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INTRODUCTION 
 
1. This paper provides a summary of comments received and issues raised in response 

to the IAESB’s Exposure Draft (ED) on the proposed redrafted IES 1, Entry 
Requirements for Professional Accounting Education.   
 

2. The paper also highlights a number of issues that the IAESB’s Framework Task 
Force has considered in response to ED comments received, and presents a series of 
Task Force proposals for IAESB consideration at its October 2011 meeting.  
Following discussion of the issues paper by the IAESB, the Task Force intends to 
revise the ED with the aim of presenting a final draft of the document for the 
Board’s approval at its March 2012 meeting in Mexico. 

 
3. The agenda item contains the following materials:  

 

Agenda Item 8-1 
Revision of IES 1 - Issues and Proposals of IAESB Task 
Force Relating to Comments Received on Exposure Draft 
(10/11) 

Agenda Item 8-2 
Exposure Draft of Proposed IES 1 Entry Requirements for 
Professional Accounting Education for which the exposure 
period ended on 20 September 2011 

Agenda Item 8-3 Analysis of Respondents’ Comments on the IES 1 Exposure 
Draft  

 

Committee: International Accounting Education Standards Board 

Meeting Location: Cape Town, South Africa 

Meeting Date: Oct 25 - 28, 2011 

SUBJECT: Revision of IES 1 - Issues and Proposals of IAESB Task Force 
Relating to Comments Received on Exposure Draft (10/11) 
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BACKGROUND  
 
4. The redrafting of IES 1Entry Requirements for Professional Accounting Educationis 

part of the larger project that aims to revise and redraft all the International 
Education Standards.  

 
5. Before agreeing the exposure draft, the purpose and content of IES 1 had been 

considered at various Board and CAG meetings during 2009 and 2010.  At the May 
2011 IAESB meeting, it was agreed that the following  issues needed to be 
addressed in the revised and redrafted IES 1: 

 
(i) IES 1 should focus on output (i.e. ensuring that entrants have a reasonable 

chance of completing the program successfully), rather than input (i.e. 
setting a prescriptive entry requirement). 

(ii) IES 1 should include the principle of “reasonable chance of success”, whilst 
ensuring that excessive barriers to entry are avoided.   

(iii) IES 1 should include sufficient flexibility in the requirement to reflect the 
diversity of operating environments and forms of professional accounting 
education. 

(iv) The revised IES 1 should make clear that possession of a University degree 
is not mandatory for someone to start professional accountancy education.  
The present IES 1 is often misinterpreted on this point.   

(v) IES 1 should continue to address entry to professional accountancy 
education, as distinct from entry to full membership of an IFAC member 
body.  It has been noted that “full membership” is not easily defined due to 
differences in approach and definitions between various jurisdictions. 

(vi) “General education” requirements should not be part of IES 1, but should be 
mentioned to remind IFAC member bodies of its importance in preparing 
entrants. 

 
 

6. Having taken the above comments into account, IAESB approved the content of the 
redrafted IES 1 for release as an Exposure Draft.  The Exposure Draft was released 
to obtain public comment over a 90-day period, ending on 20 September, 2011.  In 
preparing the exposure draft, the redrafted IES 1 underwent a Plain English Review 
and formatting. After the comment deadline, the task force analyzed the 
respondents’ comments and agreed proposed responses to the significant issues 
raised, which are presented in this paper for IAESB’s consideration. 

 
Responses to the Exposure Draft 
 
7. A total of 38 response letters were received, broken down as follows. 

27: Member Bodies and Associates 
5: Forum of Firms 
2: Individuals and Others 
2: Other Professional Organizations  
2: Regulators 

 
It should also be noted that some of the responses represent multiple organizations.  
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For example, the Fédération des Experts Comptables Européens (FEE) represents  
43 professional institutes of accountants and auditors from 32 European countries,  
including all 27 EU Member States.  

 
8. The content of the responses has been organized into four categories: General 

Statements of Support of Note; General Statements of Concern and Related Matters 
for Consideration; Responses to Specific Questions; and Comments on Other Matters. 
Summary, General Comments, and Specific Comments.  These are set out in Agenda 
Item 8-3, Analysis of Respondents’ Comments on the IES 1 Exposure Draft, to assist 
the Board’s analysis and discussion. It is intended to be read together with the original 
comment letters are posted on the IFAC website at 
http://www.ifac.org/Guidance/EXD-Outstanding.php 

 
 
Recent Task Force Activity 
9. The Task Force has undertaken an analysis of the comments, assisted by the 

Secretariat’s detailed analysis of all responses.  The Task Force has prepared this 
paper through a teleconference on 5 October and several email exchanges before and 
after. Appendix 1 of this paper provides a concise summary of the respondents’ 
comments and positions.  The paper also identifies the key issues arising from the 
consultation and makes recommendations for the Board’s consideration.  

