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SUBJECT: Revision of IES 1 – Issues and Proposals from Taskforce
on Revised Draft of IES 1 (05/12) 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
1. This paper presents a draft of the revised IES 1, Entry Requirements for Professional 

Accounting Education (taking into account the discussion by the IAESB at its March 
2012 meeting, the comments of the CAG at its April teleconference meeting, and the 
subsequent review and comments of the Drafting Working Group) for the 
consideration and approval of the Board. 

 
2. The agenda item contains the following materials:  
 

Agenda Item 9-1 Revision of IES 1 - Issues and Proposals of IAESB Task Force  
 
Agenda Item 9-2 Revised IES 1 Entry Requirements for Professional Accounting 

Education – Marked-Up version. 
 
Agenda Item 9-3  Revised IES 1 Entry Requirements for Professional Accounting 

Education – Clean Version 
 
Agenda Item 9-4 Exposure Draft of revised IES 1 (June 2011) 
 

 
BACKGROUND  
 
3. The redrafting of IES 1, Entry Requirements for Professional Accounting Education, is 

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

 
4. The IAESB agreed at its May 2011 meeting that the following issues be addressed in 

the 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. 
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(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 their importance in preparing 
entrants. 

 
5. On this basis, in May 2011 the IAESB approved a redrafted IES 1 for release as an 

Exposure Draft; this was done over a 90-day period, up to 20 September 2011, 
following the usual Plain English Review and formatting.  

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

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

 
7. A summary of the respondents’ comments and positions was included in the Issues 

Paper for the October 2011 IAESB meeting.  The original comment letters are posted 
on the IFAC website at http://www.ifac.org/Guidance/EXD-Outstanding.php 

 
Activity undertaken since the close of the Exposure Draft comment period 
 
8. The Task Force, assisted by IFAC Secretariat, carefully analyzed the ED comments 

over the period October 2011 to January 2012.  The IAESB considered the Task 
Force’s analysis of responses, together with some initial suggestions, at its October 
2011 meeting in Cape Town.  The Task Force presented a further analysis of the 
comments on the Exposure Draft to the February 2012 CAG meeting, and sought its 
advice on how best to respond to the various points arising from the Exposure Draft 
comments.  The IAESB considered the task force’s response to these comments at its 
March 2012 meeting, and made a number of additional editorial suggestions for the 
consideration of the task force (the content of the Board’s discussion is set out in 
Appendix I).  The CAG then considered the resulting redrafted IES at its 
teleconference meeting of April 18th and made additional suggestions for the 
consideration of the task force.  The Drafting Working Group then undertook a review 
of the revised IES and also made a number of suggestions to the task force.  

 
DISCUSSION 
 
Task Force Responses to the CAG’s Suggestions 
 
9. At its meeting of April 18, 2012, the CAG asked the task force to consider the 

following issues:  
 

Objective Section 
  

http://www.ifac.org/Guidance/EXD-Outstanding.php
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10. The CAG asked that the task force strengthen the Objective paragraph by including 
the setting and maintenance of high standards as an essential part of protecting the 
public interest. 

11. The task force proposes the following wording for the Objective paragraph (See 
Paragraph 7 of Agenda Item 9-2) to address the CAG request. 

 
 Objective (Ref Paras A4 ‐ A6) 

7. The  objective  of  an  IFAC member  body  is  to  establish  fair  and  proportionate 
educational  entry  requirements  to  professional  accounting  education,  which 
protect  the  public  interest  through  the  setting  and  maintenance  of  high 
standards. 

 
 

Action Requested: 
 
Q1.    Do you agree with the proposed editorial change to the Objective 

paragraph (See Objective paragraph above) that addresses the 
protection of the public interest by setting and maintenance of 
high standards? If not, what amendments would you suggest? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Example of Best Endeavors 
  
12. The CAG asked that the task force expand paragraph A3 of the Explanatory Material 

section to illustrate how a member body can use its best endeavors to, for example, 
help ensure a University sets entry requirements in line with the Standard. 

