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MINUTES OF 
THE INTERNATIONAL ACCOUNTING EDUCATION STANDARDS BOARD PUBLIC 

MEETING HELD MARCH 20-22, 2013. 
 

 
PLACE: New York, USA     Meeting No. 1/13 (77) 
 
VENUE: International Federation of Accountants, New York, USA 
 
 
PRESENT: 
 Voting Members:   Technical Advisors: 
Australia Peter Wolnizer (Chair)  
Australia Kim Langfield-Smith  Jayne Freeman 
Germany Thomas Orth    
Mexico Blanca Tapia   Jose Echenique 
South Africa Saleem Kharwa (Deputy Chair)  Amanda Olivier  
Sri Lanka Sujeewa Mudalige      
United Kingdom Clare Minchington  Clare Morley  
United States Denny Reigle   
TAC Eileen Walsh    Andrew Barry 
TAC Marcelo Canetti   Greg Owens 
TAC David Simko  Susan Flis  
TAC Gareth Wellings  Helen Hocken 
TAC Anne-Marie Vitale   Sophie Gates-Sumner 
Public member    Adrian Pulham  
Public Member  Kazuo Hiramatsu  Koichi Inoue 
Public Member  Edward Chr Kieswetter    Laine Katzin 
 
Observers: 
CAG Chair   Aileen Pierce 
IAAER Observer   Anne Loft 
UNCTAD Observer  Yoseph Asmelash 
 
By teleconference 
PIOB Representative Susana Novoa  
PIOB Representative Claudia Deodati 
 
IFAC Staff:  
IFAC Executive Director  Jim Sylph 
Senior Technical Manager   David McPeak  
 
APOLOGIES:  
Public Member   Chris Austin 
India, Member   Jaydeep Shah 
Zambia, Member   Nambayo Kalaluka 
India, Technical Advisor   Subodh Kumar Agrawal  
USA, Technical Advisor   Gary Previts  
Zambia, Technical Advisor   Mubita Anakoka  
Germany, Technical Advisor  Brigitte Rothkegel-Hoffmeister 
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OPENING MATTERS 
 
1(i) Welcome  
Professor Peter Wolnizer, IAESB Chair, welcomed IAESB members and technical advisors to the 
meeting extending a special welcome to: new members Professor Blanca Tapia (member representing 
Mexico), Mr. David Simko (member representing TAC), Mr. Sujeewa Mudalige (member representing Sri 
Lanka), Mr. Gareth Wellings (member representing TAC), Ms. Helen Hocken (technical advisor to 
Gareth Wellings), and PIOB representatives, Ms. Susana Novoa and Ms. Claudia Deodati.  
 
Apologies were received from Mr. Chris Austin (public member), Mr. Nambayo Kalaluka (member 
representing Zambia), Mr. Mubita Anakoka (technical advisor to Mr. Nambayo Kalaluka), Mr. Jaydeep 
Shah (member representing India), Mr. Subodh Kumar Agrawal (technical advisor to Mr. Jaydeep Shah), 
Professor Gary Previts (technical advisor to Mr. Dennis Reigle), and Ms. Brigitte Rothkegel-Hoffmeister 
(technical advisor to Mr. Thomas Orth).  Ms. Susana Novoa and Ms. Claudia Deodati had scheduled to 
join the meeting via phone call, and tried several times on March 20

th
 and March 21

st
, but were 

completely unable to listen to any portion of the meeting, due to problems with the phone lines. 

 
1(ii) Approval of Agenda 
The agenda was approved as presented.  
 

1(iii) Minutes and Action List of October 2012 (London) Meeting 
The minutes of the previous meeting were approved, subject to the following corrections being included:  

 Agenda Item 10, Proposed Way Forward section, Reword last sentence to read: “The IAESB also 
directed IAESB staff to continue an open dialogue with any organization, including the AACSB, 
which might have experience in the area of implementing a learning outcome approach for 
accounting education to assist in better defining the issues that would need to be addressed in 
implementation guidance.: 

 Agenda Item 12, Include the following paragraph to acknowledge IAESB members stepping down at 
the end of 2012 year: “The Chair recognized the following IAESB members who were stepping down 
from the Board at the end of the 2012 year for their dedication and outstanding contributions to the 
IAESB’s projects and activities: Jean-Francois Belorgey, Ann Kilbride, Sylvia Meljem, Kristrún Helga 
Ingólfsdóttir, Anette Hedbern, and Wolfgang Böhm.”  

