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SUBJECT:  

 

Revision of IES 4 - Issues and Proposals of 
IAESB Task Force Relating to IAESB 
Recommendations (06/13) 

 

 INTRODUCTION  

1.  The paper provides information on the comments received from the Consultative Advisory 

Group (CAG) at its April meeting. The paper and the marked-up (Agenda Item 5-2) and clean 

(Agenda item 5-3) versions of the revised IES 4 show how the Task Force proposes to 

address the various comments received from the CAG, the Drafting Working Group and the 

Task Force Chairs and Secretaries’ workgroup.  

2. The agenda item contains the following materials:  

Agenda Item 5-1  Revision of IES 4 - Issues and Proposals of 

Task Force Relating to IAESB 

Recommendations (06/13)  

Agenda Item 5-2  

 

Revised Draft of IES 4, Initial Professional 

Development - Professional Values, Ethics, 

and Attitudes (Revised) Tracked changes 

(06/13) 

Agenda Item 5-3 Revised Draft of IES 4, Initial Professional 

Development - Professional Values, Ethics, 

and Attitudes (Revised) Clean copy (06/13) 

Agenda Item 5-4 Exposure Draft of revised IES 4 (July 2012) 

 

 BACKGROUND  

3. At its October 2009 meeting the IAESB agreed that the revision project of all 8 standards 

would  

i)  apply the new structure and language requirements of the IAESB drafting conventions to 

each Standard;  



Agenda Item 5-1  

 

Page 2 of 14 

Prepared by: Saleem Kharwa, Adrian Pulham, & task force members 

ii)  update relevant material of the existing IESs to ensure consistency with concepts and 

principles of the revised Framework document; and  

iii)  rewrite relevant material of the existing IESs to address issues of interpretation and 

clarification which have been identified by stakeholders as a result of the implementation 

of the Standards. 

4.  In addition the IAESB agreed that the following issues would be considered when revising IES 

4: 

• Consider clarifying the Standard’s requirements to ensure that accounting education 

programs continue to meet the core competence required for the various roles of a 

professional accountant; and 

• Revise the Standard to ensure consistency with the terminology and concepts set out in 

the revised IFAC Code of Ethics, 

subject to any issues identified through consultation with the IAESB CAG and public 

consultation. 

CAG April 2013 Meeting 

5. The Chair of the IES 4 Task Force presented an issues paper to the CAG, at its April 2013 

meeting, summarizing the IAESB’s recommendations to the exposure draft responses, the 

Task Force’s recommendations for responding to them, and the views of the CAG expressed 

at its February, 2013 meeting.   

6. A summary of respondents’ Comments and Task Force recommendations to the proposals, 

as discussed by the CAG, were also presented to the Board for their consideration. 

7. At its March, 2013 meeting, the Board disposed of the Task Force’s recommendations in 

respect of the six exposure draft questions as follows:  

a. Do you agree with the tabular format adopted for the learning outcomes? If not, what    

alternatives do you suggest? 

The Board agreed to support the recommendation of the Task Force to retain the 

tabular format.  Additionally, the Board requested that Proposed Learning outcome iii, 

‘Identify ethical issues and determine when ethical principles apply’ be placed higher 

up the list.   

b.  Do you agree with the competence areas identified for ethics education? If not what 

alternatives do you suggest? 

The Board agreed to support the recommendations of the Task Force, subject to any 

necessary conformance changes. 

c. Do you agree with the minimum levels of proficiency as identified for each 

competence area? 

The Board agreed to support the recommendations of the Task Force, subject to any 

necessary conformance changes, and confirmed the Task Force’s recommended 

levels of proficiency.  The Task Force has also subsequently checked the IESBA’s 

use of the word ‘fundamental’ to ensure consistency in this respect. 
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d.  Do you agree that the learning outcomes related to professional scepticism and 

professional judgment identified are appropriate for ethics education? 

