

 This is why I believe that in some earlier versions of the definition during the progress of the project 

reference was made to be subject to oversight/AQ (or something of the sort) by a regulatory 

authority (which could include a PAO).   

 The suggested revisions and additional guidance look okay.  But consideration might be given to 

include a reference to acting in the public interest – which is a defining feature of being a 

professional accountant.   

 

Global Accountancy Profession Development Committee 
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 The reference to being bound by a code of ethics does not need to relate to being a member of a 

PAO or other licensing authority, as the code may be adopted in a number of different ways at the 

country level.   

 Should there be guidance on what “professional competence” above constitutes?  i.e. reference to 

completing a professional certification, practical experience i.e. the route to the acquired 

professional competence and then CPT, and beyond elements covered by the IESs such as 

application of the national and international standards relevant to their jurisdiction? 

 I would recommend re- wording this section as it is somewhat confusing.  If I understand correctly, 

we are really saying that the term serves as guidance to all individual accountants and PAO’s (which 

include IFAC member bodies) in understanding to whom the IES apply.  

IESBA 

 No fatal flaws per se. However, I have suggested a few refinements in paragraph 15. I have received 

the benefit of input from the IESBA chairman and deputy chair. They recognize the public interest 

need for the IESs’ coverage of individuals to be as broad as possible to raise levels of professional 

competence. For this reason, they are supportive of the direction of your Task Force’s proposals. 

 As we discussed, the communications IAESB may issue in connection with the revised definition 

and related guidance should not give the impression that these have been reviewed by, or 

discussed and agreed with, IESBA. 

 IESBA amendments - An important aspect of complying with the IFAC’s membership obligations 

includes is the implementation of the IES that relate to IPD and CPD.  The term professional 

accountant provides assistance assists IFAC member bodies in this regard by defining the 

individuals to which whom the IESs apply.  These individuals include members of IFAC member 

bodies.  In instances in which an individual is not a member of an IFAC member body, but meets 

the definition of a professional accountant, the IESs serve as an international benchmark of good 

practice for their consideration, either individually or through membership in other organizations 

that are not IFAC member bodies.  A code of ethics establishes those ethical principles to which 

professional accountants must follow.  It will ordinarily comprise the International Ethics Standards 

Board for Accountants’ Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants (IESBA Code), whether in its 

entirety or used as a basis for a locally developed code of ethics such that the standards therein 

are no less stringent than those stated in the IESBA code.   

IAESB members 

 Well done on navigating through the difficult task of defining “Accountancy Profession” and 

“Professional Accountant”. You have addressed the comments from the ED very elegantly. On 

considering the paper we reminded ourselves of the broader definition of a “Profession” and a 

“professional” and considered your definitions with the following criteria in mind:  

o Intellectual operations (as opposed to physical) with a large degree of individual 

responsibility.  

o An academic/theoretical basis in education and learning.  

o Practical training/application. 

o Established framework. 

o Continual development of competence (i.e. CPD). 

o Serving the needs of man and society.  

o Follows ethical standards and guiding principles.  
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Our comments on the definition of a “professional accountant”: 

o It is unclear to whom the definition is directed. Is it individuals on route to qualification; in 

the IPD process? Or is it individuals who have successfully completed the IPD process and 

are now subject to CPD? This is an important distinction because we need to understand 

if the relevant IES must be successfully completed before a candidate can be called a 

professional accountant or if an individual is considered a professional accountant while 

completing the IPD programmes.  

o Professional accountant should mean an individual who has successfully completed all the 

required academic, training and assessment programmes (IPD) required for entry into a 

profession and who is subject to the CPD requirements of the professional body/member 

body. Our comments and changes to the definition are based on the fact that we believe 

an individual is only considered a professional accountant once they are professionally 

qualified; i.e. at the end of the IPD programmes.  

o In the first line of the definition under point 14 we suggest including the words 

“professionally qualified” to the definition. The opening statement would then read “The 

IAESB defines a professional accountant as a professionally qualified individual who…” 

The inclusion of the words “professionally qualified” will take care of the need to 

demonstrate completion of academic, training and assessment programmes; i.e. 

successful completion of the IPD requirements.  

o In the next statement, “achieves, demonstrates and further develops professional 

competence to perform a role in the accountancy profession..” we suggest that this could 

be altered slightly to say the following: “who has successfully achieved and demonstrated 

professional competence and continues to maintain and further develop professional 

competence commensurate to the role they perform in the accountancy profession” By 

changing the words “achieves and demonstrates” to past tense, it makes it clear that this 

is a qualified individual. By including the words “and continues to maintain and further 

develop we speak directly to CPD. The inclusion of “commensurate” speaks to the ethical 

obligation to remain competent for the work that you undertake and also acknowledges that 

the accountancy profession is dynamic and ever changing; not static. 

o There appear to be two issues around membership of a professional body. One issue would 

be membership of an IFAC member body and the other, membership with a professional 

or regulatory body that is not an IFAC member body.  

o On the matter of IFAC membership, we concur with the stance taken in the definition that 

says, “…as a member of a professional accountancy organisation or other licensing 

authority” as opposed to requiring IFAC membership. In South Africa, the IRBA is the 

statutory board responsible for the regulation of auditing in the country. Professional 

accountants who wish to have audit signing rights must register with the IRBA, which is not 

an IFAC member body. We cannot force auditors to be members of IFAC member bodies 

because our constitution protects an individual’s right to association. Auditors who are 

therefore not members of SAICA would not be members of an IFAC member body, although 

they are still under our regulation and subject to our disciplinary rules, CPD requirements 

etc.  

o On the second issue of membership with a professional body, we would argue that an 

important aspect of being a professional is the act of being professionally affiliated/ 

associated. Professional affiliation provides the following potential benefits for the public 

and the profession:  advocacy for the profession, regular up-dates, disciplinary action, 

technical advice and support, CPD requirements etc. We would almost go as far as to say 

that an individual who is not professionally affiliated should not be called a professional 

accountant. 
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 Worth getting an informal view from PIOB in advance about IAESB-specific definition of a 

professional accountant? 

 Should we see a PIOB view, informally? James G could ask them.  I am at the PIOB mtg on 24-25 

March, with James.   

 In my view, membership to an IFAC member body is critical to the definition of a professional 

accountant, since an IFAC member body subscribes to and is monitored on its compliance with 

IFAC standards, which are key to ensuring professionalism of an accountant. Where a professional 

organization is not an IFAC member body, it is desirable that it shows commitment to being one, 

hence introduction of the term “aspiring IFAC member body”.  

The above views could also inform the structure of the explanatory guidance. 

The IAESB defines a professional accountant as an individual who achieves, demonstrates and 

further develops professional competence to perform a role in the accountancy profession and who, 

as a member of an IFAC member body or an aspiring IFAC member body professional accountancy 

organization or other licensing authority, is bound by a code of ethics. 

 We strongly support the current definition in para 14 – especially the reference to PAOs as this 

enables the definition to apply to the real world context within which we operate (i.e. the existence 

of IFAC and non-IFAC accounting organizations). 

 We also support the decision of the Task Force not to specifically include the ‘public interest’ concept 

– and we agree with the logic that this rests upon the ‘Code’ which is very clearly targeted towards 

the public interest in any event. 

 Para 15 we are less keen on.  I know I raised this as part of the DWG review – but independently - 

Catherine also raised this as being a slightly confusing paragraph.  One suggestion was to stop 

after ‘good practice’.  My concern still rests on use of the word ‘their’ and whether we are cross-

comparing benchmarks for accounts, professional accountants, member bodies or IESs.  I just think 

the Task Force might need to reconsider what the purpose of this paragraph actually is and then to 

craft something which is much clearer and obvious to the reader. 

 Endeavour to brush up definition is appreciated, but any revision of the definition would lead to the 

phenomenon that IAESB would have a different definition of professional accountant from that of 

the other standard setting boards.  As stated in the JICPA comment to the EDFW, this would result 

in confusion among users of IFAC standards and therefore needs to be avoided.  In order to move 

forward revision of the definition, getting consensus among standard setting boards is essential 

even though each SSB is independent from others.  Professional accountant is currently defined 

as “An individual who is a member of an IFAC member body”.  A reader of this definition would say, 

“OK, we got that a professional accountant is a member of a IFAC member body, but what is 

IFAC?  Who determine whether or not an organization may become a member of IFAC, and 

how?”.  Namely, the current definition is not self explanatory and circular definition.  Nevertheless, 

we would stick to have a consistent definition among IFAC SSBs. 

 The task force has done a commendable job in capturing the nature of the role as seen through the 

eyes of this Board, that is, a professional focused on achieving professional competence within the 

accountancy profession. This enhances the public’s understanding of the role, particularly through 

the description of ‘accountancy profession’.   

It is notable that all of the IES’s except IES 7 and IES 8 address aspiring professional accountants, 

and not professional accountants. In answering the question whether or not it is concerning that 

this definition is limited to this Board, a more pertinent question may be – does this definition 

enhance the ability of IFAC member bodies to comply with the IESs that are aimed at those 

individuals aspiring to the role of professional accountant?  It is our opinion that identifying an 

individual aspiring to achieve, demonstrate and further develop professional competence to perform 
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a role in an accountancy profession is easier than identifying an individual aspiring to be a member 

of an IFAC member body, as the old definition required. This is because the process of achieving 

professional competence, which is defined as Learning and Development in the IAESB Framework, 

is identifiable through the activities that make it up, whereas there is very little observable evidence 

to support identifying an individual as aspiring to be a member of an IFAC member body.  

The explanatory guidance in paragraph 15 does provide useful context, but may be enhanced by a 

discussion of aspiring professional accountants. The sentence that addresses “an individual [who] 

is not a member of an IFAC member body, but meets the definition of a professional accountant” 

could perhaps be expanded to include “or is aspiring to be a professional accountant”.  

 Thank you for incorporating the comment letters and for the excellent suggestions.  I have consulted 

with my new technical advisor, Christian Bauch from WPK, and we have no additional comments.   

 Inclusion of individuals not belonging to accountancy organizations  

In case of including a “code of ethics” to the definition of professional accountants, it could create 

a situation where individuals not belonging to a professional accountancy organization or other 

licensing authority are excluded from the professional accountants.  

