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Committee: International Accounting Education Standards Board 

Meeting Location: Fiesta Americana Hotel, Merida, Mexico 

Meeting Date: March 7, 2012, beginning 8:00am March 8-9, 2012, beginning 8:30am

 
SUBJECT: 

 
Revision of IES 4 - Issues and Proposals of the 
Task Force (03/12) 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
1. The aim of this paper is to assist the IAESB in its discussions of the issues related to 

the revision of IES 4: Professional Values, Ethics and Attitudes resulting from the 
October 2011 meeting, where the Board considered an initial analysis of the 
comments received from the Exposure Draft (ED) and the Task Force’s proposals 
relating to those comments. The paper will also update the Board on its discussions 
with the CAG at its February 2012 meeting. 

 
2. Following discussion of the issues paper by the IAESB at its October 2011 meeting, 

the Task Force implemented the recommendations accepted by the Board, and 
continued with its detailed analysis of the comments received on the exposure draft. 
A series of proposals are presented in this paper on matters which the Board asked 
the Task Force to re-consider and on matters which have arisen from the Task 
Force’s continued analysis of comments received on the ED. The Task Force revised 
the ED with the aim of presenting a final draft of the document for the Board’s 
approval at its March 2012 meeting in Merida. 

 
3. This agenda item contains the following materials: 
 

Agenda Item 4-1 Revision of IES 4 - Issues and Proposals of the Task Force 
 

Agenda Item 4-2 Revision of IES 4 - Clean Copy 
 

Agenda Item 4-3 Revision of IES 4 - Marked-up-copy 
 

Agenda Item 4-4 Revision of IES 4 – Exposure Draft (April 2011) 
 
 

Note: Agenda Item 4-3 shows all changes made between Agenda Item 4-4 (the 
Exposure Draft) and Agenda Item 4-2.  At the Board meeting in October 2011 an 
interim, marked up version of IES 4 was presented to the Board to illustrate the 
Taskforce’s thinking on various issues that had arisen in the analysis of comments on 
the Exposure Draft up to that point – following the Board discussion some of the 
revisions proposed at that point have been carried forward into the current draft at x-
2 and others have been dropped or revised.   
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BACKGROUND 

 
4. 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; 

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. 

 
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;  

•  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’s Consultative 
Advisory Group (CAG) and  public consultation. 

 
5. A summary of the discussions on Issues Papers presented to the IAESB and CAG 

from May 2010 to October 2011 are included at Appendix 1. 
 
 

Recent Task Force Activity 
 

6. The Task Force met via conference call on 23 January, 03 February and 14 February 
to discuss the Respondents comments received, the Board and CAG responses, 
comments provided by the Public Policy and Regulation section of IFAC, identify the 
significant issues and to agree on proposed recommendations for the Board at this 
meeting.  

 
7. In addition, the Task Force made revisions to the IES based upon the direction 

received from the Board during the October 2011 meeting, the February 2012 CAG 
meeting and other written responses. 
 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
‘Relevant Ethical Requirements’ versus IESBA Code of Ethics 

 
8. Comments received indicated concern about what elements of the IESBA Code were 

to be integrated into learning and development activities for aspiring professional 
accountants (for example, querying whether it intended that Parts B and C of the Code 
related to professional accountants operating in public practice or in business be 
included).. 
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9. In addition a comment was received that the current approach taken to the IESBA 

Code in both the Scope and Requirements sections, could be seen to be in conflict with 
SMO 04 paragraphs 4 and 5, which clarify how IFAC member bodies should apply the 
Code.  A suggestion was made that the Task Force should draw on the approach taken 
in both the ISQC 1 and ISA 220 to deal with similar concerns, in which reference is 
made to ‘relevant ethical requirements’ rather than the Code. 

 
10. The Task Force considered previous discussion with both the Board and the CAG on 

the importance of the Code, and its positioning within IES 4, and noted that the Board 
had previously indicated that the Taskforce should “ensure consistency with the 
terminology and concepts set out in the revised IESBA Code of Ethics” and that the 
CAG had indicated that “the Code was very important but should not be the primary 
source of reference for the IES 4”. Given this the Task Force decided that to adopt the 
term ‘relevant ethical requirements’ throughout the Standard would be an appropriate 
way to address these issues.   