The Board agreed to support the recommendations of the Task Force, that is not 

further to amend the table, with the exception of changing ‘sceptical’ to ‘questioning’ 

mind set.   

e.  Are there any terms within the proposed IES 4 Exposure Draft (June 2012) which 

require further clarification? If so please explain the nature of the deficiencies. 

The Board agreed to support the recommendations of the Task Force, subject to any 

necessary conformance changes, that there are no terms requiring further 

clarification, but that the Task Force takes into account the view of the DWG with 

respect to including additional terms in the glossary. 

f.  Do you anticipate any impact or implications for your organisation, or organisations 

with which you are familiar, in implementing the new requirements included in this 

proposed IES4 Exposure Draft? 

The Board agreed to support the recommendations of the Task Force, subject to any 

necessary conformance changes, and the release date of the Standard has been set 

in line with that for IES 2 and IES 3. 

8. A summary of the discussions on IES 4 Issues Papers presented to the IAESB and CAG from 

May 2010 to March 2013 are included in Appendix 1. 

 

DISCUSSION 

9. The Chair of the IES 4 Task Force presented the results of the IAESB March 2013 meeting at 

the CAG teleconference held on April 30, 2013. In general the CAG was pleased to endorse 

the Board’s decisions, subject to consideration of the following comments:  

Table A 

10. Some CAG member suggested that the word ‘apply’ be reviewed when used with relevant 

ethical requirements. The Chair of the IES4 Task Force explained that the word, apply, was 

used in the context of “employing a quality to evaluate information”, and that the the CAG 

already agreed to this wording at a previous meeting.  He also noted that both ISQC 1 and 

the IESBA use relevant ethical requirements (RER). As a result, the task force has agreed to 

retain the wording as proposed. 

11. CAG members also suggested that the word ‘compare’ in Table A c) iv) be strengthened.  

The Task Force Chair agreed to review this.  Subsequently, the DWG took a similar view and 

the wording has been amended.   

12. The CAG discussed the addition of the words ‘Minimum Level of Proficiency’ under 

‘Competence Area’ and indicated that it did not made sense.  The Chair of the CAG 

supported this view and suggested that to change the order of the columns to Competence 

Area, Minimum Level of Proficiency and Learning Outcomes. The Task Force Chair agreed 

that this would be discussed with the other Task Force Chairs and Secretaries to achieve a 

consistent view. 
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Paragraph A5 

13. The CAG indicated that insufficient emphasis was being placed on the CPD requirement for 

ethics. The Task Force Chair agreed to review and strengthen this section. 

 

Paragraph A14 

14. Some CAG members indicated that there is a contradiction between Paragraph 10 and 

Paragraph A14 (‘Member Bodies shall integrate’ and ‘professional values, ethics and attitudes 

may be integrated’). The Task Force Chair agreed to review the wording to resolve the 

contradiction. 

Paragraph A17 

15. It was pointed out that Para A17, as drafted, reflected IES 2 rather than IES4.  The Task 

Force Chair agreed that this would be amended. 

16.   These changes, as applicable, are shown in marked up format in agenda item 5-2.  

PROPOSED WAY FORWARD 

17. 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 4 as shown in Agenda Item 5-3, 
Revised IES 4, Initial Professional Development - Professional Values, Ethics, and Attitudes – 
CLEAN version. 
 

18. The IAESB should now consider an effective date of implementation for IES 4. IAESB is asked 
to vote on an effective date of July 1, 2015 for IES 4. 

  
19. 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 4 document in accordance with the 
IAESB’s Terms of Reference.  
 

20. After approving the final revised content of the exposed IES 4 document, the IAESB votes on 
whether there has been substantial change

1
 to the exposed document such that re-exposure is 

necessary. Agenda Item 5-4 provides a copy of the Exposure draft of the revised IES 4 (July 
2012).  
 

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

                                                           

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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22. In addition, the IAESB will be requested to vote on the withdrawal of the extant IEPS 1, 
Approaches to Developing and Maintaining Professional Values, Ethics and Attitudes, as of 
effective date stated in the revised IES 4, in accordance with the IAESB’s Terms of Reference. 

