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

to the IAESB’s Exposure Draft (ED) on the proposed redrafted IES 7, Continuing 
Professional Development: a Program of Lifelong Learning and Continuing 
Development of Professional Competence.  It is intended to be read together with 
the full analysis of responses.   

 
2. The paper also highlights a number of issues that the IAESB’s Framework Task 

Force has considered in response to ED comments received, and presents a series of 
Task Force proposals for IAESB consideration at its May 2011 meeting.  Following 
discussion of the issues paper by the IAESB, the Task Force intends to revise the 
ED with the aim of presenting a final draft of the document for the Board’s approval 
at its October 2011 meeting in Cape Town. 

 
3. The agenda item contains the following materials:  

 

Agenda Item 6-1 Revision of IES 7 -  Issues and Proposals of IAESB Task 
Force (05/11) 

Agenda Item 6-2 
Exposure Draft of Proposed Redrafted IES 7 Continuing 
Professional Development: a Program of Lifelong Learning 
and Continuing Development of Professional Competence 
(12/10)  

Agenda Item 6-3 Analysis of Respondents’ Comments on the IES 7 Exposure 
Draft (05/11) 

Agenda Item 6-4 Marked up draft of IES 7 to reflect Task Force 
recommendations (12/10) 

 
 
 
 

Committee: International Accounting Education Standards Board  

Meeting Location: Toronto, Canada 

Meeting Date: May 23-25, 2011 

SUBJECT: Revision of IES 7 - Issues and Proposals of IAESB Task Force 
Relating to Comments Received on Exposure Draft 
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BACKGROUND  
 
4. IES 7 Continuing Professional Development: a Program of Lifelong Learning and 

Continuing Development of Professional Competence became effective 1 January 
2006. The redrafting of the Standard is part of the larger project that aims to revise 
and redraft all the International Education Standards.  

5. At its May, 2010 meeting in Copenhagen, the IAESB considered a first redraft of 
IES 7, during which the following issues were discussed and agreed:   

• That the existing required hours of CPD activity be maintained in the 
redrafted Standard. 

• That the ‘Combined Approach’ to CPD be recommended as the preferred 
way of meeting the requirements of the Standard.  

• That the importance of an effective learning plan in meeting the 
requirements of the Standard remain as a section of the Explanatory 
Materials. 

• That the criteria specified in the redrafted Standard describe effectively the 
necessary attributes for an individual to be considered competent for the 
purposes of verifying that appropriate CPD activities have taken place. 

 
6. Subsequent to the May, 2010 meeting, IAESB members contributed a number of 

further suggestions for inclusion in the redrafted Standard, and these were 
considered and, where appropriate, included in the redrafted Standard. 

 
7. In September 2010, the CAG met and considered issues relating to the redrafting 

process.  The Drafting Conventions Review Task Force also reviewed the draft 
Standard, and their detailed responses, which have already been considered by the 
Board, are set out in Appendix 1 to this paper.  

 
November 2010 IAESB Meeting 

 
8. At its November 2010 meeting, the IAESB discussed the issues paper prepared by 

the Task Force and their proposals and agreed the following changes: 
• that the organization of the proposed paragraphs in the Requirements section 

of the revised IES 7 (Agenda Item 2-2; November 2010 meeting) should be 
changed to improve clarity. More specifically, the proposed paragraph 10 of 
the Requirements section of Agenda Item 2-2 of the November 2010 
meeting contains two requirements and these should be presented as separate 
requirements to clearly identify a member body’s obligations.  

• the IAESB agreed the following amendments affecting content of the 
Explanatory Materials section of the revised IES 7 (Agenda Item 2-2; 
November 2010 meeting). 

• Proposed paragraphs A5, A6, A13, A15, A16, A25, and A29 of Agenda Item 
2-2 of the November 2010 meeting, were amended to eliminate occurrences 
of implied requirements. 

• Proposed sentences in paragraph A13 of Agenda Item 2-2 of the November 
2010 meeting which described competency maps and learning plan 
templates, were eliminated because the IAESB viewed the content of these 
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sentences as implementation guidance material or the content was 
adequately captured in revised paragraphs A12 and A13 of the Explanatory 
Materials section. 

• Proposed paragraphs A15 and A16 of Agenda Item 2-2 of the November 
2010 meeting, were eliminated, but their content included under the 
subsection entitled, Monitoring and Enforcement, to improve clarity. 

• Proposed sentence in paragraph A21 of Agenda Item 2-2 of the November 
2010 meeting which indicated that units of measurement be equivalent to 
one hour of classroom time, was eliminated because it was not well 
understood and created confusion in its application by member bodies 
located in different jurisdictions around the world. 

 
9. In general, the IAESB accepted the task force’s proposals for amendments to the 

wording of the Standard subject to suggestions agreed by the Board to improve 
clarity. The nature of the agreed amendments included: 
 
• Ensuring consistency with the new Framework document by indicating that 

the IESs prescribe good practice for member bodies (Paragraph 1); 
• Clarifying the role of member bodies in developing and maintaining 

members’ competence by adopting good practice that includes the 
development of measurement procedures (Paragraph 2c); 

• Revising terminology to improve understanding and ensure consistency with 
other IAESB publications (e.g., the use of the term, “capabilities,”); 

• Improving clarity and conciseness by eliminating wording that was viewed 
as not adding any significant value (e.g., the use of terms: appropriate, 
effectively) or were redundant because their meaning had been expressed in 
other paragraphs; 

• Improving clarity by simplifying complex language found in the 
Explanatory Materials section to enable ease of translation into languages 
other than English; and 

• Including bold-level sub-headers in the Explanatory Materials section to 
improve clarity and comprehension of content in the Scope, Objective and 
Requirements sections. 

 
10. Subject to the Board’s editorial suggestions resulting from the discussion at the 

meeting as as out above, the IAESB approved the content of the redrafted IES 7 for 
release as an Exposure Draft. The Exposure Draft was released to obtain public 
comment over a 90-day period, ending no later than March 8th, 2011.  In preparing 
the exposure draft, the redrafted IES 7 underwent a Plain English Review and 
formatting. Any significant changes in wording were approved by the task force 
chair. After the comment deadline, the task force has analyzed the respondents’ 
comments and developed proposals for a revised draft to be discussed at this 
meeting and which are the subject of this paper. 

