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IAESB Response to CAG Advice on IAESB Projects and Activities – February 2012 

CAG Comments and Advice Considered by IAESB IAESB Response 

REVISION OF INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION STANDARD 2 

The CAG received an Issues paper that identified issues for 
discussion on the revision of IES 2. The following 
summarizes the CAG‟s comments and advice. 
• The CAG supported the names of the clusters and the 

associated areas of knowledge subject to some minor 
changes. 

• In general the CAG supported the proposed 
assumptions and principles underlying the competence 
requirements and the level of detail of the competence 
requirements. CAG members also offered the following 
comments:  
o Suggest including assumptions/principles be 

included in the Explanatory Material. 
o Ensure that assumptions are not seen as 

weakening the competences. The 80% criteria 
should not be specified in the IES. 

o Consider including a new assumption – the 
competences that are specified provide the 
foundation competences that enable the 
professional accountant to develop further 
competences in any area in which they choose to 
specialize. 

o Suggest the following changes to the Taxonomy 
and Matrix: 

October 2011 IAESB 
meeting 

 
 
 

 The IAESB reviewed the names of the clusters and 
associated areas of knowledge and asked the task force to 
provide a list of clusters and knowledge areas which is more 
concise.  

 The IAESB agreed that some of the assumptions and 
principles underlying the competence requirement could be 
included in the Explanatory Material section and asked the 
task force to consider including these in the 1

st
 draft of the 

revised IES 2  
 

 The IAESB asked the task force to remove the reference to 
the 80% criteria in the IES. 

 

 The IAESB asked the task force to include in the 1st draft of 
the revised IES 2 the idea of progression from core 
competences to competences needed to demonstrate 
various roles assumed by a professional accountant (e.g., 
tax accountant, financial accountant, or management 
accountant) 

 

 The IAESB asked the task force to revise the competence 
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- The six “levels” of the taxonomy are not linear. 
- A competence in an area of knowledge may 

extend to levels 5 and 6, but it may relate to a 
simple or difficult topic.  

- For each knowledge area, need to review how 
far the competences extend across the 6 
levels of the Matrix, in particular consider the 
gaps in the taxonomy and the appropriateness 
of levels 5 and 6 for each knowledge area. 

- There is an expectation of the ability to 
integrate at levels 5 and 6 which needs to be 
expressed explicitly in the definition of those 
two levels  

• In general the CAG agreed that the competences may 
be included in the requirement using a Table. This 
presentation was viewed as an efficient way to present 
the requirement for competences but CAG members 
indicated that they would like to review how these 
requirements look in the draft IES. There was support 
for inclusion of the Taxonomy in the standard as an 
appendix, as readers may miss it if it was included in 
the Framework.  

framework to identify 3 levels of proficiency. This type of 
revision would ensure consistency among the competence 
frameworks of IESs 2, 3, and 8. The IAESB also asked the 
task force to review concerns relating to gaps in taxonomy 
and to ensure that the highest levels of proficiency include 
an expectation of integration. 

 
  

 

 

REVISION OF INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION STANDARD 3 

The CAG received an Issues paper that identified issues for 
discussion on the revision of IES 3. The following 
summarizes the CAG‟s comments and advice. 

 The CAG supported an outcomes-based approach to 
drafting the skills required by IES 3, but opinion was 
divided as to whether the IES 2 taxonomy could be 
used for this purpose. 

 The CAG did not support the introduction of additional 
skills levels related to the degree of supervision 
required to display the skill, but rather suggested 
incorporating the level of skill needed into the wording 
of the outcome itself. 

 The CAG supported eliminating duplication where 
possible between IES 2 and 3, but the reinforcement of 
ethics across all three standards was felt to be 
important even if this led to some repetition. 

October 2011 IAESB 
meeting 

The IAESB considered the suggestions of the CAG and has 
disposed of these suggestions as follows: 

 

 

 The IAESB has decided for purposes of consistency to 
develop 3 levels of proficiency which would be applied to the 
competence frameworks of IESs 2, 3 and 8. 
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 The CAG supported the list of skills proposed to be 
made into requirements, and suggested „knowing how 
and when to bring in specialist expertise‟ as an 
additional essential skill. They also suggested re-
ordering the skills to give due prominence to 
professional skepticism,  

 
 

 The CAG suggested that the taskforce consider 
whether IES 3 should contain requirements or guidance 
on how Professional Skills should be assessed.  