 
Task Force Recommendations 

 
11. The Task Force recommends that paragraph 4 be reworded as below to clarify what 

was meant by ‘relevant ethical requirements’, with a fuller explanation in the 
explanatory materials.  Paragraphs 10 and 11 of the Standard would then refer to 
‘relevant ethical requirements’ rather than ‘the IESBA Code’.  
 
Revised Paragraph 4 

This IES integrates relevant ethical requirements into professional accountancy 
education. Relevant ethical requirements ordinarily comprise Part A of the 
International Ethics Standards Board for Accountants’ Code of Ethics for 
Professional Accountants (IESBA Code) together with national requirements that are 
more restrictive.  Relevant ethical requirements ordinarily set out five fundamental 
principles of professional ethics: Integrity; Objectivity; Professional Competence and 
Due Care; Confidentiality; and Professional Behavior. 

 
12. The Task Force recommends that ‘relevant ethical requirements’ would then be defined 

in the IAESB Glossary as: 
 
“the ethical requirements to which professional accountants are subject, which 
ordinarily comprise Part A of the International Ethics Standards Board for accountants’ 
Code for Accountants (IESBA Code) together with national requirements that are more 
restrictive” 
 

Public Interest (Paragraph 8) 
  

13. The Task Force received comments from the IFAC’s Public Policy and Regulation 
section regarding the manner in which the ED dealt with the concept of “public interest”. 
It was noted that references to the “public interest” in the ED were very similar to those 
in the extant standard.  However, given IFAC’s current project aimed at developing a 
public interest framework for the accountancy profession, they suggest that generally 
the public interest should be positioned as an over-arching, or high-level, concept in 
respect of the behavior of professional accountants rather than as part of a list of 
outcomes, as was the case in paragraph 9 of the ED. 
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14. Other comments received in respect of paragraph 9 of the ED also indicated some 
confusion about ethical concepts and theories, their relationship to the IESBA Code  
and also some concern that the list of bullet points was more explanatory in nature.  On 
reflection the Task Force also noted that the requirement in paragraph 9, which 
focused on the coverage of certain topics in learning and development activities, would 
appear to be input based. 

 
15. At the October 2011 Board meeting the Board requested that the Task Force ensure 

that professional judgment and professional skepticism be appropriately reflected in the 
requirements section of the IES. 
 
Task Force Recommendation 
 

16. The Task Force discussed how to address these concerns, and decided that paragraph 
9 should be rewritten to establish the primacy of the public interest so that it may be 
referred to in a manner consistent to being considered an over-arching, or high-level, 
concept in respect to the behavior of professional accountants.  This new paragraph 
would also emphasize the importance of professional judgment and professional 
skepticism.  This paragraph could then be repositioned as the first requirement 
paragraph and elements of the original paragraph 9 could be moved to the Explanatory 
Material section to support the new paragraph. 

New paragraph 8: 

IFAC member bodies shall, by establishing learning and development activities that 
cover professional values, ethics, and attitudes, promote a commitment to act in the 
public interest and to exercise professional judgment and skepticism. 

 
Learning Outcomes (Paragraph 11) 

 
17. The Task Force did not receive substantive comments on exposure about the way the 

learning outcomes were set out in the ED.  The Task Force also notes that, at the 
October 2011 Board meeting, the Board agreed that no substantive change be made to 
the standard except to consider specific editorial and drafting comments that were 
received.   

 
18. The Task Force has made changes to the wording of the learning outcomes to ensure 

that ‘professional judgment’ and ‘professional skepticism’ are incorporated into the 
learning outcomes where appropriate.  The Task Force also discussed the learning 
outcomes in their entirety and concluded that they set a high standard in terms of the 
minimum requirement for aspiring professional accountants. 

 
19. The Task Force also notes that the Task Forces for IES 2 and IES 3 continue their work 

in drafting standards that also set out learning objectives in their respective areas, and 
is aware that the straight forward approach taken in IES 4 to setting out the learning 
outcomes may not be consistent with the approach ultimately agreed upon for those 
two standards.   The Task Force has however discussed the fact that IES 2 and IES 3 
address a far broader range of subject areas than IES 4, and also the final approach 
taken has yet to be agreed by the Board with a number of options currently expected to 
be considered at the March meeting.  The Task Force has therefore decided to make 
no change to the format of the learning outcomes in IES 4. 