 
Responses to the Exposure Draft 
 
11. Forty comment letters were received on the consultation paper (a list of respondents is 

presented in Appendix 1). All of comment letters are posted on the IFAC website at, 
http://www.ifac.org/Guidance/EXD-Details.php?EDID=0146. 
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12. The content of the comment letters has been organized by the following categories 

in the Agenda Item 6-3, Analysis of Respondents’ Comments on the IES7 Exposure 
Draft, to assist the analysis and discussion by Board members (general statements of 
support, general statements of concern and related matters for consideration, 
responses to specific questions and comments on other matters). 

 
13. The Task Force has further summarized the responses to the specific questions 

issued with the exposure draft and this summary is presented in Appendix 2 to this 
document.  

 
14. The breakdown of the response in terms of comment letters received is as follows: 
 

• IFAC Member Bodies and Associates 27 

• Public Accounting firms    5 

• Regulators      1 

• Other Professional Organizations   4 

• Individuals and Others    4 

15. It should also be noted that some of the responses represent multiple organizations. 
For example, the Fédération des Experts Comptables Européens (FEE) represents 
43 professional institutes of accountants and auditors from 32 European countries, 
including all 27 EU Member States.  Also, the Small and Medium Practices (SMP) 
Committee represents the interests of professional accountants operating in small- 
and medium-sized practices and other professional accountants who provide 
services to small- and medium-sized enterprises. 

 
Recent Task Force Activity 

16. During March and April 2011, members of  the IES 7 Task Force worked individually 
to review and analyse the responses to the specific questions posed in the Exposure 
Draft and other feedback received from respondents before consideration by the whole 
Task Force. 

 
17. The Task Force then met via conference call on April 6, 8 and 27 in order to discuss 

the responses received, the key issues identified and to agree on proposed 
recommendations for the Board at this meeting.  

 
 
DISCUSSION 
18. The task force’s discussion and proposals to address these comments are presented 

below under the following headings:  
 

• Comments related to the general matters of concern and related matters for 
consideration  

• Comments related to specific questions raised in the Request for Comments 
• Comments related to specific editorial changes suggested 
• Comments related to other matters 
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Comments related to the general matters of concern and related matters for 
consideration 
 
Related comments in responses to exposure draft 
19. The following are comments received on general matters of concern and releated 

matters. 
i) General positive comments – that the ED represented a significant 

improvement on the current standard 
ii) Importance of workplace learning in achieving CPD (in SMPs particularly) 
iii) Audience – what about professional accountants not members of IFAC 

member bodies? 
iv) Overall quality of drafting and consistency of terminology could be improved 

 
Task force discussion and recommendation 
 
20. The task force welcomed the positive nature of the general comments on the ED.  It 

considered the importance of workplace learning and the readership of the Standard, 
and took the view that this would be strengthened in the redrafted Standard as a result 
of other specific comments received.  Drafting quality and consistency would also be 
improved as a result of the task force’s consideration of the detailed comments and 
editorial proposals resulting from the ED. 

 
Task Force Recommendations 
 

The task force recommends no substantive change to the standard but will 
consider the suggestions relating to specific editorial changes arising from the 
detailed comments. 

 
 
Comments related to the specific questions raised in the Request for Comments 

Question 1: Is the objective to be achieved by a member body, stated in the proposed 
redrafted IES 7, appropriate? 
 
Related comments in responses to exposure draft 
 
21. Thirty one respondents answered question 1.  All respondents who answered the 

question agreed that the objective to be achieved by a member body is appropriate.  A 
small number of respondents qualified their support for the objective by providing 
editorial suggestions where they believed further clarification was needed. 

 
Task force discussion and recommendation 

 
22. The task force considered alternative wording for the objective of a member body to 

be consistent the recent exposure drafts on IES 4 and IES 6, but in view of the small 
number of comments on this item felt it was appropriate to retain the existing wording.    
The task force will consider specific drafting suggestions when it addresses comments 
related to proposed editorial changes. 
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Task Force Recommendation 

The task force recommends no substantive alteration to the objective to be 
achieved by a member body but will consider suggestions for specific editorial 
changes. 

 
Question 2: 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 

 

23. Thirty four respondents answered question 2.  25 responded affirmatively without 
comment or with a positive supportive comment, including improved clarity and 
flexibility.  7 responded yes with further comments.  1 negative comment was 
received, asking for consistent criteria under the combination approach as they did 
not like the flexibility in the standard. 1 response requested additional clarity on the 
output based approach and the provision of a comparable expectation for output as 
for input.   

24. The following are summary of the comments received: 

i) One respondent recommended that the requirements of paragraphs 8 and 9 
on Lifelong Learning and Access to CPD be moved from the requirements 
section to Explanatory Material as they do not represent requirements.   

 
ii) One respondent requested explanatory material to support paragraph 8 on 

Lifelong Learning, noting that it was the only requirement not supported by 
explanatory material. 

 
iii) One respondent requested clarification that the requirement allowed member 

bodies the flexibility to continue to permit their members to choose whether to 
adopt an input or output based approach, depending on their individual 
circumstances.  

 
iv) A number respondents requested clarification on what proportion of the annual 

20 hours requirement under the input approach should be verifiable. 
 
v) A number of respondents noted that IES 7 is the only standard to address 

enforcement and sanctions for non-compliance, noting inconsistency with 
IAESB and other IFAC standards (specifically the Code of Ethics) and 
questioned whether this was within the remit of the IAESB. 

 
Task force discussion and recommendation 
 
25. The task force discussed the suggestion to move the requirements in paragraphs 8 and 

9 to Explanatory Material, and concluded that this would represent a revision to the 
standard rather than a redraft and therefore do not recommend any change is made.  
However the task force recommends that this be an issue that is considered for a future 
revision of the standard. 
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26. The task force discussed the request for additional explanatory material to support the 

requirement on Lifelong Learning and noted that the existing standard contains useful 
content that could be reused.  The task force therefore recommends the inclusion of 
additional explanatory material on this topic. 

 
27. The task force discussed the question about permitting individual members the choice 

of input or output approaches at an individual member level and concluded that this 
represented a particular example of the Combined approach and therefore concluded 
that no further clarification of this requirement was necessary. 

 
28. The task force discussed the requests for guidance on what proportion of the annual 20 

hours requirement should be verifiable, and reflected on previous decision by the 
Board to maintain the existing guidance regarding hours of CPD, and so concluded 
that no change be made.  However the task force recommends that this be an issue that 
is considered for a future revision of the standard. 