 
 
DISCUSSION 

 
General support – level of support expressed 
 
10. There was a considerable level of support expressed for the proposed IES 1 (23 

responses).  The Task Force was pleased with the number of responses received, and 
especially pleased that member bodies in developing nations had contributed 
significantly to the responses. 

 
11. The comments related largely to requests for clarification of terms, including 

confirmation that IES 1 is directed at entry to professional accounting education rather 
than to the profession itself.  The Task Force believes that the level of support for IES 
1 as exposed certainly outweighs the concerns, and that the latter can be addressed 
through some drafting changes and an additional practice statement.   

 
12. A significant number of respondents expressed confusion about whether IES 1 

addressed entry standards for professional accountancy education and training 
programmes, or for entry to the profession.  One respondent [POB] argued that the 
Standard should be addressed at registration with a professional accountancy body, 
otherwise Member bodies would not be able to comply with the requirement.  Another 
respondent [AICPA] found it hard to discern the difference between entry to a 
professional accounting program and entry to the profession.  The Task Force is aware 
that entry to the profession takes place at various different points in different 
jurisdictions, and recognizes the jurisdictional complications that this wording brings.  
However, IES 1 is clearly addressed at entry to professional accounting education, as 
reflected in the revised title.  The Task Force considered the various comments and 

http://www.ifac.org/Guidance/EXD-Outstanding.php
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concluded that the title of IES 1 should remain, and the distinction between 
“accountancy education” and “accountancy body” be made clearer in the Explanatory 
Materials section.  The Task Force noted that the Standard already takes account of the 
fact that IFAC member bodies are not always directly responsible for professional 
accounting education.   

 
13. One respondent questioned the implicit assumption in IES 1 that only completion of 

an entire accounting education programme was considered meaningful.  This 
respondent made the valid point that many accountancy education programmes have 
multiple exit points.  The Task Force agrees that this should be acknowledged in IES 
1.   

 
14. A very small number of respondents suggested that perhaps there was no need for IES 

1, recognizing that the content of professional accounting education, as specified in 
other IESs was sufficient to guarantee the quality of those within the profession. 

 

Task Force Recommendations 
 

The Task Force recommends no substantive change to the Standard but will 
consider specific editorial changes arising from the detailed comments, including a 
clearer statement that IES 1 addresses entry to accounting education; and to 
acknowledge that such education can have. multiple exit points.  In addition, the 
task force considers that IAESB should plan to produce a practice guidance note to 
accompany IES 1 and specifically to help readers better understand the concepts 
of “reasonable chance of success” and “excessive barriers to entry”. 

 
 
 
Comments related to the specific questions  
Question 1: Is the requirement in paragraph 7 clear, particularly the concept of “a 
reasonable chance of successfully completing” balanced with “not putting in place 
excessive barriers to entry”?  If not, what changes would you suggest? 
 
Related comments in responses to exposure draft 
 
15. Thirty-five respondents answered question 1.  Thirteen agreed that the requirement 

was clear; eleven felt that it was clear but needed to be supported by more guidance; 
and eleven felt there was a lack of clarity. 

 
Task force discussion and recommendation 

 
16. The Task Force felt that the comments about lack of clarity reflected the shift from a 

rules-based to a principles-based approach: the new approach itself was not 
challenged.  The Task Force concluded that the requests for clarity would best be 
addressed through additional implementation guidance (i.e., practice statement or 
information paper).  The Task Force will also consider specific drafting suggestions to 
the Explanatory Materials to address these points but also believes that the explanatory 
materials should only be expanded up to a point, and that examples etc should be 
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placed within a separate practice guidance statement which the Task Force 
recommends should eventually be produced to support IES 1. 

 
Task Force Recommendation 

The Task Force recommends no change to the content of the requirement in 
paragraph 7. 

 
Question 2: Do you envisage any difficulties in complying with the requirements of IES 
1?  If so, how would you propose addressing them? 
 
Related comments in responses to exposure draft 

 

17. Thirty five respondents replied to this question.  Fourteen could see difficulties and 
generally asked for further clarification; fourteen did not envisage having difficulty 
complying; and seven stated that the requirements did not apply to them due to their 
lack of control over entry requirements. 