 
1(iv) Report from the Chair 

Professor Wolnizer reminded IAESB members of the need to deliberate on educational issues resulting 
from the agenda meeting papers with the view of protecting the public interest. He reported that the 
PIOB had approved due process activities related to the revision of International Education Standard 
(IES) 5, Initial Professional Development – Professional Experience at its March PIOB meeting and that 
the final version of IES 5 was published on March 13.  

Professor Wolnizer reported that he and IAESB representatives had undertaken the following speaking 
engagements and associated communications activities since the October 2012 (London, UK) meeting:  

 

October 2012  

 Quality Financial Information for Regional Economic Development presentations, CReCER 2012 

Conference, Managua, Nicaragua (Sylvia Meljem and Marcelo Canetti);  

 Capacity-building in corporate financial reporting: Framework-based teaching of International 

Financial Reporting Standards, UNTAD-ISAR and IFRS Foundation Accounting Education Forum 

presentation, Geneva, Switzerland (Peter Wolnizer); 

November 2012 

 Meeting with GAA representatives, Cape Town, South Africa (Peter Wolnizer); 

 Education and Capacity Building: Impact of Revised IESs, IFAC Council Workshop presentation, 

Cape Town, South Africa (Peter Wolnizer); 
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 IAESB Overview, IFAC Board Presentation, Cape Town, South Africa (Peter Wolnizer); 

 PIOB meeting, Cape Town, South Africa (Peter Wolnizer); 

 Teleconference of MOSAIC Agreement (David McPeak) 

February 2013 

 Teleconference meeting with Forum of Firm’s Standards Working Group, Revision of IES 8 (Jim 

Sylph and David McPeak); 

 Meeting with IAASB staff, New York, USA (David McPeak) 

 Meeting with IFAC’s PAIB, New York, USA (Peter Wolnizer and David McPeak); 

 Meeting with IFAC’s Communications group, New York, USA (Peter Wolnizer and David McPeak); 

 Meeting with IFAC’s Compliance Advisory Panel, New York, USA (Peter Wolnizer and David 

McPeak);  

 Meeting with IFAC Public Policy group, New York, USA (Peter Wolnizer and David McPeak); 

 Teleconference meeting with UNCTAD (David McPeak and Yoseph Asmelash); 

 Teleconference meeting with IFAC’s Permissions & Translations Group (Peter Wolnizer and David 

McPeak); and 

 Teleconference with Professor E. Black, Council Representative of American Accounting 

Association (David McPeak). 

 
 

CURRENT PROJECTS 
 

2. REVISION OF INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION STANDARDS – COMMON ISSUES 

RESULTING FROM EXPOSURE DRAFT RESPONSES 
 
The IAESB received an Issues paper that provided Board members with background information on the 
teleconference discussions of the Chairs and Secretaries workgroup, as well as issues arising from 
Exposure Draft comments letters on common paragraphs for discussion by Board members. The 
following summarizes the Board’s discussion. 

 
IAESB Discussion of Issues 

 
Merging of IESs 2, 3, and 4 
IAESB members expressed a mixed view on whether IESs 2, 3, and 4 should be merged as a result of 

the revision project. Those in favor of merging these IESs indicated that it would be helpful to users and 

would reduce complexity. Those members who supported keeping these IESs separate, indicated that 

consolidating these standards would make the flow of requirements difficult to follow for the first-time 

reader, especially for those involved with member body development in developing countries. A mixed 

view on this issue was also expressed for similar reasons by CAG members at their February 2013 

meeting. Some IAESB members suggested that the issue should be investigated with the view of 

merging IESs 2 to 6 so as to create one standard that covered Initial Professional Development (IPD). 

IAESB members indicated that that more information was needed on the pros and cons of merging 

these IESs recognizing that learning and development does not occur in a linear path. It was pointed out 

that this issue on merging IESs 2, 3, and 4 was deliberated on at the beginning of the project and the 

IAESB decided to revise each of these IESs separately because of the need to identify assessment 

activities for each of these standards. As a result of this discussion the IAESB agreed with the proposal 

that before the next IES revision project begins, this issue should be reviewed with interested 

stakeholders to determine if the learning and development environment has changed so as to support 

the re-organization and presentation of the IESs.    
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The Mastery Level of Proficiency 

The IAESB agreed with the CAG that the mastery level of proficiency should be deleted from Appendix 1 

of the revised IESs on the grounds that it was not being used in describing the competence areas for 

aspiring professional accountants who are the focus of IESs 2, 3, and 4.  The IAESB decided not to 

include proficiency levels in IES 8 to describe the competence of engagement partner who are expected 

to be competent in the delivery of services to the public. It was pointed out that this does not preclude 

the IAESB in using the mastery level in other IAESB pronouncements when addressing the competence 

level of professional accountants who are qualifying for specializations. 