 The IAESB has decided that learning outcomes related to 
professional values, ethics, and attitudes should be only 
identified in IES 4 to avoid repetition and ensure consistency 
among IESs 2, 3 and 8. 
 
 
 
    

 The IAESB agreed with the CAG comment on including 
assessment in the requirements of IES 3 and instructed the 
task force to include this in the next revised version of IES 3 
for review. 

REVISION OF INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION STANDARD 4 

The CAG received copies of the Analysis of Respondents‟ 
Comments document and an Issues paper that identified 
issues for discussion on the revision of IES 4. The following 
summarizes the CAG‟s comments and advice. 

 CAG members  noted the requirement on reflective 
activity, but indicated that the requirement did not state 
that the reflective activity had to be undertaken on 
ethical dilemmas faced by the individual but could be 
focused on well-known real life cases and this was 
reflected in the Explanatory Materials. 

 CAG members indicated that although the use of the 
term “reflective activity” had been discussed and agreed 
by both the CAG and the Board previously, there was 
still a concern over the translation of the phrase.  The 
CAG suggested possible alternatives such as “critical 
reflection” and “reflective practice.”  

 CAG members indicated that the scope and objectives 
of the IES were consistent with the stated requirements 
and agreed with the Taskforce proposal to place greater 
emphasis on the aspiring professional accountant in 
paragraph 12.   

 

October 2011 IAESB 
meeting 

In general the IAESB agreed with the comments of the CAG. 
However the IAESB did not accept the recommendation to 
change the term, reflective activity, and requested the task force 
to provide a definition of reflective activity and use the 
Explanatory material section to expand on the definition to 
address the translation concerns. 
 

 

REVISION OF INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION STANDARD 6 
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The CAG received copies of the Analysis of Respondents‟ 
Comments document and an Issues paper that identified 
issues for discussion on the revision of IES 6. The following 
summarizes the CAG‟s comments and suggestions. 

 In general the CAG supported the task force‟s proposal 
of making no change to the scope of proposed IES 6 
Exposure Draft, but to improve clarity by editing with 
consideration of respondents‟ comments on the 
Exposure Draft.  

 CAG members also made the following suggestions: 
o clarify the requirements around CPD. 

o clarify the use of the terms “monitoring” and 
“assessment” for CPD. 

o More examples are needed in the Explanatory 
Material to make it clear how to apply the 
requirements. 

o In Paragraph 10 it is not clear if the focus is IPD or 
CPD. Consider whether paragraphs that apply to 
IPD should be distinct from those applying to CPD. 

o Requirement 7 may be too general and the 
Taskforce could consider providing a list of 
knowledge, skills as in the current IES 6, 
Paragraph 12(c). 

o Paragraph A2 is better cross referenced to 
Paragraph 7, rather than Paragraph 6. 

o There needs to be sufficient signaling within the 
standard to emphasize the level of quality within 
assessment of competences. 

o The priority/ordering of the five principles in 
Paragraph 9 could be considered. It was suggested 
that “sufficiency” could be more important than 
other principles and should be listed first. This 
could be followed by “equity”. 

o It was noted that high “transparency” is not always 
desirable as it could lead to a level of predictability 
in the content of assessment activities and hence 

October 2011 IAESB 
meeting 

 The IAESB considered the CAG‟s advice on the scope of 
IES 6 but has decided to require assessment of competence 
by Member Bodies during Initial Professional Development 
and not to include assessment in IES 7 on Continuing 
Professional Development.  Member Bodies would be 
required to monitor CPD of their members to ensure 
development and maintenance of their competence.   