Task Force discussion and recommendation 
18. The most commonly cited difficulty related to member bodies for whom entry 

requirements to professional accountancy education were outside their direct 
control, for example where the entry requirements were controlled by a university or 
government.  The IFAC Statements of Membership Obligations, currently being 
reviewed, make it clear that in such cases a member body must use its best 
endeavours to influence the requirements.  If it cannot do so, it must explain the 
reasons (known as “comply or explain”).  The Task Force recommends that relevant 
wording be added to the explanatory materials to remind member bodies of this 
policy.   

19. Some respondents also believed they would have difficulty in “making relevant 
information publicly available to help individuals assess their own chances of 
successfully completing professional accounting education”.  For example, raw data 
might be misinterpreted; problems in compiling consistent and accurate “value 
added” information such as quality of teaching.  One respondent [FEE] sought 
clarification that the objective “flexibility” at entry level was not intended to create 
different categories of professional accountants. 

20. The Task Force considers that the current wording in the requirement is largely 
appropriate and that further information can be provided in the practice guidance 
paper it is recommending be prepared.  The Task Force will also consider small 
drafting changes to highlight these issues. 
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Task Force Recommendations 
The Task Force recommends no substantive change to the requirements as a 
result of the responses to this question, but a number of matters should be 
elaborated on, using implementation guidance (eg practice statement or 
information paper).  The explanatory materials should be expanded to 
include a clear reminder of the "comply or explain" issue for those not in 
control of entry requirements.  

 
Question 3: What is the impact in implementing the requirements of IES 1 to your 
organisation? 
 
Related comments in responses to exposure draft 
 
21. Thirty four respondents replied to this question.  Eighteen indicated no or minimal 

impact; nine stated there would be some impact; four stated there would be a high 
impact; and three felt it was not applicable to them. 
 

Task force discussion and recommendations 
 

22. Some responses related to how to make relevant data available in a meaningful format.  
This is dealt with in relation to question 2 above.   

 
23. One specific issue was raised in relation to a potential conflict with current European 

Commission and UK legislation regarding the training of statutory orders.  ICAEW’s 
response indicates a legal requirement for an individual to have attained university 
entrance level before they begin their auditor training.  However, IES 1 does not relate 
to auditors’ qualifications, it relates to professional accounting education.  Paragraphs 
9 and A1 are clear that member bodies will set standards appropriate to their 
environments; this can accommodate the case of auditors flagged by ICAEW.  The 
Task Force proposes to make this clearer in the Explanatory Materials.  
 

24. A few respondents expressed concern that flexibility might result in standards within 
the profession being lowered.  However, a larger number expressed their support for 
the flexibility which the proposed IES brings and saw this as a clear benefit.  Some 
respondents made the point that the quality of the profession rests on the quality of the 
accounting education and its assessment rather than entry requirements to that 
education and assessment process.  This had originally been made explicit within an 
earlier draft of IES 1, but IAESB had requested the explanation be removed.  The 
strength of feeling expressed by respondents in relation to this issue is felt by the Task 
Force to be such that this explanation should be reinstated.   
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Task Force Recommendations 

The Task Force recommends that IES 1 should include an explanation 
outlining how the quality of the profession rests on the quality of the education 
programmes and related assessment (covered in IES 2, 3 and 4) rather than on 
an entry requirement, and that IESs 2, 3, and 4 should increase the competence 
of the global accountancy profession and set a suitable safeguard against 
lowering the quality of the accountancy profession.   

 
Question 4: Are the explanatory materials sufficiently clear and comprehensive?  If not 
what changes do you suggest? 
 
Related comments in responses to exposure draft 
 
25. Thirty respondents replied to this question.  Eighteen requested more guidance, whilst 

twelve felt the explanatory materials were clear and comprehensive. 
 
Task Force discussion and recommendations 
 
26. Some respondents questioned whether the requirement is in the public interest.  It was 

argued that the main objective of a member body was to ensure quality within the 
profession rather than to protect the public interest.  The Task Force concluded that 
whilst the public interest is very much one of IFAC’s driving principles, so the public 
interest aspects of IES 1 should therefore remain in place as proposed, namely: 
ensuring that entry requirements appropriately balance a reasonable chance of success 
with not putting in place excessive barriers to entry.   

 
27. The Task Force concluded that the requests for greater guidance can best be dealt with 

by implementation guidance such as a practice statement or information paper.   
 
Task Force Recommendations 
The Task Force recommends no substantive changes to the explanatory materials, but 
recommends that IAESB develops implementation guidance to support IES 1.   

 
 
Question 5: Is the objective to be achieved by a member body, stated in the proposed 
revised IES 1, appropriate? 
 