 

 
Formulation of the Objective Statement 
The IAESB agreed with the CAG’s view on the proposed formulation of the Objective statement which 
describes the objective in terms of the IES and recognizes the obligation of the aspiring professional 
accountant. The IAESB preferred that the Objective statement be formulated in terms of the need to 
establish requirements to support aspiring professional accountants. It was pointed out that the 
requirements of the IESs address IFAC member bodies. The IAESB suggested that consistency in the 
formulation of the Objective statement across the IESs could be achieved by introducing annual 
conforming changes. 
 
Assignment of Levels of Proficiency 
In general IAESB members supported the view that the levels of proficiency should be assigned to the 
competence areas and that any reference to proficiency levels with regards to learning outcomes should 
be deleted from the Explanatory Material section. IAESB members suggested that Appendix 1 should be 
kept as is because it provides importance guidance for the reader. It was suggested that greater 
flexibility be built into the descriptions of the proficiency levels so as to enable the member body to 
assess how other qualifications can meet the criteria set by the descriptors of Appendix 1. 
 
Alignment of the IAESB proficiency framework with other education qualifications frameworks 
Several IAESB members suggested that the mapping of proficiency levels in Table A of IESs 2, 3, and 4 
to commonly used competence frameworks should not be done by the IAESB, but should be done by 
jurisdictions that are more informed about their national competency frameworks and the needs of the 
marketplace. Other members suggested that the IAESB needed to assist users in applying Table A by 
providing guidance on implementing the IES requirements on learning outcomes. The IAESB decided 
that the issue of mapping should be addressed when the IAESB reviews the project proposal for 
guidance on learning outcomes to determine if mapping is feasible given available resources and 
whether the IAESB should be involved in the mapping. 
 

Proposed Way Forward 
The IAESB directed the Chairs and Secretaries workgroup to include the results of Board’s discussions 
in revising the common paragraphs of IESs 2, 3, and 4.  

 
 

3. REVISION OF INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION STANDARD 2 – CONTENT OF 

PROFESSIONAL ACCOUNTING EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
 
The IAESB received an Analysis of Respondents’ Comments document which summarized comments 
received from the public consultation survey, and an Issues paper which provided Board members with 
issues and questions for their comment. The following summarizes the Board’s discussion. 

 
IAESB Discussion of Issues and Task Force Proposals 
 
Business Strategy 

The IAESB agreed with the CAG’s view that supported adding learning outcomes to the competence 

area of Business Management so as to address an increased emphasis on business strategy. In 

addition the IAESB supported two new learning objectives proposed in the competence area of 

Business Strategy (See Agenda Item 3-1, March 2013 meeting). IAESB members suggested that the 
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title of the competence area should be relabelled to “Business Management and Strategy.” IAESB 

members also requested that that the learning outcomes should be reviewed to ensure that the learning 

outcome statements are consistent with the assigned proficiency levels of competence areas. It was 

also pointed out that the IAESB should not place a too heavy burden on professional accountants in the 

area of strategy as they are not trained as organizational development specialists. IAESB members 

suggested that the proposed learning outcome iv) should be reviewed to improve clarity.  

 

 

Information Technology 

The IAESB supported the view that the competence area of Information Technology (IT) should be 

retained while revising the learning outcomes to emphasize the use of IT by professional accountants. 

IAESB members suggested that learning outcomes should be reviewed with consideration of the 

following: COSO Internal Control Framework; IES 3’s list of professional skills; the ability to analyze 

data, and the need for analytics. IAESB members also suggested that the wording of the learning 

outcome on business technology tools should be reviewed and questioned whether spreadsheets should 

be given as an example. 

