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Committee: IAESB Consultative Advisory Group 

Meeting Location: IFAC Headquarters, New York, USA 

Meeting Date: February 7-8, 2013, beginning 8:30am. 

 

SUBJECT: 
 

Revision of IES 2 – Preliminary Analysis of 
Respondents’ Comments (02/13) 

 

Responses to the Exposure Draft 

Thirty-two responses on the Exposure Draft were received. All of the comment letters are posted on 
the IFAC website at 

http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/ies-2-initial-professional-development-technical-
competence. 

Responses were received from the following stakeholder groups  

IFAC Member Bodies and Associates  22 
Public Accounting firms  5 
Regulators  1 
Other Professional Organizations  2 
Individuals and Others  2 

 
Most respondents were very supportive of the approach that the IAESB has taken in the revised IES 
2, and the issues of concern were minor.  
 
General Statements of Support  

General Statements of Support from respondents included the following; 
• ACCA – The title specifically refers to the distinction between technical or cognitive 

competence versus non-technical or affective competence, which is now a clearly-
recognized distinction in professional education. ACCA is generally satisfied with these 
revised standards (IES 2, 3 and 4) as they introduce more clarity and consistency to the 
requirements. The way in which they are described and rationalized makes compliance more 
feasible for a much wider and diverse range of awarding bodies; 

• BDO – Supports the IAESB’s project to redraft and revise all IESs in accordance with the 
clarity drafting conventions; 

• CAI – Commends the IAESB for the proposed revision which reflects the aims of the new 
Framework and the desire to apply the ‘clarity’ approach; 

• CGA Canada – Welcomes the inclusion of the phrase IPD in the title of the IES; agrees with 
the learning outcomes approach adopted; and supports IFAC in its effort to improve 
consistency and comparability among the IESs;  

• CICA We agree that the learning outcome approach is consistent with the notion of 
developing principles-based standards and with the content and terminology used in the 

http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/ies-2-initial-professional-development-technical-competence
http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/ies-2-initial-professional-development-technical-competence
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IAESB Framework (2009) document ...  We support the IAESB’s consistent application of the 
same framework across all these standards.  Because these standards are interrelated, this 
consistency of application will lead to cohesiveness in the standards themselves;. 

• CNCC/CSOEC – Supports the outcomes-based approach adopted by the IAESB in its 
approach to the Revised IES 2; 

• CPAA – Supports the overall purpose of the revision of this Standard;  

• DTT – Supports the objectives of the IAESB’s project to improve the clarity of its Standards; 

• FEE – Support for the IAESB’s project to improve the clarity of its Standards; 

• HKICPA – Supports the proposed revisions of the IES 2; 

• ICPAU – Supports IAESB’s initiative to redraft and revise the IESs; 

• ICPAS – Strongly support the proposed amendments to IES 2 and commend the IAESB 
team’s efforts in improving clarity and consistency across all IESs; 

• IDW – Supports commencement of the clarity project for the IESs because it is important that 
the members of IFAC have clarity as to what the purposes of the Standards are through the 
expression of the Objectives, what the Requirements are with which member bodies must 
comply and what represents additional guidance in the Explanatory Material beyond the 
specified requirements; 

• IRBA – Welcomes the proposed amendment to the title of IES 2; the learning outcomes 
approach to demonstrate professional competence; the inclusion of a requirement to 
prescribe appropriate assessment activities to assess technical competence; 

• KPMG – Supports the learning outcomes approach to demonstrate technical competence 
and minimum proficiency levels for various competence areas; 

• NZICA – Supports the aims of the redrafting project and in particular the approach for all 
IESs to be consistently drafted; 

• PwC – Welcomes the redrafting of this Standard and believe that the redrafted IES 2 will 
promote consistency in implementation by IFAC member bodies. 

 

General Statements of Concern  

General statements of concern including the following  
• AICPA/PCEEC – Uncertain as to the precise meaning of Initial Professional Development, 

and in particular when it concludes ... We do not agree that IFAC member bodies shall 
regularly review and update professional accounting education programs that are designed 
to achieve the learning outcomes in this IES. We also have comments about the outcomes 
identified in the Standard and whether the skill levels identified are appropriate in all contexts 
as well. 