Related comments in responses to exposure draft 
 
28. Thirty three respondents replied to this question.  Twenty one agreed that the 

objective was appropriate, although some put forward caveats; nine did not agree 
that the objective was appropriate; and three did not specifically agree or disagree 
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Task Force discussion and recommendations 
 
29. One clear concern was the inconsistency between IES 1 and other recently exposed 

IESs in terms of how the objective is expressed.  IES 1 says:  “The objective of this 
IES is….” whilst other IESs say:  “The objective of a member body is …..”.  
Although one respondent welcomed the IES 1 wording and emphasis, the majority 
of respondents expressed a preference for bringing IES 1 into line with other IESs.  
The Task Force agrees.   

 
 

Task Force Recommendations 
The Task Force recommends that the objective is reworded to bring it into line with 
the wording of objectives in other recently redrafted IESs, so that it says “The 
objective of a member body is….” 
 
 
Question 6: Have the criteria identified by the IAESB for determining whether a 
requirement should be specified been applied appropriately and consistently, such 
that the resulting requirements promote consistency in implementation by member 
bodies? 
 
Related comments in responses to exposure draft 
 
30. Thirty three respondents replied to this question.  Twenty three agreed; seven 

disagreed; and three implied that they neither agree nor disagree. 
 
Task Force discussion and recommendations 
 
31. A few comments were made around lack of clarity of terms, and the related 

inconsistency that this might bring.  The Task Force considers that the practice 
guidance it is recommending will help address this concern.  The Task Force does 
not believe that these concerns over consistency and clarity should force IAESB to 
step back from its commitment to an outcomes, principles based approach.  Clearly, 
there might be a temptation to reconsider this approach and instead produce a 
requirement that can more easily be objectively measured.  The Task Force does not 
recommend such an approach, as it considers that the benefits of the principles 
based approach outweigh the negatives, and that this is reflected in the weighting of 
the comments received on exposure.   

 
Task Force Recommendations 
The Task Force recommends no substantive changes to IES 1 in relation to this 
question. 
 
Question 7: Are their any terms within the proposed IES 1 which require further 
clarification?  If so, please explain the nature of the deficiencies. 
 
Related comments in responses to exposure draft 
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32. Thirty two respondents replied to this question.  Seventeen requested more 

guidance; twelve felt the explanatory materials were clear and comprehensive; and 
three did not express a position. 

 
Task force discussion and recommendations 
 
33. Issues were raised about the appropriateness of specifically citing accounting 

technicians within the explanatory materials.  A few respondents felt that this was 
inappropriate as they believed the IESs ought to be solely addressed to the education 
of “professional accountants”.  IAESB has previously made a clear decision to 
address all of its standards to the range of roles within the accounting profession, 
including technicians, management accountants. etc, and this is common across all 
IESs currently going through a revision process.  The Task Force therefore proposes 
taking no action in relation to these comments. 

 
Task Force Recommendations 
The Task Force recommends no substantive changes to the explanatory materials.  It 
recommends that IAESB develops implementation guidance to support IES 1.   
 
 
 
PROPOSED WAY FORWARD 
 
34 Subject to consultation with the IAESB CAG and the Board’s comments on the 

approach set out in this Issues paper, the Task Force will produce a final draft of 
IES1 for consideration by the Board at its Mexico meeting. 

 
 
 
 
Sylvia Meljem 
IES 1 Task Force Chair 
12 October 2011  
 



Agenda Item 8-1 
IAESB Meeting – Cape Town, South Africa, October 25 - 28, 2011 

 

10 
Prepared by IES 1 Task Force 

Appendix 1:  Task Force’s Analysis of Respondents´ Comments on Exposure Draft 
 

I .-General Statements of Support of Note 
Summary: 23 responses (16 Member Bodies, 5 Public accounting firms/1 professional 
organization/1 regulator) 
General supportive comments regarding the redrafting of IES 1: 

• Adopting a Principle based approach consistent with the revision of the rest of IES 
• Improving the clarity of the standards 
• A more inclusive approach to professional accounting education (fair and 

proportionate), appropriately based on current global context 
• Reflecting the aim of the new framework 
• The emphases on transparency and on providing information that assists potential 

entrants to make informed decisions are features that enhances the overall impact 
of the standard 

• As a network whose member firms are employers in over 119 countries, we 
strongly support the move with IES 1 towards encouraging fairer access to the 
accounting profession, recognizing that individuals may, through experience or 
prior education, have a variety of entry points. We also believe that in focusing on 
the principle of “fair and proportionate entry requirements” this revised IES has set 
an appropriate tone in respect of the need to protect both the public interest and 
future staffing needs of the accounting profession (BDO).  