  
13. The Drafting Working Group subsequently undertook a detailed review of the 

redrafted IES and made a number of editorial proposals and suggestions for improved 
consistency.  The task force has also considered these and incorporated them in 
Agenda Item 9-2, Revised IES 1, Entry Requirements for Professional Accounting 
Education – Marked-Up version. 

 
14. The task force proposes the following wording for paragraph A3 of the Explanatory 

Material section (See Paragraph A3 of Agenda Item 9-2) to address the CAG request 
and the DWG comments. 

 
A3.  As  set  out  in  the  IFAC  statement  of member  obligations,  IFAC  requires member 

bodies  to use  their best  endeavors  to meet  the obligations.   A member body will 
have  been  considered  to  have  used  best  endeavors  if  it  could  not  reasonably  do 
more than it has done and is doing to meet the particular membership obligation.  In 
relation to IES 1, there are a number of steps an IFAC member body may take to seek 
to meet  its membership  obligations.    For  example,  this might  be  illustrated  by  a 
situation  where  a  university  rather  than  the  IFAC  member  body  sets  entry 
requirements to professional accounting education.   Here, the member body might 
work with the University to explain the purpose of the IES, and that compliance with 
its  requirements  would  enable  the  student  more  easily  to  be  considered  for 
membership of the IFAC member body.  
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 Action Requested: 

 
Q2.    Do you agree with the proposed editorial change to paragraph A3 

of the Explanatory Materials section (See paragraph above) that 
addresses the request for an example of how an IFAC member 
body could approach an University that addresses best 
endeavors? If not, what amendments would you suggest? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PROPOSED WAY FORWARD 
 
15. If IAESB members are in agreement with the proposed amendments made by the 

Task Force in response to IAESB, DWG, and CAG comments and suggestions, it is 
proposed that the IAESB undertake a page-by-page review of the draft of the revised 
IES 1 as shown in Agenda Item 9-3, Revised IES 1, Entry Requirements for 
Professional Accounting Education – CLEAN version.  

 
16. 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 IES 1 document in 
accordance with the IAESB’s Terms of Reference.  

17. After approving the final revised content of the exposed IES 1 document, the IAESB 
votes on whether there has been substantial change1 to the exposed document such 
that re-exposure is necessary. Agenda Item 9-4 provides a copy of the Exposure draft 
of the revised IES 1 (June 2011).  

18. If re-exposure is not necessary, the IAESB is requested to vote on the withdrawal of 
extant IES 1 as of its effective date, in accordance with the IAESB’s Terms of 
Reference. 

 
19. In preparing IES 1 for release, the final draft will be forwarded to IFAC for the usual 

Plain Language Review, the DWG Chairperson check, and formatting. Any changes 
will be reviewed by the IES 1 Task Force Chair to ensure that content has not 
changed. Then, the final version of IES 1 is submitted to the PIOB for approval of due 
process. 
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1       Situations that constitute potential grounds for a decision to re-expose may include, 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 before it 
reaches a final conclusion; substantial change arising from matters not previously deliberated by 
the PIAC; or substantial change to the substance of a proposed international pronouncement. 
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Appendix I 
 
Discussion at the March 2012 IAESB Meeting 
 
This Appendix sets out the information from the ED and previously presented to the CAG, 
along with its responses, and the Task Force’s recommendations considered by the IAESB at 
its March 2012 meeting.    
 
Exposure Draft Responses and CAG Comments 
 
General support for IES 1 Exposure Draft 
 
1. Considerable support was expressed for the proposed IES 1 (23 responses).  The 

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

 
2. Most comments were requests for clarification of terms, for example confirmation that 

IES 1 is directed at entry to “professional accounting education” rather than entry to 
the profession itself.  The Task Force believes that the level of support for the ED 
outweighs the requests for clarification, and that the latter can be addressed by 
strengthening the current text.   

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

addressed entry standards for professional accountancy education and training 
programs, 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.   

 
4. The Task Force concluded that the title of IES 1 should remain, and the distinction 

between “entry to accountancy education” and “entry to accountancy body” be made 
clearer in the Explanatory Materials section.   

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

an entire accounting education program was considered meaningful.  This respondent 
made the valid point that many accountancy education programs have multiple exit 
points.  The Task Force proposes that this point be acknowledged in paragraph 4 of 
the redrafted IES 1.   