In addition, this runs counter to the following paragraph 15 that covers individuals.  

“In instances in which an individual is not a member of an IFAC member body, but meets the 

definition of a professional accountant, the IESs serve as an international benchmark of good 

practice for their consideration, either individually or through membership in other organizations 

that are not IFAC member bodies. “ 

When the proposed framework is designed to broaden the definition of a professional accountant 

from the existing one of an individual who is a member of IFAC member body, it would be 

reasonable to require a “code of ethics” when describing the obligation/requirement professional 

accountants are required to comply with in the boundary of an IFAC member body or other 

professional accountancy organizations, instead of stating a “code of ethics” in the definition.  

The same goes to the public interest, raised by some. It would be desirable to state the public 

interest in the obligation/requirement of professional accountants, just as a “code of ethics.”  

Due to the above considerations, we should deliberate on whether it would be necessary to include 

a “code of ethics” to the definition.  

 Consistency of definition with other IFAC standard-setting boards  

As pointed by commenters, a separately different definition of professional accountants by IAESB 

will create confusion in practice, which necessitates the strong consultation and coordination with 

other IFAC boards.  

The consistency to the definition of professional accountants within IFAC boards is key to avoiding 

the confusion. At least a certain guarantee should be given to that other IFAC boards would reach 

an agreement in the near future. Without the possibility of the agreement, it would be appropriate 

to delay the change.  

 Effectiveness of the paragraph 15  

As mentioned earlier, the proposed paragraph 15 could create confusion due to the different 

grouping of professional accountants, particularly individuals not belonging to professional 

accountancy organizations.  

In addition, a “code of ethics” is interpreted as IESBA Code or a locally developed code of ethics 

without additional definition or scope, which raises a doubt over its effectiveness.  

 In terms of the definition of the professional accountant, we note the following  
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o We believe that the addition of "who, as a member of a professional accountancy 

organization or other licensing authority" is inappropriate and would exclude a number of 

roles which would be considered "professional accountants" such as controller at a 

company that isn’t certified but has 10 years of experience for example 

o Reference to a code of ethics seems redundant. Paragraph 18 in the ED defines 

professional competence to include “professional values, ethics and 

attitudes”.   Paragraphs 47 and 48 of the ED address the applicability of ethics more broadly 

and is sufficient, in our view, to provide the appropriate context.  

o The use of the verb "achieves" implies that competence is something that happens at a 

point in time and is counter intuitive to the idea of continued development.   

o The additional statement:  “a role in the accountancy profession” merits further explanation 

in the Framework, helping users understand that a professional accountant need not 

demonstrate all the stated learning outcomes in the IESs, but rather any subset deemed 

relevant to the role.  I think this would help avoid the idea of point in time achievement of 

competence as a professional accountant  

 

We would propose the following edits and an explanation of the concept of "a role":  

The IAESB defines a professional accountant as an individual who achieves, demonstrates 

and continuously further develops professional competence to perform a role in the 

accountancy profession. and who, as a member of a professional accountancy organization 

or other licensing authority, is bound by a code of ethics..   
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Appendix 3:  Activity from prior IAESB meetings  

June 2014 IAESB Meeting 

Project Proposal 

1. The Framework Taskforce (Taskforce) shared the project proposal with the CAG at their April 

teleconference meeting.   

a. Overall, the CAG was supportive of project proposal and the timeline for the Framework 

update.   

b. The CAG agreed that no public forum or consultation paper is needed to solicit views 

on issues under consideration to the Framework, assuming the Framework is exposed 

to the public.   

c. The CAG agreed that no additional consultation is need around general education.  The 

CAG supported the Board’s approach to general education in the Framework (pull out 

general education as a separate section of the Framework and describing the variability 

as to when general education occurs).   

2. As a result of the IAESB’s comments at its April 2014 meeting and the CAG comments at its 

April 2014 teleconference, the Taskforce has prepared a clean version of the revised Project 

Proposal for the Revision of the Framework for International Education Standards for 

Professional Accountants and is included as Agenda item 3-2 (Agenda Item 3-3 provides the 

Marked-up version since the April 2014 IAESB meeting).  The Taskforce is seeking the 

Board’s approval of the direction of the Framework project as described in the project 

proposal. 

3. The Board approved the direction of the Framework project as described in the project 

proposal at the June 2014 meeting.   

Revised Version of IAESB Framework 

4. A 1st draft version of the updated Framework is included as Agenda item 3-4. The Taskforce 

has taken into consideration the feedback obtained from the Board, CAG and Draft Working 

Group (DWG) and has updated the Framework to incorporate the feedback received. 

5. As a result of the recent feedback obtained, a few new issues have been identified that the 

Taskforce would like to seek the Board’s input.  These issues are as follows: 

a. Paragraph 4 of the updated Framework states that “the IESs improve the quality of 

professional accounting education worldwide.”  The Taskforce discussed whether this 

is an optimistic statement as the IESs are not a guarantee of quality and quality is not 

measured by the IAESB.  This statement in the Framework was derived from the 

Strategy and Work Plan which states:  Recognizing the trend towards global 

convergence and the increasing mobility of professional accountants, the IAESB 

strives to achieve its purpose through the provision, promotion, adoption, and 

implementation of accounting education standards that seek to: (1) Improve the quality 

of professional accounting education worldwide to enhance the competence and 

judgment of professional accountants; and (2) Contribute to the development of the 

accountancy profession worldwide by assisting in building human capacity in 

accounting.  The taskforce had mixed views on whether this statement should be 

revised to say “The IESs contribute to improving the quality of professional accounting 

education worldwide”.  Some members of the taskforce felt that the statement should 
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remain as is, since quality education is a fundamental goal of the IESs.  The Taskforce 

is seeking the Boards input on this matter.   

b. At the June 2014 meeting, the Board approved the following: 

Development and implementation of IESs contribute to other desirable 

outcomes, which include:  

 Reducing international differences in the requirements to perform a role as 

a professional accountant; 

 Facilitating the global mobility of professional accountants; and  

 Providing international benchmarks against which IFAC member bodies 

can measure themselves. 

 

c. The updated Framework has incorporated the definition of a professional accountant 

that was previously approved by the Board (professional accountant:  an individual, 

who achieves, demonstrates and maintains professional competence in accountancy 

and who is bound by a code of ethics).  The updated framework also includes a 

definition of aspiring professional accountant in paragraph 12 (aspiring professional 

accountant: as an individual who has commenced a professional accounting education 

program as part of Initial Professional Development).  The definition of a professional 

accountant references that a professional accountant is bound by a code of ethics.   

The Taskforce discussed whether the definition of an aspiring professional accountant 

should also include a reference to the code of ethics.  The Taskforce’s interpretation of 

the IESBA Code of Ethics is that it is targeted to professional accountants and does 

not contemplate aspiring professional accountants.  This was also validated with staff 

members at IESBA.  As a result of the IESBA Code of Ethics being targeted at only 

professional accountants, the Taskforce concluded that the definition of aspiring 

professional accountant should not include a reference to a code of ethics.    

d. At the June 2014 meeting, the Board approved the following: 

A professional accountant is an individual who achieves, demonstrates, and 

maintains professional competence in accountancy and who is bound by a 

code of ethics. 

 

e. The updated Framework includes the definition of general education.  The current 

definition of general education only references the influence of general education in 

developing “fundamental skills” (see paragraph 25).  The Taskforce concluded that the 

definition of general education should be broadened beyond skills to include its 

influence in the development of professional values, ethics and attitudes.  As result, 

the Taskforce is proposing the following definition of general education: 

“General education is a broad based education to develop fundamental 

knowledge, skills and attitudes necessary for professional accounting 

education and practical experience.” 

f. At the June 2014 meeting, the Board approved the following: 

General education is a broad-based education through which fundamental 

knowledge, skills, and attitudes are developed. 
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g. The Taskforce discussed whether the Framework should be a ‘conceptual framework’ 

only document or if it continued to make sense to include a section in the Framework 

on IAESB publications and IFAC member body obligations.  The concepts in these 

sections of the Framework are described in other IAESB publications such as the 

IAESB Terms of Reference or the IFAC Statements of Membership Obligations (SMOs) 

and are duplicative in the Framework.  The Taskforce concluded that since this is an 

update to the Framework and not a revision, these paragraphs should remain in the 

Framework.  However, the Taskforce condensed the paragraphs describing the IAESB 

publications in light of potential changes that may be occurring to the authority of certain 

IAESB publications.  Additionally, the Taskforce concluded that the IFAC Member Body 

Obligations in the Framework are appropriate since these paragraphs tie the SMOs to 

the IESs.  

h. At the June 2014 meeting, the Board agreed that a section on IAESB publications 

should remain in the Framework.  The Board also agreed to condensed paragraphs on 

IAESB publications.  The Board also agreed that it continued to make sense to include 

a section on IFAC member bodies in the Framework.  

i. The Taskforce discussed whether the drafting conventions (currently Appendix 1 in the 

updated framework) should remain in the Framework.  The Taskforce concluded that 

the drafting conventions should remain in the Framework since they are important to 

understanding how the IESs are written.   

j. At the June 2014, the Board agreed that the drafting conventions should remain as an 

Appendix to the Framework.   

k. The Board previously recommended to the Taskforce that the “description of levels of 

proficiency” from IES 2, 3 and 4 be included in the Framework since these proficiency 

levels are important to understanding how the IESs are written.  Additionally, the Board 

previously agreed that once the “description of levels of proficiency” was included in 

the Framework they should be removed from IES 2, 3 and 4.  The Taskforce challenged 

whether this approach continued to make sense in light of the discussions regarding 

the proposal for the Framework to no longer be an authoritative document.   Regardless 

of the decision on the authority of the Framework, the Taskforce concluded that it was 

still relevant to include the “description of levels of proficiency” as an appendix in the 

Framework since an understanding of the proficiency levels directly supports the 

learning outcomes approach used in the IESs.  

l. At the June 2014 meeting, the Board agreed that the description of levels of proficiency 

should be included in the Framework as an Appendix.  The Board also agreed that 

conforming changes would need to be made to IES 2, 3, and 4.   

m. The Board previously recommended to the Taskforce that the Framework describe why 

IES 2, 3 and 4 does not use the advanced proficiency level and why IES 8 does not 

include proficiency levels.  As result, the taskforce is proposing the addition of the 

following paragraph in Appendix 2 of the Framework: 

“IES 8 does not describe proficiency levels because it is expected that 

professional accountants, acting in the role of engagement partner, have 

already achieved the required professional competence and now need to 

maintain and further develop professional competence through relevant CPD” 

n. At the June 2014 meeting, the Board agreed that this paragraph did not belong in the 

Framework and was better suited in IES 8.  
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Page-by-Page Review 

6. As mentioned, the Taskforce made changes to the Framework (See Agenda Item 3-5 

MARKED-UP version) as a result of comments received from the Board, CAG and the DWG.  