• We support commencement of the clarity project for the International Education 
Standards (IESs) of the IAESB because it is important that the member bodies of 
IFAC have clarity as to what the purposes of the standards are through the 
expression of the objectives, what the requirements are with which member bodies 
must comply, and what represents additional guidance in the explanatory material 
beyond the specified requirements (IDW).  

• We support the objective of the proposed standard to protect the public interest by 
establishing fair and proportionate entry requirements that help individuals 
considering professional accounting education make appropriate career decisions 
(KPMG).   

 
II.- General Statements of Concern and Related Matters for Consideration 
 
Summary: 18 responses (12 Member Bodies/4 Public accounting firms/1 professional 
organization/1 regulator) 
Number of respondent´s Concerns 
8 (44%) Concerns related with to much 

flexibility.-  
4 (22%) Concerns with implementation issues 
3 (17%) No concerns 
3 (17%) Grave concerns 
 
General Comments 
Concerns related with to much flexibility: 

• “It opens the door to anything.” “As long as you provide an explanation…it allows 
an Institute to set their own requirements.” Allowing such flexibility makes it difficult 
to protect a “minimum” set standard like that of the extant IES 1-“at least equivalent 
to that for admission into a recognized university degree program or its equivalent.” 
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• We have concerns that the proposed requirement for IFAC member bodies to 
“specify entry requirements for professional accounting education so that entrants 
have a reasonable chance of successfully completing their professional accounting 
education, while not putting in place excessive barriers to entry”, may fall short of 
meeting the stated objective. 

We are concerned that member bodies that are focussed on ensuring that entrants 
have a “reasonable chance of successfully completing their professional accounting 
education,” may remove reasonable barriers to entry by diluting the requirements 
for entrants into the profession, thus moving the development of the technical 
competencies and behaviours to after entering the profession, but prior to 
qualification.  We believe this may have the following effects: 

• The pool of new entrants to the profession will have a lower, and less 
homogeneous level of skills and competencies.  Many of the new entrants may 
not be well-prepared to understand the purpose of the work they will be asked 
to perform and to therefore gain the full benefit of the experience required for 
qualification. 

• The pool of new entrants to the profession will have less of an understanding of 
the purpose of the profession and the important values and behaviours that 
underlie being a member of a profession before being hired by a firm.  This 
means that the firms will need to expend greater effort on training new hires to 
build the values and behaviours and necessary skills and competencies. While 
this can be done by the firms, we are concerned that in the longer term this may 
dilute the importance and value of the local professional accountancy 
designation.   

For the reasons outlined above we recommend that the proposed revised standard 
retain the notion that the entry requirement should be at least equivalent to that for 
admission into a recognized university degree program or its equivalent. 

• By leaving total flexibility to member bodies in determining the entry requirements 
to professional accounting education, they may end up being too focused on 
technical competence and not address the full scope of the competencies required 
by IES 2, 3 and 4.  

• We are particularly concerned about two related issues: 1. the reference to 
“professional accounting education for accounting technicians” in paragraph A8 
with the concomitant reference to having virtually no entry requirements and 2. the 
elimination of the requirement that candidates for entry have general education at 
least equivalent to that required for admission to a recognized university degree 
program or its equivalent.  

• Principles-based standards should not lead to substantial differences in the level of 
quality compared to rules-based standards. The purpose is to cover more 
adequately situations that may vary over the world while maintaining an equivalent 
level of outcomes. 

Concerns with implementation issues: 
• The proposals on IES 1 do conflict with current European Commission and UK 

legislation regarding the training of statutory auditors within the European Union 
and the UK. T 
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Grave Concerns: 

• The redrafted IES 1 has resulted in a high level principle-based standard, it is 
difficult to see what impact will have in practice and, therefore, what consistent 
implementation will achieve.  Given these challenges, we recommend that the 
Board reconsiders the need for a principles based standard on entry requirements.  

• We believe that the most important issue to consider in finalizing redrafted IES 1 is 
whether the principles-based approach for setting entry requirements presented in 
the redrafted standard will encourage differences rather than consistency between 
IFAC member bodies. 

• There is no definition (or common understanding) of what a professional 
accountant is and therefore what roles they are expected to play which in turn 
directly influences the competencies or outputs that should be developed.  

• Fail to understand how the revised wording in the exposure draft can be helpful in 
protecting the public interest, particularly in a developing country where open 
access is considered equally important. We question whether it is IFAC’s role to 
ensure that resources are used efficiently to only support entrants who have a 
reasonable chance of successfully completing professional accounting education. 