 
29. The task force considered the concern raised regarding the requirement related to 

enforcement, but considered that any change or removal of this requirement would 
represent a revision, rather than a redrafting of the existing standard.  However the 
task force recommends that this be an issue that is considered for a future revision of 
the standard. 
 

 
Task Force Recommendations 

The task force recommends no substantive change to the requirements as a 
result of the responses to this question, but a number of matters should be 
considered as part of a future revision of the standard. 
However the task force recommends the inclusion in the explanatory 
material of 2 additional paragraphs on Lifelong Learning to support the 
requirement in paragraph 8, these paragraphs will be largely based on the 
material in the current IES 7, and are set out in Agenda Item 6-4, Marked up 
Draft of IES 7 to Reflect Task Force Recommendations. 

 

Question 3: Are there any terms within the proposed redrafted IES 7 which require 
further clarification? If so, please explain the nature of the deficiencies. 

 
Related comments in responses to exposure draft 
 

30. The following summarizes the comments requesting further clarification: 

i) Thirty four respondents answered Question 3.  20 respondents identified 
terms requiring further clarification, and 14 respondents identified no terms 
requiring further clarification  

ii) There was a wide variation of comments on many aspects of the terminology 
used within the standard, ranging from matters of principle, requests for 
further guidance and definitions and specific drafting points 
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iii) Further guidance around the outputs method, in particular around the 
processes and terminology used for verification.  One respondent suggested 
this area may need to be the subject of a future practice statement.  

iv) One respondent raised a concern that the requirement in paragraph 10 (under 
the heading ‘Mandatory CPD for all Professional Accountants’) addressed 
competence, and not CPD, and observed that this duplicates guidance 
already contained in the IFAC Code of Ethics  

v) A number of respondents made recommendation for a ‘Definitions’ section 
at start of standard – commenting that this would be consistent with the 
approach taken in the ISAs. 

 
Task force discussion and recommendation 
 
31. The task force discussed the range of comments related to the outputs approach, and 

agreed that these would best be addressed through the development of guidance 
materials rather than in the body of the standard. 

 
32. The task force considered the concern raised about the potential duplication of 

paragraph 10 (as currently drafted) with elements of the Code of Ethics.  It was 
decided to recommend that that paragraph be reworded to focus on the requirement to 
undertake CPD activities rather the development and maintenance of competence. 

 
33. The task force agreed that under the current drafting conventions definitions of key 

terms should be dealt with by the IAESB Glossary of Terms, not on a standard by 
standard basis, therefore it is not recommended to create a specific Definitions section 
for IES 7.  However this feedback was shared with the drafting conventions group as it 
was recognized that this is an issue that impacts on the whole body of standards. 

 
 
Task Force Recommendations 

The task force recommends that a project to develop guidance on the outputs’ 
based approach be considered for inclusion in the IAESB Workplan 
The task force will recommend specific wording for paragraph 10 in the 
redrafted IES 7 to be presented at the Cape Town meeting 

 
 
Comments related to other matters 
 
Related comments in responses to exposure draft – significant matters 
 
34. A wide range if comments were received in addition to the responses to the specific 

questions posed.  Many of these provided specific editorial suggestions which are 
dealt with below.  A number of items raised more significant concerns and these are 
set out here: 

 
• A number of respondents questioned the reference in paragraph 1 to the 

standard ‘prescribing good practice’ and suggested alternative wording.   
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• A number of respondents identified issues with the specific focus of the 
standard on member bodies and highlighted other parties to whom the 
requirements of the standard are important. 

 
• One respondent identified that paragraph 4 only captured part of the 

definition of CPD from the IAESB Framework and therefore only focussed 
on CPD within an existing role, omitting to discuss the importance of CPD 
when moving into a new role. 

 
• A number of respondents pointed out that paragraph A2 suggested that CPD 

alone could ensure competence and suggested alternative wording to make 
clear that CPD was only one factor in the development and maintenance of 
competence. 

 
• A number of respondents suggested that the wording in paragraph A24 

regarding monitoring cycles was unhelpful (“longer than 5 years would be 
unlikely to meet the objectives of this standard”) and made suggestions for 
alternative wording. 

 
• One respondent identified that paragraph A20 could be read as a hidden 

requirement on the professional accountant. 
 
Task force discussion and recommendation – significant matters 
 
35. The taskforce discussed the wording of paragraph 1, and also the issue related to the 

wider audience for the standard, and noted that these issues had broad applicability 
across the body of standards.  The task force has therefore referred these matters to the 
drafting conventions group and will take their advice on these points. 

 
36. The taskforce agreed to expand paragraph 4 to include additional wording consistent 

with the IAESB Framework on the importance of CPD when moving into a new role. 
 

37. The taskforce discussed the other recommendations for alternate wording on the issues 
raised here and believe they are helpful improvements and proposed adopting them in 
the next draft of the standard. 

 
38. The taskforce will review the wording of paragraph 20 and will propose alternate 

wording to remove the suggestion of a hidden requirement in the next draft of the 
standard. 

 
 
Task Force Recommendations 

The task force recommends that it incorporates advice arising from its 
consultation with the drafting conventions group as appropriate.  It also 
recommends making reference to CPD consistent with the Framework 
document, adopting proposed alternate working and eliminating the hidden 
requirement. 
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39. Two additional questions were asked to help inform the IAESB about the challenges 
faced by developing nations and potential translation issues.   

 
Related comments in responses to exposure draft – developing nations 

 
40. 5 respondents commented on developing nations. These comments focussed on the 

practical challenges facing member bodies in developing nations in implementing 
the standard and making recommendations for further implementation guidance, in 
particular around the output approach. 

 
Related comments in responses to exposure draft – translation issues 

 
41. 4 respondents commented on translation issues. One respondent identified a number 

of terms which would present issues upon translation. 
 
Task force discussion and recommendation – developing nations and translation issues 
 
42. In relation to the need for further guidance for developing nations on 

implementation issues the task force believes this could be addressed through the 
additional guidance materials proposed (see recommendations above).  The task 
force reviewed the terms the specific translation issues identified and noted that 
these were already defined terms in the IAESB Glossary of Terms and therefore do 
not propose to make any changes.  