• Altaf Noor Ali – The IES outlines the most basic structure in terms of minimum competence 
areas, learning outcomes and level of proficiency and leaves it for the individual IFAC 
member body to fill in the rest of the significant details.  

o A better description of ‘professional competence’ would be ‘is a relative term and refers 
to the ability to perform a role prescribed (not defined) by an IFAC member body’.  

o The IES should state whether an IFAC member body can prescribe and assess 
additional competence areas – are the competence areas laid out ‘core’ competence 
areas? 
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o We do not see the ‘learning outcomes approach’ as inconsistent with ‘prescribing 
knowledge content’ as indicated in the extant IES 2; 

o What is the point of having learning outcomes and assigning level of proficiency when 
there is no obligation in place for an IFAC member body to ensure that these learning 
outcomes form the core of its assessment activities; 

o The rapidly-changing complex environment warrants IAESB to assume an active role in 
facilitating IFAC member bodies in implementing its Standards; 

o Is there room in the IES 2 for recognizing deficiency in competencies not recognized as 
technical – the higher purpose of all education is to realize our potential as a human 
being,  not only as an accountant; 

• CICA – We are ... concerned about proficiency level definitions found in Appendix 1 which 
define the minimum learning outcomes and related proficiency levels for newly certified 
accountants  ... we are concerned that the framework being applied includes elements that 
may not achievable by a newly certified professional accountant.  We believe that critical 
thinking ability, and thus the ability to deal with ambiguity, complexity and uncertainty, are not 
fully developed by the end of IPD, and that the proficiency level definitions should be 
adjusted to reduce the expectation.   

• DTT – In our view consolidation of these three Standards into a single Standard setting out 
the learning outcomes required for IPD would now be relatively easy to achieve; 

• EYG – Our preference is to create one IPD Standard to more broadly address the whole 
spectrum of technical and non-technical skills that are required of aspiring professional 
accountants; If IES 2 remains a standalone Standard, suggest change the title to ‘Initial 
Professional Development – Professional Knowledge’; 

• FEE – IES 2 should also provide principles and objectives of initial professional development 
to help IFAC member bodies structuring their education programs; 

• IAAER – Guidance from the IAESB in developing assessment methods will be important to 
ensure consistent application of assessment measures globally; 

• ICAEW – Welcomes the move to defining learning outcomes but notes that there are some 
conceptual and drafting challenges with doing this. 

 



Agenda Item 4-4 
 

Prepared by: Kim Langfield-Smith, Jayne Freeman, & IES 2Task Force (January 2013) 
  Page 4 of 15 
 
 

 
Question 1: Do the 11 competence areas listed in Paragraph 7 of the proposed IES 2 
(Revised) capture the breadth of areas over which aspiring professional accountants need to 
acquire technical competence? If not, what do you suggest?  

Summary of responses: 

• There were 31 responses to this question. 
• The majority of respondents (16) did not suggest any changes to the 11 competence areas 

(ACCA, Alta Noor Ali, CAI, CGA Canada, CPA Australia, CPA Ireland, DTT, EYG, HKICPA, 
IAAER, ICAA, IRBA, JICPA, PWC, SAICA, SAIPA )  

• Most of the other respondents suggested only minor changes. For example: 
o Two respondents suggested a new competence area of Business Strategy be 

included (AAT, ICAEW); 
o One respondent indicated that Information Technology should be integrated with 

other relevant competence areas (BDO); 
o There was support for the inclusion of an additional competence area of Quantitative 

Methods and Statistical Analysis (CICA, ICPAS, NZICA), Quantitative Aptitude, 
Mathematics and Statistics (ICAI – India) and Advanced Mathematics (AICPA); 

o Two bodies called for more specificity in the learning outcomes for Business Laws 
and Regulations (ICPAS, FEE). 

• Some respondents addressed the appropriateness of the levels of proficiency of certain 
competence areas and provided editorial changes to specific learning outcomes. These 
comments will be considered in the analysis of responses to Question 2.  

Examples of comments: 
• ACCA: They are comprehensive enough and are flexible enough so as to give an indicative 

content rather than attempting to cover all the detailed outcomes that might be included in a 
professional qualification. 

• An extra competence area of Business Strategy could be included (AAT, ICAEW). 
• CICA: Yes. However, we question whether the quantitative methods and statistical 

analysis should be included on the list. We concluded they were likely excluded because 
they are considered general knowledge elements that they would be expected to enter the 
program with. 

• NZICA: ... strongly advocate the inclusion of learning outcomes for Quantitative Methods. 
• AICPA-PCEEC: Knowledge of advanced mathematics is essential to modern professional 

accountants. In particular, foundational or intermediate knowledge of the mathematics of 
finance is a base requirement for accountants and auditors.  

o auditors should have knowledge of techniques such as regression analysis.  
o professional accountants should understand business processes, models and 

transaction flows in order to assess risk and internal control adequacy and audit 
planning.   

• ICPAS: The following changes could be considered: 
o Business laws and regulations (consider including tort and contract law, and 

company law) 
o Business management (use “advise” rather than ”explain”) 
o Statistics and quantitative methods (at the foundation level of proficiency). 

• FEE: The areas are sufficient but should consider the inclusion of law of insolvency and 
similar procedures, as well as social security law and employment law since they need to be 
covered in the education of statutory auditors in the EU. Also the sequence should be 
reviewed to reflect the necessary education steps.  
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• Alta Noor Ali: Yes. However, consider the inclusion of other non-technical competencies to 
form a more rounded personality within IPD. (Taskforce comments: these are covered in IES 
3.) 

