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Committee: International Accounting Education Standards Board 

Meeting Location: IFAC Headquarters, New York, USA 

Meeting Date: October 29-31, 2014, beginning 8:30am. 

 

SUBJECT: 

 

IAESB Work Program – IES Guidance (10/14) 

 

INTRODUCTION 

1. The overall purpose of this paper is to provide a framework for the Board to discuss and make 

decisions on how it intends to undertake its work over the next two years, and to ensure that the 

projects and activities of the Board’s work program are sequenced coherently. 

2. This paper does not deal with the specific objectives and timelines for each project within the 

IAESB work program: these are being handled by the respective Task Forces, and issues for 

discussion will be presented separately in due course.   

3. The Board is invited to consider and agree the following issues: 

(a) the criteria and process for deciding, case-by-case, whether the proposed product is 

“authoritative” or “non-authoritative”; 

(b) alternative approaches to consultation / due process to be followed in different 

circumstances, with an overriding principle of proportionality; 

(c) governance arrangements for the whole suite of implementation guidance projects (i.e. the 

“Sounding Committee”); 

(d) the frequency, type and timing of 2015 and 2016 Board meetings, to maximise the 

effectiveness and efficiency of Board member time; 

(e) the sequencing of key deliverables in each project and across all the projects, and identify 

the critical path points. 

BACKGROUND 

4. The IAESB approved its 2014-16 Strategy and Work Plan (SWP) at its June 2014 meeting.  The 

SWP has since been endorsed by the Public Interest Oversight Board.  The focus of the SWP is 

on identifying, researching and producing implementation guidance to support the revised 

International Education Standards (IESs). This will help serve the public interest by improving the 

quality of professional accounting education, and hence of the profession as a whole.  More 

specifically, the SWP projects will support the transition from input-based to outcome-based IESs.  

5. The IAESB had an initial discussion of the SWP new project proposals at its June meeting.  The 

Board noted that there were a number of important linkages between projects, and agreed in 

principle that they should be managed as a single program. Subsequently, the Task Force (TF) 

chairs, IAESB Chair and IAESB staff met by teleconference on 25th July to discuss the way 

forward.  This group,  designated as a “Sounding Board”, agreed to oversee  the suite of 

implementation guidance activities as a single "project" (or program), to ensure coherence of 
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content, to coordinate use of data and external consultation, and to optimize the sequence of 

activities. 

6. SWP outputs may include IAESB written products and signposts to various sources of support, 

such as guidance from IFAC.  These products should be “future proofed” as much as possible, by 

using adaptable digital formats. 

7. Based on discussion at the June 2014 Board meeting, the SWP new projects are, in order of 

priority (importance and timing) are: 

 Learning Outcomes principles 

 IES 8 guidance  

 Baseline evaluation of the profession – benchmark for assessing impact of revised IESs  

 Practical experience guidance (including for CPD) 

 Entry requirements (information note)  

 In due course, consider further revisions or additions to the IESs, and/or new standards 

Project proposals 

8. The outline project plans are set out in Appendix 1, and summarized below.   

9. Collectively, these projects will establish: (a) a baseline (as of mid-2015) and methodology for 

assessing implementation of the revised IESs in due course; (b) provide principles for designing 

and assessing professional accounting education programs and Learning Outcomes; and, (c) 

issue targeted good practice guidance to enable member bodies effectively to implement the 

revised IESs. 

CAG COMMENTS 

10. The CAG discussed the issues set out in this paper at its September 2014 meeting, and made the 

following observations: 

a) it was sensible to determine proportionate consultation / due process for non-authoritative 

pronouncements, but noted that this should not be used to dilute proper due process in any 

way; 

b) the terms “authoritative” and “non-authoritative” may not translate easily into all languages – 

“mandatory” and “non-mandatory” might be better; 

c) additional guidance on CPD (including in the context of practical experience) may be 

required: something to consider in light of the Baseline Evaluation and Learning Outcomes 

phase 1 projects; 

d) tracking the use of Learning Outcomes in professional exams could be a good indicator of 

the impact of the revised IESs; 

e) use of the term “pronouncements” rather than “publications” (as in this paper) should be 

reflected in the Revised Framework and corresponding changes be made to the Terms of 

Reference.  

11. The CAG did not offer any specific views on the model for proportionate consultation / due process 

set out in paragraph 14.  The PIOB representative noted that the review of Standard Setting 

Boards’ terms of references, including the concept of “authoritative” and “non-authoritative” 

pronouncements, was ongoing, and that the PIOB had yet to opine on it.  For the purposes of this 
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paper, points 10 (d) and 10 (e) are deemed more relevant for the Learning Outcomes project 

proposal and Revised Framework respectively; point 10 (c) is something to keep in view; and point 

10 (b) is subject to the outcome of the SSB review and PIOB comments thereon.  