 
Comments related to specific editorial changes suggested 
 
43. Agenda Item 6-3 Analysis of Respondents’ Comments on the IES7 Exposure Draft 

lists the general comments and specific editorial changes related to each paragraph 
of the ED.  The task force noted that some of these would be more appropriately 
considered in the related IESs and will refer those to the appropriate task force.  The 
task force also had an initial discussion of the comments that should be considered 
in respect of the Framework document and will continue that discussion before the 
next IAESB meeting. 

 
PROPOSED WAY FORWARD 
 
44. Subject to the Board’s approval of the approach set out in this Issues paper, the Task 

Force will now produce a final draft of IES7 for consideration by the Board at its 
Cape Town meeting.  
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Appendix 1, Background Information Relating to CAG and Drafting Conventions 
Review Task Force Responses 
 
September 2010 CAG Meeting  
 
At its September, 2010 meeting, the CAG considered a paper that identified issues relating 
to the proposed consultation on the revision of IES 7. The following summarizes the CAG’s 
discussion under the issues put to it by the Chairman of the IES7 redrafting Task Force, 
based on the redrafted Standard agreed by the IAESB at its Copenhagen meeting and the 
issues for the consideration of the CAG proposed by the IAESB.  The responses and 
suggestions of the CAG have been considered by the IES7 Redrafting Task Force and their 
responses are set out under each question here.  Any changes, where appropriate, were 
included in the redrafted IES7.  

 
Question 1: The redrafted Standard is 'addressed to member bodies'. The 
Board would welcome the CAG’s advice on the value of addressing the 
Standard to the wider stakeholder group involved in the support of CPD 
activities, particularly employing organizations.   
 
• Seen as a futile exercise since standard cannot be enforced with respect to other 

stakeholders  
• Although big 4 firms may have an interest in this approach- there remains no 

mechanism of enforcement with them  
• Address other stakeholders through guidance, this would be particularly relevant 

for developing nations’ member bodies  
• Consider setting out an overall objective for the standards and refer to this 

objective in trying to obtain buy-in from other stakeholders  
• Need a paper to explain/interpret full context, especially when considering a 

non-accountant perspective to implementing standard  
 

Task Force Response 
 

The Task Force agrees that the Standard can only be addressed to the member bodies of 
IFAC, and with the necessity for further guidance subsequent to the adoption of the 
redrafted Standard.   
 

Question 2: The PIOB has requested further clarification as to whether the 
draft Standard is a redraft or a revision.  As none of the material requirements 
of the standard (practical experience hours required, for example) are 
recommended to change, the IAESB’s view is that this is a redrafting.  The 
CAG’s views are sought on this. 
 
• Consider who is audience – Is new material being introduced; If not, should be a 

redraft 
• Do not see new thinking in proposed amendments, thus should be a redraft 
• In general terms ensure that redrafting includes clarification for member bodies, 

but must consider whether the standard affects other stakeholders or whether 
issues affects other standards- for example, there could be different requirements 
for IPD and CPD 
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• CAG agrees that there should be no change to the amount of hours requirement 
for CPD 

 
Task Force Response 

 
The Task Force welcomes the CAG’s view that the Standard is a redraft and not a revision, 
as previously agreed by the IAESB.  

 
Question 3: The proposed effective date for the redrafted Standard (January 
2013), remains controversial for Board members, with some requesting an 
earlier date 'barring unforeseen circumstances'.  The CAG’s views are, again, 
welcomed on this matter. 
 
• In general need to consider feedback from other standards; for this standard 

should proceed with ED  
• For this standard the need to consider feedback should not be an important 

consideration, consider a phrase that permits earlier adoption  
• Do not indicate a fixed date, use a footnote to provide direction as to date of 

application. In setting date of application, consider translation issues 
• It was pointed out that having no date eliminates any engagement with 

respondents 
 

Task Force Response 
 

The Task Force welcomes the CAG’s guidance regarding the effective date of the redrafted 
Standard and has made the necessary amendment to reflect this.  

 
Question 4: The task force is proposing to set out the last sentence of 
paragraph 10 as a separate requirement, “Member bodies shall establish their 
preferred approach to the measurement of their members’ CPD activity from 
the three models of output-based, input-based, or combination approaches.”  
Does the CAG agree with this proposal? Should paragraphs 11-13 continue to 
be presented as requirements or rewritten and presented as explanatory 
material which explains the three models of output-based, input-based, or 
combination approaches? 

 
• Proposed change not seen as a small change and would be considered a revision  
• Consider what is principles-based in this case – Not clear what this means in 

this  case, especially when removing the red lines  
• Suggest focusing on activity rather than the number of hours  
• PIOB raises concern with proposed change, especially in context of a redraft  
 

Task Force Response 
 

The Task Force has considered this advice, and judges that the content here is essential to 
the clarity of the Standard.  However, to ensure that information provided to unsure clarity 
is not confused with the core requirements of the Standard, the section in question has been 
reformatted.  This ensures both that the redrafted IES  remains consistent with the previous 
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version of the Standard and meets the PIOB’s concern that to go further would move 
beyond the scope of a redrafting exercise. 

 
Question 5: Board members have suggested including examples of learning 
plans in the explanatory materials.  It is the view of the Task Force that these 
would better be provided as part of any subsequent guidance materials 
developed, but the views of the CAG would be helpful here too. 
 
• Suggest putting learning plans into an information paper  
• Examples would only increase size of document and defeat purpose of 

conciseness  
• If there is a gap it needs to be addressed in a practice statement which should 

come out at around the same time – consider updating the current information 
paper  

 
Task Force Response 

 
The Task Force welcomes and accepts the guidance of the CAG regarding the inclusion of 
examples of learning plans. 

 
Other Considerations put forward by the CAG  

 
• Need to get language and tone right so as to align with work on definition of 

professional accountant  
• Consider the need for balance for quality assurance and the requirements for 

professional accountants  
• Review ‘Monitoring and Enforcement’ section  to determine if it create barriers 

for implementation, suggest reviewing SMO responses to see if there is non-
compliance, this also could be reviewed by state/province  

• How do you resolve cases of professional accountants who are working on 
projects that don’t satisfy CPD requirements  

 
Task Force Response 

 
The Task Force believes that the language and tone of the document has been effectively 
addressed by the Drafting Conventions Task Force.  The consideration of the Task Force 
reviewing the definition of the Professional Accountant will be welcomed in due course.  
The ‘Monitoring and Enforcement’ section reflects the existing Standard and have not been 
shown to create difficulties for Member Bodies.   
 