 
6. A very small number of respondents suggested that there was no need for IES 1, 

arguing that the content of professional accounting education as specified in other 
IESs would guarantee the quality of those within the profession.  The Task Force 
noted that the Board had already considered and agreed the case for retaining an IES 
on entry requirements, to serve the public interest and contribute to the maintenance 
and enhancement of standards in the profession.  This rationale is reflected in the 
revised draft Objective (paragraph 7 of IES 1). 
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Task Force Proposals presented to the CAG: 

 
7. The Task Force did not propose making any substantive change to the Standard, but 

it would consider specific editorial changes arising from the ED comments, including a 
clearer statement that IES 1 addressed entry to accounting education rather than 
entry to the profession itself; and acknowledgement that such education can have 
multiple exit points.  . 

 
CAG response: 

 
8. The CAG supported this proposal.  One CAG member asked whether the revised IES 

1 might diminish the quality of the accounting profession.  However, several CAG 
members agreed with the Task Force that other IESs (addressing content and 
assessment) contributed to ensuring the quality of the profession.  The CAG also 
agreed that IES 1 was needed, especially with regard to the public interest and ethics, 
in terms of ensuring that individuals were encouraged to assess carefully their own 
chances of success before embarking on professional accounting education.   

 
Task Force proposal following the CAG meeting: 

 
9. The Task Force proposes editorial changes to paragraphs 1 and 4 of IES 1.  
 
 
Comments related to the specific questions  
 
 

Question 1: 
 
Does the Board agree with the proposed editorial changes to paragraphs 1 and 4 
of the Standard; and that no substantive changes are required in response to the 
Exposure Draft comments?  

 
 
 
 
 
 

Question 1:  Is the requirement in paragraph 8 (paragraph 7 at time of exposure)  
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? 

 
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 
 
10. 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. 

 
11. Thirty five respondents replied to question 2.  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. 
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Task Force discussion and recommendation 
 
12. The Task Force felt that the comments in response to question 1 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 ED 
comments on this question could be addressed through amendments to the 
Explanatory Materials, to clarify that the term “reasonable chance of successful 
completion” is not an exact science.  Rather, the intention of this phrase is to help 
individuals be as fully informed as possible when deciding to embark on professional 
accounting education; and to reinforce the integrity of those providing the professional 
accounting education by encouraging them to share information about pass rates and 
so forth (paragraph A7).    

 
13. In relation to question 2, 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 (SMOs), 
currently being reviewed, make clear that in such cases a member body must use its 
best endeavors to influence the requirements.  If it cannot do so, it must explain the 
reasons (known as “comply or explain”).   

 
14. 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. 

 
Task Force Proposals presented to the CAG: 

 
15. The Task Force recommended no substantive change to the requirements in light of 

comments on questions 1 and 2.  However, a reference to SMOs (“comply or explain” 
approach) should be inserted in paragraph 9 to clarify how and where IFAC Member 
Bodies will “explain the rationale” for the entry criteria.  The Explanatory Materials 
should also be strengthened accordingly.  This should take the form of reproducing 
the relevant part of the IFAC Statements of Member Obligations (SMOs), to meet the 
Compliance Advisory Panel’s policy that SMOs should be reproduced rather than 
paraphrased. 

 
16. The Task Force further recommended that additional text explaining “reasonable 

chances of success” and “barriers to entry” be included in paragraphs A7-A9, to 
respond to the various comments made. 

 
CAG response: 

 
17. The CAG supported the Task Force proposal.  At the CAG meeting, IFAC staff noted 

that specific reference to the SMOs in the Requirement could make it difficult for 
organizations other than IFAC member bodies to use the Standard. 

 
Task Force proposal following the CAG meeting: 
 

18. The Task Force recommends that a reference to the SMOs be included in the 
Explanatory Materials, now in paragraph A10 
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Question 2: 
 
Does the Board agree with the proposed addition to the Explanatory Material 
(paragraph A10)? If not what alternative approach does it suggest? 