• IDW: Suggested that (e) be retitled Auditing and Related Services 
• ICAI - India: A new competence area of Quantitative Aptitude, Mathematics and 

Statistics could be considered at least the foundation level. The Business and 
Organizational Environment and Business Management could be grouped as one area. 

• BDO: Information technology competence should be integrated into other stated 
competencies ... should not be considered in isolation.  
o Under Finance and Financial Management, we believe that aspiring professional 

accountants should also have an understanding of valuation methodologies so not to 
have professional accountants with a superficial understanding of fair value.   

o ..  the use of the term “ capital budgeting techniques” within this competence is too 
constraining ... should be supplemented with other terms which consider corporate 
investment strategy or investment appraisal techniques overall.   

o The competence for Economics should not be limited to economic indicators and 
structures but expanded to include more commercial knowledge of the market place as it 
currently stands as well as trends.  

o ... more clarification is required in the Audit and Assurance competence as it relates to 
learning outcome (iii). The use of the phrase “ in performing of an audit” could be 
interpreted to imply that those completing IPD only need to know about the obtaining of 
audit evidence phase and of an audit instead of the audit as a whole. We feel it should 
be amended to “ describe the stages involved in an audit ....”. to be clear that it covers 
from client acceptance to reporting. In addition, the IES discusses key elements of 
assurance service engagements and not how to perform those tasks and activities. 

o    the learning outcomes under Governance, Risk Management and Internal Control 
should be revisited by replacing “Risk and opportunities” with “Strengths and 
weaknesses” which is more suggestive of an internal focus. 

• CIPFA: The breadth of competence areas is broadly appropriate but the following comments 
are offered for possible improvement;- 
o The inclusion of Information technology may be unnecessary as it may be regarded as 

a general skill than one that needs to be developed as part of the professional 
accountancy education programme. It is debatable, also, whether it deserves a higher 
level of proficiency than business laws and regulations- perhaps both areas should be at 
the foundation level?   

o Management Accounting should be placed at advanced level of proficiency (matching 
that of financial accounting and reporting). 

o Marketing deserves greater prominence as an area in which financial skills are 
increasingly important. This can be achieved by modifying and extending some learning 
outcomes, probably in the (i) Economics area, but it may be worthy considering a 
change in the name of this competence area to include marketing. 

o The use of the term ‘business’ in the names of competence areas (g), (i), (k) is 
understandable, but there could perhaps be some indication that all sectors are 
expected to be covered, rather than just commercial enterprises.  

• CNCC-CSOEC: The competence areas meet the expectations of both institutes. However, 
Ethics and Communications could be included as required competence areas.  (Task force 
comment: these areas are covered in IES 3 and IES 4.) 
o Specific changes to Auditing were suggested  

• KPMG: We believe the competency areas are sufficient but have the following comments:- 
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o Financial accounting and reporting learning outcome (iii) should be broadened to 
include ‘disclosure’ in the learning outcome. 

o Financial accounting and reporting learning outcome (iv) should be broadened to 
include ‘IFRS’ or other relevant GAAP standards’ as we understand that in some 
jurisdictions the GAAP is attached to the company legislation and not in others. 

o Audit and Assurance learning outcome (v) should be reworded. Remove ‘understand’ 
and replace with ‘explain’. Additional learning outcomes on assurance should be added 
such as ‘identify applicable assurance standards eg limited/moderate assurance or 
sustainability assurance etc that are relevant to an assurance engagement.   

   

 
Question 2: Do the learning outcomes listed in Paragraph 7 of the proposed IES 2 (Revised) 
capture adequately the minimum learning levels of proficiency to be achieved by an aspiring 
professional accountant by the end of IPD? If not, what changes do you suggest?  
 
Summary of responses 
• 31 responses were received for this question.  
• Overall, the respondents supported the IAESB’s outcome based approach and the learning 

outcomes and proficiency levels stated in Para 7.   
• Most respondents submitted suggestions for changes to the wording of the learning 

outcomes, inclusion of additional learning outcomes or changes to the proficiency levels.  
 
The main issues are as follows: 
• A number of respondents expressed uncertainty around the premise used to establish the 

learning outcomes and proficiency levels. This was communicated directly, example,  
o JICPA – it is not clear from the information given in Appendix 1 as to how the IAESB 

decided on the required minimum levels of proficiency for each competence area. 
o IDW – it is not clear as to the kinds of entities covered by the competence areas. 

Or, indirectly, example: 
o AICPA – we cannot fully respond to this question without clarity on when IPD ends. 
o Altaf Noor Ali – we do not subscribe to the IES 2 approach of leaving it up to the IFAC 

member body to develop contents for each competence area. 
o All – through suggestions on the focus of the learning outcomes or the proficiency levels. 