 

Quantitative Methods 

The majority of IAESB members supported the view that additional learning outcomes related to 

quantitative methods should be included within relevant competence areas. Those supporting this view 

indicated that skills in quantitative methods were pervasive across many competence areas. These 

members, however, suggested that additional learning outcomes should be included that covered 

statistical analysis and logical reasoning. Those IAESB members supporting the view of adding 

quantitative methods as a competence area indicated that this area is fundamental for the profession 

and needs prominence, especially given its importance in the area of finance. IAESB members pointed 

out that the learning outcomes are not meant to write a complete syllabus or set a curriculum, but to 

provide a minimum amount learning outcomes which would be required of all professional accountants. 

This approach provides flexibility for member bodies to add to learning outcomes given the needs of 

their education programs.   

 

Proposed Way Forward 
The IAESB directed the task force to include the Board’s comments and suggestions in preparing  a 
revised draft of IES 2 for discussion by the Board at its 2013 June meeting. 

 

4. REVISION OF INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION STANDARD 3 – PROFESSIONAL SKILLS 

AND GENERAL EDUCATION  

 
The IAESB received an Analysis of Respondents’ Comments document which summarized comments 
received from the public consultation survey, and an Issues paper which provided Board members with 
issues and questions for their comment. The following summarizes the Board’s discussion. 

 
IAESB Discussion of Issues and Task Force Proposals 
 
General Education 
In general IAESB members supported the proposal to remove the requirement for general education in 
IES 3, but to include an explanation of general education in terms of its importance in contributing to the 
acquisition of professional skills in the scope section of the Explanatory Material. IAESB members did 
not support including an explanation of general education in the Explanatory Material sections of IESs 2 
and 4.  Some members expressed concern for the removal of general education as a requirement in IES 
3, but indicated that explanation of general education in the Explanatory Material section was an 
appropriate compromise. IAESB members suggested that an explanation of what constitutes general 
education could be included within an Information paper and the Framework for International Education 
Standards for Professional Accountants (2009). In addition IAESB members indicated that the definition 
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of general education should be reviewed to ensure it remained relevant and supported IES 3. IAESB 
members expressed a mixed view on including an explanation of general education in IES 1, Entry 
Requirements to Professional Accounting Education Programs. Those members supporting its inclusion 
indicated that the development of professional skills would be viewed as an output of learning outcomes. 
Other members who did not support its inclusion indicated that general education could occur before, 
during, or after a professional accounting education program and as a result had little to do with entry 
requirements. 
 

Learning Outcomes Approach 
The IAESB agreed that the learning outcome approach should be retained for IES 3 and that support for 
its implementation should be included in a common paragraph within the Explanatory Material section. In 
addition consideration will be given to determine whether a guidance project should be created on 
general education in the 2014-2016 Strategy and Work Plan. 
 

Proficiency Levels 
In general IAESB members supported that the proficiency level of intermediate should be the same for 
Interpersonal and Communications skills, as well as for Intellectual skills. Some expressed concern and 
indicated that professional skills needed to be compared across IES 3 and IES 8 to determine if the 
intermediate proficiency level was appropriate. It was pointed out that member bodies could increase the 
proficiency levels of these skills to advanced level if they could identify the contributing factors. The 
IAESB directed the task force to review the ordering of the competence areas as readers may perceive 
them to represent a hierarchy of importance.   
 

Specific Learning Outcomes 
In general IAESB members agreed the task force’s proposal for Table A on proposed actions to add or 
modify learning outcomes for the competence areas of IES 3. IAESB members however, supported the 
inclusion of a learning outcome to recognize when an expert’s assistance is required. In addition, IAESB 
members indicated that learning outcomes for professional judgment and professional skepticism from 
IES 4 should not be replicated in IES 3, but that new learning outcomes should be added to support the 
skills required for demonstrating professional judgment and professional skepticism.   
 

Ease of Assessing Learning Outcomes Related to Professional Skills 
The IAESB agreed with the CAG’s view that the learning outcomes of IES 3 are assessable.  IAESB 
members suggested that the assessment of learning outcomes should be considered in the proposed 
project to develop guidance on a learning outcomes approach. 
 

Proposed Way Forward 
The IAESB directed the task force to include the Board’s comments and suggestions in preparing  a 
revised draft of IES 3 for discussion by the Board at its 2013 June meeting. 

 
 

5. REVISION OF INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION STANDARDS – FRAMEWORK REVIEW  
The IAESB received an Issues paper, which provided Board members with background information, and 
an Issues paper which provided Board members with issues and questions for their comment. The 
following summarizes the Board’s discussion. 
 