The Taskforce is seeking the Board’s input on the revisions that have been made to the 

Framework.     

7. At the June 2014 meeting, the Board performed a page-by-page review of the Framework 

and approved the Framework for exposure subject to a 90 day comment period.   

April 2014 IAESB Meeting 

Visionary Concepts 

1. In the September 2013 CAG meeting, the CAG challenged the Taskforce to consider whether 

the Framework should contain more forward looking educational concepts.  The Taskforce 

discussed this during their September 2013 call and believes it is appropriate to incorporate 

these additional concepts to help support the understanding of the IESs into the Framework. 

However, the Taskforce concluded that any additional concepts incorporated into the 

Framework should be concise and brief and align with the public interest.   This item was on 

the October Board agenda but due to time constraints was not discussed by the Board.  

Therefore, the Taskforce would like to discuss this with the Board at the April 2014 meeting.   

2. The visionary concepts was further discussed with the CAG at their February 2014 meeting,  

The Taskforce presented the CAG with proposed draft words to be included in the Framework 

to align the Framework with the public interest and capture the vision of the Framework.  The 

Taskforce sought the CAGs advice on whether the proposed words adequately described the 

vision of the Framework and better aligned the Framework with the public interest.  The 

proposed words presented to the CAG were as follows: 

“Recognizing the trend towards global convergence and the increasing mobility of 

professional accountants, the Framework is used as the foundation for the IAESB as it 

develops IESs.  The IAESB strives to achieve its higher purpose through the provision, 

promotion and harmonization of IESs, which seek to improve the quality of professional 

accounting education worldwide to enhance the competence and professional 

judgment of professional accountants and contribute to the development of the 

accountancy profession worldwide by assisting in building human capacity in 

accounting.  

Because the accountancy profession operates in an environment of change, the skills 

needed by professional accountants will change.  Therefore, the IAESB will need to 

periodically review and update the IESs to make sure the content of the IESs continue 

to align with the public interest.”   

3. The CAG felt that the current proposed visionary paragraphs needed to be further refined as 

the current proposed visionary paragraph did not capture the vision of the Framework.  The 

CAG suggested that the visionary paragraphs incorporated into the Framework should be at 

a high level, state the purpose of the Framework, connect the Framework to the public 

interest, and promote the purpose of the IAESB.   

4. As a result of the feedback from the CAG, The Taskforce has revised the proposed words to 

reflect the CAGs feedback.  The proposed words for use in the Framework are as follows: 
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Taskforce proposal to the IAESB: 

“The IAESB strives to achieve its purpose through the provision, promotion and 

harmonization of IESs.  The Framework is used to provide direction for the IAESB as 

it develops and maintains the IESs.   The IESs improve the quality of professional 

accounting education worldwide by enhancing the competence and professional 

judgment of professional accountants, reinforcing relevant ethical requirements, and 

contributing to the on-going development of the accountancy profession by assisting in 

building human capacity in accounting.  The IAESB will periodically evaluate the need 

to update the IESs and the Framework to make sure the IESs continue to promote and 

protect the public interest.”   

5. The Taskforce sought the Boards input on incorporating a brief paragraph describing the 

visionary concepts into the Framework and input on the proposed words.    The Board was 

supportive of incorporating a brief paragraph describing visionary concepts into the 

Framework and offered some suggested wording.  After consideration of the Boards 

suggested wording the following paragraph will be incorporated into the draft of the 

Framework that is presented to the Board at their June meeting.   

“The IAESB strives to achieve its purpose through the development, adoption and 

implementation of IESs.  The IESs improve the quality of professional accounting 

education worldwide by enhancing the competence and professional judgment of 

professional accountants, reinforcing relevant ethical requirements, and contributing to 

the on-going development of the accountancy profession by assisting in building 

human capacity in accounting.  The Framework is used to provide direction for the 

IAESB as it develops and maintains the IESs.   In order to continue to promote and 

protect the public interest the IAESB will periodically evaluate the need to update the 

Framework and the IESs. ”   

Assessment and Measurement 

6. The Taskforce believes that the assessment section of the Framework should focus on the 

assessment of professional competence since the revised IESs are focused on the 

assessment of professional competence and not the measurement of effectiveness of 

learning.  However, the Taskforce also discussed whether the Framework should be 

expanded to include broader assessment and measurement concepts, such as how 

stakeholders use assessment and measurement in program assessment.   

7. The Taskforce sought the advice of the CAG in determining if the assessment section of the 

Framework should be expanded to go beyond the IESs to cover how stakeholders may use 

assessment and measurement.   

8. In order to align the assessment section of the Framework to the revised IESs, the Taskforce 

proposed the following wording to the CAG: 

“Assessment needs to be designed to determine whether an aspiring professional accountant 

or professional accountant have achieved the appropriate level of professional competence 

to perform a role as a professional accountant.   Different assessment activities can be 

employed to measure professional competence.  

In choosing a measurement approach, the following principles would be considered: 

(a) Validityquality or state describing whether a measurement approach measures 

what needs to be measured; 
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(b) Reliabilityquality or state describing whether a measurement approach 

consistently produces the same result, given the same set of circumstances;  

(c) Equityquality or state describing whether a measurement approach is fair and 

without bias; 

(d) Transparencyquality or state describing when details of a measurement 

approach are disclosed publicly; and 

(e) Sufficiencyquality or state describing whether a measurement approach has a 

balance of depth and breadth, knowledge and application, and combines material 

from different areas applied to a range of situations and contexts.   

Assessments need to be acceptable to stakeholders and serve the public interest. At the 

same time, the assessment needs to be resource-efficient. As a result, there is a balance that 

needs to be struck between meeting the assessment principles and achieving credibility and 

cost effectiveness. Three approaches to assessment are:  

Input measures: An input-based measure focuses on the investment made in learning and 

development, for example, the number of hours an individual is expected to spend on a 

course or the subject areas covered. Input-based measures have traditionally served as 

proxies for measuring the development of competence, primarily because they are easy to 

measure and verify. They do not, however, directly measure the competence developed. 

Output measures: An output-based approach focuses on whether the professional 

accountant has developed the appropriate level of professional competence. Professional 

competence can be assessed by a variety of means, including workplace assessment such 

as simulations, written examinations, oral examinations, and computer-assisted testing. 

Competence-based assessment begins with the creation of learning outcomes as 

benchmarks. 

Combined approach:  A combined approach combines the elements of both output- and 

input- based approaches.   

Because of the inherent compromise between validity, reliability, equity, transparency and 

sufficiency, it is not always possible to design individual assessment activities to achieve high 

levels of validity, reliability equity, transparency and sufficiency.  Therefore, a mix of input and 

output measures is often adopted. However, output measures are the measures most closely 

linked with the objective of accounting education – the development of professional 

competence.” 

 

9. Initially, the CAG indicated that the assessment section of the Framework should be 

expanded to go beyond the assessment content that is currently contained in the IESs (e.g., 

should be expanded to include how stakeholders use assessment and measurement in 

program assessments).  However, after further discussion the CAG agreed that the 

Framework should conceptually address the fundamental qualities that assessments need to 

contain and the details regarding program or course assessment should be in the IESs or in 

implementation guidance. 

10. The CAG believes that including the fundamental qualities of assessment in the Framework 

will allow the concept of assessment in the Framework to apply to both CPD and IPD.  

Additionally, the CAG believes that only including the fundamental qualities of assessment in 

the Framework will allow the Framework to serve as a guide to the Board’s work in developing 

implementation guidance in this area. 
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11. The Taskforce further discussed the CAG feedback and felt that the Framework needs to 

address measurement, as well as assessment.  Therefore, the Taskforce is proposing adding 

a paragraph to the Framework on measurement.   

12. As a result of the feedback from the CAG and the Taskforce discussion, the Taskforce revised 

the proposed words on assessment and measurement.  The proposed words for use in the 

Framework are as follows: 

Taskforce proposal to the IAESB: 

 “The overarching purpose of assessment is to assess that the appropriate level of 

professional competence has been met to perform a role as a professional accountant and 

to gather information that may be used to improve the quality of educational programs.   

Different assessment activities can be employed to measure this.  The results of these 

assessment activities can then be aggregated and the results used to provide feedback to 

professional accountants and improve the quality of educational programs.      

Effective assessment activities achieve high levels of validity, sufficiency, reliability, equity 

and transparency.  It is not always possible to design individual assessment activities to score 

highly in each of these aspects.  Therefore, a mix of different assessment activities is often 

adopted to assess professional competence during IPD and CPD.  

There are different measurement approaches that can be employed to assess the 

effectiveness of learning and development and provide feedback to the professional 

accountant. These may include:  

 Output measures: An output-based approach focuses on whether the professional 

accountant has developed the specified competence, which can be assessed by a 

variety of means, including workplace performance, workplace simulations, written 

examinations, and self-assessment; and 

 Input measures: An input-based measure focuses on the investment made in 

learning and development, for example, the number of hours an individual is 

expected to attend a course or the subject areas covered.  

 Combination approach:  A combined approach combines the elements of both 

output- and input- based approaches. 

Assessment activities need to be acceptable to stakeholders, serve the public interest and 

be resource-efficient. Therefore, there is a balance that needs to be struck between meeting 

the assessment principles and achieving credibility and cost effectiveness.  