Examples of this  
o EYG – we believe that there are a disproportionate number of learning outcomes in 

general business areas… , and 
o ICPAU – there will always be a difficulty in determining the minimum level of proficiency 

required by a professional at the end of IPD. This is so because of the differences in the 
levels of proficiency required for one to accomplish certain tasks or to work in a particular 
industry.  

• Some respondents questioned the inclusion of “Mastery” in the proficiency levels table (for 
example, CGA Canada, CICA).  

• Some respondents suggested that the levels of proficiency for certain areas of competency 
(e.g. financial accounting and reporting, auditing and assurance) were too high, whereas 
other argued those same areas were set too low.  

• Some respondents requested that proficiency levels be set for each learning outcome and 
not only at the competency area level (for example, ICAA, CAI, CGA Canada). CGA Canada 
notes contradiction of Para A10 and Para 7 in this regard. 
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• Some (e.g. CGA Canada, CICA) argued for the removal of specific examples or techniques 
within LOs, as such partial lists can be limiting and the naming of specific techniques may 
become dated (see for example, LO (a) (vi) and (c) (iii),) HOWEVER others asked for more 
examples to provide clarity on the scope of particular LOs. 

• A number of respondents commented that the verbs used in the learning outcomes should 
be aligned with the required proficiency levels, as some LOs implied higher levels of 
proficiency than specified in Para 7 – see “integrate” and “evaluate” for some LOs with 
intermediate levels of proficiency (IDW, AAT, KPMG, NZICA) 

• Other questioned the balance in the number of LOs in general business areas versus core 
areas (EYG). 

 
Questions 3: Does the Appendix provide adequate clarification to assist in the interpretation 
of the learning outcomes that are listed in Paragraph 7 of the proposed IES 2 (Revised)? If 
not, what changes do you suggest? 
 
Summary of responses 
• 32 responses were received for this question.  
• 12 of the respondents did not suggest any changes to the Appendix. However, two 

suggested that examples could be included in a practice statement or in the Appendix itself. 
• The main suggestions/comments were as follows: 

o The Mastery level should be deleted, particular as it does not seem to be sufficiently 
distinct from the Advanced level, not having its own verbs and not being used for any 
learning outcomes for IPD (CICA, FEE, ICAEW, EYG, ACPAU, SAIPA); 

o The achievement of an Advanced level of proficiency was too high for some areas of 
competence (e.g. CICA) ; 

o Specific changes to certain dot points, to better capture the particular level of proficiency; 
o Suggested moves of some indicative verbs to higher or lower levels of proficiency; 
o Additional indicative verbs were suggested; 
o The need for definitions for some indicative verbs and other terms; 

 
• Some respondents suggested alternate frameworks to that outlined in the Appendix.  
• These comments are common to the other proposed revised IESs are not covered in detail 

here. 
 
Question 4: Overall, are the Requirements paragraphs 7, 8 and 9 of the proposed IES 2 
(Revised) appropriate for ensuring that aspiring professional accountants achieve the 
appropriate level of technical competence by the end of IPD?  If not, what changes do you 
suggest? 
 
Summary of responses: 
• There were 31 responses to this question.   
• All respondents were supportive of the competence areas and, in general, the learning 

outcomes in paragraph 7. Specific requests to changing working in specific LOs in paragraph 
7 are summarized with the analysis of responses to question 2. 

• Eight respondents requested more guidance around the timing/regularity of the review of 
professional accounting education programs, as required in paragraph 8.  

• There were no significant issues raised in relation to paragraph 9. 
 
Examples of comments: 
• AAT: the requirements are appropriate. 
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• AICPA-PCEEC: In general, we are very supportive of both the competence areas and 
learning outcomes delineated.  However ... the minimum levels of proficiency specified are 
difficult to support without a clearer definition of when IPD ends.  If that is a determination to 
be made by the member bodies, then different systems would dictate different proficiency 
levels.  

• BDO: Yes we believe the requirements of paragraphs 7, 8 and 9 are appropriate; however 
as there is a lack of explanatory material in respect of what ‘regularly review’ means in 
practice for an IFAC member body, this may not be particularly meaningful. We believe that 
there should be more guidance as to an appropriate frequency for such a review.   

• CGA Canada: the requirements of paragraphs 7, 8, and 9 are appropriate for ensuring that 
technical competence can be achieved during IPD. 

• CICA: …We wondered whether review engagements and other related services were 
captured in the Audit and Assurance learning outcomes.  It appears that the minimum 
outcomes focus on the audit engagement. We presume that the member body could add the 
other services to their list based on the comments found in A9 and A11. 

• CNCC-CSOEC: (paragraph 9) we wonder about the real meaning of “appropriate”. Every 
professional body will assert that its assessment activities are of course “appropriate”. 