IAESB Discussion of Issues and Drafting Work Group Proposals 
 
Level 1 Changes  
The IAESB agreed the list of proposed level 1 terminology changes to be made in the Framework for 
International Education Standards for Professional Accountants (Framework) 2009 (See Table 1 of 
Agenda Item 5-1, March 2013 meeting). IAESB members suggested that in some instances it is 
important to understand the context to determine whether the terminology change should be made, 
especially with such terms as: audit manager and knowledge. 
 
Level 2 Changes  
In general IAESB members agreed the list of proposed level 2 terminology changes to be made in the 
Framework 2009 document (See Table 2 of Agenda Item 5-1, March 2013 meeting).Some IAESB 
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members, however, suggested that item ii of Table 2 would need to be addressed in the revised IESs 
that have been published through a conforming change. In addition the IAESB members indicated that 
the explanation on assessment in the Framework document would need to be considered in light of the 
new definition of assessment provided in the revised IES 6. 
 
Level 3 Changes  
The IAESB agreed that a project was required to update the Framework 2009 document for terminology 
and content changes resulting from the revision of the IESs. IAESB members suggested that particular 
attention should be given to how the following issues or terms should be addressed within the 
Framework document: the definitions of professional accountant and aspiring professional accountants; 
the learning outcomes approach to professional accounting education; general education; competence, 
and assessment.    

 
Proposed Way Forward 
The IAESB directed the Steering Committee to strike a task force to develop a project proposal and 
prepare a revised version of the Framework document showing the implications of the proposed 
changes for discussion by the Board in 2013.  The IAESB requested that the IAESB Chair discuss with 
the PIOB the need for terminology changes such as level 1 and 2 changes which have already appeared 
exposed for public comment to be re-exposed as part of revised Framework or Glossary of Terms 
documents.  
 

6. REVISION OF INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION STANDARD 4 – PROFESSIONAL VALUES, 
ETHICS, AND ATTITUDES  

 
The IAESB received an Analysis of Respondents’ Comments document which summarized comments 
received from the public consultation survey, and an Issues paper which provided Board members with 
issues and questions for their comment. The following summarizes the Board’s discussion. 

 
IAESB Discussion of Issues and Task Force Proposals 
 
Tabular Format 
The IAESB agreed with the task force’s proposal to use a tabular format to present the learning 
outcomes for each competence area. Several IAESB members requested that the learning outcome, 
“Identify ethical issues and determine when ethical principles apply” be given greater prominence and 
moved to the beginning of the list. 
 
Competence Areas 
The IAESB agreed with the task force’s proposal to include the following competence areas: 
professional skepticism and professional judgment; ethics principles; and commitment to the public 
interest. 
 
Minimum Levels of Proficiency 
The IAESB agreed the task force’s proposal on the minimum level of intermediate for the 3 competence 
areas because each of the three competence areas applies to all professional accountants at IPD, and 
will be developed over time throughout their careers and through further CPD. IAESB members also 
pointed out that in general professional accountants who face more complex issues in an organization 
are usually supported through ethics consultants or specialists within their organization.  

 
Professional Judgment and Professional Skepticism 
In general IAESB members supported the task force’s proposal to set the learning outcomes as 
described, subject to changing the learning outcome to read as follows: “Apply a questioning mindset to 
critically assess financial information and other data relevant to the role of a professional accountant.” 
 
Clarification of Terminology 
The IAESB agreed with the task force’s proposal to not make any further amendments to clarify 
terminology. 
 
Implications of New Requirements 
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The IAESB has decided not to make any changes to the requirements of IES 4. The IAESB 
acknowledged that it was important to publish IES 4 at the same time as IES 2, and 3 to improve 
understanding of the three IESs. 
 
 

Proposed Way Forward 
The IAESB directed the task force to include the Board’s comments and suggestions in preparing  a 
revised draft of IES 4 for discussion by the Board at its 2013 June meeting with the aim of approving the 
content of the final version of IES 4. 
 

7. REVISION OF INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION STANDARD 8 – COMPETENCE 

REQUIREMENTS FOR AUDIT PROFESSIONALS  

 
The IAESB received an Analysis of Respondents’ Comments document which summarized comments 
received from the public consultation survey, and an Issues paper which provided Board members with 
issues and questions for their comment. The following summarizes the Board’s discussion. 