 
• We question the importance of and need for entry requirements when IFAC is 

moving towards a competence based approach (IES 2 and IES 3 which is to be 
revised and framed as outputs / competencies). Should member bodies not be left 
to ensure that the outcomes are met rather than focus on the inputs. 

 
• The replacement of a specific and externally verifiable entry requirement with a 

requirement that is based on the judgements of member bodies will, in our view, 
lead to a loss of consistency in the level of entry requirements. This potential for a 
range of views is explicitly recognised in paragraph A6. Such inconsistency seems 
to us to fly in the face of well-established trends towards harmonisation across the 
accounting profession internationally and towards passporting arrangements that 
allow qualified accountants to have their qualifications recognised in a jurisdiction 
other than their own on the basis of competencies the standard of which is 
recognized in both jurisdictions. 

 
Responses to Specific Questions 
Question 1: Is the requirement in Paragraph 7 clear, particularly the concept of “a 
reasonable chance of successfully completing” balanced with “not putting in place 
excessive barriers to entry”? If not, what changes would you suggest? 
Summary: 35 responses (26 Member Bodies/5 Public accounting firms/1 professional 
organization/1 regulator/2 individuals) 
Number of respondent´s Answer 
13 (37%) Clear 
 11 (31%) Clear, but needs more guidance 
  6 (17%) Not clear, interpretation/implementation 

problems 
   5 (15%) Lack of clarity 
 
General Comments 
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More guidance needed: 
• It appears that effective definition and measurement of these concepts will be 

difficult. It is important that suitable guidance is provided so as to enable member 
bodies to clearly articulate the concept of ‘reasonable chance of successful 
completion. 

• The standard does not expand on the phrase ‘excessive barriers to entry’. An 
explanation, particularly the provision of some examples, may assist in the clear 
interpretation of the terms. It will be useful to share practical examples or indicators 
of circumstances that will show one has a reasonable chance of successfully 
completing. Subjectivity in making recommendations of who should be admitted 
into the qualification program should be avoided. 

• We strongly encourage the IAESB to retain the spirit of extant IES 1 by adding in 
the explanatory material that equivalence to university level entrance requirements 
remains a valuable benchmark for entry to professional accounting education in 
most circumstances. 

• We believe the requirement in paragraph 7 is clear; however we do not agree with 
the balance between “a reasonable chance of successfully completing” and “not 
putting in place excessive barriers to entry.”   

• We believe the requirement in paragraph 7 to be clear and principles-based, 
particularly the way the concept of “a reasonable chance of successfully 
completing” is balanced with “no putting in place excessive barriers to entry”. 
However, based on our response to Question 5 on the objective in the standard, we 
do not believe the requirement to be appropriate.    

 
Lack of clarity: 

• To reconsider the emphasis that is being placed on a number of issues – issues 
that in our view are not the mandate of a Member Body and lead to a lack of clarity 
as to what is expected of a Member Body. The objective of our accounting 
education programs should be to “increase the competence of the accountancy 
profession, contributing to strengthened public trust” (extract from the Introduction, 
Framework for International Education Standards). The objectives and 
requirements for entry should be clearly focused on that overall objective. We 
would suggest that the primary Requirement in IES 1 focus more on the need for a 
Member Body to define their entry requirements and that those entry requirements 
be in line with the competency expectations of the Member Body. For example: 
1. IFAC member bodies shall specify entry requirements for professional 

accounting education. 

2. IFAC member body entry requirements shall be relevant to/appropriate for the 
learning and development of the competencies and criteria for membership that 
are appropriate to the professional accountancy roles their members undertake.  

• The existing IES 1states that the entry requirement to a programme of professional 
accounting education should be at least equivalent to that for admission into a 
recognised university degree programme or its equivalent. The revised Standard is 
a substantial departure from this and focuses instead on the principle of allowing 
flexible access to professional accounting education. Whilst we are supportive of 
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flexible access to the accounting profession we are not convinced the proposed 
change will be helpful in providing guidance to professional bodies on how to 
achieve the “reasonable chance” objective. We believe that theprovision in the 
existing IES is already principles based as in our view university entry requirements 
are flexible and principles based and provide a realistic basis for interpretation of 
the “reasonable chance” objective.  

• I didn’t understand the number 7 pg 10 that described “not putting in place 
excessive barriers to entry”, considering the objective, I think that if IAESB 
elaborated issue for protect must be included this position because many learn of 
accounting will be in the future for internet for time.  
 
 

Question 2: Do you envisage any difficulties in complying with the requirements of 
IES 1? If so, how would you propose addressing them? 
 