• DTT: We agree with the requirements set out in Paragraphs 7 and 9.  We believe the 
requirement in Paragraph 8 related to the review of professional accounting education 
programs is unclear and does not provide sufficient direction on the nature, timing and extent 
of the review that would be required of IFAC member bodies to meet the requirement.  The 
Explanatory Material on this point provides no further guidance. 

• EYG: Yes, the requirements of Paragraphs 7, 8, and 9 are appropriate for ensuring that 
aspiring professional accountants achieve the appropriate level of professional knowledge.   

• FEE: Generally yes, with the modifications suggested above in the responses to questions 1 
and 2. 

• IDW: With the exception of the following noted proposed amendment to paragraph 7 and our 
responses to Questions 1 and 2 above, we believe that the requirements in proposed IES 2 
(Revised) are appropriate for ensuring that aspiring professional accountants achieve the 
appropriate level of technical competence by the end of IPD. In line with our response to 
Question 2, we propose that the second sentence of the requirement in paragraph 7 by 
amended to read: “For technical competence, these learning outcomes shall include, at a 
minimum, those listed in Table A as applicable to organizations relevant to the particular role 
of the professional accountant.”  

• KPMG: Apart from the comments noted above, the requirements in paragraphs 7, 8 and 9 
are appropriate for enabling consistency among IFAC member bodies in setting technical 
competency requirements, including learning outcomes, and assessing the development of 
those competencies achieved by the end of IPD, as set out in IES 6. However, we would 
recommend that in paragraph 8, “regularly review” should have a suggested minimum (in 
A12 of Explanatory Material) review period of at least annually due to the rapid changes 
facing the profession. 

• PWC: We agree that the requirements ... are appropriate for ensuring that a professional 
accountant achieves an appropriate level of technical competence by the end of IPD. We 
welcome the new requirement for IFAC member bodies to regularly review and update the 
professional accounting education programs.  We agree that this is important and that this 
will ensure that IFAC member bodies keep the education programs up to date with the 
current environment and needs of a professional accountant. It would be beneficial if the 
Explanatory Materials could provide guidance on how regularly IFAC member bodies would 
be expected to review and update their programs. We agree with the new requirement 
included for IFAC members to prescribe appropriate assessment activities to assess the 
development of technical competence. 
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• SAICA: Yes. However, we propose the following wording for paragraph 8: “IFAC member 
bodies shall have processes and policies in place to regularly review and, where appropriate, 
revise professional education programmes that are designed to achieve the learning 
outcomes in this IES”. We suggest this because the current wording of the .paragraph 
implies that all member bodies have direct control over the education programme, which is 
not the case. 

 
Question 5 Do you anticipate any impact or implications for your organization, or 
organizations with which you are familiar, in implementing the new requirements included in 
this proposed IES 2 (Revised)? 
 
Summary of responses 
• There were 31 responses to this question 
• Most of the comments from professional associations (21), where the impact would be direct, 

were generally positive in that they did not anticipate any impact or implications for their 
organization in implementing the new requirements.  

• There were three professional associations who expecting to have to carry out notable 
changes, these were the AICPA, JICPA and IDW.  

• Other organizations not directly impacted were professional accountancy firms (6), an 
individual and from other organisations (3) (IRBA, FEE and IAAER).  

• The responses from the four big audit firms included a comment that while the new 
requirements would have no direct impact on the firm itself, there could be some issues 
relating to the potential need for the students to have more study time. The point was made 
that the impact was complicated on a firm basis, as it was the national professional 
associations who were responsible for the education in each of the countries in the firm’s 
network.  

• The new requirement for IFAC member bodies to regularly review and update their 
professional education programs was viewed as challenging by some respondents – but this 
depends on the definition of ‘regularly’. 

• FEE raised the issue of governmental regulation of accounting education in the EU 
potentially impacting implementation – law taking precedence. 

 
Examples of comments 
 
Little or no impact 
• ACCA: We think that this standard makes it much more feasible for member bodies to 

ensure that their syllabuses cover the main areas of technical competence.  
• BDO: No, we do not see any implications for our organization,  
• CICA: We believe adjustments are required to the proposed minimum levels - we are unsure 

of the scale that is being used. 
• FEE: The proposed IES 2 might have implications on IFAC member bodies in the EU and 

alignment with the EU Statutory Audit Directive framework.  
• IAAER:. Nevertheless, we do not foresee problems in implementation. 
• ICAI-India: We do not anticipate any significant impact in implementing the new 

requirements included in proposed IES 2 (Revised). 
• ICPAS: We do not foresee any significant issues in meeting the new requirements included 

in the proposed IES 2 (Revised).   
 
Where direct impact is expected 
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• AICPA-PCEEC: We anticipate that the standard as proposed creates implementation 
questions in the US unless the end point for IPD can be clarified and made adaptable to 
different systems. 