 

13. The Taskforce sought the Boards input on conceptually addressing the fundamental qualities 

that assessments need to contain and covering the concept of measurement in the 

Framework.  The Board was also supportive of covering these concepts in the Framework.  

However, the Board felt that the Framework needs to clearly differentiate the difference 

between assessment and measurement.  The Board was supportive of updating the 

assessment sections of the Framework and offered some suggestions to improve the 

proposed wording.  After consideration of the Boards suggested wording the following 

paragraph will be incorporated into the draft of the Framework that is presented to the Board 

at their June meeting.   

“Assessment and measurement are central to the process of demonstrating that 

professional competence has been achieved and therefore that learning and development 

has been effective.   
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The purpose of assessment is to gather evidence to demonstrate that the appropriate 

level of professional competence has been met to perform a role as a professional 

accountant.  In addition, assessment provides valuable information that may be used 

to improve the quality of educational programs.   Effective assessment activities 

achieve high levels of validity, sufficiency, reliability, equity and transparency.  A mix of 

different assessment activities is often adopted to assess professional competence 

during IPD and CPD.  

 

Assessment requires measurement of the professional competence developed through 

learning and development.   Measurement approaches focus on measuring observable 

outputs, quantifiable inputs or a combination of both.   

Assessment and measurement activities need to be acceptable to stakeholders, serve 

the public interest and be resource-efficient.”  

General Education 

14. Extant content on general education was removed from the revised IES 3.  The Board has 

previously agreed to include content in the Framework on general education.  The Board 

believes that general education should be addressed in the Framework since it provides a 

foundation to professional accountants for coping with the demands of professional 

accounting education and practical experience.  

 

15. The Taskforce would like to decouple general education from IPD to address the confusion that 

this has created in the past. Additionally, the Taskforce is currently proposing that general 

education be a separate sub-section within the Educational Concepts section of the 

Framework.   

 

 

16. In order to achieve the objective of decoupling general education from IPD, the Taskforce 

currently plans for Part One of the Framework to contain the following sections:  Professional 

competence, learning and development, general education, initial professional development, 

continuing professional development and assessment and measurement.   

 

 

17. The Taskforce sought the advice of the CAG on decoupling general education from IPD and 

presented the CAG with the proposed wording on general education in the Framework: 

“General education may commence before entry into a professional accounting education 

program and extend into IPD and CPD.  IPD and CPD may build on general education.   

A good foundation of general education, although not an end in itself, is one way of helping 

aspiring professional accountants become broad-minded individuals who think and 

communicate effectively and properly integrate technical competence, professional skills, and 

professional values, ethics, and attitudes to demonstrate  professional competence .  A broad 

general education can encourage lifelong learning and development and provide a 

foundation on which to build professional and accounting studies. It may consist of: 

(a) an understanding of the flow of ideas and events in history, the different cultures in 

today’s world and an international outlook; 

(b) basic knowledge of human behavior; 
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(c) a sense of the breadth of ideas, issues and contrasting economic, political and social 

forces in the world; 

(d) experience in inquiry and evaluation of quantitative data; 

(e) the ability to conduct inquiry, carry out logical thinking and understand critical thinking; 

(f) an appreciation of art, literature and science; 

(g) an awareness of personal and social values and of the process of inquiry and judgment; 

and 

(h) experience in making value judgments. 

A general education may be gained in a number of different ways and within different settings. 

General education may take place at any stage in a degree program with the balance of the 

program devoted to professional accounting education topics such as financial accounting 

and reporting, management accounting, finance and financial management and information 

technology. General education may also be fully integrated into a professional accounting 

education program, with provision for the acquisition of key skills spread throughout the 

program.” 

 

18. The CAG was in agreement that general education should be discussed in the Framework.  The 

CAG also agreed that general education should be a separate section in the Framework.  

However, the CAG suggested that general education should be covered at a high level in the 

Framework.  Additionally, the CAG suggested that the Framework should not narrowly define 

what general education is.   

 

19. The Taskforce further discussed the CAG feedback and felt that it was necessary to have a 

definition of general education in the Framework.  Therefore, the existing glossary definition 

for general education has been added to the proposed words for use in the Framework.   

 

 

20. The Taskforce has attempted to revise the proposed words to reflect the CAGs feedback and 

the Taskforce discussion.  The proposed words for use in the Framework are as follows: 

Taskforce proposal to the IAESB: 

“General education is a broad based education to develop the skills necessary as a 

foundation for coping with the demands of professional accounting education and practical 

experience.   A general education is central to the public interest because it encourages 

lifelong learning and development and provides a foundation on which to build professional 

and accounting studies.  A foundation of general education, although not an end in itself, is 

one way of helping aspiring professional accountants and professional accountants become 

broad-minded individuals who think and communicate effectively and properly integrate 

technical competence, professional skills, and professional values, ethics, and attitudes to 

demonstrate professional competence.  Examples of general education may include, but are 

not limited to, an understanding of the flow of ideas and events in history, the different cultures 

in today’s world, a sense of the breadth of ideas, issues and contrasting economic, political 

and social forces in the world or an appreciation of art and literature. 

A general education may be obtained in a number of different ways and within different 

settings.  General education commences before entry into a professional accounting 

education program and extends into IPD and CPD.  IPD and CPD often build upon a 
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foundational general education. Obtaining general education throughout a professional 

accountant’s career is often critical to the overall learning and development of professional 

accountants.” 

 

21. The Taskforce sought the Boards input on decoupling general education from IPD.  The 

Board was supportive of decoupling general education from IPD.  The Taskforce sought the 

input from the Board on including general education as a separate section in the Framework.  

The Board was supportive of including general education as a separate section in the 

Framework.  The Task force also sought the Boards input on the CAGs suggestion that 

general education should be covered at a high level in the Framework.  The Board agreed 

that general education should only be covered at a high level in the Framework.  The 

Taskforce sought the Boards advice on the current definition of general education.   The 

Board offered several suggestions to improve the definition of general education.  After 

consideration of the Boards suggested wording to the paragraph on general education, the 

following paragraph will be incorporated into the draft of the Framework that is presented to 

the Board at their June meeting.   

“General education is a broad based education to develop fundamental skills necessary for 

professional accounting education and practical experience.   A general education is central 

to the public interest because it encourages lifelong learning and development. It is one way 

of helping aspiring professional accountants and professional accountants become broad-

minded individuals who think and communicate effectively and properly integrate technical 

competence, professional skills, and professional values, ethics, and attitudes to demonstrate 

professional competence.  Examples of topics that general education may address include, 

but are not limited to, an understanding of the flow of ideas and events in history, the different 

cultures in today’s world, a sense of the breadth of ideas, issues and contrasting economic, 

or political and social forces in the world. 

A general education may be obtained in a number of different ways and within different 

settings.  General education commences before entry into a professional accounting 

education program and extends into IPD and CPD.  IPD and CPD often build upon a 

foundational general education. 

 

Capabilities 

22. The extant IESs currently include the concept of capabilities.  However, the concept of 

capabilities is not referenced in the revised IESs (except for the Exposure Draft of IES 8 that 

uses it in the context of ISQC1 and ISA 220) and a proposal is being considered to remove 

it from the glossary.  The revised IESs use the concept of competence.  Therefore, the 

Taskforce sought the advice of the CAG on whether the Framework needs to distinguish 

between competence and capabilities.   

23. There were mixed views from the CAG on whether the Framework should separately 

distinguish between competence and capabilities.  Some CAG members felt that, at this point 

in time, it would be useful to have both terms in the Framework and define what is meant by 

each term.  Other CAG members indicated that if a term is not used in the IESs then it should 

not be used in the Framework and believe that using terms in the Framework that are not 

used in the IESs will cause confusion to readers.   

24. Subsequent to the CAG meeting, the Taskforce further discussed this and believes that the 

IESs no longer have a need to establish a definition of capabilities and can use the standard 

dictionary definition of capabilities.   
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25. The Taskforce is seeking input from the Board on whether competence and capabilities need 

to be separately distinguished in the Framework.   

26. The Taskforce sought the input from the Board on whether competence and capabilities 

needs to be separately distinguished in the Framework.  The Board agreed that a definition 

of capabilities does not need to be separately distinguished in the Framework.   

Learning and Development 

27. The IESs primarily refer to “learning and development” together. The Taskforce also plans to 

present these concepts together in the Framework.   

28. The Taskforce sought the advice of the CAG on this matter and the CAG’s recommendation 

was that the Framework should not individually define and describe learning and 

development.  

29. The Taskforce is seeking the input from the Board on whether learning and development 

should be individually defined and described in the Framework.   

30. The Taskforce sought the input from the Board at their June meeting whether learning and 

development should be individual defined and described in the Framework.  The Board 

concluded that learning and development should not be individually defined and described in 

the Framework.   

Project Proposal 

31. A project proposal for updating the Framework has been developed.  This project proposal 

describes the way forward for updating the Framework and includes a timeline.  This project 

proposal was included as an agenda item for the April 2014 meeting. 

32. The Framework project proposal has been prepared, with consideration given to, among 

other things, the public interest and the costs and benefits of the proposed project. The 

Taskforce considered whether to issue a consultation paper to solicit views on the 

Framework.  The Taskforce believes that the update to the Framework is deemed to be a 

“limited scope” project since a Framework is already in existence and that existing Framework 

will be updated for conforming changes to the IESs that were exposed to the public.  As a 

result, the Taskforce is proposing that no consultation paper be prepared for the Framework 

project.   

33. The Taskforce believes that the Framework is an integral part of the suite of IESs and should 

continue to be an authoritative document that requires PIOB oversight and due process 

activities.   

34. The Taskforce is proposing a description of the role of general education in the support of 

IPD and CPD be included in the Framework.  The Taskforce believes that since the content 

of general education existed in extant IES 3, that it is already deemed valuable to the public 

interest and a consultation paper on this subject is not necessary.   

35. The Taskforce is seeking input from the Board on the project proposal, particularly the scope 

and the timeline of the project proposal.   