 
IAESB Discussion of Issues and Task Force Proposals 
 
Focus on Objective Paragraph 
In general IAESB members agreed with the task force’s proposal to continue to develop an IES 8 and to 
develop separately guidance to assist in the implementation of IES 8. IAESB members indicated that 
IFAC members had direct responsibility to develop guidelines for CPD programs, as well as implement 
and maintain appropriate systems of quality control for providing CPD programs to firms without their 
own programs. IAESB members also indicated that this responsibility had implications for other 
specializations, as well as implications for CPD programs and their competence requirements for 
professional accountants in business. 
 
IAESB members also supported the task force’s proposal on the objective statement (See Agenda 7-1 of 
March 2013 meeting) but suggested that the responsibility was shared and needed to have a broader 
perspective than IFAC member bodies which should be reflected in the scope of IES 8. 
  
Structure and Use of Table A 
The IAESB agreed that Table A of the Requirements section of IES 8(See Agenda 7-2 of March 2013 
meeting) should be retained and a more comprehensive preamble provided to assist the reader. 
 
In general IAESB members supported that the column for proficiency level was not necessary and could 
be removed from Table A (See Agenda 7-2 of March 2013 meeting). IAESB members indicated that at 
this level engagement partners either were able or were not able to demonstrate the learning outcomes 
in the provided competence areas. Some members suggested that that the SMP perspective needed to 
be considered when presenting the competence areas, and that an educational perspective needed to 
be considered so as reflect building or development of competence. 
 
Scope of Revised IES 8 
 
In general IAESB members supported the task force’s proposal to focus IES 8 on the engagement 
partner rather than aspiring engagement partner and to remove the distinction between newly appointed 
and serving engagement partner.  Some IAESB members, however, questioned how the aspiring 
engagement and how other roles in the engagement team would be described in the Explanatory 
Material section. It was also pointed out that not all wish to continue on to be an engagement partner. A 
few members suggested that the term, aspiring engagement partner, should be replaced by professional 
accountant. Other members, however, indicated that this change would not work in many jurisdictions.  
 
IAESB members also agreed with the task force’s proposal to only focus IES 8 on the audit engagement 
of financial statements. IAESB members suggested that other IESs or guidance should cover areas such 
as assurance services.  
 
Additional areas of consideration 
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Focus on SMPs/Sole Practitioners 
In general IAESB members agreed with the task force’s proposal to redraft the explanatory material to 
make it clear that requirements apply to all engagement partners irrespective of size of practice or firm 
and that there is no difference in respect of competence areas or learning outcomes based on the size of 
practice of the engagement partner, just a difference in respect of depth of use depending on the nature 
of the engagement. IAESB members suggested that further consultation was needed with those 
representing the SMP perspective. It was also suggested that the IAESB approach the IFAC SMP 
Committee to develop its own guidance for IES 8 as has been done for the ISAs. 
 
Focus on Complex Audits 
The IAESB agreed with the task force’s proposal to withdraw paragraph 19 of Agenda 7-2 of March 2013 
meeting on the basis that it already repeated the Requirements identified in IES 7.IAESB indicated that 
the use of the term, complex engagement, is easily misinterpreted by readers and should be withdrawn 
from the requirements of IES 8. Several IAESB members suggested that the assessment requirement 
should be reviewed because the focus of IES 8 will be that of the engagement partner and the 
assessment requirements for IESs 2, 3, and 4 are for aspiring professional accountants undertaking IPD.   
 

Proposed Way Forward 
The IAESB directed the task force to include the Board’s comments and suggestions in preparing  a 
revised draft of IES 8 for discussion by the Board at its 2013 June meeting. 
 

8. IAESB STRATEGY AND WORK PLAN, 2014-2016  

 
The IAESB received a first draft of the proposed IAESB 2014-2016 Strategy and Work Plan (SWP) and 
an Issues paper, which provided Board members with issues and questions for their comment. The 
following summarizes the Board’s discussion. 

 
IAESB Discussion of Issues and Steering Committee’s Proposals 
 

As a result of the discussion on the Steering Committee’s proposals the IAESB agreed that: 

  

 reword the priority on adoption to reflect the need to engage stakeholders on the adoption of the 

education standards; 

 Communications activities should be reorganized and included under the areas of implementation 

and adoption;  

 Work on revising the existing practice statements should be prioritized with relevancy in mind so as 

to ensure that implementation guidance addresses areas where the revised IESs have the greatest 

need of this type of guidance; 

 Work related to facilitating translation should be included in adoption activities and be given a high 

priority; and 

 Activities related to reviewing work of the Compliance Advisory Panel on action plans of member 

bodies should be included in the area of implementation.  