DISCUSSION 

Consulting external stakeholders 

12. All of the project proposals envisage drawing on data from the IFAC Compliance Program (SMO 

returns and related analysis), consulting IFAC Member Bodies through informal contacts and/or 

surveys, and conferring with firms, academia and international organisations.  The Baseline Study 

project will analyse SMO and Compliance Program data during Q4 2014; this will be shared with 

the other project teams. The Learning Outcomes project proposes focus groups with certain 

member bodies in developing countries, to understand their needs better; and to connect with 

certain member bodies in developed countries to seek examples of good practice.  

Consultation / Due process - serving the public interest 

13. The PIOB, in approving the 2014-16 SWP, observed that "protection of the public interest requires 

oversight of the process of development of implementation guidance."  This requires the Board to 

consider carefully and deliberately in each case whether proposed pronouncements are essential 

for implementing any of the IESs, and hence should be “authoritative”; or are intended to provide 

supportive information, and hence be “non-authoritative”.  The PIOB will therefore wish to observe 

and comment on the Board’s deliberations about project proposals, to help ensure that decisions 

properly reflect the public interest 

14. All of the Standard setting boards are considering whether and how to follow public interest 

oversight due process for their non-authoritative material. The IAASB is due to decide on its 

"model for due process” shortly: we may be able to adapt this for IAESB. In the meantime, a 

possible model is outlined below:  

 Any revisions to an existing standard, or a completely new standard, would be an 

“authoritative”1 pronouncement. 

 Any other IAESB pronouncement that the Board deems essential for the effective 

implementation of any IES would also be “authoritative”.  

This would require preparation of proposals in consultation formally with the CAG, leading to 

the preparation of an exposure draft (ED) perhaps after two years.  Responses to the ED 

would then need to be considered, in consultation with the CAG, perhaps over a further year.  

The PIOB will need to endorse the final product, as well as that appropriate due process has 

been followed.  

 Any other products would be non-authoritative guidance.  This might have up to four variants 

or a mix of these four:   

(i) desk study report (no consultation, no CAG, done by TFs with Board taking “fatal flaw” 

test);  

(ii) targeted explanatory material, e.g. for emerging economies or on a specific topic 

(semi-structured consultation, including with the CAG or some CAG members and/or 

targeted key stakeholders; but this could be done in a short timeline, e.g. as envisaged 

for the additional guidance to accompany the revised IES 8. 

                                                 
1 The term “authoritative” here denotes pronouncements that are mandatory for IFAC Member Bodies, 
and which accordingly follow due process overseen by the PIOB.  All IAESB pronouncements carry 
the authority of the Board, but are not necessarily mandatory. 
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(iii) global guidance, e.g. on Learning Outcomes good practice (IAESB contribution to the 

literature, plus designed to support implementation  of IESs: informal CAG and PIOB 

consultation, handled by the relevant  TF without the need for plenary Board 

discussion at each iteration.  Board discussion at key stages, e.g. project proposal, 

draft pronouncement (which could be done by email), final pronouncement/voting out; 

(iv) internal reports (of wider interest): starting with the baseline review – done to inform 

IAESB critical review of IES impact, or need for additional or revised Standards. 

15. It is possible that a non-authoritative pronouncement might subsequently evolve into material that 

the Board deems “authoritative”, say in light of feedback from IFAC Member Bodies or the Revised 

IESs Implementation Review.  In any such cases, the Board would need to consider what 

additional due process was required, in consultation with the CAG and the PIOB. The Learning 

Outcomes project plan envisages both non-authoritative and authoritative pronouncements, in that 

order. 

Sounding Board / governance arrangements 

16. The SWP projects will be designed, implemented and monitored by TFs, following established 

IAESB practice.  This work may involve TF teleconferences, face to face meetings of some TF 

members and others, sharing draft papers with a wider group of Board members, and video 

conferences.  TFs will also determine when and how to consult external stakeholders. TFs will 

report into the Board at each key stage of the project when plenary discussion and/or decision is 

required.  These will be built into the respective project plans and due process.   

17. In order to oversee progress across the SWP as whole, and to ensure coherence in terms of 

external consultations, content and coverage, and timelines, it is proposed that the “Sounding 

Board” meets by teleconference at least once between each Board meeting.   

18. The Sounding Board would comprise: the Board Chair; the TF chair or a representative for each 

SWP project (i.e. the "senior responsible owners"); the CAG Chair; a Secretary (Technical 

Adviser); and the IAESB Senior Technical Adviser.  

19. The Sounding Board could be subsumed into the Steering Committee. 

Schedule of 2015 and 2016 Board meetings 

20. The IAESB is planning to hold two meetings in each of 2015 and 2016.  These will focus on formal 

Board decisions (e.g. IES 8; Framework; status of SWP project products), and wider quality 

assurance of TFs’ ideas with Board members who have not been directly involved.  Additional 

Board discussion could be arranged by teleconference or videoconference if required. 