Question 3:  What is the impact in implementing the requirements of IES 1 to your 
organisation? 

 
Related comments in responses to exposure draft 

 
19. 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 

 
20. Some responses related to how to make relevant data available in a meaningful 

format.  This is dealt with in relation to question 2 above. 
 
21. 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, A1 and A2 set out 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 (paragraph 
A9). 

 
22. 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. 

 
Task Force Proposal presented to the CAG: 

 
23. The Task Force proposed addressing this concern by additional wording in the Scope 

(paragraphs 1-5) and related Explanatory Material (paragraphs A1-A3), to reinforce 
that IES 1 is concerned with entry requirements to professional accounting education; 
and that standards for entry to the accounting profession are addressed through IESs 
2, 3, 4, 5 and 6.   
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CAG response: 
 

24. The CAG supported the Task Force’s proposals.  The CAG further advised making it 
clear that other IESs make valuable contributions to the quality of the profession, but 
are not the only determinants of that quality. 

 
Task Force proposal following the CAG meeting: 
 

25. The Task Force proposes editorial changes to paragraphs 1 and A1 accordingly.  
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Question 3: 
 
Does the Board agree with the proposed editorial changes to paragraphs 1 and 
A1?  If not, what alternative approach does it suggest? 

 
Question 4: Are the explanatory materials sufficiently clear and comprehensive?  If 

not what changes do you suggest? 
 

Related comments in responses to exposure draft 
 
26. Thirty respondents replied to question 4.  Eighteen requested more guidance, whilst 

12 felt the explanatory materials were clear and comprehensive. 
 

Task Force discussion and recommendations 
 
27. 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 
the public interest was IFAC’s driving principle.  The proposed public interest aspects 
of IES 1 should therefore be retained, namely: ensuring entry requirements 
appropriately balance a reasonable chance of success whilst not placing excessive 
barriers to entry.  

 
28. The Task Force concluded that the comments seeking additional guidance could be 

dealt with by strengthening the Explanatory Materials, as noted earlier this paper.  
 

Task Force Proposals presented to the CAG: 
 

29. The Task Force recommended strengthening the Explanatory Materials by adding 
clarifications as noted under questions 1-3 above.   

 
CAG response: 
 

30. The CAG fully supported this approach.  Given the importance of “the public interest”, 
the CAG advised that this should be emphasised rather than explained.   
 
Task force proposal following the CAG meeting: 
 

31. The Task Force proposes adding text about “the public interest” in paragraphs A4 and 
A5.    
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Question 4: 
 
Does the Board agree with the proposed editorial changes to paragraphs 
A4 and A5?  If not, what alternative approaches does it suggest?  

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 

 
32. 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. 

 
Task Force discussion and recommendations 

 
33. 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.   

 
34. Various concerns were expressed about the nature of the public interest: is it to do 

with the profession or with individuals seeking to join the profession?  There was also 
confusion about whether the IES addressed standards for professional accountancy 
education, or for membership of the profession. 

 
35. The Task Force considers that the essence of the objective of IES 1 has three 

components: (i) it is addressed to the IFAC Member Body (in line with the other 
revised IESs); (ii) the entry requirements refer to professional accounting education, 
not membership of an IFAC Member Body; and (iii) the public interest is about 
integrity of professional accounting education, as well as the needs of individuals (i.e. 
flexible entry requirements does not mean a dilution of standards)]. 

 
36. The IAESB had a lengthy discussion about the wording of the objective at its October 

2011 meeting.  The IAESB supported revision of the objective to focus it on the 
objective of a member body, but was divided about the exact wording to follow the 
start of the sentence.  The option favoured by the largest number of Board members 
was: 

 
37. “The objective of an IFAC member body is to protect the public interest by 

establishing fair and proportionate entry requirements to professional accounting 
education.” 