Summary: 35 responses (25 member bodies/5 Public accounting firms/2 individuals/ 1 
regulator/2 professional organizations) 
 
14 (40%) Have difficulties/challenges/need clarification 
14 (40%) Do not envisage any difficulty 
 7  (20%) Not applicable/not control entry requirements 
 
General comments: 
 
Difficulties 
 

• A challenge will be how relevant information to help individuals assess their 
chances is collected, analyzed and presented. The overall chance of a student 
completing the full program could be very different from their chances of obtaining 
an interim award, which could still make a valuable contribution to their own career 
and the public good.   

 
• Hard to discern the difference between entry into an "education program to become 

an accounting professional" and entering into the "accounting profession. 
 

• It would be a mistake to mix requirements for accounting technicians with the 
requirements for accounting professionals, which this proposed standard attempts 
to do. We believe the education of accounting technicians is a legitimate concern in 
some systems, but should be covered elsewhere, perhaps in a guidance paper. 

 
• Paragraphs 8 and 9 should be Requirements in an IAESB accounting education 

standard. 
 

• The standard should avoid that a too wide diversity at the outset leads to an even 
wider difference in quality at a later stage. 

 
• We would encourage IAESB to clarify that the objective of flexibility in the entry 

level is not intended to create different categories of professionals; it is assumed 
that differences if any will be gradually removed during the education program.   

 
• We propose the following requirement be added: 
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• Where member bodies are not responsible for setting entrance 
requirements for entry into professional accounting education they shall: 

• Explain the relationship between education providers (who do set the 
entrance requirements) and the member body; and 

• Refer the public to the education providers for entrance requirements 
 

• Our concern relates to the consistency of application of the requirements of this 
proposed standard.  Overall, the more principle-based nature of this standard puts 
the onus on member bodies to maintain rigor around entry requirements. This may 
lead to inconsistency in practice.     

 
Question 3: What is the impact in implementing the requirements of IES 1 to your 
organization? 
 
Summary: 34 responses (24 member bodies/5 public accounting firms/2 individuals/1 
regulator/2 professional organizations) 
 
18 (53%) No impact/minimal impact 
 9 (26%) Some impact 
 4 (12%) High impact 
 3  (9%) Not applicable 
 
General comments: 
 
Some impact: 
 

• We expect that we will need to expend greater effort on training new hires to build 
the necessary skills and competencies.  This will require us to pull additional 
resources away from auditing and toward training.  Furthermore, because of the 
expected lower, and less homogeneous level of the skill and competency of newly 
hired candidates, we believe that we will be required to increase the level of 
supervision and review of their work.  We believe that this will have a detrimental 
effect on both the quality and efficiency of audits and other services that we 
provide. 

• We (that is the German professional accountancy bodies – the WPK and the IDW) 
will likely need to develop and make public an express rationale for the entry 
requirements due to the requirement in paragraph 8. We may also need to consider 
whether information about the professional accountancy education is sufficiently 
transparent and public, and if not, may need to seek to make the information so. 
Otherwise, we do not expect any further impacts on our organizations. 

• Publicizing exam pass rate information in connection with data protection, sensitive 
statistics which might (if connected with a very small cohort) lead to involuntarily 
providing more information than is appropriate, and ensuring that information 
provided is meaningful and accurate. 

 
• A review of relevant information publicly available and of the diagnostic tests will 

need to be undertaken and mapped against the finalized IES 1 requirements. 
 

• We will need to explain the rationale for our entry criteria and to formally determine 
what a “reasonable chance of success” means for us. 
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High impact: 

• The proposals on IES 1 do conflict with current European Commission and UK 
legislation regarding the training of statutory auditors within the European Union 
and the UK. 

 
• Should the proposed changes to IES 1 cause member bodies to relax existing entry 

requirements for professional accounting education, then all firms will likely 
experience erosion in the quality of personnel seeking to join the accounting 
profession in that country. 

 
• The challenge posed to the Institute would be setting multiple / flexible entry routes, 

on a just and equitable basis, to accommodate all those with a reasonable chance 
of successfully completing professional accounting education. 

 
Question 4: Are the Explanatory Materials sufficiently clear and comprehensive? If 
not, what changes do you suggest? 
 
Summary: 30 responses (24 member bodies/4 Professional bodies/1 individual/1 
regulator) 
 
18 (57%)  More clarity needed/more guidance needed 
12 (43%)  Clear 
 
General comments: 
 
Entry Requirements This term is not defined anywhere. We would suggest providing 

explanatory materials on the term ‘entry requirements’ –types of 
requirements (not just academic credits), their origination, their role 
in the learning and development process, etc.  
 