Drafting Conventions Review 

 
The Drafting Conventions Review Task Force, as agreed by the IAESB, also reviewed the 
draft Standard and made a number of suggestions for emendation.  The responses and 
suggestions of the Drafting Conventions Review Task Force have been considered by the 
IES7 Redrafting Task Force and, where appropriate, included in the version attached to this 
paper.  The material recommendations of the Drafting Conventions Review Task Force  
(where they go beyond minor wording and editorial changes) and the responses of the IES7 
Redrafting Task Force, are set out here. 
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• Contents 
 The Drafting Conventions Review Task Force noted that a final editorial review of 

all the Standards may standardise the sub-headings to ensure consistency. 
 
 The IES7 Redrafting Task Force noted and welcomed this point. 
 
• Introduction - Standard Terminology 
 The Drafting Conventions Review Task Force recommended that the approach 

taken by the ISAs be adopted, e.g. ‘This International Education Standard (IES) 
prescribes the responsibilities place upon member bodies to…’  The point was also 
made that the short contextual explanatory paragraphs contained within the 
Introduction might better be located in the explanatory material. 

 
 The IES7 Redrafting Task Force noted and welcomed the first point.  However, the 

Task Force felt that a brief explanation of background was essential to the 
understanding of the reader and the usefulness of the Standard.  The ordering and 
reformatting of the paragraphs has been adjusted to remove the ‘Implementation’ 
heading which the Drafting Conventions Review Task Force felt was inconsistent. 

   
• Effective Date 
 Dealt with under the comments of the CAG, above. 
 
• Objective 
 The Drafting Conventions Review Task Force suggested that this be reviewed to 

clarify the role of the member Body.  However, the Task Force felt that this was 
already defined in paragraph two and that this, taken with the reordering and 
reformatting of contextual material described above improved this section of the 
Standard.  

  
• Requirements 
 The Drafting Conventions Review Task Force suggested the removal of the 

italicized subheadings.  The IAESB is asked to consider this point. 
 
 The Drafting Conventions Review Task Force commented on the inclusion of 

material related to the three approaches to CPD.  However, this has already been 
discussed by the IAESB and agreed at its May meeting.  The section has also been 
reformatted to provide greater clarity. 

 
 The Drafting Conventions Review Task Force also asked whether there was a 

requirement to maintain CPD records.  This is addressed in the explanatory 
materials and so no adjustment was necessary. 

 
• Explanatory Materials 
 
 The IES7 Redrafting Task Force had previously tried to order explanatory notes 

consistently with the set sections and paragraphs set out in the Standard. However, 
the Drafting Conventions Review Task Force has made a number of helpful 
suggestions which have led to a significant and improved redrafting and reordering 



Agenda Item 6-1 
 IAESB Meeting – Toronto, Canada, May 23-25, 2011 

 

15 
Prepared by IES 7 Task Force 

of this section of the document.  The actions taken leading to the version set out in 
Appendix A are set out below: 

 
• Scope  
 
 Previous paragraphs A2 to A6 have been redrafted and combined where appropriate 

to reflect the Drafting Conventions Review Task Force’s points relating to the 
importance of CPD as a requirement, its place within a quality assurance framework 
and to avoid unnecessary duplication.   

 
• Promotion of Lifelong Learning 
 
 Previous paragraph A7 has been deleted, in line with the Drafting Conventions 

Review Task Force’s recommendation, as the requirement to undertake CPD is 
specified elsewhere. 

 
• Access to CPD 
 
 Previous paragraph A25 has been included in this section, in line with the Drafting 

Conventions Review Task Force’s recommendation, as it relates to examples of 
CPD opportunities mentioned in the corresponding section of the Standard. 

 
• Mandatory CPD for All Professional Accountants 
   
 In previous paragraph A10, the Task Force had included maternity leave within 

career breaks.   
 
 Previous paragraph A11 has been deleted, in line with the Drafting Conventions 

Review Task Force’s recommendation, as the reasons for the requirement to 
undertake CPD are specified elsewhere. 

 
 Previous paragaphs A15 and A16 have now been included within A14, in line with 

the Drafting Conventions Review Task Force’s recommendation, as this improved 
the clarity of the explanatory material. 

 
• Output-based Approach 
 
 The Task Force agrees with the comment that ‘verifiable’ be added to the glossary.  

The IAESB is asked to consider and advise on the structure of the glossary more 
generally. 

 
 Previous paragraphs A19 and A28 have been brought together and redrafted to 

improve the clarity of the explanatory material, in line with the Drafting 
Conventions Review Task Force’s recommendation. 

 
 Previous paragraph A30 has been inserted here, in line with the Drafting 

Conventions Review Task Force’s recommendation, as it improves the explanatory 
information being provided at this point. 

 



Agenda Item 6-1 
 IAESB Meeting – Toronto, Canada, May 23-25, 2011 

 

16 
Prepared by IES 7 Task Force 

• Input-based Approach 
 
 Previous paragraphs A21 and A27 have been combined and redrafted to improve the 

clarity of the explanatory material, in line with the Drafting Conventions Review 
Task Force’s recommendation. 

 
 Regarding previous paragraph A29, the Drafting Conventions Review Task Force 

suggested including Learning Management Systems (LMS) as an evidence source 
for the verification of CPD activity undertaken.  The Task Force felt that this would 
move away from a principles based approach, as an LMS database is a tool for 
keeping records rather than the process being recorded.  

 
• Combination Approach 
 
 Regarding previous paragraph A31, the Drafting Conventions Review Task Force 

suggested reordering the paragraph to place the explanation of the requirement on 
Member Bodies before the responsibility of the individual professional accountant, 
and this advice has been accepted.  The IAESB is asked to consider whether 
additional explanation regarding the sort of guidance Member Bodies might issue to 
their members be reinstated as an appendix, as in the existing Standard? 



Agenda Item 6-1 
 IAESB Meeting – Toronto, Canada, May 23-25, 2011 

 

17 
Prepared by IES 7 Task Force 

Appendix 2 List of Respondents & Summaries 
 
List of Respondents 
 
 
ACRONYM 

FULL NAME OF ORGANIZATION  

AAT Association of Accounting Technicians, United Kingdom 
ACCA The Association of Chartered Certified Accountants, United 

Kingdom 
AICPA-
PCEEC 

American Institute of Certified Public Accountants’ Pre-
certification Education Executive Committee 

BDO 
International 

BDO Global Coordination B.V. 