 

23. In preparing IES 4 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 4 Task Force Chair to ensure that content has not changed. Then, the final version of 
IES 4 is submitted to the PIOB for approval of due process. 
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APPENDIX 1 

SUMMARY OF IAESB BOARD AND CAG MEETINGS MAY 2010 TO SEPTEMBER 2012 

May 2010 IAESB Meeting 

1. Following discussion of an Issues paper the IAESB agreed that the revised IES 4 would be 

redrafted to take account of the following: 

• Using IPD as the primary objective of the Standard whilst introducing the concept of CPD 

from the Framework and making reference within the Explanatory Material to CPD (IES 7); 

• Widening the scope to organisations other than IFAC Member Bodies, in line with both the 

IAESB Framework and the IAESB Strategic Plan 2010-2012; and 

• presenting the programme content in a format based on learning outcomes. These learning 

outcomes were shown in the redrafted IES 4 which accompanied the Issues Paper. 

The discussions also identified three areas where the input of the CAG was sought. These are 

discussed below. 

September 2010 CAG meeting 

2. The discussions identified a mix of views on how the revised IES 4 should refer to the Code of 

Ethics for Professional Accountants. In view of this, the CAG was asked whether the content of the 

revised IES4 should be a mix of broad and professionally specific education relating to ethics using 

the IESBA Code of Ethics as the primary source of reference. 

In discussion the CAG agreed that the Code was very important but should not be the primary source 

of reference for the IES 4. Being the primary source would give too much emphasis. It was 

commented that local legislation and regulatory requirements are also important and accountants 

need to ensure that they have complied with these not just the Code. The view of the CAG was that 

Professional Accountants would be expected to go beyond following the “rules”. 

3. Discussions at the IAESB meeting were positive about the importance of undertaking reflective 

activity in relation to lessons learned from ethical situations but there were concerns about the 

implications this may cause for member bodies. It was suggested that this be raised for discussion 

with the CAG. 

The CAG also had mixed views on a specific requirement for reflective activity. It was agreed that 

reflection was important and it was difficult to imagine developing ethical values without reflective 

activity. It was identified, however, that the phrase “reflective activity” was difficult to translate from 

English into other languages and if was included as a requirement it would need to be clearly defined 

what was meant by reflective activity. It was also suggested that the challenge would be to know how 

the reflective activity had been completed and how it would be documented and evidenced and this 

would require to be addressed. 

In relation to whether public consultation other than through the exposure period was required, it was 

generally agreed by the CAG that this would not be required. 

4. The CAG was also asked for its views on whether the revised IES 4 should contain a separate 

requirement relating to the assessment of the program of professional accounting education 
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containing Professional Values, Ethics and Attitudes. The CAG discussed this and agreed that 

assessment of the elements of professional values, ethics and attitudes was essential. It was noted 

that assessment had its own standard, IES 6, but that the decision to include or not include a specific 

assessment requirement in IES 4 should be applied to all IESs and as such should be agreed at a 

Board level. 

5. No other issues were identified by the CAG in relation to IES 4. 

Actions taken Following CAG and Drafting Review 

6. The comments made by the CAG in relation to the Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants 

were considered by the Taskforce. The Taskforce agreed that the revised IES 4 would make 

reference to broader ethics literature upfront and then identify the Code as a subset of this broader 

literature. 

On reviewing an early draft of IES 4, the Drafting Review Group raised some comments about the 

Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants being referred to within the Scope section of IES 4. The 

view expressed was that this was potentially confusing to a first time reader. These comments were 

considered by the Taskforce and the form of wording amended but the reference in the Scope section 

retained. The view of the Taskforce is that the Code of Ethics is central to IES 4 and that a reference 

to the Code within the scope section of the standard reflects the importance of the Code and the need 

to apply the Code into professional accounting education programmes. The importance of the Code to 

IES 4 is different to other situations and documents and the Taskforce believes that the approach 

taken reflects this. 