 
20. The Task Force discussed clearly labeling the requirement on learning outcomes 

(consistent with the overall approach taken to providing heading and cross-references 
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throughout the Standard) to be clear that this paragraph sets out the ‘Learning 
outcomes for professional values, ethics and attitudes’. 
 
Task Force Recommendation 

 
21. The Task Force recommends that the learning outcomes in Paragraph 11 remain in 

their present form. 

 
Reflective Activity (Paragraph 12) 
 
22. At the Cape Town meeting, following discussion with the CAG, the Task Force 

recommended to the Board that the term “reflective activity” be amended to ‘reflection’. 
However, the Board did not accept the recommendation to change the term and 
requested the Task Force to review the definition of reflective activity and use the 
explanatory material section to expand on the definition to address any translation 
concerns. 

 
23. The Task Force also noted that it was important that the definition of reflective activity 

did not limit its use to situations of professional values, ethics and attitudes, as this it is 
a technique which likely be more widely used in the learning and development of 
professional accountants.  

 
24. Based on the comments received, Task Force further reviewed the relevant literature 

and propose a revised definition of “reflective activity”: 
 

“Reflective activity is the iterative process by which professional accountants at all 
stages of their career continue to develop their competence by reviewing their 
experiences (real or simulated) with a view to improving their future actions.” 

 
25. The Task Force asked the CAG at its February 2012 meeting for guidance and 

comments in relation to the above definition. Members of the CAG commented that the 
definition was clear on what reflective activity required and that the definition generally 
enhanced the meaning of the reflective process. The CAG was therefore generally 
supportive of the definition. 

 
26. The Task Force informed the Board at the October 2011 meeting that it had noted the 

comments made in relation to the confidentiality issues in documenting reflective 
activity, and proposed to the Board that the concept of ‘formalized and documented’ be 
removed from the requirement and discussed instead within the Explanatory Material.  
Following discussions at that Board meeting this proposal was rejected and so the 
original requirement from the ED to formalize and document reflective activity has been 
reinstated. However, to address the legal, regulatory and confidentiality issues raised 
by a number of commentators the explanatory material has been expanded to highlight 
factors to consider in providing guidance on how to document reflective activity, and 
suggest alternate approaches. 

 
Task Force Recommendation 

 
27. The Taskforce recommends that the revised proposed definition of the term ‘reflective 

activity’ be used in IES 4 and included in the IAESB Glossary of Terms, and that the 
explanatory material on reflective activity be expanded as set out in the revised draft of 
IES 4. 
 

Assessment (Paragraph 13) 
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28. At the Board meeting in October 2011 the Board agreed on the need to limit the 

requirement on assessment to ‘aspiring professional accountants’.   
 

29. The Task Force have also discussed the need for the requirement on assessment to be 
worded consistently with similar requirements in other standards (IES 2 and IES 3).  
The Task Force have determined that the wording currently proposed is consistent with 
the most recent drafts of those other standards. 

 
30. A number of comments were received on the need for further guidance on assessment 

and so the Task Force has included further explanatory material on assessment. This 
has been drawn primarily from IEPS1 which the Task Force felt was particularly helpful 
in this area. The Task Force discussed the fact that this would then result in duplication 
between IEPS 1 and the Standard, but given that IEPS 1 is likely to need to be 
withdrawn on the release of the revised Standard (see discussion below) the Task 
Force decided this approach was appropriate.. 
 
Task Force Recommendation 
 

31. The Taskforce recommends that the explanatory material on assessment be expanded 
as set out in the revised draft of IES 4. 
 

 
Status of IEPS1 – Approaches to Developing and Maintaining Professional Values, 
Ethics and Attitudes 

 
32. The Task Force also discussed the status of IEPS1, the existing Practice Statement 

supporting extant IES 4, once the revised version of IES4 is released. Although there is 
considerable good material in the IEPS1, much of which is still relevant, the Practice 
Statement will not be fully aligned with the revised standard – for example, it will not 
reflect the learning outcomes stated in the revised IES 4. 

 
33. The Task Force has also identified that some of the terminology that is used in the 

revised IES 4 has changed. This may cause confusion between the existing IEPS1 and 
the revised authoritative standard. 
 