CHA Chamber of Hungarian Auditors 
CAI Chartered Accountants Ireland 
CARB The Chartered Accountants Regulatory Board (Ireland) 
CGA Canada Certified General Accountants Association of Canada 
CICA The Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants 
CIMA Chartered Institute of Management Accountants 
CIPFA The Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy 
CMA-Canada The Society of Management Accountants of Canada 
CNDCEC Consiglio Nazionale dei Dottori Commercialsti e Degli Esperti 

Contabili 
De Neef Hubert De Neef 
DTT Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu 
Dunnett Ian Dunnett, CA(SA) 
EFAA The European Federation of Accountants and Auditors for SMEs 
EYG Ernst & Young Global 
FACPCE Federación Argentina de Consejos Profesionales de Ciencias 

Económicas 
FEE Federation des Experts Comptables Europeens 
GAO Government Accountability Office (USA) 
HKICPA Hong Kong Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
ICAEW The Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales 
ICAP Institute of Chartered Accountants of Pakistan 
ICAS The Institute of Chartered Accountants of Scotland 
ICJCE Instituto de Censores Jurados de Cuentas de Espana 
ICMAP Institute of Cost and Management Accountants of Pakistan 
ICPAC  The Institute of Certified Public Accountants of Cyprus 
IDW Institut der Wirtschaftsprufer 
JICPA The Japanese Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
KPMG 
International 

KPMG International 

Mahadevan Ramachandran Mahadevan, CA 
Maresca Dr. Joseph S. Maresca, CPA, CISA 
MIA The Malaysian Institute of Accountants 
NBAA  National Board of Accountants and Auditors, Tanzania  
NIA The National Institute of Accountants 
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NZICA New Zealand Institute of Chartered Accountants  
PWC PricewaterhouseCoopers 
SAICA The South African Institute of Chartered Accountants 
SKAU Slovenska Komora Auditorov 
SMPC Small and Medium Practices Committee 
 

Task Force Summary of Comment Letters 

Question 1: Is the objective to be achieved by a member body, stated in the proposed 
redrafted IES 7, appropriate? 

Summary of responses 

• Total number of responses to question 1 - 41 

• 31 responded yes without a comment or with a positive supportive comment.   

• 10 responded comments for change and focus on (a) and (b) in the objectives.       

(a) Require CPD to be an integral component of a professional accountant´s 
continued membership 

(b) Monitor and enforce a systematic process to ensure that their members meet the 
requirements of the standard 

General comments 

• Generally very positive responses.  

 

Specific comments 

• Recommend that the objectives for all redrafted IESs be directed to the responsible 
party. This approach is taken by the IAASB and such an approach would provide 
consistency in form between the ISAs and the IESs as well as between the IESs 
themselves (PWC) 

• Comment that the text used is not the one laid down in the framework and also if the 
term “shall” is the using term (ICAP) 

 
• Comments on wording of the first sentence (BDO,GAO) “ The objective of setting 

requirements for CPD is to ensure that member bodies:” 
 

• Recommendation that guidance is provided on each sub point, for example 7(b) 
could cross reference to A19-A30 in the supporting Explanatory Materials (KPMG) 
 

• Recommendation that the word “ensure” be not used in the objective as that is 
beyond the power of a standard by itself (PWC) 
 

• Comments to both a and b; Thinks that the objective of establishing monitoring and 
enforcement system is slightly beyond the scope of IAESB (ICAP) 

• Recommendation for plainer language for “monitoring and enforcing….” (AICPA-
PCEEC) 
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Question 2: 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?1 

Summary of responses 

• Total number of responses to question 2 - 34 

• 25 responded yes without a comment or with a positive supportive comment.  
Positive comments were it is adding clarity, responded liked the flexibility, (to see 
who responded please refer to comments sheet) 

• 7 responded yes with comments (to see who responded please refer to comments 
sheet) 

• 1 negative comment - this comment was asking for consistent criteria under 
combination approach - did not like the flexibility in the standard. (ICPAC) 

• 1 response did ask for additional clarity on output based approach, to continue 
development for output base and want to see a comparable expectation for output as 
for input.  Example A13 gives not guidance on how to divide the requirements 
between years as is done in input based approach. (AICPA-PCEEC). 

General comments 

• Generally very positive responses 

• Several suggested of moving material from requirements to explanatory materials 

• Several asked for additional guidance, specially regarding output based approach 

• PWC did not agree to paragraph 10 and KPMG has several comments about 
paragraph10 

• Several comments related to suggestions to add consistency 

• Few suggested changes in wording 

Specific comments 

1) Requests for further guidance or explanatory material 

• Additional guidance on output based fully developed models.  This is the 
beginning but further development will enhance consistency in applying this 
standard. (AICPA-PCEEC) 

• Guidance on monitoring cycle (BDO) 

• We suggest that IAESB should consider prescribing assessment cycle, say one 
year, to ensure consistency in implementation. (ICAP) 

• In paragraph 7 (Promotion of Lifelong Learning) it states that “Member bodies 
shall promote the importance of and a commitment to…” We believe that it 
would be useful to include Explanatory Material, similar to paragraphs A4 and 
A5, highlighting examples of how member bodies may demonstrate they are 
meeting this requirement. (KPMG) 
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• Referring to paragraph 10, guidance would be useful on transition where a 
member body moves to a new approach, i.e. from an Input Approach to 
Combination Approach. This could have significant system implications for 
members and other stakeholders. (KPMG) 

• Referring to paragraph 10, once the standard is effective, whether member 
bodies can subsequently change their preferred approach in measuring their 
members’ CPD activity, i.e. from an Output Approach to a Combination 
Approach.(KPMG) 

• Referring to paragraph 10, where there is more than one member body in one 
jurisdiction and each adopts a different approach, this could result in members 
and employers having to cater to two different criteria where members belong to 
both bodies.(KPMG) 

• In paragraph A5, it is not clear as to what is meant by “organized” on-the-job 
training. Furthermore, in reference to the last sentence of the same paragraph, 
we suggest that IES 7 recommend that member bodies be asked to provide 
further guidance on  the contribution the various categories of CPD may have to 
total triennial and annual CPD hours/units of learning earned by a professional 
accountant.(KPMG) 

• In paragraph A17 and A20, we believe it would be useful to have guidance 
regarding the verification or reporting evidence for eLearnings such as self 
paced programs or virtual classroom programs (see similar comment 
4(b)).(KPMG) 

