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Introduction 
1) The aim of this paper is to assist the IAESB in its discussion of the issues related to 

the revision of IES 7 resulting from the May 2010 IAESB meeting, the CAG 
meeting held in September and the Drafting Conventions Review. Specifically, the 
paper will (1) provide background information on the redrafting of the Standard; (2) 
report the outcome of the CAG discussion on the proposed exposure draft of the 
Standard; (3) set out the latest redrafted Standard for the consideration of the IAESB 
(Agenda Item 2-2). For comparison purposes, Agenda Item 2-3 shows the marked 
up changes from the Task force’s May 27th version and Agenda Item 2-4 provides 
the redrafted Standard reviewed by the CAG and the Drafting Conventions Review 
Workgroup (Agenda Item 2-4). 
 

2) This agenda item contains the following materials:  
 

Agenda Item 2-1 Revision of IES 7- Issues and Proposals from Task Force 
(11/10) 

Agenda Item 2-2 Revision of IES 7- Revised Draft of IES 7_V3Clean (11/10) 

Agenda Item 2-3 Revision of IES 7- Revised Draft of IES 7_V3Marked-up 
(11/10) 

Agenda Item 2-4 Revision of IES 7 Revised Draft of IES 7_CAG and Drafting 
Conventions Working Group (11/10) 

 
 
Background 
3) 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.  
 
 
 
 

Committee: International Accounting Education Standards Board 

Meeting Location: Singapore 

Meeting Date: November 3-4, 2010 

SUBJECT: Revision of IES 7- Issues and Proposals from Task Force (11/10) 



Agenda Item 2-1 
IAESB Meeting – Singapore, November 3-4, 2010 

 

Prepared by: Mark Spofforth & Task Force members (October 2010)  Page 2 of 8 

May 2010 IAESB Meeting 

4) At its May, 2010 meeting in Copenhagen, the IAESB considered a first redraft of 
IES 7, during which, inter alia, 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. 

 
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. 

 
September 2010 CAG Meeting  
5) 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, have been included in the redrafted IES7 
attached to this paper as Agenda Item 2-2.  

 
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.   

 
CAG members saw this proposal as a futile exercise since IES 7 cannot be enforced 
with respect to other stakeholders.  The Big 4 public accounting firms may have an 
interest in this approach, but there remains no mechanism of enforcement with 
them. CAG members also suggested addressing other interested stakeholders 
through guidance; this would be particularly relevant for developing nations’ 
member bodies.  Other members indicated that an Information paper could be used 
to explain/interpret full context, especially when considering a non-accountant’s 
perspective to implementing IES 7. It was also suggested that an overall objective 
for the IESs be provided and referred to when trying to obtain buy-in from other 
stakeholders.  

 
Task Force Response 
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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. 
 
CAG members suggested that it was important to consider who the audience for IES 
7 is and whether new material is being introduced; if no new material is being 
introduced, IES 7 should be redrafted. CAG members indicated that they did not see 
new thinking in the proposed amendments and thus should be redrafted. CAG 
members suggested as a guide post that the redrafting includes clarification for 
member bodies, but that the IAESB should also consider whether the standard 
affects other stakeholders or whether there are issues that might affect other 
standards- for example, there could be different requirements for IPD and CPD. 

 
The CAG agreed 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. 
 
CAG members suggested that as a guide post the IAESB needs to consider feedback 
from the revision of the other standards, but for IES 7 the IAESB should proceed 
with the Exposure Draft because no new material is being introduced.  CAG 
members indicated not to include an effective date at this time; but to use a footnote 
to provide direction as to the effective date. In setting the effective date, the IAESB 
should consider the time required for member bodies to translate IES 7. It was 
pointed out that having no effective date may eliminate 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 
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material which explains the three models of output-based, input-based, or 
combination approaches? 

 
CAG members indicated that the proposed change was not seen as a small change 
and would be viewed as a revision of the Standard. Sir Bryan Nicholson, the PIOB 
representative, also raised a concern with the proposed change, especially in the 
context of this project being considered a redrafting of IES 7. In addition CAG 
members indicated a need to clarify what is meant by a principles-based approach 
when redrafting IES 7, especially when it comes to removing the “bright” lines 
CAG members suggested that IES 7 focus on activity required rather than the 
number of hours.  
 
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 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. 
 