36. The Taskforce sought the opinion on the Board regarding the following questions:   

o. Does the Board agree that appropriate consideration been given to the public interest 

issues in the project proposal? (b) Does the Board agree that appropriate consideration 

been given to the potential need for a public forum or roundtable, or consultation paper 
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to solicit views on issues under consideration?  Does the Board agree that these 

activities do not need to be performed for the Framework project? (c) Does the Board 

agree that the Framework document should continue to be an authoritative document 

that requires PIOB oversight and due process activities (d) Does the Board agree that 

we have the right mix of expertise and skill sets on the task force to develop a revised 

Framework document? (e) Does the Board believe that additional consultation is 

needed to understand the implications of General Education on member bodies as to 

its positioning in the realm of life-long learning and in the revised Framework? (f) Does 

the Board have any other comments on the scope or on the timeline of the project 

proposal?  

Overall the Board was supportive of the Framework project and agreed that appropriate 

consideration had been given to solicit input into the Framework project and the 

Taskforce had the right mix of people.  The Board challenged whether the Framework 

should continue to be an authoritative document.  Before a decision can be made the 

IAESB Chair needs to discuss this issue with the PIOB to get there input.  However, 

the discussion with the PIOB will not occur until after the June IAESB meeting.  As a 

result this project plan and timeline prepared by the IAESB continues to assume that 

the Framework will maintain it authoritative status and will continue to involve the CAG 

and PIOB as necessary.  The Board also challenged the timeline in the project plan.  

The Board believed that the current timeline was too long.  The Taskforce met and 

agreed to an accelerated timeline.  This accelerated timeline was presented to the 

Board and the Board agreed with it.  The accelerated timeline is as follows: 

Project Stage Timing* 

Discussion of Framework project and 

approach with the CAG 

September 2013 CAG Meeting 

Discussion of Framework project and 

approach with the IAESB 

October 2013 IAESB Meeting 

Discussion of key issues in Framework 

with the CAG 

February 2014 CAG Meeting 

Discussion of project proposal and key 

issues in the Framework with the IAESB 

April 2014 IAESB Meeting 

Discussion of project proposal April 2014 CAG Teleconference Meeting 

Approval of project proposal and 

present first and second draft of 

Framework for Board to review.  Board 

approval of Exposure Draft. 

June 2014 IAESB Meeting 

Exposure period TBD by the Board 

Discussion of Exposure Draft comments 

and revised draft of Framework 

2015 CAG meeting #1 

Review and discussion of Exposure 

Draft Comments. Present revised draft 

of Framework for Board to review.  

Board approval of Framework 

document. 

2015 IAESB Meeting # 1 
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Approval of Due process activities by 

PIOB (TBD). 
Quarter 2 2015 PIOB meeting 

* Staff will work with the PIOB to ensure that due process activities are adhered to while 

looking for opportunities to ensure effective use of IAESB resources and time.     

PROPOSED WAY FORWARD 

37. The Taskforce will share the project proposal with the CAG at their April teleconference 

meeting.  The Taskforce will seek the Board’s approval of the final content of project proposal 

at its June 2014 meeting.  

38. The Taskforce will take into consideration the feedback received from the CAG and the Board 

and will present a draft of the revised Framework to the Board at its June 2014 meeting.   
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October 2012 IAESB Meeting 

 

1. At the October 2012 Board meeting, the DWG highlighted to the Board that, whilst the 

Revision Project had seen consistent alignment with the content of the Framework, over the 

lifetime of the project the Board’s thinking on certain concepts had evolved, and the use of 

specific terminology had been confirmed.   Because the IAESB Framework was developed 

and released prior to the commencement of the Revision project there was now some 

inevitable inconsistency between the Framework and the revised standards.   

 

2. The Board therefore agreed that the role of DWG be extended to include a review of the 

Framework document in detail and to make recommendations to the IAESB in respect of the 

required conforming changes related to the following, and possibly other terms identified 

through a detailed review process: 

 

i. Audit professional (consider rewording) 

 ii. Best practice (consider whether this should be good practice in Framework) 

iii.  Capabilities – update text to conform to new definition that eliminates “professional 

knowledge” 

iv.  Competence 

v.  CPD – differs from definition in IES7 and ED of IES8 

vi.  General education – use of “foundation” may cause confusion with the new proficiency 

levels 

vii.  Professional knowledge – professional competence used in new IESs. 

 

March 2013 IAESB Meeting 

 

3. Prior to the March 2013 IAESB Meeting, the DWG met via teleconference and agreed an 

overall approach to the review process.  Individual members then conducted a detailed review 

of the Framework, these reviews were then reviewed and key issues identified.  The DWG 

agreed the proposed way forward as presented in this issues paper via email discussion. 

 

4. The DWG reflected on the range of possible changes that might be considered to the 

Framework under a conforming review in the light of the Revisions Project.  The DWG 

determined that these issues ranged from straightforward terminology changes, through to 

more substantive structural, content and conceptual changes, and that therefore it would be 

necessary to classify these changes in order for the Board to consider them effectively. 

 

5. The DWG decided upon the following classification for the possible changes to the 

Framework: 

 

Level 1  Pure terminology changes, resulting from the Revisions Project 

Level 2  Minor changes to align content of the Framework with the revised 

standards and the current implementation of the Drafting Conventions  

Level 3 Changes of structure and/or content to align the Framework better with 

the revised body of standards; and other issues arising from a 

preliminary review of the Framework which the DWG wish to raise to 

the attention of the Board. 

  



Agenda Item 2-1 
 

Page 49 of 63 
Prepared by David Simko, Sue Flis & Taskforce members 

 

This following sections sets out the recommendations of the DWG for the Board’s consideration and 

identifies the issues on which the DWG are seeking the Board’s feedback.  

 

Level 1 changes recommended 

6. The DWG have identified the following terms in the Framework which need to be updated to 

align with the revised standards:  

 

Existing term Revised term 

Accountants Professional accountants 

Prospective accountants Aspiring professional accountants 

“Audit Professional”  or 

“Audit manager” 

Audit Engagement Partner 

“Education” or “Accounting 

education” 

Professional accounting education 

Education programs for 

accountants 

Professional accounting education programs 

Other interested parties Other stakeholders 

“Competence” or 

“Capabilities” 

Professional competence 

“Knowledge” or 

“Professional knowledge” 

Technical competence 

Knowledge, skills and 

values 

Technical competence, professional skills, 

and professional values, ethics and attitudes 

Outcomes Learning outcomes 

“Develop” or “Change and 

expand” 

Develop and maintain 

Acquiring, maintaining and 

renewing 

Developing and maintaining 

Company accounts Financial statements 

 

7. The DWG asked the Board if they agreed that the Level 1 changes were appropriate and 

whether there were any additional Level 1 changes for the DWG to consider.  The Board 

agreed that the changes were appropriate and no additional changes were brought to the 

attention of the Board.  

 

Level 2 changes recommended 

 

8. The DWG recommends making the following Level 2 changes in order to align the content of 

the Framework with the revised standards:  

 

(i) In a number of places the Framework uses the words ‘must’ and ‘should’.  These words 

have been specifically avoided in the drafting of the standards and it is therefore 

recommended that they are also removed from the Framework. This change requires 

some minor redrafting. 

(ii) In the Introduction section, there is reference to ‘the requirements to qualify and work 
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as a professional accountant’.  There has been continued difficulty in Board discussions 

with the concept of qualification given the diversity of licensing regimes in place globally, 

so the DWG recommends that this wording is redrafted to remove the reference to 

qualification. 

(iii) In a number of places the Framework refers to ‘professional accountants’, where in the 

view of the DWG it is the intention of the Board to also include ‘aspiring professional 

accountants’.  

(iv) Where the Framework refers to ‘roles’, the DWG recommends this be aligned with the 

IPD definition which uses the phrase ‘a role of a professional accountant’ 

(v) In the section on ‘Learning and development’ the Framework refers to ‘self-directed and 

unstructured gaining of knowledge’.  The DWG recommends this should be expanded 

to cover all elements of professional competence, i.e. technical competence, 

professional skills, and professional values, ethics and attitudes. 

(vi) In the ‘Initial Professional Development’ section there is reference to the concept of 

assessment.  The DWG recommends that this is aligned with the IES 6 definition of 

assessment (note, however that as the IES 6 definition refers to both IPD and CPD it 

may be necessary to adapt the definition for use in this specific instance). 

(vii) In the ‘Initial Professional Development’ section there is reference to the concept of 

integration.  The DWG recommends that this is redrafted to be consistent with the way 

in which integration is now described in the draft IESs. 

(viii) In the ‘Assessment: Measurement of the Effectiveness of Learning and Development’ 

section there is reference to ‘validity’ and ‘reliability’ as characteristics of measurement 

approaches.  The DWG recommends that the IES 6 definitions of these terms are used.  

However, see the more substantive Level 3 issue below about this section. 

(ix) In the section on IEPSs there is reference to ‘generally accepted good practice’.  The 

DWG view is that the Board has simply referred to ‘good practice’ elsewhere in the body 

of IAESB literature, and the term ‘generally accepted’ is redundant and can be deleted. 

9. The DWG asked the Board if they agreed that the Level 2 changes were appropriate and 

whether there were any additional Level 2 changes for the DWG to consider.  The Board 

agreed that the changes were appropriate and no additional changes were brought to the 

attention of the Board.  
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Level 3 issues identified 

 

10. Level 3 issues identified are the most substantive in nature and the Board will need to discuss 

whether such changes would fall within the scope of ‘conforming amendments’.   At this stage 

therefore the DWG are not making specific recommendations for change on these matters, 

but raising them to the attention of the Board for initial discussion and direction.   

 

11. In identifying these issues the DWG have considered that the Framework “establishes the 

concepts that the IAESB uses in its publications”.  The DWG notes that, given the evolution 

of the Board’s thinking over the duration of the Revisions Project, there are some topics within 

the Framework which are either not fully aligned with the revised standards or are no longer 

relevant to the revised body of standards.  In addition there are some topics which might now 

be expected to be addressed in the Framework but which are currently missing.   

 

12. The major Level 3 issues identified by the DWG are discussed below. 

 

Definitions of ‘professional accountant’ and ‘aspiring professional accountant’ 

 

13. The Framework currently references the existing IFAC definition of a professional accountant.  

There has been a lengthy and unsuccessful project to redefine the professional accountant 

at an IFAC level.  The IAESB is now considering its own definition (see separate Agenda 

Item) at this March 2013 meeting.  If the Board approves a changed definition of professional 

accountant then it will be important that the Framework reflects this. 