The Taskforce considered the comments made by the CAG in relation to reflective activity and noted 

that there was overwhelming support for the importance of including reflection in ethics education. 

The Taskforce discussed the issues relating to the inclusion of a requirement for reflective activity and 

agreed that this requirement should be included in the revised IES 4. 

In terms of the appropriate terminology to describe reflective activity, a review of literature in the area 

was undertaken and the term “reflective practice” was identified. The Taskforce discussed the use of 

this term in place of reflective activity but concluded that reflective activity was an easier concept to 

explain. It was also agreed that the key was to provide examples of reflective activity in the 

Explanatory Materials section of IES 4. 

The Taskforce noted the CAG’s comment on a separate requirement relating to assessment and 

agreed to include a separate requirement in the current version of the redraft of IES 4. 

In addition, the Taskforce has reviewed and, where considered appropriate, addressed a number of 

the comments made by the Drafting Review Group in the current version of the redraft of IES 4. 

November 2010 IAESB Meeting 

7. At the November meeting, the Board was provided with a first draft of the redrafted IES 4 for review 

and comment. In addition, the Board was asked to consider whether the points raised by the CAG 

have been considered and appropriately dealt with by the Taskforce. The view expressed was that 

the Taskforce had taken on board the CAG’s comments and addressed these appropriately. 

8. The Board was also asked to approve the approach taken by the Taskforce in relation to the 

inclusion of the Code of Ethics within the Scope section of IES 4. The rationale for the inclusion was 

discussed and the Board confirmed that it agreed with the approach followed in the current draft. 
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9. As agreed at the May meeting of the IAESB and September meeting of the CAG a learning 

outcome approach was approved for the redraft of IES 4. The IAESB was asked to consider whether 

the learning outcomes identified in Paragraph 9 of the revised IES 4 were appropriate for the 

professional values, ethics and attitudes elements of a programme of professional accounting 

education. The discussions confirmed that the learning outcomes were appropriate and were in line 

with the taxonomy approach outlined for the Information paper for IES 2. 

10. The Board confirmed that it was happy with the approach taken to redrafting IES 4 and made 

some suggestions relating to particular paragraphs of the standard which will be addressed in the 

next draft. 

CAG Discussion February 2011 

11. The CAG was given a copy of the draft of IES 4 which was presented to the November IAESB 

meeting and was asked to consider whether there are any issues in the redraft of IES 4 which it 

wishes to identify to be addressed by the Taskforce. In addition, the CAG was also asked whether it 

wishes to provide advice to the Taskforce on the matters discussed at the IAESB November meeting. 

12. The CAG discussed the paper and the draft of IES 4. In summary there was support for the 

approach taken to addressing the concerns raised previously by the CAG. In particular, the materials 

included on reflective activity were welcomed and highlighted as helpful. The current definition of 

professional values, ethics and attitudes contained within the IAESB glossary which groups the three 

elements together was questioned and it was agreed that this should be referred to the Drafting 

Group. A comment was made in relation to whether it was appropriate for IES 4 to be a separate 

standard but this had previously been discussed by the CAG and the Board and agreed that IES 4 

should be retained as a separate standard. 

Second Drafting Working Group Review 

13. In addition, the Drafting Working Group has undertaken a review of the revised draft of IES 4 and 

gave a number of comments which fell into three main areas: 

• “Policing” wording; 

• Consistency of phraseology; and 

• General clarity.  

These comments have been considered by the Taskforce and appropriate action taken to address 

these comments. 

CAG Discussion September 2011 

14. Having undertaken the initial analysis of the respondents’ comments, the Taskforce sought the 

guidance of the CAG in relation to clarification of some of the comments received. 