CAG members suggested including learning plans into an Information paper. CAG 
members cautioned that the addition of examples would increase size of document 
and defeat the purpose of conciseness.  If there is a gap in understanding CAG 
members suggested it should be addressed through the development of a practice 
statement which might come out at around the same time. Another possibility would 
be to 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 
CAG members also made the following suggestions: 
• Ensure that language and tone are 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; and 
• Review ‘Monitoring and Enforcement’ section to determine if it creates barriers 

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

 
Task Force Response 
The Task Force believes that the language and tone of the document has been 
effectively addressed by the Drafting Conventions Review Workgroup.  The 
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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 
6. The Drafting Conventions Review Workgroup, 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 Workgroup 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 Workgroup (where they go beyond minor wording 
and editorial changes) and the responses of the IES7 Redrafting Task Force, are set 
out here. 
 

i. Contents 
The Drafting Conventions Review Workgroup noted that a final editorial review 
of all the Standards may standardize the sub-headings to ensure consistency. 
 
Task Force Response 

 The IES7 Redrafting Task Force noted and welcomed this point. 
 

ii. Introduction - Standard Terminology 
The Drafting Conventions Review Workgroup 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. 
 
Task Force Response 
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 Workgroup 
felt was inconsistent. 
   

iii. Effective Date 
Dealt with under the comments of the CAG, above. 
 

iv. Objective 
The Drafting Conventions Review Workgroup suggested that this be reviewed 
to clarify the role of the member Body.   
 
Task Force Response 
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.  
  

v. Requirements 
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a. The Drafting Conventions Review Workgroup suggested the removal of the 
italicized subheadings.   

 
Task Force Response 
The IAESB is asked to consider this point. 

 
b. The Drafting Conventions Review Workgroup commented on the inclusion 

of material related to the three approaches to CPD.   
 

Task Force Response 
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. 

 
c. The Drafting Conventions Review Workgroup also asked whether there was 

a requirement to maintain CPD records.   
 

Task Force Response 
This is addressed in the explanatory materials and so no adjustment was 
necessary. 

 
vi. 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 Workgroup has made a number of 
helpful suggestions which have led to a significant and improved redrafting and 
reordering of this section of the document.  The actions taken leading to the 
version set out in Agenda Item 2-2 are set out below: 
 
a. Scope  
Previous paragraphs A2 to A6 have been redrafted and combined where 
appropriate to reflect the Drafting Conventions Review Workgroup’s points 
relating to the importance of CPD as a requirement, its place within a quality 
assurance framework and to avoid unnecessary duplication.   
 
b. Promotion of Lifelong Learning 
Previous paragraph A7 has been deleted, in line with the Drafting Conventions 
Review Workgroup’s recommendation, as the requirement to undertake CPD is 
specified elsewhere. 
 
c. Access to CPD 
Previous paragraph A25 has been included in this section, in line with the 
Drafting Conventions Review Workgroup’s recommendation, as it relates to 
examples of CPD opportunities mentioned in the corresponding section of the 
Standard. 
 
d. Mandatory CPD for All Professional Accountants 
In previous paragraph A10, the Task Force had included maternity leave within 
career breaks.   
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Previous paragraph A11 has been deleted, in line with the Drafting Conventions 
Review Workgroup’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 Workgroup’s recommendation, as this 
improved the clarity of the explanatory material. 
 
e. 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 Workgroup’s recommendation. 
 
Previous paragraph A30 has been inserted here, in line with the Drafting 
Conventions Review Workgroup’s recommendation, as it improves the 
explanatory information being provided at this point. 
 
f. 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 Workgroup’s recommendation. 
 
Regarding previous paragraph A29, the Drafting Conventions Review 
Workgroup 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.  
 
g. Combination Approach 
Regarding previous paragraph A31, the Drafting Conventions Review 
Workgroup 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? 

 
Discussion 
7. The redrafted IES is attached as Agenda Item 2-2.  In order that an exposure draft 

can be agreed and issued after this meeting of the IAESB, the Board is asked to 
consider the following: 
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Action Requested: 
1. Should the Drafting Conventions Review Workgroup be asked to draft the following: 

- a standard introductory paragraph for all IESs 
- a standard glossary format and general terms and definitions? 

 
2. Should the Standard include italicized subheadings in the Requirements section? 
 
3. Should the Standard include an appendix setting out examples of appropriate 

systems, guidance and planning frameworks for Member Bodies to consider assisting 
their members with meeting the requirements of the Standard?   

 
 
 
Proposed Way Forward 
8. Subject to the IAESB approval of the content of the redrafted IES 7, the document 

will be released for public comment in the form of an exposure draft for 90 days, 
and then the task force will analyze and recommend proposals to address the 
respondents’ comments at the May 2011 IAESB meeting.  