 

14. The Framework does not currently make reference to the concept of the ‘aspiring professional 

accountant’.  This is a term which has emerged from the Revisions Project, and is used 

extensively in the standards addressing IPD. The Board may therefore wish to include some 

content to explain this role alongside that of the professional accountant, in line with the 

Glossary definition. 

 

Educational concepts section 

 

15. Although the Level 1 and Level 2 changes  to the ‘Educational Concepts’ section proposed 

above seek to align terminology in the section with the revised standards there is broader 

issue present.  IESs 2, 3 and 4 are now written as outcomes based standards, and a number 

of concepts are fundamental to this approach – learning outcomes, competence areas, and 

proficiency levels - none of which are explained in the current Framework.   

 

16. In addition, it is hard to completely align the existing content with the current terminology 

being used.  For example in some instances the overall concept of ‘competence’ can be 

directly replaced with ‘professional competence’, but in other instances this term 

‘competence’  is being used quite specifically – e.g. ‘a desired competence for a professional 

accountant working in a financial accounting role may be the ability to produce a set of 

company accounts…’.  In this second situation it appears that the ‘desired competence’ is in 

fact a learning outcome under the revised standards. 

 

17. A further example of the challenges in this section is the discussion of ‘an appropriate level 

of competence’ – which in the draft revised standards could be regarded as a ‘level of 

proficiency’.   Clearly this remains an area that the Board is debating in the context of the 

current drafts of IES 2, 3 and 4 and how those standards incorporate proficiency levels. 

 

18. The Board may therefore wish to consider a more detailed review and revision of this section 
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of the Framework, to ensure it fully supports and aligns with the concepts set out in the revised 

standards. 

 

General education 

 

19. General education is currently described as part of Initial Professional Development; however 

this has been a source of continued debate at the Board, particularly through the drafting of 

IES 3.  The description of general education in the Framework positions it as a ‘foundation 

for coping with the demands of professional accounting education and practical experience’.  

Previous Board discussions have highlighted significant diversity of practice across 

jurisdictions in relation to general education, which have demonstrated that general education 

may often commence prior to entry to a professional accounting education program (the start 

of IPD), and that general education may also continue concurrently with a professional 

accounting education program. 

 

20. There is significant content on general education in extant, which may be helpful to users of 

the IESs, which it does not appear, will be carried forward to the revised IES 3.    

 

21. The Board has identified that general education remains an important concept on which the 

Board should provide guidance, and therefore plans to include a guidance project on the topic 

in the next Strategy and Work Plan. 

 

22. The Board may also wish to consider the opportunity to reposition general education in the 

Framework.   This could include de-coupling general education from IPD to address the 

confusion this seems to create, whilst re-emphasizing the importance of general education, 

possibly through the inclusion of more discussion on the topic, drawing on the extant IES 3 

content.  

 

Assessment: Measurement of the Effectiveness of Learning and Development 

 

23. The section of the Framework on Assessment: Measurement of the Effectiveness of Learning 

and Development is likely to be assumed to be directly related to the principles of assessment 

set out in IES 6.  However, although there is some overlap with IES 6 content, it addresses 

the key issue of input and output measures which are core to other standards including IES 

5 (Initial Professional Development - Practical Experience) and IES 7 (Continuing 

Professional Development). 

 

24. The section sets out three measurement approaches – input measures, process measures 

and output measures.  It is noted that process measures are not referred to in the revised 

body of standards, and therefore are redundant.  It does not mention the ‘combined approach’ 

which does feature alongside input measures and output measures in a number of standards. 

 

25. This section does set out characteristics of measurement approaches, two of which are also 

principles of assessment under IES 6.  It does not however address all 6 principles of 

assessment set out in IES 6. 

 

26. It is also noted that, while the title of this section refers to measuring the effectiveness of 

learning and development, under the revised standards these measurement approaches 

appear to be more directly related to measuring achievement of professional competence or 

learning outcomes.  Suggest revision to the title of section from Assessment:  Measurement 

of the Effectiveness of Learning and Development to Assessment:  Measuring the 

Achievement of Professional Competence.   
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27. The Board may therefore wish to consider a more detailed review and revision of this section 

of the Framework, and determine if it should address assessment concepts aligned with IES 

6, or if it address the current measurement approaches underpinning the main body of revised 

standards.   

 

To better articulate the IPD/CPD continuum and more clearly distinguish between assessment 

principles and types of measurement suggest reordering of section.   

 

Part Two – IAESB Publications and IFAC Member Body Obligations 

 

28. The DWG have identified a number of issues with this section for Board consideration: 

 

(i) This section combines two apparently separate concepts, publications and IFAC member 

body obligations into a single section.  It is not clear how these two topics are related to 

each other. 

(ii) There are a number of key concepts related the standards which are not explained 

currently – for example there is no reference to the standards setting requirements for 

IFAC member bodies, or to the standards being principle based. 

(iii) There is no mention in the section on IFAC publications of the ‘Basis of Conclusions’ 

document which accompanies each standard on release. 

(iv) There is no description of the IAESB due process that is followed in the development of 

publications, including the exposure process. 

(v) The content on IFAC member body obligations does not appear to be well aligned with 

the revised SMO 2, and misses the opportunity to discuss the responsibilities of the IFAC 

member body in situations where they do not control the implementation of some or all of 

an IES.   

29. In considering a way forward it is important to note the following: 

a. The Framework document is an authoritative IAESB pronouncement that the PIOB 

has approved in 2009 as one that has followed appropriate due process activities.   

b. Changes in terminology or phraseology resulting from the IESs Revisions Project can 

be included in an Annual Improvements document which would need to be exposed 

to obtain comments from the public during a period of 60-90 days. 

c. Adding or changing concepts, principles or content to a pronouncement should be 

recognized as a project that requires the discipline of developing a project proposal 

and allocating a Taskforce so as to ensure appropriate purpose while avoiding 

possible scope creep and inefficient use of resources.   

 

30. Level 1 and 2 changes are considered changes in terminology or phraseology and could be 

included within an Annual Improvements document. 

 

31. Level 3 changes that including adding or changing concepts, principles or content to a 

pronouncement, are considered to create substantial changes to a pronouncement.   

 

32. In situations where there is substantial changes made to a pronouncement it is expected that 

the pronouncement be exposed to obtain public comments for a period of 90 to 120 days.  

The PIOB provides some guidance on examples of types of situations where substantial 

changes made to a pronouncement would cause a Public Interest Activity Committee (e.g., 
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IAESB) to consider exposure. 

 

“…., for example:  substantial change to a proposal arising from matters not aired in the 

exposure draft such that commentators have not had an opportunity to make their views 

known to the PIAC (e.g., IAESB) before it reaches a final conclusion; substantial change 

arising from matters not previously deliberated by the PIAC (e.g., IAESB); or substantial 

change to the substance of a proposed international pronouncement.   

 

33. The DWG asked the Board in light of the Level 1, Level 2 and Level 3 issues identified by the 

DWG, should the IAESB be revising the Framework and if so, what form should the revision 

take.  The Board agreed that the Framework should be revised.  However, no agreement was 

reached as to the form the revision should take.  It was agreed that David McPeak would 

mark up the Framework for Level 1 and Level 2 changes and share the marked up version 

with the PIOB to get their opinion on how to proceed.  A discussion with the PIOB will occur 

in September 2013.   

 

October 2013 IAESB Meeting 

39. Subsequent to the June 2013 IAESB meeting, a Taskforce was formed to evaluate the extent 

of changes to the Framework.  The Taskforce was charged with proposing to the Board a 

way forward with the revisions to the Framework as a result of the Revisions Project.  The 

composition of the Framework Taskforce is:  David Simko (Chair), Sue Flis (Secretary), 

Dennis Reigle, Blanca Tapia, Kazue Hiramatsu, Koichi Inoue, Gareth Wellings, and Yoseph 

Asmelash.  The Taskforce met in July 2013 and September 2013, via conference call, to 

discuss the way forward.  

 

40. As discussed at the March 2013 Board meeting, the Draft Working Group identified various 

issues with the Framework and categorized these issues into levels.  During the July 2013 

Taskforce call, the Taskforce agreed to continue to use these categories for the possible 

changes to the Framework.  These categories are as follows:   

 

Level 1  Pure terminology changes, resulting from the IESs Revision project 

Level 2  Minor changes to align content of the Framework with the revised 

standards and the current implementation of the Drafting Conventions  

Level 3 Changes of structure and/or content to align the Framework better with 

the revised body of standards; and other issues arising from a 

preliminary review of the Framework 

 

 

41. Additionally, at the July 2013 Taskforce call, the Taskforce discussed a two-part approach to 

updating the Framework.   

d. Part 1 update would include the changes that have been previously exposed to the public 

or included in a final standard.  Part 1 changes would be updated in the Framework and 

not exposed as part of the Framework Exposure Document (Level 1 and 2 changes 

below).   

e. Part 2 update would include the changes that have not been previously exposed to the 

public or included in a final standard.  Part 2 updates would need to be exposed to the 

public and would be part of the Framework Exposure Document (Level 3 changes 

below).   

 

42. After the initial Taskforce call in July, the Taskforce shared the proposed two-part approach 

to updating the Framework with the CAG at their September meeting.    The CAG had mixed 
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views on this two-part approach and provided some additional considerations for the 

Taskforce to evaluate. Specifically, the CAG asked the Taskforce to consider what would be 

done with the extant Framework during the update period, in light of the fact that certain 

revised standards are complete while others are still in process.  It was determined that the 

existing Framework could not be removed until the extant standards are withdrawn and the 

soonest that would be is July 2015, assuming IES 8 stays on its proposed timeline.   

   

43. The Taskforce met again in September 2013, via conference call, to discuss the feedback 

from the CAG and prepare for the October board meeting.   During this call, the Taskforce 

agreed to abandon the two-part approach to updating the Framework and propose to the 

Board that they proceed with updating the Framework once for all categories of changes. The 

two-step approach was abandoned by the Taskforce based on feedback from the CAG that 

the classification of certain changes was judgmental and the need to make the extant 

Framework available during the update period.   