Task Force Recommendations 
 

34. The Task Force recommends that on the release of revised IES 4 the Board withdraw 
IEPS 1. 

 
35. The Task Force recommends that the Board consider a project to revise IEPS 1, to be 

consistent with the revised IES 4 when it considers the next Strategic Work Plan at the 
June Board meeting. 
 

Comments on Respondents’ Comments 
 
36. At its February, 2012 meeting the CAG was asked: 

 
Do you have any additional comments on significant issues raised in respondents’ 
letters on IES 4’s Exposure Draft and the IAESB’s related response? 

 
The CAG had no further comments on significant issues 
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IAESB Consideration of previous CAG Comments 
 
37. At its February 2012, meeting the CAG was asked: 
 

Based on the Background Section of this Issues paper, are you satisfied that the 
IAESB has consulted the CAG on, and has considered its comments in relation to the 
development of IES 4? 
 
The CAG indicated that it had been consulted on significant issues and had no 
further comments in relation to the development of IES. 
 

38. The Task Force seeks the advice of the Board as follows: 
 

 
 

 
 

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

Force in response to IAESB/CAG comments and suggestions, it is proposed that the 
IAESB undertake a page-by-page review of the draft IES 4 document. 

 
40. Following a page-by-page review, the IAESB votes on the approval of the final revised 

content of the exposed IES 4 document in accordance with the IAESB Terms of 
Reference. 

 
41. After approving the final revised content of the exposed IES 4 document, the IAESB 

votes on whether there has been substantial change to the exposed document such 
that re-exposure is necessary. 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Action requested: 
 
Does the IAESB agree with the recommendations of the Task Force set out 
above? 
 
Does the IAESB approve the other editorial changes proposed by the Task 
Force in the revised draft set out in Agenda item 4-3 (Marked-up version)? 
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APPENDIX 1 SUMMARY OF IAESB BOARD AND CAG MEETINGS MAY 2010 TO 
SEPTEMBER 2011 
 
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.   
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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 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 
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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. 
 

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 
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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 dilemmas faced by the individual but could be focussed 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. 
 

October 2011 IAESB Meeting 
 

18. At the October 2011 meeting the board was presented with the analysis of the 
respondents comments on the Exposure Draft, the recommendations of the CAG and 
a marked up draft of the IES to reflect the Task Force recommendations. 
 

19. The Task Force also drew the Board's attention to several significant issues that had 
been raised from the responses that had been received. 
 

20. The Board did not accept the recommendation of the Task Force to change the term 
reflective activity, but requested the Task Force to provide a definition of reflective 
activity and use the explanatory material section to expand the definition to address 
the translation concerns raised by the CAG. 
 

21. The Board also did not agree with the Task Force that “formalised and documented” 
be moved to the explanatory materials section of the IES. The Board preferred that 
the phrase remain in the requirement section and that the Task Force address the 
issue of confidentiality raised by some commentators in the explanatory materials 
section. 
 

22. The Board accepted the recommendations of the Task Force to reword the scope 
and objective to ensure that it was clear that the focus of the IES was on IPD. In 
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addition paragraph 12 was to be reworded to clarify that the emphasis is on the 
aspiring professional accountants. 
 

23. The Board agreed with the Task Force that the full definition and explanation of the 
term professional values, ethics and attitudes be included in the explanatory 
materials. In addition, professional judgement and professional scepticism was to be 
appropriately reflected in the requirements section of the IES. 
 

24. The Board also agreed with the Task Force that no substantive change be made to 
the standard except to consider specific editorial and drafting comments that were 
received. 

 
CAG Discussion February 2012 

 
25. The CAG was presented with the responses of the Board and how the Task Force 

disposed of those responses. In addition, the CAG was given an annotated version of 
the proposed changes. 
 

26. The Task Force reflected the Board's wishes in maintaining the term reflective 
activity and of developing a definition of the term. The Task Force sought the 
guidance of the CAG on whether the definition would pose any difficulties. 
 

27. The CAG was generally supportive of the definition as it clarified the term reflective 
activity. In addition, it supported the recommendation that additional explanatory 
material be provided. 
 

28. The CAG also supported the Task Force recommendation that the full definition and 
explanation of the term professional values ethics and attitudes be included in the 
explanatory material section of the standard. 