15. The Taskforce sought guidance from the CAG in relation to the concerns expressed by 

respondents for reflective activity to be “formalized and documented”. The concerns expressed fell 

mostly into two areas. The first relates to confidentiality and potentially legal/regulatory issues which 

might arise from a requirement to document the reflective activity. The second relates to the inclusion 

of a specific requirement to document the reflective activity in the IES when the IAESB is following a 

principles-based approach to the drafting and setting of standards. The CAG considered the concerns 

but noted that the requirement did not state that the reflective activity had to be undertaken on ethical 
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dilemmas faced by the individual but could be focused on well-known real life cases and this was 

reflected in the Explanatory Materials. 

16. In addition, there was comment from the CAG that whilst the use of the term “reflective activity” 

had been discussed and agreed by both the CAG and the Board previously, there was still a concern 

over the translation of the phrase. Possible alternatives such as “critical reflection” and “reflective 

practice” were suggested but it was unclear whether these phrases would be easily translated to give 

the full sense of what was required. It was noted that the previous IES4 had used the phrase 

“reflection” and that this had been translated and understood without apparent difficulty. 

17. The Taskforce asked the CAG for guidance in relation to the reference to assessment processes 

in paragraph 12 and its interaction with the objective and the scope of the standard. The CAG 

confirmed it was important the scope and objectives of the IES were consistent with the stated 

requirements and it agreed with the Taskforce proposal to place greater emphasis on the aspiring 

professional accountant in paragraph 12. 

CAG Discussion February 2012 

18 The CAG had expressed concerns about the term “reflective activity”, whereupon the Task Force 

suggested the use of the term “reflection”. The Board considered the Task Force proposals, but did 

not support the use of the term “reflection”, and confirmed that the term reflective activity should be 

used in the revised IES. However, the Board did support the proposal to revise the definition of 

reflective activity to give IFAC member bodies a clear sense of what was meant by the phrase. 

19 The Task Force recommended that the full definition of term “professional values, ethics and 

attitudes” be included in the explanatory material of the IES. 

March 2012 IAESB Meeting 

20. The Task Force recommended the use of “relevant ethical requirements” instead of the IESBA 

code of Ethics. 

21. The Task Force recommended the withdrawal of IEPS 1. 

22. The primacy of the Public Interest was established and further explanatory material was written in 

order to explain the framework. 

June 2012 IAESB Meeting 

23. New learning outcomes were written for professional scepticism and professional judgement. 

24. Learning outcomes were presented in a tabular format. Competency areas and minimum 

proficiency levels were introduced. 

25. IES 4 was finalised and approved for re-exposure. 

CAG Discussion, September 2012 

26. The CAG identified the tabular format as a significant change from the narrative approach and a 

suggestion was made that further guidance to users on this new approach would be required. It was 

however pointed out that additional guidance for learning outcomes was a potential project on the 

Board’s agenda. 



Agenda Item 5-1  

 

Page 10 of 14 

Prepared by: Saleem Kharwa, Adrian Pulham, & task force members 

27.  The CAG recommended a new learning outcome in the ‘Commitment to the Public Interest’ area 

relating to the need to be able to identify the specific public interest context of an ‘engagement’. The 

CAG also commented on the verbs used in the learning outcomes. 

28. The CAG commented on Appendix 1. The Task Force noted that the comments on limited 

supervision and the level of complexity and the work environment needed to be discussed with the 

other Task Forces as Appendix 1 was common to IES 2, 3, 4 and 8. 

29. The CAG also recommended that ‘relevant ethical requirements’ is not restricted to Part A of the 

IESBA Code, but include Parts B and C where those are relevant to professional accountants.  

Alternatively the CAG recommended that no reference should be made to individual parts of the 

Code. 

30. These proposals have been addressed as follows: 

 Tabular Format:  It was agreed that additional guidance for users of the Standard would 

be developed in due course. 

 Public Interest:  The Task Force will consider a new learning outcome regarding the 

public interest context of an engagement for the consideration of the Board. 

 Common Paragraphs:  The Chairs and Secretaries of IES 2, 3, 4 and 8 have met to 

develop the paragraphs common to these Standards and this is the subject of a separate 

part of this presentation. 