• IDW: Some organizations will be affected by the following requirements engendering the 
need to: 
o prescribe learning outcomes and levels of proficiency (paragraph 7) 
o regularly review and update the program (paragraph 8) 
o establish appropriate assessment activities to assess the development of professional 

values and attitudes (paragraph 9). 
o However these items do not involve insurmountable issues. 

• DTT: We believe there is likely to be an impact on the Deloitte network in some of our 
member firms who operate in jurisdictions where the current structure and content of IPD for 
aspiring professional accountants does not meet the standard required by the proposed IES 
2 (revised).   

 
• JICPA: We believe that the new requirements would have significant impact on our 

institution. A significant amount of work or effort would be required for member bodies and 
related organizations, such as the regulatory authorities and educational organizations. 

• PWC: While there is no direct impact to our organization, the requirements included in IES 2 
(Revised) may take some time for IFAC member bodies to implement.  

• KPMG: We recommend additional implementation guidance be provided on this point, 
perhaps with examples where the guidance is scalable for entities of different size, maturity 
and cultures. 

 
 
Question 6. Is the objective to be achieved by a member body, stated in the proposed revised 
IES 2, appropriate? 
 
Summary of responses 
• There were 31 responses to this question. 
• Of these, 16 agreed that the objective to be achieved by a Member Body (MB) was 

appropriate. The other 15 (half of the total) raised issues about the objective. 
• Many of the respondents were critical of the stated objective (KPMG, EYG, CGA Canada, 

CPA Ireland, etc.) and provided strong arguments for change: 
o The objective should be that of the IES, not the member bodies (who have many 

objectives), and noted the precedent in IES 1 for this suggested reorientation; 
o Member bodies themselves do not always “provide” the technical competence, but may 

“provide educational opportunities to develop the technical competence” (CGA Canada).  
o EYG suggests: The objective of an IFAC member body is to incorporate the essential 

elements of professional knowledge into IPD to ensure members have the opportunity to 
obtain the professional competencies required to perform a role of a professional 
accountant.       

o KPMG suggests: The objective of an IFAC member body is to establish a framework and 
requirements for aspiring professional accountants to develop and maintain the technical 
competence required to perform the role of a professional accountant. 

 
 
Examples of Comments 
• AICPA: As noted in our general comment, we are concerned that the objective assigns 

responsibilities to the IFAC member bodies that are not always within their capacity. 
• BDO: Yes we believe that the objective is appropriate 
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• CGA-Canada:  The words “educational opportunities designed to develop” should be 
inserted so that the objective reads: “The objective of …… is to provide aspiring professional 
accountants with educational opportunities designed to develop the technical competence 
required to perform a role of a professional accountant.” 

• CGA-Canada would prefer that the objective be stated as the objective of the IES, as was 
done in the case of IES 1, rather than stated as “the objective of the member body.  

• CPA Ireland: This Institute agrees with the spirit of the objective and suggests some 
modification to its wording as. member bodies have many other objectives. 

• EYG: In our view, the IFAC member body is providing the opportunity or the environment to 
acquire professional knowledge and to assess that the level achieved matches the 
requirements of the revised IES 2, but does not provide the professional knowledge by itself.  
We suggest the objective paragraph be revised as follows:  The objective of an IFAC 
member body is to incorporate the essential elements of professional knowledge into IPD to 
ensure members have the opportunity to obtain the professional competencies required to 
perform a role of a professional accountant.       

• FEE: The objective is not appropriate for the following reasons: Paragraph 6 should state the 
objective of the standard, not the objective of an IFAC member body.Furthermore, education 
is not in all countries carried out by IFAC member bodies.  

• IRBA: Yes, but in some jurisdictions professional bodies may not be directly responsible for 
the technical competence of professional accountants.  

• JICPA: We are concerned that, without explanations in paragraph A7, paragraph 6 may be 
misunderstood that educating aspiring professional accountants is the objective of a member 
body.  

• KPMG: We have a concern regarding the way this paragraph is worded, particularly the use 
of the word ‘provide’.  

 
Suggestions for changes to be made in the objective by the respondents  
 
From IFAC member bodies: 
• ATT: The objective of an IFAC member body is to provide aspiring professional accountants 

with the technical competence and business skills required to perform a role of a 
professional accountant”. REASON: “This reflects that the role of an accountant is no longer 
seen simply as that of a technical advisor, but as someone who will need to have the 
requisite skills and knowledge and understanding in order to be able to potentially participate 
in strategic decision making within an organization”.  

• CGA Canada: (1) The objective of the Member Body is to provide aspiring professional 
accountants with educational opportunities designed to develop the technical competence 
required to perform a role of a professional accountant.” REASON: Not given. 