 

44. The IAESB Chair also shared this approach with the PIOB to obtain their guidance so to 

ensure that it met with due process activities. As of October 11, 2013 the PIOB has not 

rendered a decision and if developments occur in the interim we will report them at the 

October 2013 meeting. 

 

Additional Matters Raised by the CAG 

45. The CAG challenged the Taskforce to consider whether the Framework was still a meaningful 

document, now that the revised IESs are nearly complete.  The Taskforce discussed this 

during their September 2013 call and continues to believe that the Framework is a useful 

document and serves as guide to the IESs.  The Taskforce concluded that the Framework 

should be retained.   

 

46. The CAG also challenged the Taskforce to consider whether the Framework should contain 

more forward looking educational concepts.  The Taskforce discussed this during their 

September 2013 call and believes it is appropriate to incorporate these additional concepts 

to help support the understanding of the IESs into the Framework.  However, the Taskforce 

concluded that any additional concepts incorporated into the Framework should be concise 

and brief. 

 

47. The IAESB Chair indicated that he shared the various approaches to updating the Framework 

with the PIOB to obtain their guidance so to ensure that it met with due process activities. The 

PIOB indicated that they felt the Framework could be updated in a two-part approach.   

 

48. The above matters were discussed by the Board at the October 2013 meeting and the Board 

agreed that the Framework continues to be a meaningful document.  Board members 

indicated that the Framework is an essential document that is used by stakeholders to 

understand the rationale behind the IES.  The Board considered the PIOB’s input that the 

Framework could be updated in a two-part approach.  However, the Board believes that a 

two-part approach to updating the Framework would be confusing to users.  Therefore, the 

Board supported a one-step approach to updating the Framework.   

 

Level 1 and 2 Changes 

49. Although the Taskforce agreed to abandon the two-part approach to updating the Framework, 

they will continue to categorize changes into three levels to facilitate the Boards discussion.  

Given the nature of the Level 1 and Level 2 changes, the Taskforce would like to get the 

Boards concurrence on Level 1 and Level 2 changes early in the process.   



Agenda Item 2-1 
 

Page 56 of 63 
Prepared by David Simko, Sue Flis & Taskforce members 

 

50. The Taskforce has marked up the existing IAESB Framework for Level 1 and Level 2 

changes.  This document is included as Agenda Item 8-2   

 

51. The Board agreed that the Level 1 and Level 2 changes that were depicted in the marked-up 

version of the Framework were reflective of the underlying standards.  A few Board members 

had suggestions on revising the wording so not to introduce confusion.  These suggestions 

will be reflected in the revised draft that is presented to the Board in April 2014.  No additional 

Level 1or Level 2 changes were received.   

 

Level 3 Changes 

 

52. In advance of the October Board meeting, the Taskforce circulated a list of the Level 3 

changes to the Chairs and Secretaries of all the Taskforces and the Draft Working Group to 

ensure that a complete list of Level 3 changes has been developed.  The changes circulated 

to the Taskforce Chairs are included as Agenda 8-3.  The first part of Agenda 8-3 summarizes 

the major level 3 themes.  The Appendix to Agenda 8-3 provides a more detailed analysis 

and comments on “level 3” changes by paragraph.  The detailed analysis of Level 3 changes 

will be addressed and considered by the Taskforce during the drafting process.   

 

53. Feedback from the Chairs and Secretaries has been received and will be considered by the 

Taskforce during the drafting process.    

 

54. The Taskforce would like to get the Boards input on the major Level 3 themes so they can 

begin drafting changes to the Framework for Level 3 topics.   

 

55. The Board agreed that the Framework should be updated for the major level 3 themes (see 

Appendix 3).  The Board was also asked if there were any other major level 3 themes that 

they believed should be included in the updated Framework.  The only addition to the list in 

Appendix 3 is that a review of the drafting conventions, which are an appendix to the 

Framework, should be performed by the Draft Working Group to ensure they are accurate.   

The level 3 issues were discussed at a high level and the Taskforce agreed to have a revised 

version of the Framework marked up for the Level 3 changes at the April 2014 meeting.  The 

Board was asked whether a survey of Member Bodies needed to occur before the Framework 

was updated.  The consensus of the Board was that a survey is unnecessary.  In the past 

when the Framework was updated, a survey was performed.  However, the survey was done 

for a different purpose.  The Board believes that this time the Framework just needs to be 

updated to align to the revised IESs.   
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Appendix 2 – Level 1 definitions 

Term  Definition 

Professional 

accountant 

A person who is a member of an IFAC member body. [under review- see 

Definition of a Professional Accountant agenda item] 

Aspiring professional 

accountant 

An aspiring professional accountant is an individual who has commenced a 

professional accounting education program as part of IPD  

Audit Engagement 

Partner 

The partner or other person in the firm who is responsible for the audit 

engagement and its performance, and for the auditor’s report that is issued 

on behalf of the firm, and who, where required, has the appropriate authority 

from a professional, legal, or regulatory body. (IAASB)  

Professional 

accounting education 

Professional accounting education is education and training that builds on 

general education, and imparts (a) technical competence, (b) professional 

skills and (c) professional values, ethics, and attitudes.  

Professional 

accounting education 

programs 

Professional accounting education programs are designed to support 

aspiring professional accountants to develop the appropriate professional 

competence by the end of IPD. They may consist of formal education 

delivered through degrees and courses offered by universities, other higher 

education providers, IFAC member bodies, and employers, as well as 

workplace training.  

Professional 

competence 

The ability to perform a role to a defined standard. 

Technical 

competence 

Technical competence is the ability to apply professional knowledge to 

perform a role to a defined standard.  

Professional skills The intellectual, personal, interpersonal, communication, and organizational 

skills that a professional integrates with technical competence and 

professional values, ethics, and attitudes to demonstrate professional 

competence.  

Professional values, 

ethics and attitudes 

Professional values, ethics, and attitudes are defined as the professional 

behavior and characteristics that identify professional accountants as 

members of a profession. They include the principles of conduct (i.e., ethical 

principles) generally associated with and considered essential in defining the 

distinctive characteristics of, professional behavior. 

Learning outcomes Definition to be drafted. 

Financial statements A structured representation of historical financial information, including 

related notes, intended to communicate an entity’s economic resources or 

obligations at a point in time and of the changes therein for a period of time 

in accordance with a financial reporting Framework. The related notes 

ordinarily comprise a summary of significant accounting policies and other 

explanatory information. The term “financial statements” ordinarily refers to a 

complete set of financial statements as determined by the requirements of 

the applicable financial Framework, but can also refer to a single financial 

statement.  

 

The financial statements subject to audit are those of the entity, prepared by 

management of the entity with oversight from those charged with 

governance. (IAASB) 
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Appendix 3 – Level 3 Issues 

 

The “Level 3” issues identified are the most substantive in nature and will require time to incorporate 

them into the Framework.   In general, the “Level 3” issues are: 

 changes of structure and/or content are needed to align the Framework better with the revised 

body of standards 

 other issues arising from a review of the Framework  

The first part of this document summarizes the major level 3 themes.  Table 1 provides a more detailed 

analysis and comments on “level 3” changes by paragraph.  This content in this table has been included 

for reference since the major “Level 3” issues are summarized below.     

Summary of Major Level 3 Themes 

Definitions of ‘professional accountant’ and ‘aspiring professional accountant’ 

 The Framework currently references the existing IFAC definition of a professional accountant.  

The IAESB is now considering its own definition of a professional accountant.  If the Board 

approves a changed definition of professional accountant then it will be important that the 

Framework reflects this.  The Board will need to consider if the definition or professional 

accountant is exposed on its own or as part of the Framework document.   

 The Framework does not currently make reference to the concept of the ‘aspiring professional 

accountant’.  This is a term which has emerged from the Revisions Project, and is used 

extensively in the standards addressing IPD. The Board may therefore wish to include some 

content to explain this role alongside that of the professional accountant, in line with the 

Glossary definition. 

Educational concepts section 

 Although the Level 1 and Level 2 changes  to the ‘Educational Concepts’ section proposed 

above seek to align terminology in the section with the revised standards, there is broader issue 

present.  IESs 2, 3 and 4 are now written as outcome-based standards, and a number of 

concepts are fundamental to this approach – learning outcomes, competence areas, and 

proficiency levels - none of which are explained in the current Framework.   

 In addition, it is hard to completely align the existing content with the current terminology being 

used.  For example in some instances the overall concept of ‘competence’ can be directly 

replaced with ‘professional competence’, but in other instances this term ‘competence’  is being 

used quite specifically – e.g. ‘a desired competence for a professional accountant working in a 

financial accounting role may be the ability to produce a set of company accounts…’.  In this 

second situation it appears that the ‘desired competence’ is in fact a learning outcome under 

the revised standards. 

 A further example of the challenges in this section is the discussion of ‘an appropriate level of 

competence’ – which in the draft revised standards could be regarded as a ‘level of proficiency’.   

Clearly this remains an area that the Board is deliberating in the context of the current drafts of 

IES 2, 3 and 4 and how those standards incorporate proficiency levels. 

 A more detailed review and revision of this section of the Framework is necessary, to ensure it 

fully supports and aligns with the concepts set out in the revised standards. 

General education 

 General education is currently described as part of Initial Professional Development; however 

this has been a source of continued debate at the Board, particularly through the drafting of 

IES 3.  The description of general education in the Framework positions it as a ‘foundation for 
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coping with the demands of professional accounting education and practical experience’.  

Previous Board discussions have highlighted significant diversity of practice across jurisdictions 

in relation to general education, which have demonstrated that general education may often 

commence prior to entry to a professional accounting education program (the start of IPD), and 

that general education may also continue concurrently with a professional accounting education 

program. 

 There is significant content on general education in extant standards, which may be helpful to 

users of the IESs.  This content was not carried forward to the revised IES 3 and should be 

reviewed for inclusion in the Framework.     

 The Board will to consider the opportunity to reposition general education in the Framework.   

This could include de-coupling general education from IPD to address the confusion this seems 

to create, while re-emphasizing the importance of general education, possibly through the 

inclusion of more discussion on the topic, drawing on the extant IES 3 content.  