 
Task Force Proposals presented to the CAG: 

 
38. The Task Force considered that the formulation above offered the clearest definition, 

consistent with the approach taken in other IESs.  This wording also addressed the 
point raised by some respondents about whether IES 1 was to do with entry to 
“professional accounting education” or to the profession itself.  The Task Force 
(endorsed by the IAESB) was clear that it was the former, but proposed making this 
even clearer in the Explanatory Material (paragraph A1). 
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CAG response: 
 

39. The CAG agreed that the objective should be brought into line with the objectives for 
other revised and redrafted IESs.  The CAG suggested that consideration be given to 
ensuring that all those with the capacity to become professional accountants are able 
to enter into professional accounting education.  The CAG meeting suggested 
clarifying that it is IFAC rather than member bodies that act in the public interest, by 
re-ordering the wording in the objective section (paragraph 8).  
 
Task Force proposal following the CAG meeting: 
 

40. The Task Force proposes rewording the Objective (paragraph 7 of the Standard)                      
in line with the Exposure Draft comments and IAESB initial views. 

 
Question 5: 
 
Does the Board support the amended objective proposed in paragraph 7 
of this amended IES1?  If not, what alternatives does it suggest? 

 
 
 
 
 
 

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 

 
41. 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 
 
42. A few comments were made around lack of clarity of terms, and the related 

inconsistency that this might bring.  The Task Force considered that the amendments 
suggested earlier in this paper will address these points.  The Task Force did not 
believe that IAESB should step back from its commitment to an outcomes, principles 
based approach.  The Task Force considered that the benefits of the principles based 
approach outweighed the negatives; this is reflected in the weighting of the comments 
received on exposure.   

 
Task Force Proposals presented to CAG: 
 

43. The Task Force recommended no substantive changes to IES 1 in relation to this 
question. 

 
CAG response: 
 

44. The CAG wholly supported the Task Force’s recommendations. 
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Task force proposal following the CAG meeting: 
 

45. The Task Force consider that the points raised in relation to question 6 on the ED are 
adequately addressed by the editorial changes proposed earlier in this paper, 
particularly A7 and A8 on definitions, and A11 on flexibility.   
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Question 6: 
 
Does the Board agree that the editorial changes and additions proposed 
earlier adequately address the concerns raised in relation to this ED 
question?  If not, what alternatives does the Board suggest? 

 
Question 7:  Are there 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 
 
46. 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 

 
47. 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 and management accountants, and this is common across all 
IESs currently going through a revision process.  The Task Force proposes to clarify 
this in the Explanatory Material, and to describe the entry criteria for accounting 
technicians in positive rather than negative terms (paragraph A8).  
 

48. This question elicited a number of comments about how to define and interpret the 
concepts of “reasonable chance of success” and “excessive barriers to entry”.  The 
Task Force and the IAESB have deliberated on these issues at length.  The Task 
Force considers that the proposed additions and amendments to the Explanatory 
Materials set out in this paper will provide as much clarification as is feasible and 
necessary on these points.  The revised Standard is principles-based, not rules-
based, in line with earlier decisions by the IAESB.  This approach will allow for 
flexibility of interpretation (as set out in paragraph 35 of the Existing IAESB 
Framework), without diluting the standards required of professional accounting 
education.  Rather, the revised IES 1 will underpin the other revised IESs in seeking 
to enhance the quality of the profession.   

 
Task Force Proposals presented to the CAG: 
 

49. The Task Force recommends no additional changes to the Explanatory Materials on 
the points raised under question 7.   

 



Agenda Item 9-1 

 
CAG response: 
 

50. The CAG held a wide ranging discussion and made the following points: 

• The definition of a professional accountant is currently a member of an IFAC 
member body, which by definition means accounting technicians are in scope 

• IFAC is having difficulty resolving the definition issue so each Board needs to 
address its standards to a scope it considers appropriate 

• The IESs need to stand the test of time and be worded in as time proof a way as 
possible to allow for flexibility. 

 
51. Overall, the CAG fully supported the Task Force’s proposed approach.  
 

Task force proposal: following the CAG meeting: 
 

52. The Task Force considers that the editorial changes and additions proposed earlier in 
this paper adequately address the comments made in relation to this ED question.  

 
53. The CAG raised no other significant issues in relation to IES 1 and the comments 

received on the Exposure Draft. 
 

Question 7: 
 
Does the Board agree with the Task Force’s recommendation?  If not, 
what changes does it suggest? 
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