2) Move material from requirements to explanatory materials 

• Move number of hours in paragraph 13 to guidance.(BDO) 

• Suggest to remove minimum requirements (BDO) 

• Suggested to move Parag. 8 to explanatory material and Parag. 9 from 
explanatory material (ICAP) 

3) Clarification of the intention/wording of the standard/improving the text 

• Evidence requirements: output-based CPD-The CPD assessment approaches 
recommended are educationally sound: evidence should be capable of 
measurement and of verification.  However, the scale of the exercise of regularly 
assessing individual professional accountants is very significant; some member 
bodies will be very restricted by their resources. We suggest that the IAESB 
makes it clear that sampling approaches – random and risk-based – are 
appropriate as they are based on statistical principles ensuring coverage. 
(ICAEW) 

• Evidence requirements: input-based CPD-The clarity of paragraph 13 would be 
improved by the addition of ‘and’ after clause (a).(ICAEW) 

• Member bodies shall establish their  preferred approach to measuring their  
members’ CPD activity from the three  models of output-based, input-based, or  
combination approaches.The word “preferred” conveys either of the two 
understanding:(a) that a member body shall offer all three models of 
measurement with a preference attached to one; or(b) member bodies shall 
select only one out of the three models.To achieve consistency in 
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implementation, the text may be amended to convey the desired 
implementation.(ICAP) 

• The last bullet point of paragraph 13 requires the professional accountant to 
measure learning activities to meet the requirements of 120 hours in three-year 
rolling period and 60 hours in each year. It is a vague requirement and needs 
explanation as to what measurement an individual professional would be doing. 
We could not link this requirement with the objective of IES 7. (ICAP) 

• In our view, the criteria for determining the requirements of a Standard noted in 
footnote 1 to the Explanatory Memorandum are appropriate but for the reference 
to the “overall objective of the engagement”, which does not appear to be 
relevant for education standards. In our view, these words should be changed to 
“overall objective of the Standard”. (IDW) 

• We would also like to point out that the wording the Draft was not chosen with 
enough care to ensure that the meaning of the requirements and guidance is clear 
in every case. We also have noted these instances in Appendix 2 to this letter, 
which provides our comments by paragraph.(IDW) 

• Do not agree with the wording of parag. 10.The exception relates to the wording 
of  Para 10.  See further comment (3.2) below. (PWC) 

• In paragraph 13 it states that CPD of at least 120 hours over three years of which 
60 hours must be verifiable and at least 20 hours per year: we believe that the 
word verifiable be added to the last sentence so that it reads.”… which 60 hours 
must be verifiable and at least 20 hours per year  must be verifiable” We believe 
that this clarification would align the triennial and the annual requirements of 
certain member bodies today for consistency.(KPMG) 

• In paragraph A6, it would seem that sub-points (b) and (c) are similar, and may 
be more effective to merge them into one bullet point. (KPMG) 

• In paragraph A6, (d) – we understand this paragraph refers to the fact that a 
rapidly changing environment implies a higher need for CPD of professional 
accountants.  The bullet starts with “all sectors are affected…” – this is a 
categorical statement which might not apply to ALL sectors. We suggest 
rephrasing the bullet to: “many economic sectors may be affected by a rapidly 
changing environment, and consequently the professional accountant’s 
professional competence needs to consider and adapt to such changes”.(KPMG) 

• In paragraph A6, (e) – we believe that while recruiters do see the accountants’ 
designation as a selection filter among recruiting candidates, they may not 
consider it as “proof of professional competence” to any extent, and therefore 
we believe this presumption should be eliminated from the wording.(KPMG) 

• j) In paragraph A17, we would not expect registration forms and registration 
confirmations to provide “verifiable evidence” of CPD “completion” as one can 
register and pay for a course but not attend. We believe the only reliable 
verifiable evidence is the attendance record. (KPMG) 

• In paragraph A25 – “…Member bodies are encouraged to….legal and 
environmental conditions…” We believe the word “environmental” may be 
confusing to the reader and thus misinterpreted and therefore we suggest 
changing it to “other specific” or similar.(KPMG) 
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1. Add to consistency 

• In specifying requirements for the output-based approach, one requirement for 
evidence stated in paragraph 12 is "objectively verified by a competent source".  
This requirement should be applied consistently for the input-based approach 
and stated in paragraph 13. (HKICPA) 

• Want to see a comparable expectation for output as for input.  Example A13 
gives not guidance on how to divide the requirements between years as is don in 
input.(AICPA-PCEEC) 

• Requirement of sanctions in case of non compliance is not in other standards. 
(ICAP) 

• To promote consistency we are of the view that consistent criteria should be 
established under the Combination Approach. (ICPAC) 

2. Other 

• As already stated above while discussing the appropriateness of the objective set by 
IES 7, we would like to re-emphasize that IAESB may restrict its requirements up to 
the level of establishment of system of learning and professional development, 
which may include a reporting mechanism. IAESB may refer to its Term of 
Reference (March 2010) which focuses on:·         establishment of education 
standards that reflect good practices in the education, development, and assessment 
of professional accountants, and·         development of education benchmark. 
(ICAP) 
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Question 3: Are there any terms within the proposed redrafted IES 7 which require 
further clarification? If so, please explain the nature of the deficiencies. 

• Total number of respondents to Question 3: 34 

• Number of respondents identifying terms requiring further clarification: 20  
(ACCA, AICPA-PCEEC, BDO, CARB, CIMA, CIPFA, CMA Canada, DTT, 
EFAA, FACPCE, FEE, HKICPA, ICAEW, ICAP, ICAS, IDW, KPMG, 
Mahedevan, Maresca, PWC)  

• Number of respondents identifying no terms requiring further clarification: 14  
(AAT, CGA-Canada, CHA, CICA, EYG, GAO, ICJCE, ICPAC,  JICPA, MIA, 
NZICA, SAICA, SKAU, SMPC) 

General Comments 

• There was a wide variation of comments on many aspects of the terminology used 
within the standard, ranging from matters of principle, requests for further guidance 
and definitions and specific drafting points 

• Comment made in response to question 3 have been made elsewhere by other 
respondents – an initial attempt has been made to identify such items has been made 
in the analysis 

• Further guidance around the outputs method, in particular around the processes and 
terminology used for verification.  One respondent (PWC) suggested this area may 
need to be the subject of a future practice statement.  