21. Any additional face-to-face meetings, if required, would aim to make the due process work for the 

SWP, not the other way round. And time saved on formal Board meetings can be used for TFs’ 

work and virtual discussions. 

Critical Path for SWP projects: the “Grid” 

22. The IAESB will strive to achieve value for money/efficiency and effectiveness in its SWP by 

prioritising its activities according to the following criteria:  

o what is essential for Member Bodies to implement the revised IESs, as soon as they become 

effective;  

 what existing IAESB products need reviewing or withdrawing, in light of the revised IESs;  
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 what new material is demanded/identified in light of experience of applying the revised IESs 

(i.e. in the longer term), based on proposals/feedback from Member Bodies and other 

stakeholders, and on an objective assessment of the impact of the IESs. 

23. The table below sets out the possible sequencing of activities for the SWP, taking account of 

available time, resources, impact on stakeholders and logical flow: 

2015 2016 

1st half 2nd half 1st half 2nd half 

Learning Outcomes principles Proposal agreed Q4 2014) 

Research good 

practice; consult 

widely.  Issue 

Information paper on 

good practice and 

principles 

(2nd phase) 

Develop 

authoritative 

principles 

proposals, based 

on further 

consultation  

Exposure draft for 

“authoritative” 

principles  

(3rd phase) 

Analysis of comments 

on ED.  Revise 

pronouncement. 

First Board 

consideration by email 

or teleconference 

(early 2017). Final 

version to Board for 

approval in mid 2017 

Baseline evaluation (Proposal agreed Q4 2014) 

TF work, CAG 

consultation in Q1; to 

Board for sign-off in 

June 2015.  

   

Entry Requirements 

TF work, CAG 

consultation Q1; to 

Board for fatal flaw 

check June, publish 

mid-year. 

   

Practical Experience/CPD 

 Assess need for new or updated 

guidance, taking account of LO 1st phase 

and Baseline Evaluation. 

 

IES8 guidance (Information Paper) 

Prepare text in light of feedback on EDs 

and IES 8 TF discussions to date. 

Finalise paper  

Post Implementation Review 

 Prepare 

methodology, 

drawing on 

baseline study 

Finalise 

methodology 

Start to collect data (e.g. via 

SMO returns) 

New standards 
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2015 2016 

1st half 2nd half 1st half 2nd half 

Standing item on Board agenda, to consider whether any new IES is required and if so 

how and when to prepare it. 

 

PROPOSED WAY FORWARD 

24. Subject to Board discussion and agreement, and advice from the PIOB, the 

Board will apply the “due process model” when considering each project 

proposal, to determine (a) whether the planned pronouncement is authoritative 

or non-authoritative; and (b), if non-authoritative, what form due process should 

take. 

25. The next Board Chair will finalise composition and remit of the Sounding Board / 

Steering Committee, to oversee the SWP as a whole.  TF Chairs will continue to 

be responsible for taking forward their respective projects. 

 

 

10th October 2014 

Action Requested: 

1. Does the Board agree with the proposed classification of products as 
authoritative or non-authoritative guidance, and the suggested way 
forward on variable due process (paragraph 14?.  If not, what alternative 
suggestions does the Board have? 

2. Does the Board agree with the proposed approach to overseeing the 
IAESB work program over the next two years (the “Sounding Board”, and 
proposed frequency and timing of Board meetings)?  If not, what 
alternative suggestions does the Board have? 

3. Does the Board agree with the proposed sequencing of SWP projects set 
out in the table above (para 21)?  If not, what amendments does the Board 
propose?  
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APPENDIX 1 

IAESB Strategy and Work Program 2014-16: New Project Proposals 

 Stakeholder 

consultation 

Product(s) Target 

date 

TF Chair 

Learning Outcomes:  Provide supplementary explanatory information to IES X 

 Data mine CAP reports. 

Survey select IFAC 

Member Bodies 

Guidance 

document 

mid 2015 AMV 

 Further consultation in 

light of phases 1 and 2 of 

project 

Authoritative 

Principles 

Mid 2017 AMV 

Baseline study: Establish level of compliance with current IESs, and Member Bodies’ 

preparedness for shift to principles-based IESs. 

 Draw on data from IFAC 

Compliance Group 

reports 

Report to IAESB: 

recs for post 

implementation 

review and 

continuous quality 

improvement 

process 

May 

2015 

BMcG 

Implementation guidance:  Provide targeted good practice guidance to enable 

Member Bodies effectively to implement the revised IESs. 

Entry Requirements: summarise current practice, as a reference guide 

 Informal contacts with 

the CAP, selected  

member bodies 

Desk Study Mid 2015 CM/ tbd 

Practical Experience/CPD: to be determined in light of Learning Outcomes phase 1 

and Baseline Evaluation 

IES 8 /Audit Professional:  

 Draw on feedback to ED 

and IES 8 TF 

deliberations to date. 

Information Paper Mid 2016 tbd 

 