 IESBA Reference:  The Task Force agrees that, for clarity and consistency, no reference 

will be made to individual parts of the Code.  

CAG Discussion, February 2013 and March 2013 IAESB meeting  

The following sets out the advice given by the CAG, at its February, 2013 meeting, and the 

Task Force’s recommendations for the consideration of the IAESB at its March, 2013 

meeting.   

Question 1:  Do you agree with the tabular format adopted for the learning outcomes? If not, 

what alternatives do you suggest? 

31. 27 responses were received to this question, of which 26 were in the affirmative.  However, in 

its response, NASBA had highlighted the importance of the ethical dimensions of the 

Standard but preferred a step by step approach and consequently made the following 

proposal, which would have the effect of strengthening the ethical focus of IES 4 by extending 

the learning outcomes: 

 “In our opinion part (b) of Table A would provide clear guidance if each of these steps was 

outlined individually. For example, part b might replace learning outcomes (iii) and (iv) with 

the following: 

iii. The ability to recognize ethical issues and determine when ethical principles apply. 

iv. The ability to analyze an ethical situation and identify the relevant facts, the ethical 

issue(s), relevant authoritative guidance, and the individuals or groups that have an 

important stake in the outcome.   

v. The ability to evaluate alternative courses of action and determine the ethical 

consequences of various courses of action. 



Agenda Item 5-1  

 

Page 11 of 14 

Prepared by: Saleem Kharwa, Adrian Pulham, & task force members 

vi. The ability to make ethical decisions and take actions that uphold the fundamental 

ethical principles of integrity, objectivity, professional competence and due care, 

confidentiality, and professional behavior.”   

The Task Force considered the proposals of NASBA and concluded that there was merit in 
expanding the learning outcomes for the purposes of clarity. The Task Force therefore 
recommends the inclusion of the following learning outcomes in a re-ordered section b (See 
Table 1). 
 
Table 1. Proposed Learning Outcomes  

Existing Learning Outcomes Proposed Learning Outcome 

 iii. Identify ethical issues and determine when 
ethical principles apply 

 iv. Analyse alternative courses of action and 
determine the ethical consequences of these. 

v. Apply the fundamental ethical 
principles of integrity, objectivity, 
professional competence and due 
care, confidentiality, and professional 
behaviour to ethical dilemmas and 
determine an appropriate resolution. 

 

vi. Apply relevant ethical requirements 
to professional behaviour and 
compliance with standards. 

 

 

 
 
 

 
Question 2:  Do you agree with the competence areas identified for ethics education? If not 

what alternatives do you suggest? 

32. 26 responses were received to this question, 21 of which were in the affirmative.  Of the 

remaining 5, the majority addressed editorial suggestions and did not impact in significant 

manner content.  

Nevertheless, the responses of FEE and IDW merit further consideration.  FEE’s submission 

rested on the proposition that “Professional scepticism and professional judgement are 

generally audit specific and suggested that they be deleted as a competence area but 

retained as a learning outcome.  IDW also identified professional scepticism as assurance 

related and should therefore be excluded from IES 4, based on the IESBA and IAASB 

requirements.     

33. The Task Force disagrees with these views, believing instead that professional scepticism 

and judgement are broad, learned behaviours which therefore may be developed and 

maintained as competences.  The Task Force also believes that these competences, while of 

Action requested: 

 

1) Does the Board support the recommendation of the Task Force (See 

proposed learning outcomes of Table 1) in respect of Question 1? 
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special value to audit and assurance professionals, are relevant to all professional 

accountants and should therefore be retained as set out in the ED. 

Subject to any necessary conformance changes, the CAG supported the Task Force 

proposal. 

 

 

 

Question 3:  Do you agree with the minimum levels of proficiency as identified for each 

competence area? 

34. 28 responses were received to this question, of which 21 were in the affirmative.  The 

remainder of the comments included a number of editorial suggestions, but also a shared 

view that the minimum level of proficiency (intermediate), shown in the ED, may be too low.  