 

Proposed Way Forward 
The IAESB directed the Steering Committee to consult with the CAG at its April teleconference and then 
include the comments and editorial suggestions from both meetings in a revised draft of SWP for 
discussion by the Board at its June 2013 meeting. 
 

 

OTHER MATTERS OF INTEREST 
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9. IAESB AND OTHER IFAC DASHBOARD REPORTS 
The IAESB received and noted the Dashboard reports on the activities of the IFAC Boards and 
Committees. IAESB had no comments on the reports but were asked to forward a list of their speaking 
engagements to IAESB staff. 

 

10. DRAFTING WORK GROUP- PROGRESS REPORT 
Mr. Gareth Wellings, Chair of Drafting Work Group, reported that he and work group members had been 
involved with the following work since the October 2012 IAESB meeting: 

 A review of the Framework for International Education Standards for Professional Accountants 
(2009) to identify issues relating to terminology and drafting consistency resulting in Issues papers 
for Agenda Items 5; 

 A preliminary review of drafting issues relating to the Agenda Item 12 on the  Definition of the 
Professional Accountant; and 

 Participation on Chair’s and Secretaries Workgroup teleconferences discussing common issues 
across the development of IESs 2, 3, 4, and 8. 

In addition, Mr. Wellings also provided a short presentation on the mandate, processes, and timing of 
reviews by the DWG to assist new members and task force members in understanding the drafting 
conventions for the revised IESs. He reminded task force chairs and secretaries to allow at least 2 
weeks for the DWG to review a new or substantially changed document and indicated that the IAESB 
Guide for Developing Pronouncements would need to be updated for recent progress made by the 
DWG. 
 

11. AUDIT QUALITY FRAMEWORK- PROGRESS REPORT 
Mr. Thomas Orth, IAESB representative on the Audit Quality Framework task force, reported that the 
IAASB had approved the exposure of the consultation paper entitled, A Framework for Audit Quality, for 
a 120-day period to obtain the comments of the public. Mr. Orth indicated that a summary of the 
document could be viewed online by browsing the document entitled, At a Glance. 
 

Proposed Way Forward 
The IAESB directed the Steering Committee to prepare a comment letter on the Audit Quality 
Framework that reinforces the importance of the suite of IESs to ensuring a high standard of audit 
quality. The IAESB also requested that Mr. Orth report on the progress of the project at the next IAESB 
meeting. 

 

12. DEFINITION OF THE PROFESSIONAL ACCOUNTANT 
 
The IAESB received an Issues paper, which included a proposed definition of the professional 
accountant, as well as issues and questions for the Board’s discussion. The following summarizes the 
Board’s discussion. 

 
IAESB Discussion of Issues 

 
Proposed Definition of the Professional Accountant 
The IAESB agreed that the proposed definition of the Professional Accountant (See Agenda Item 12-1 of 
the March 2013 meeting) was a good starting point for the Board to develop a definition that can be used 
in its pronouncements. In reviewing the definition IAESB members provided the following editorial 
suggestions: 

 Remove reference to “expertise” because of possible legal implications of its use in some 
jurisdictions; 

 Replace the word, “expertise” with “prior learning”;  

 Identify the audience of definition; 

 State explicitly within the wording of definition that the professional accountant is acting in the public 
interest;   

 Delete the word, “high” in first bullet; 

 Provide an explanation of the learning outcome approach; 
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 Delete 2
nd

 bullet because idea is covered in 1
st
 bullet; 

 Delete last sentence because it does not convey relevant information; 

 Replace the word, “accountancy” with “accounting” because accountancy is not well understood; 

 Replace the word, “examinations” with “assessment” because there are various pathways for 
evaluation that can be used; and 

 Review the phrase, “based on local law or regulations”, because it is too restrictive. 
 

Other Issues 
IAESB members also raised the following issues that require further consideration: 

 Identify what are the implications of IESs on those who are not a part of IFAC member bodies; 

 Recognize that professional accountants must successfully pass professional examinations to 
practice; 

 Include the perspective of the preparers of financial information and those that provide assurance 
services; 

 Review definition to determine if it captures elements of professionalism and that the profession is 
self-regulating; 

 Determine whether the definition applies to those that are on leave; 

 Determine whether Accounting Technicians are recognized within the definition; and 

 Identify what are the implications of the definition on the other PIACs. 
 