Significant issues 

• The requirement in P10 (under heading ‘Mandatory CPD for all Professional 
Accountants’) addresses competence, and not CPD.  One of the fundamental 
principles of the IFAC Code of Ethics is, “To maintain professional knowledge and 
skill at the level required to ensure competent professional services based on current 
developments in practice, legislation and techniques.”  Including a requirement to 
be competent in IES7 contravenes the criteria that an IES should not repeat 
objectives met by the requirements of other standards. (PWC) 

• There is recommendation for a  ‘Definitions’ section at start of standard - consistent 
with ISAs (FEE. KPMG) 

Specific comments  

Given the range of specific comments made they have been categorised into the following: 

• Requests for further guidance 

• Clarification of the intention/wording of the standard 

• Drafting recommendations – overall 

• Drafting recommendations – specific edits 
 

1. Requests for further guidance 

• How to undertake ‘objective verification’ in certain contexts e.g. distance 
learning (AICPA-PCEEC), individual is the expert in their local environment 
(SAICA) 
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• Combination approach – request for further guidance on what the principles of 
input and output systems are (BDO) Raised by other respondents elsewhere in 
comment letter responses. 

• Examples in A5 and A13 should more directly reflect the activities described in 
para 4 (BDO) 

• Further guidance to member bodies on how approaches for professionals taking 
career breaks, and during retirements but still undertaking client work or pro 
bono charity work. (ICAEW) 

• Clarification on the extent to which professional accountants can receive credit 
for performing activities central to their role, but which are recognised as CPD 
activities – for example a full time role on a technical committee, developing 
learning programs etc. (ICAP) 

• Request for guidance on sanctions with a view to ensuring consistency in 
application across member bodies. (ICAS) 

• Request for clarification on the role of the IAESB over member bodies in 
addressing non-compliance with the IES # 7 requirements (KPMG) 

• Request for explanatory material to support requirements of paragraph 8 on the 
promotion of lifelong learning. (PWC) 

2. Clarification of the intention/wording of the standard 

• P1 – Concern about the terminology ‘this...Standard prescribes good practice for 
member bodies’.  ‘Good practice’ is suggestive of best practice and in conflict 
with ‘prescribed standards’ which are indicative of a minimum or adequate 
level. (IDW)  Raised by other respondents elsewhere in comment letter 
responses 

• P3 – The definition of CPD in conflict with the Framework P28, particularly in 
using the word ‘competences’ rather than ‘capabilities’. (NZICA) 

• P3 – The description of CPD appears to focus specifically on how it supports 
performance within an existing role, rather than also address the importance of 
CPD as professional accountants move into new roles. It is suggested that the 
description of CPD is extended (note that the description of CPD in the 
Framework para 29 specifically addresses CPD and new roles). (ICAEW) 

• P3 – Suggestion that competence is an outcome from development of items (a), 
(b) and (c), not a separate concept. (KPMG) – Note: wording used in ED is very 
close (but not identical) to para 28 of Framework. Raised by other respondents 
elsewhere in comment letter responses 

• P11 – Does the requirement for the member body to establish their preferred 
approach limit the ability of the member body to allow the individual 
professional accountant to make that choice themselves?  This is current practice 
for CARB in Ireland (CARB) 

• P13 – ‘Measure learning activities’ – does this mean keep a record of learning 
undertaken? (ACCA) 
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• P13 – ‘60 hours...shall be verifiable’ (p13) – does this mean required to be 
objectively verified by a competent source (as in p12) (BDO) – Raised by other 
respondents elsewhere in comment letter responses 

• A13 – Self assessment (using competency maps) cannot be considered 
‘objectively measured by a competent source’, one of the requirements of an 
outputs measure. (PWC) 

• A13 - How does a section adapt the strategic or business plan of a particular 
organisation? (BDO) 

• A14 – How is maintenance demonstrated under an input-based approach?  Most 
measures discussed in the standard address achievement of competence, but not 
maintenance. (CIPFA) 

• A16 - Learning activities can be measured but not verified – what does this 
mean? (AICPA-PCEEC) 

3. Requests for definitions of terminology 

• Professional accountant (CARB, ICAS) – Glossary term and subject of wider 
IFAC project 

• Maintenance (of competence)  - Development and maintenance is consistently 
referred to.  Development is a Glossary term, but maintenance is not (IDW) 

• Lifelong learning (P2) (FEE) 

• Structured education (P4)(DTT) 

• Practical experience (P4) (DTT) – Glossary term 

• Training (P4) (DTT) – Glossary term  

• Informal learning activities (P4) – and suggestion that list provided is restricted 
in scope (DTT, FACPCE)  

• Outcomes (P5a) – does outcome equal competence or evidence? (Mahadevan) 

• Objectively verified (P10) – (ACIPA-PCEEC, BDO, PWC) 

• Valid competence assessment method (P10) (AICPA-PCEEC, PWC) 

• Workplace learning (A5) (HKICPA) 

• Learning plan (A10, A23) (CMA-Canada) 

• Competent source (A12) (AICPA-PCEEC, BDO, PWC) 
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Comments on Other Matters 

• Total number of respondents providing comments on other matters 7 (CGA Canada, 
CIMA, CMA Canada, DTT, EFAA, EYG, FACPE) 

General Comments –significant comments 

Review paras relating to responsibility for CPD to ensure consistency with objectives (p 
1,2,7) – (DTT) 

Remove reference to good practice (p2c) – (DTT) 

Relate CPD more clearly to IPD (p3) – (CGA Canada, EYG) 

Relocate explanation of the three approaches to the explanatory material (p5) – (DTT) 

Reword objectives to focus on member bodies (p7) – DTT) 

Clarify hours of annual verifiable activity (p13) - (CGA Canada) 

Include reference to importance of supervision and review use of term ‘capacity (A2) – 
(DTT, EYG) 

Welcome examples of CPD activity, consider further clarification (A5) - (CGA Canada, 
CIMA, CMA Canada, EFAA) 

Make references to ‘professional accountant’ and related terms consistent (A6 and 
throughout) – (EYG) 

Clarify role of CPD in relation to retirement (A7) – (DTT) 

Emphasise difficulties of verification (A16) – (CIMA) 

Eliminate hidden requirement (A20) – (DTT) 

Clarify monitoring cycle advice (A24) – (DTT) 

  
 