However, the Task Force believes that, given that this competence area applies to all 

professional accountants at IPD, and will be developed over time throughout their careers and 

through further CPD, this is an appropriate minimum level of proficiency, and the CAG 

supported the Task Force proposal. 

However, as it is clear that these competences also include considerations of professional 

scepticism and professional judgement, the Task Force would value the confirmation of the 

Board of the appropriate level of proficiency.   

A number of further comments were also made which, while not affecting the Standard’s 

content in a significant manner, will inform the development of future guidance notes and 

practice papers in this area.   

 

Question 4:  Do you agree that the learning outcomes related to professional scepticism and 

professional judgment identified are appropriate for ethics education? 

35. 27 responses were received to this question, of which 23 were in the affirmative.  The 

remaining four submissions (ICAA, ICAS, IDW and IRBA) suggested that the Task Force 

considers improving the alignment between the learning outcome and the definition of 

Action requested: 

 

3) Does the Board support the recommendation of the Task Force in respect 

of Question 3? 

Action requested: 

 

2) Does the Board support the recommendation of the Task Force in respect 

of Question 2? 
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professional judgement in Table B of IES 4.  As there had been broad support for the way in 

which the learning outcomes were set out and described from the other respondents, the 

Task Force does not propose to amend the table.  

The CAG advised the Task Force not necessarily to view silence as assent and consider 

whether alignment could further be improved. 

 

 

 

Questions 5: Are there any terms within the proposed IES 4 Exposure Draft (June 2012) 

which require further clarification? If so please explain the nature of the deficiencies. 

36. 27 responses were received to this question, of which 21 were in the affirmative.  Other 

respondents (EYG, FEE, IAAER, KPMG) questioned the existence of the “mastery” levels and 

its relationship with the “advanced” level, which is seen by some as confusing, which the Task 

Force notes is the subject of consideration and discussion elsewhere.   

Therefore, the Task Force does not propose making further amendments to this aspect of the 

Standard.  

The CAG supported the Task Force proposal. 

 

 

Question 6:   Are there any terms within the proposed IES 4 Exposure Draft (June 2012) 

which require further clarification? If so please explain the nature of the deficiencies. 

37. 22 responses were received to this question, of which 14 were in the affirmative.  Other 

respondents listed a number of terms they believe require further clarification.  Some of these 

may best be addressed in the glossary, many are in common usage and therefore require no 

further explanation.  The Task Force will therefore take the advice of the DWG into account in 

preparing a final version of the revised IES 4 for the IAESB.  

Action requested: 

 

5) Does the Board support the recommendation of the Task Force in 

respect of Question 5? 

Action requested: 

 

4) Does the Board support the recommendation of the Task Force in 

respect of Question 4? 
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The CAG supported the Task Force proposal.  

 

Question 7:  Do you anticipate any impact or implications for your organisation, or 

organisations with which you are familiar, in implementing the new requirements included in 

this proposed IES4 Exposure Draft? 

38. 27 responses were received to this question and were widely welcoming.   Many respondents 

(AAT, AICPA, CICPA, FEE, IDW, JICPA, SAIPA) noted the challenge of enforcing 

educational standards where a third party provides IPD delivery, and the Task Force is 

cognisant of this. 

One respondent suggested that it would be helpful, given their interdependencies, to release 

IES 4 at the same time as IES 2 and IES 3.  

Other respondents noted matters (such as the documentation of reflective activity) which, as 

they are not new to this ED, having been dealt with in previous iterations, the Task Force 

does not intend to return to.   

The CAG supported the Task Force proposal, noting that the release dates of Standards are 

a matter for the IAESB.   

The CAG welcomed the way in which the Task Force had addressed their concerns.  

 

 

 

 

Action requested: 

 

7) Does the Board support the recommendation of the Task Force in 

respect of Question 7? 

Action requested: 

 

6) Does the Board support the recommendation of the Task Force in 

respect of Question 6? 