Proposed Explanatory Material for Definition 
In reviewing the proposed explanatory material explaining the definition of the professional accountant 
IAESB members provided the following editorial suggestions: 

 Review paragraph on Accountancy to ensure list of areas aligns with competence areas identified in 
the revised IES 2; 

 Clarify wording of paragraph on accountancy because it is confusing, especially for purposes of 
translation;  

 Review the phrase, “making strategic resource allocation decisions,” to improve clarity as this might 
be beyond the purview of a professional accountant; and  

 Remove references to IESs as they create circularity if definition is referred to within the IESs. 
 
Proposed Way Forward 
The IAESB directed the Steering Committee to identify a work group that would develop a project 
proposal on how to perform project and an Issues paper showing the proposed changes resulting from 
the Board’s discussion. The IAESB suggested that the definition could be included in the review of the 
Glossary of Terms or the Framework project.   

 

13. MOSAIC AGREEMENT/ ADOPTION & IMPLEMENTATION GUIDANCE 
Mr. Russell Guthrie, Executive Director of Policy and Professional Relations, provided a presentation to 
IAESB members, which covered the following topics: the role and function of professional accountancy 
organizations in advancing economic growth and reducing poverty; the development, composition, and 
the next steps resulting from the Memorandum of Understanding to Strengthen Accountancy and 
Improve Collaboration (MOSAIC); the essential elements and findings of Global Development Report 
(https://www.ifac.org/sites/default/files/publications/files/GDR%20Report_0.pdf); and the implications of 
adoption and implementation of the IESs.    
 

 

 

 

14. OTHER BUSINESS & FUTURE MEETINGS 
The Chair reminded IAESB members that their next meeting would be held in New York, USA on June 
17-19, 2013. He also indicated that the last IAESB meeting of 2013 will be held in Toronto, Canada on 
October 30

th
  – November 1

st
 of 2013: 

 

15. TERMINATION 
Professor Pierce expressed her appreciation of the IAESB’s deliberations of the CAG’s comments on the 
meeting agenda items. 

https://www.ifac.org/sites/default/files/publications/files/GDR%20Report_0.pdf
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Professor Wolnizer passed on the apologies of Ms. Susana Novoa, PIOB Representative, for being 
unable to listen to the meeting due to technological problems. The IAESB Chair thanked Ms. Anne Loft, 
IAAER Observer, for her contributions to the IAESB over the last 3 years as she will step down after this 
meeting. It was suggested by IAESB members that a representative of the PIOB make a presentation to 
the IAESB at an upcoming meeting on the importance of public interest and due process activities in 
setting education standards. Finally, Professor Wolnizer thanked all for their participation and 
contribution to the meeting, especially Mr. Saleem Kharwa, Mr. Edward Kieswetter, and the task force 
chairs who led the presentations on their agenda items, and then wished all a safe journey home.   
 
The meeting closed on Friday, (March 22

nd
, 2013) at 12:10 hours. 

 
Approved by Chairman: ……………………………………… 
 
Date: ………………………………………………………….. 
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ACTION LIST – AS A RESULT OF MARCH 2013 IAESB MEETING 
 

ACTION PERSON(S) 
RESPONSIBLE 

DUE DATE STATUS 

1. Update and circulate 2013 CDL 
 

David McPeak ASAP Done 

2. Update list of IAESB Task Forces 
& Work Groups for 2013 

Saleem Kharwa/David 
McPeak 

By June 17, 2013 Done 

3. Hold teleconference with Steering 
Committee  

Peter Wolnizer & 
Steering Committee 
members  

May 7, 2013 Done 

4. Prepare Revised Draft of 2014-
2016 Strategy and Work Plan for 
March meeting 

Peter Wolnizer/ 
Steering Committee 
/David McPeak 

June 17, 2013 Done 

5. Develop CAG Issues papers for 
April teleconference meeting 

Task Force Chairs & 
Secretaries, David 
McPeak 
 

April 30, 2013 Done 

6. Develop IAESB Issues papers for 
June meeting 

Task Force Chairs & 
Secretaries, David 
McPeak 
 

June 17, 2013 Done 

  
 
 
 
 