Suggestions of providing implementation guidance to help local adoption of the Standard 
and promote "convergence" amongst IFAC worldwide member bodies, such as: 

Explanatory Materials A7 can be expanded by providing additional guidance or illustration 
to elaborate on the rationale behind the entry requirements with reference to the 
competences needed for successful completion of a program. 

Explanatory Materials A11 should clarify what is considered as “a reasonable chance of 
successful completion” so as to facilitate member bodies to provide relevant and useful 
information to help entrants assess their chances of successful completion. 
 
The explanatory materials might be clarified by emphasizing more clearly how member 
bodies can: 

• Ensure suitable pre-requisite entry requirements to maintain competence within the 
accounting profession; 

• Ensure students have relevant entry-level requirements to have a “reasonable chance 
of completing” their programs; and  

• Understand what is meant by “excessive barriers to entry” for their specific program. 
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Q5 Is the objective to be achieved by a member body, stated in the proposed 

revised IES 1, appropriate? 
 
Summary: 33 responses (23 member bodies/5 public accounting firms/2 individual/1 
regulator/2 professional organizations) 
 
21 (64%) Appropriate 
 9 (27%) Not appropriate 
 3 (9%) No position 
 
 
The majority of respondents (21) agree that the objective is appropriate, although some of 
these respondents put forward some caveats.  The caveat most commonly put forward 
concerns the inconsistency between the wording of the proposed IES 1 and the wording of 
other IESs recently exposed;  IES 1 says “The objective of this IES is ……”, whereas other 
redrafted IESs say:  “The objective of a member body is ……..” . The main thrust behind 
the comments seems to be to standardise the approach across IESs, and the majority of 
respondents asked for IES 1 to fall into line with the other redrafted IESs, ie to say “The 
objective of the member body is  …..”.  However, one respondent specifically welcomed 
the way IES 1 is worded in this respect. 
 
Nine respondents did not agree that the objective is appropriate, whilst three did not 
specifically agree or disagree. 
 
General Comments 
 
As outlined above, a number of respondents would like the way the objective is stated to 
fall into line with other IESs, and to say “The objective of a member body is….”.   
 
A number of respondents raised concerns over the known fact that in some countries the 
member body has very little control over professional accountancy education, and that this 
falls under the remit of government and/or universities.  These respondents made the point 
that it therefore follows that many member bodies will be unable to comply with the 
proposed IES 1.  This issue is not specific to IES 1, and is covered by the SMO provision 
to comply or explain.  A small number of respondents suggested that IES 1 could, to take 
account of this issue, suggest that member bodies take a monitoring role related to entry 
requirements. 
 
A few responses focussed on the lack of clarity in the words “fair and proportionate” within 
the objective, and the fact that these words are not repeated later in the standard. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q6 Have the criteria identified by the IAESB for determining whether a 

requirement should be specified been applied appropriately and consistently, 
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such that the resulting requirements promote consistency in implementation 
by member bodies? 

 
Summary: 33 responses (23 member bodies/5 public accounting firms/2 individual/1 
regulator/2 professional organizations) 
 
23(70%) Appropriate 
 7 (21%) Not appropriate 
 3 (9%) No position 
 
 
General Comments 
 
A few comments were made on the difficulty associated with the lack of clarity within the 
proposed IES 1 and the resulting possibility that a lack of consistency of application by 
member bodies will follow.  It was suggested by some that more guidance should be given 
to explain some of the terms within IES 1, and to provide examples of how IES 1 can be 
applied.   
 
 
Q7: Are there any terms within the proposed IES 1 which require further 

clarification? If so, please explain the nature of the deficiencies. 
 
Summary: 32 responses (23 member bodies/5 public accounting firms/1 individual/1 
regulator/2 professional organizations) 
 
12(38%) No further clarification 
17 (53%) Clarification  needed 
 3 (9%) No position 
 
 
General Comments 
 
A number of respondents raised the need to provide clear definitions of professional 
accounting education and professional accounting and to make clear that IES 1 addresses 
entry to the training programme rather than entry to the profession as a professional 
accountant.  IAESB is asked by some respondents to go back to the Framework to check 
for consistency between the Framework and the proposed IES 1.  On a similar note, we 
are asked to consider whether IES 1 appropriately specifies whether it addresses 
education and practical experience, or the education component without the practical part 
of professional preparation. 
 
As anticipated, the term “reasonable chance of successful completion” is highlighted as a 
term requiring further clarification and explanation.  The same applies to the term 
“proportionate and fair”.   
 
 
 