 
 

 The IAESB agreed with the CAG‟s view that there needed to 
be greater clarity in the material describing assessment and 
instructed the task force to review the Explanatory Material 
section on the use of the following terms: formal, final, and 
formally 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The IAESB considered the CAG‟s advice on re-ordering the 
5 principles and placing greater emphasis of the principle of 
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could lead to a reduction of quality.  

o As well as trade-offs between “reliability” and 
“validity”, acknowledge trade-offs between other 
principles, such as “equity” and “validity”. 

o Reword the three examples in Paragraph A14 to 
improve clarity. The third dot point should be 
reworded “... so that requirements can be met in 
environments of limited opportunity”. 

o In paragraph A12, reword so that it is not providing 
convenient reasons for not complying with certain 
requirements or delete the paragraph. 

  

sufficiency, but has decided to continue with the emphasis 
on validity and reliability which is supported by the 
educational and research literature. The IAESB agreed with 
the CAG on the need for further examples, especially for the 
principle of sufficiency.  

 
The IAESB requested that the task force consider editorial 
suggestions from both the CAG and the Analysis of Comments 
document when preparing the next version of the revised 
standard.  
 

 

 

REVISION OF INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION STANDARD 7 

 
The CAG received copies of the Analysis of Respondents‟ 
Comments document, a revised draft of IES 7, and an 
Issues paper that identified issues for discussion on the 
redrafting of IES 7. The following summarizes the CAG‟s 
comments and suggestions: 

 The CAG supported the task force‟s proposed change 
to the objective statement to identify the member body 
as the primary audience of the Standard.  

 The CAG also supported the proposed changes by the 
task force to paragraphs A4 and A5, but suggested that 
the reference to the word, “traditional” in the last 
sentence of paragraph A4 should be reviewed.  

 The CAG agreed with the proposed changes to 
paragraph A11, but suggested that the reference to the 
word, “public” in the last sentence of paragraph A11 
should refer to the public interest. 

 Some CAG members suggested that there was a risk 
that clarification might be viewed as supporting a rules-
based approach. Other CAG members indicated that 
extant paragraph A16 of Agenda Item 5-4 (September 
2011 CAG meeting) needed to be separated into two 
paragraphs: one to clarify the expectation and a second 
paragraph to clarify the issue around the amount of 20 

October 2011 IAESB 
meeting 

The IAESB agreed with the editorial suggestions made by the 
CAG and instructed the task force to make the necessary 
amendments in preparing the next version of the redrafted IES 7. 
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verifiable hours. 

 The CAG supported proposed changes to paragraph 
A25 which removed the existence of an implied 
requirement; and  improved the understanding of 
the time period required to support the reporting 
requirement.  

At the conclusion of discussion the CAG was asked: Based 
on the Background Section of this Issues paper, are you 
satisfied that the IAESB has consulted the CAG on, and has 
considered its comments in relation to the development of 
IES 7?  
 
The CAG indicated that it had been consulted on significant 
issues and had no further comments in relation to the 
development of IES 

 

 

REVISION OF INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION STANDARD 8 

 

The CAG received a first draft of the revised IES 8 and an 
Issues paper that identified issues for discussion. The 
following summarizes the CAG‟s comments and 
suggestions: 

 The CAG indicated the need to explicitly state that the 
IES did not cover other types of assurance. 
 

 CAG members suggested a preference for the 
Requirements to contain the matrix of competences for 
engagement partner. 

 

 CAG members request that some consideration be 
given to insert a requirement that those working on 
listed, transnational and complex types of engagement 
had specific examples of likely CPD. 

 
 

 CAG members suggested to include a reference 
indicating that the matrix applies not only to aspiring but 

October 2011 IAESB 
meeting 

The IAESB considered the suggestions of the CAG and has 
disposed of these suggestions as follows: 

 The IAESB agreed with the CAG comment to state explicitly 
that the IES did not cover other types of assurance in the 
Scope section 

 The IAESB agreed with the CAG suggestion of including the 
matrix of competences for the engagement partner in the 
Requirements section. 

 The IAESB considered the CAG suggestion, but decided to 
include a requirement that indicates an engagement partner 
complete CPD appropriate to their responsibilities. The 
Explanatory Material has been amended to include examples 
of CPD for those working on listed, transnational and 
complex types of engagement. 

 The IAESB agreed with the CAG‟s suggestion and has 
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also to those about to be appointed to the role of 
Engagement Partner. 

 
 

amended the requirement to include professional 
accountants aspiring to be or newly appointed to the role of 
engagement partner.  

 

 