• (2) CGA Canada would prefer that ‘the objective of the member body’ was replaced by ‘the 
objective of the IES.  .. Objective should be expressed as that of the IESs e.g. IES 1. 

• CPA Ireland: Modify the wording of the objective to either “An objective of an IFAC member 
body is to provide aspiring professional accountants with the technical skills required to 
perform a role of a professional accountant; or 

• “The objective of an IFAC member body, with reference to this International Education 
Standard, is to provide aspiring professional accountants with the technical skills required to 
perform a role of a professional accountant.” Reason: As currently written it may suggest or 
imply that the ‘sole’ objective of an IFAC member body is to provide aspiring professional 
accountants with the technical skills required to perform a role of a professional accountant.” 
Member bodies have many other objectives. 



Agenda Item 4-4 
 

Prepared by: Kim Langfield-Smith, Jayne Freeman, & IES 2Task Force (January 2013) 
  Page 12 of 15 
 
 

• ICAA: Modify wording to ‘a role as a professional accountant’ instead of ‘a role of a 
professional accountant’. REASON: many roles could be performed by professional 
accountants.  

 
• ICPAS: “The objective of an IFAC member body is to have aspiring professional accountants 

develop the technical competence required to perform a role of a professional accountant.”  
REASON: Seen as more appropriate. 

 
Suggestions from firms: 
• DTT: Modify wording to “The objective of an IFAC member body is that aspiring professional 

accountants develop the technical competence required to perform a role as a professional 
accountant.” REASON: As currently worded it suggests a passive role for the aspiring 
professional accountant 

• EYG: Modify wording to: The objective of an IFAC member body is to incorporate the 
essential elements of professional knowledge into IPD to ensure members have the 
opportunity to obtain the professional competencies required to perform a role of a 
professional accountant. REASON: In our view, the IFAC member body is providing the 
opportunity or the environment to acquire professional knowledge and to assess that the 
level achieved matches the requirements of the revised IES 2, but does not provide the 
professional knowledge by itself.       

• KPMG: “The objective of an IFAC member body is to establish a framework and 
requirements for aspiring professional accountants to develop and maintain the technical 
competence required to perform the role of a professional accountant.” REASON: In the UK, 
for instance, the objective of an IFAC member body is not to “provide” aspiring professional 
accountants with the technical competencies but to set the framework, requirements and 
standards for those who support the professional accountants to develop and maintain their 
technical competence.   

• Altaf Noor Ali: Reword p.6 as: “The objective of an IFAC member body is to put in place a 
formal arrangement to ensure that the principles laid out in this IES are continually applied to 
enhance the quality of its professional accounting education programs”. Or, “The objective of 
an IFAC member body is to establish a formal arrangement to ensure that the principles laid 
out in this IES are continually applied to enhance the quality of its professional accounting 
education programs to prescribe and fairly assess the aspiring chartered accountant with the 
technical competence required to perform the role of a professional accountant”. REASON:  
Not given. 

 
 
Question 7: 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? 
 
Summary of responses:  
 There were 30 responses to this question.  
 Most respondents agreed that the identified criteria have been applied appropriately and 

consistently.  
 Some comments suggest providing further guidance for the assessment methods and 

activities.  
 A few respondents commented that it would be important to specify the resulting 

requirements in a manner to promote consistent application by member bodies including 
regulatory bodies.   
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Examples of comments:  
 CGA Canada: the criteria identified by IAESB for determining whether a requirement should 

be specified has been appropriately and consistently applied such that the requirement will 
promote member body uniformity, and does not believe that the requirements are overly 
onerous for professional accountants to achieve.  

 CPA Australia: the criteria identified by the IAESB for determining whether a requirement 
should be specified been applied appropriately and consistently are such that the resulting 
requirements promote consistency in implementation by member bodies.  

 FEE: The requirements are specified in paragraphs 7 to 9 and appear to be comprehensive 
and detailed enough to promote consistency in implementation by member bodies. As 
outlined above in the responses to questions 1 and 2, they might even be too detailed to be 
adapted to national requirements.  

 IAAER: The three criteria are appropriate. Every requirement in the proposed standard 
meets all criteria. This is necessary, though not necessarily sufficient, to promote 
consistency in implementation by member bodies.  

 JICPA: We have no objection to the criteria to determine the requirement of the Standard to 
being a) necessary to achieve the objective stated in the Standard, b) expected to be 
applicable in virtually all situations to which the Standard is relevant, and c) the objective 
stated in the Standard is unlikely to have been met by the requirements of other Standard.  

 
Examples of comments with some suggestions: 
 ACCA: The style and wording of the outcomes are sufficiently prescriptive and indicative to 

ensure broad competence, but flexible enough to allow member bodies to interpret these for 
their particular constituencies and stakeholders needs to allow for a diversity of qualification 
structures and assessment.  

