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IAESB Response to CAG Advice on IAESB Projects and Activities – September 2008 

Development of Information Paper, Approaches to CPD Measurement 
CAG Comments and Advice Considered by 

IAESB 
IAESB Response 

• Enhance the discussion of public interest   February 2008 
meeting 

The IAESB agreed and PARN has changed Section 2.4 of 
Chapter 2 to include a discussion of public interest. Section 
6.4.3 of the report also discusses impact assessments in relation 
to the public interest. 

• Ensure that the discussion on measurement techniques 
discusses impact on an organization’s resources 

February 2008 
meeting 

The IAESB agreed and PARN has enhanced Sections 5.7, 5.7.1 
and 5.7.2 to provide direction by discussing measurement 
techniques in terms of the economic impact on the 
organization’s resources. 

• Enhance the Executive Summary to better reflect the findings 
of the report and ensure that alternative measurement 
techniques are presented. 

February 2008 
meeting 

The IAESB agreed and PARN has enhanced Executive 
Summary to better reflect the findings of the paper by adding 
diagrammatic representations of the cases studies in terms the 
proposed model, as well as discussing other alternative 
measurement techniques. 

• Reflect the expectations of IES 7 on the diagrammatic 
representations  

February 2008 
meeting 

The IAESB considered this suggestion but indicated that this 
should not be done because the representations cannot reflect 
the 3 purposes of CPD at one time without increasing the 
complexity of the model.   

• Change terminology to avoid confusion with that used in IES 
7 

February 2008 
meeting 

The IAESB agreed with this suggestion and PARN has changed 
the terminology used for “outcomes” to “results.”  

   

REVIEW OF THE FRAMEWORK FOR INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION STATEMENTS 
CAG Comments and Advice Considered by 

IAESB 
IAESB Response 

The CAG discussed the public consultation process and the 
online survey and made a number of suggestions for IAESB 
consideration, including:: 

 
 It was suggested that the survey data be segmented according 
to region/country and small versus large size firms. 

May 2008 meeting 
 
 

 
 
 
 
The IAESB considered this suggestion and agreed that the 
survey data needed to be segmented to improve the 
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 CAG members indicated that questions should identify issues 
which are fundamental to the development of the Framework 
and suggested the following issues: 
•  Consider the influence of country regulations and 

economic status when analyzing the responses from 
question 1; 

• Verify that respondents were not misled by the wording 
in question 2 when choosing the roles of professional 
accountants; and 

• Consider the influence of culture and learning/behavior 
patterns when analyzing the responses from questions 4 
and 5.  

 
 

interpretation of the survey results.  The data were reviewed 
with consideration of region/country and firm size, but the 
results were not identified as meaningful because there were so 
few responses in these categories that they did not affect the 
overall direction of the responses. 
 
The survey data was segmented on the basis on the following 
three categories: (1) organizational vs. personal responses; (2) 
primary perspectives of the respondents (e.g., auditor in public 
practice, educator, regulator, and so on); and (3) degree of 
familiarity with the standards.  Subgroup data using these 
categories were presented to inform the IAESB discussion.  
There was much more agreement than disagreement between 
the subgroups examined; variations were most often matters of 
intensity rather than direction.   
 
 
In reviewing the survey data the IAESB considered the 
influence from country regulations and economic status, culture, 
and learning/behavior patterns; however, the IAESB indicated 
that the survey was not designed to obtain evidence at such a 
detailed level, but to capture information on general direction of 
each of the responses. An analysis of responses for question 2 
indicates that respondents were not mislead by Question 2’s 
wording since some alternative received upwards of a 86% 
response rate and many respondents used the opportunity of the 
text boxes to add other accounting roles. Approximately 60 
other accounting roles were identified by respondents.   
 
 
 

 
 
 

 