Assessment: Measurement of the Effectiveness of Learning and Development 

 The section of the Framework on Assessment: Measurement of the Effectiveness of Learning 

and Development is likely to be assumed to be directly related to the principles of assessment 

set out in IES 6.  However, although there is some overlap with IES 6 content, it addresses the 

key issue of input and output measures which are core to other standards including IES 5 (Initial 

Professional Development - Practical Experience) and IES 7 (Continuing Professional 

Development). 

 The section sets out three measurement approaches – input measures, process measures and 

output measures.  It is noted that process measures are not referred to in the revised body of 

standards, and therefore may not be necessary.  The Framework does not mention the 

‘combined approach’ (use of input and output measures), which is referenced in a number of 

the revised standards. 

 This section does set out characteristics of measurement approaches, two of which are also 

principles of assessment under IES 6.  It does not however address all 6 principles of 

assessment set out in IES 6. 

 It is also noted that, while the title of this section refers to measuring the effectiveness of 

learning and development, under the revised standards these measurement approaches 

appear to be more directly related to measuring achievement of professional competence or 

learning outcomes. 

 A more detailed review and revision of this section of the Framework is necessary to determine 

if it should address assessment concepts aligned with IES 6, or if it should address the current 

measurement approaches underpinning the main body of revised standards.  

Appendix from IES 2, 3, 4 and 8 on Classification of Proficiency Levels for Learning Outcomes  

 Consideration should be given whether the Appendix from IES 2, 3, 4 and 8 on the classification 

of proficiency levels for learning outcomes should be incorporated into the Framework.   

 Better alignment and integration of competence and proficiency levels in the Framework needs 

to be achieved.   

Part Two – IAESB Publications and IFAC Member Body Obligations 

 There are a number of issues with this section that will require the Board’s consideration.  These 

include the following: 

o This section combines two apparently separate concepts, publications and IFAC member 

body obligations into a single section.  It is not clear how these two topics are related to 

each other. 
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o There are a number of key concepts related the standards which are not explained currently 

– for example there is no reference to the standards setting requirements for IFAC member 

bodies, or to the standards being principle based. 

o There is no mention in the section on IFAC publications of the ‘Basis of Conclusions’ 

document which accompanies each standard on release. 

o There is no description of the IAESB due process that is followed in the development of 

publications, including the exposure process. 

o The content on IFAC member body obligations does not appear to be well aligned with the 

revised SMO 2, and misses the opportunity to discuss the responsibilities of the IFAC 

member body in situations where they do not control the implementation of some or all of 

an IES.   
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Table 1:  Detailed level 3 changes by paragraph 

This table provides a more detailed analysis and comments on “level 3” changes by paragraph.  The 

content in this table is included for reference since the major “Level 3” issues are summarized above.     

Ref Issue 

Introduction, Purpose of the Framework, Authority and Scope of the Framework and 

Structure of the Framework 

Para 1 The introduction to the Framework should make explicit reference to the 

Appendix on Drafting Conventions 

Para 2  Re-order list to give primacy to the public (in context of public interest) 

and/or align with list of stakeholders in revised standards 

Para 5 Reference to ‘member and students’ – suggestion to replace with 

‘professional accountants and aspiring professional  accountants’ 

Para 5  Opportunity to introduce concept of shared responsibility and differing 

roles of other stakeholders, rather than just enhancing their understanding 

of the IAESB. 

Para 7 The Framework currently references the existing IFAC definition of a 

professional accountant.  IAESB need a definition.  Once the Board 

approves a new definition of the professional accountant then the 

definition needs to be incorporated into the Framework.   

Para 7 The Framework does not currently make reference to the concept of the 

‘aspiring professional accountant’.  This term emerged during the 

Revisions Project, and is used extensively in the standards addressing 

IPD.  Given consistent reference to ‘aspiring professional accountants’ 

throughout the standards should consider including explanation in the 

Framework.   

Para 8 ‘The IAESB establishes the  learning and development principles for the 

education of professional accountants’ – Paragraph should be revised to 

be more explicit that the IAESB sets requirements, prescribes learning 

outcomes etc. 

Part 1 – Educational concepts - A detailed review and revision of this section of the 

Framework is necessary to ensure if fully supports and aligns with the concepts set out in 

the revised standards 

Para 12 Consider need to replace paragraph with common paragraph on 

professional competence from IESs 2, 3 and 4, including reference to 

learning outcomes. 

Para 13  Since the revised IES’s use learning outcomes this is now an example of 

a learning outcome, so cannot be placed here unless learning outcomes 

have already been introduced.  If paragraph 2 changes are made above 

then learning outcomes will have been introduced.   

 

So consider changing ‘a desired competence of a professional 

accountant...’ to ‘a desired learning outcome for the technical competence 

of a professional accountant...’ 

 

Consider also changing example to accurately represent an IES 2 learning 

outcome:  Prepare primary financial statements, including consolidated 

financial statements, in accordance with laws and regulations  

 



Agenda Item 2-1 
 

Page 62 of 63 
Prepared by David Simko, Sue Flis & Taskforce members 

Para 14  Consider if the phrase ‘the appropriate level of professional competence 

will vary...’ indicates that we are actually talking about a level of 

proficiency. 

Para 14 What do we mean when we discuss ‘reliance on the work of others’?  

Should this concept remain in the Framework?   

Para 16 Consider including a definition of learning outcomes.  Add discussion on 

the IESs using learning outcomes to describe professional competence 

required for technical competence, professional skills and professional 

values, ethics, and attitudes or to perform a role to a defined standard.   

Para 17 Should we include in the definition of education the concept that it is 

structured? 

Para 18 Consider including concept of mentoring in order to align with IES 5 

Para 20 Clarify what we mean by ‘early stages of development of a professional 

accountant’ – would this be during IPD, so actually as an aspiring 

professional accountant? 

Para 21 Challenge in equating learning to learn and lifelong learning to IPD and 

CPD.  Are these really the same concepts?   Consider revising how 

paragraph is worded.   

Para 23  Remove reference to general education as part of IPD.  The way the 

Revised IESs are written is general education is a precursor to IPD (or 

something separate and concurrent to IPD).  In other words, IPD builds 

upon general education. 

 

Consider adding content on general education that is in extant IES 3 in 

the Framework.  This content may be helpful to users of the IESs and it 

has not been carried forward to the revised IES 3.  The Board should also 

consider the opportunity to reposition general education in the 

Framework.  This could include de-coupling general education from IPD 

to address the confusion this seems to create, while emphasizing the 

importance of general education.   

Para 23  Include concept of ‘professional accounting education program’ since this 

term is now used extensively throughout the IES’s. 

Para 24 Change ‘each IFAC member body may define....’ to ‘....will define...’ 

Para 25 Remove footnote as it just duplicates paragraph 24 

Para 25 Consider if use of singular form for this paragraph would be more 

appropriate. 

Para 26 Suggest we include ‘the public’ or ‘public expectations’ explicitly as a 

driver of change and position them as first in the list, consistent with other 

such references in the IESs. 

Para 27  Consider removing the first sentence – doesn’t add any value, to the 

important point made in the second sentence. 

Section title – 

Assessment: 

Measurement of the 

Effectiveness of 

Learning and 

Development 

IES 6 is focussed on the assessment of professional competence, not the 

measurement of effectiveness of L&D – should the title be changed? 

Para 30 Change focus from measurement of L&D to assessment of professional 

competence. 

Para 30  Input measures - Change ‘the number of hours an individual is expected 

to attend a course’ to ‘the number of hours an individual is expected to 

spend on a course. 
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Para 30 Input measures - Change ‘They do not, however, measure the 

competence developed’ to ‘They do not, however, directly measure the 

competence developed’. 

Para 30 Process measures - Do we want to keep process measures in the 

Framework?   

Para 30  Process measures - Change ‘process measures are proxies for the 

competence developed’ to ‘process measures are proxies for measuring 

the competence developed. 

Para 30 Output measures - Should we be changing ‘competence statements’ to 

‘learning outcomes’?  How does this fit with our Learning outcomes 

approach? 

Para 31 The three characteristics need to be aligned with IES 6.   

Para 32 Need to review in light of revised IES 6.  Is it appropriate to simply state 

that output measures are highly valid? 

Para 32  As per paragraph 20, are process measures now redundant? 

Para 32 Need to review statement about compromise between reliability, validity 

and cost effectiveness in light of revised IES 6. 

Part 2 – IAESB Publications and IFAC Member Body Obligations   

General point Is it appropriate to combine these 2 topics into a single section? 

Para 33 Do we need to include entry to IPD as described in IES 1?  Framework 

currently refers to IPD and CPD.  IES 1 refers to entry to IPD. 

Para 34 ‘The IESs address the principles of learning and development for 

professional accountants. The IESs prescribe good practice in learning 

and development’.  As per earlier comment in the intro, need to be more 

explicit about the fact that the IESs set requirements and prescribe 

learning outcomes. 

Para 35 Opportunity here to explain the IESs are ‘principle based’ - a key element 

of the revisions project. 

Para 36 Consider including the Drafting Conventions in the main body of the 

Framework. 

Para 38 Consider simplifying to ‘IEPSs assist in implementing the IESs’. 

Para 38  Remove ‘may’ (x 2) – not needed. 

Para 38 Good or best practice? Should we just go with ‘good practice’ throughout? 

Para 39  IEIPs – use of ‘may’ throughout makes this all seem non-authoritative. 

General question  No mention of issue of Basis of Conclusions document or overview of due 

process followed.  Do we need to include this here?   

 Para 42  Odd paragraph, not in line with the old or revised SMOs.  Consider 

revising to address the concept of best endeavours and shared 

responsibility.  Consider deleting text and including the following 

statement:  In these instances the IFAC member body would determine 

its level of responsibility and assume the appropriate set of actions to meet 

its obligations of SMO 2.     

 

Appendix  - IAESB Drafting Conventions 

1st para Need to determine if statement on translation is accurate. 

Objectives 

paragraph 

Consider need to change the statement ‘The IESs contain a clear 

statement of the objectives to be achieved by the IFAC member body.’ 

 

 

 