 IRBA: The identified criteria appear to have been applied appropriately and consistently but 
whether consistent application will be achieved cannot be ascertained.  

 Juvenal: I think that the criteria identified by the IAESB for determining whether a 
requirement should be specified been applied appropriately and consistently depends of 
question 6, I agree with the proposal but is very important contact local regulators. 

 
Examples of negative responses: 
 AICPA-PCEEC: We do not believe the resulting requirements have been specified in a 

manner to promote consistent application between jurisdictions where the professional 
association is responsible for IPD and assessment and those where IPD are within the 
purview of universities and other entities, including regulatory bodies.  

 HKICPA: As mentioned in the specific comments to question 4, we suggest the IAESB to 
provide further guidance for the selection of assessment methods and the proposed mix of 
different assessment activities in order to achieve consistency in implementation by member 
bodies. 

 SAICA: The definition of the “Advanced” level of proficiency, namely “Learning outcomes at 
the advanced level relate to work situations that are characterized by high levels of 
ambiguity, complexity and uncertainty”, may lead to inconsistent interpretation, application, 
and most concerning, assessment of competence in the relevant competence area. The 
interpretation of these terms is subject to the context within which they are being applied, 
and therefore consistency would be almost impossible to achieve. 

 
 
Question 8: Are there any terms within the proposed IES 2 (Revised) which require further 
clarification?  If so, please explain the nature of the deficiencies.  
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Summary of responses:  
 There were 31 responses to this question.   
 14 respondents commented that no further clarification was required.  
 10 respondents required further clarification or re-examination of terms. 
 Some other respondents made specific suggestions on the content.. 
 
Examples of comments requiring no further clarification:  
 CAI: we have no additions or suggestions. 
 CPA Australia: CPA Australia does not believe that there are any terms within the proposed 

IES2 (Revised) which require further clarification.   
 HKICPA: All terms within the proposed IES 2 (Revised) are adequately explained.  No 

further clarification is required. 
 IAAER: We do not see any terms that require further clarification.  
 IDW: At the present time, we have not become aware of any terms that require further 

clarification. 
 JICPA: There are no terms that need further clarification.  
 SAICA: No. 
 
Examples of comments which require further clarification or re-examination of terms: 
 AICPA-PCEEC: Believe that the terms ‘foundation’ and ‘intermediate’ should be re-

examined, in part to distinguish between skills that are core skills that require a high level of 
expertise and other skills such as financial reporting skills where familiarity but not deep 
expertise is anticipated…  

 Altaf Noor Ali: Suggests the board should define central terms “learning outcomes” and “level 
of proficiency”, and reword definition of the following terms: professional competence, 
technical competence, and competence area.  

 BDO: Believe that the term ‘regularly reviewed’ should be further clarified in terms of 
required frequency. 

 CGA Canada: Suggests there are two terms which require amendment: 
 The definition of ‘relevant ethical requirements’ refers to the IESBA code  together with any 

national requirements that are more restrictive”. CGA-Canada suggests “together with any 
national or other applicable jurisdictional requirements that are more restrictive”.  

 CGA Canada recommends removal of the word ‘their’ from the definition of reflective activity. 
 CIPFA:  Comment that the distinction between technical competence and professional 

competence is not particularly clear or helpful.  
 DTT: Believe it would be helpful to include further explanation for “learning outcomes”. 
 ICAI-India: Queries the use of two verbs: ‘Understand’ which has not been included in the list 

of indicative verbs in Appendix 1; and ‘Interpret’ which has been identified as a foundation 
level verb in Appendix 1 and which they believe is indicative of higher level skills at the 
intermediate or advanced level of proficiency.   

 NZICA: Suggests the Board provides definitions of the indicative verbs. 
 PWC: Suggests it would be beneficial for the term in Paragraph 7 - “regularly review” to be 

clarified and some additional explanatory guidance provided on the IAESB’s expectations 
about the minimum requirements of how often this should occur. 

 
Examples of comments with specific suggestions: 
 AAT: Page 19 (Paragraph A14) of the Explanatory Material should also make explicit 

reference to computer-based examinations. 
 ACCA: We feel it might also be useful to have a broad descriptor for each of the four 

intellectual levels. 
 FEE: We question whether this standard is relevant for such large range of stakeholders 

(see the third sentence of paragraph 2). We wonder whether the assessment of technical 
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competence (paragraph 9 and A13 to A14), would not be better placed in IES 6. 
 ICAEW: We would suggest recommending a minimum cycle for the review and updating of 

professional accounting educational programmes. 
 ICPAU: It may be useful to explain the Board’s reasoning and decision behind the selection 

of the various competence areas and their levels of proficiency. 
 PWC: It would be beneficial for the term in Paragraph 7 – “regularly review” to be clarified 

and some additional explanatory guidance provided on the IAESB’s expectations about the 
minimum requirements of how often this should occur. 

 


