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IAESB Revision Project – 
Issues and Proposals of IAESB Task Force IES 5 (10/12) 

 

Background 
1. The aim of this Issues paper is to assist IAESB members in their discussion of the issues/questions 

related to the revision of IES 5 on practical experience. Specifically, the paper will: 1) provide 
background information on the revision of IES 5; 2) review activity and discussion to date; and 3) 
identify issues for discussion by the IAESB. 

 

2. The agenda item contains the following materials:  

Agenda Item 2-1 Revision of IES 5 - Issues and Proposals of IAESB Task Force Relating to 
Comments Received on Exposure Draft (10/12) 

Agenda Item 2-2  Revised IES 5, Initial Professional Development - Practical Experience 
(10/12) CLEAN Version  

Agenda Item 2-3 Revised IES 5, Initial Professional Development - Practical Experience 
(10/12) MARKED-UP Version 

Agenda Item 2-4 Exposure Draft of Proposed IES 5, Practical Experience Requirements for 
Professional Accountants (07/11) CLEAN Version 

Agenda Item 2-5 International Education Practice Statement 3, Practical Experience 
Requirements – Initial Professional Development for Professional 
Accountants (10/07) CLEAN Version 

 

3.  IES 5 has been reviewed to identify the matters that require redrafting following the conclusion of the 
Framework and Drafting Conventions project in order to consider whether content needs to be 
revised in light of experience, changes in the environment, or the need for further clarification and 
emphasis. 

 

4.  The review of IES 5 was part of the broad revision project being undertaken under the direction of 
one task force revising IESs 1 – 5. At the November 2010 IAESB meeting, the task force requested 
further guidance from the Board regarding specific questions on the underlying approach, specific 
content, and the use of examples as guidance and explanatory material. This followed previous 
discussions and consideration of feedback from targeted consultations, input from the CAG, and 
guidance from the Board. 
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5.  The IAESB agreed to move toward a principles based standard using an outcomes based approach. 
However, flexibility for member bodies was also regarded as important. To address this, the revised 
Standard should include options for of input and output based approaches, or a combined approach. 

 

6. Summaries of previous discussions by the IAESB (e.g., November 2010, March 2011, and May 
2011) and IAESB CAG (e.g., September 2010 and May 2011 Teleconference meeting) are provided 
in Appendix 1. 

 

February 2012 CAG meeting  

 

7.  At the February 2012 meeting, a summary of ED responses was presented to the CAG members to 
obtain their members’ views on several significant issues. The views of CAG members are 
summarized as follows:  

 

Question: Do you find that the outcome-based, input based, and combination approaches offer 
sufficient alternatives for effectively meeting the standard’s requirement for IFAC member bodies to 
establish their preferred approach to measure practical experience? 

 

8.  CAG Members were supportive to the flexibility afforded by the three approaches put forward in the 
revised ED. As it was the case with a very small sample of the comments received on the ED, there 
was sentiment expressed that an input approach alone would be insufficient to get the required 
practical experience. This was not a majority view. 

 

Question: In considering the role of the supervisor in directing the aspiring professional 
accountant’s practical experience, the IAESB is proposing to define a supervisor as follows: “is a 
professional accountant who is responsible for guiding and advising aspiring professional 
accountants and for assisting in the development of the aspiring professional accountant’s 
competence.” Do you agree with this definition? 

 

9.  CAG Members expressed mixed views. Concerns were raised on the requirement of the oversight 
by a professional accountant (paragraph 15), as it might be difficult (e.g. for smaller firms or sole 
practitioners), preferring the approach taken in paragraph A12 (i.e. considering potential assistance 
in mentoring and supervision). Other member considered having a professional accountant 
overseeing the practical experience attainment as a relevant requirement. 

 

Question: Are the requirements of IES 5 clear for member bodies? 
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10.  CAG Members also supported this general view.  However, there were several requests/suggestions 
from respondents for clarification and/or alternation, most of them related to mentors and 
supervisors roles. 

 

Question: Are the examples and explanation in Explanatory Materials section sufficient in explaining 
the requirements of the Standard? 

 

11. CAG members’ discussions included consideration of whether the paragraph A9 should include the 
word “encouraged to reflect…” while the content of that paragraph is requested by the standard. The 
CAG also discussed the possibility of including a competency map (re paragraph 12) within the 
standard, either at the requirements section or at the explanatory material, or considering its 
potential inclusion on current or future practice statement or information paper. 

 

Question: Is the objective to be achieved by a member body, stated in the proposed revised IES 5, 
appropriate? 

 

12.  Some CAG members disagreed with the objective of IES 5 addressing IFAC Member Bodies and 
using the word “ensure” because IFAC Member Bodies are not in the position to do so in every 
jurisdiction. Clarification from the IAESB members was provided in relation to current drafting 
conventions). Reference to IAASB definitions were presented by CAG members when discussing 
the words “appropriate and sufficient”, giving consideration to including an expression such us 
“relevant to the circumstance”. 

 

Question: Are there any terms within the proposed IES 5 which require further clarification? If so, 
please explain the nature of the deficiencies. 

 

13.  CAG members agreed with reviewing the term intensity (at paragraph 10), proposing replacing by 
“content” or “depth and breadth”. Deletion of final words to that paragraph (i.e. “with professional 
competence”) was also proposed.    

 

14.  CAG members had no further comments on matters relating to translations, to implementation at 
developing nations or to effective date of application.  
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March 2012 IAESB meeting  

 

15. The IAESB discussed the responses received to the Exposure Draft during the Merida meeting. The 
following summarizes the deliberations of the IAESB. 

 

Question: Do you find that the outcome-based, input-based, and combination approaches offer 
sufficient alternatives for effectively meeting the standard’s requirement for IFAC member bodies to 
establish their preferred approach to measure practical experience? 

 

16. The IAESB was in agreement with both the ED respondents and the CAG that the approaches 
offered were both sufficient and well understood, that these requirements were consistent with 
previous Board and CAG discussions, and that they were also appropriate given the revised 
Framework’s leaning toward greater use of learning outcomes rather than bright line inputs.  

 

Question: In considering the role of the supervisor in directing the aspiring professional 
accountant’s practical experience, The IAESB is proposing to define a supervisor as follows:  “is a 
professional accountant who is responsible for guiding and advising aspiring professional 
accountants and for assisting in the development of the aspiring professional accountant’s 
competence.”   Do you agree with this definition? 

 

17. As was apparent from the responses to the Exposure Draft, there was considerable confusion about 
the definition of a supervisor and the question of whether that also described a mentor and, if not, 
what were the differences.  The Board was in agreement that greater clarity and simplicity were 
required and, after considerable discussion, recommended that the terms supervisor and mentor be 
replaced by one term of “practical experience supervisor.” A new definition for that term was added 
and can be viewed in the additional definitions included in the revised draft. 

Question: Are the requirements of IES 5 clear for member bodies? 

 

18 The responses were almost uniformly positive regarding this question, and the Board discussion 
agreed.  As noted above, there was concern about the clarity of the roles of supervisor and mentor, 
a subject addressed by the Board and the IES 5 Task Force as outlined above in the discussions of 
Question 2. 

 

Question: Are the examples and explanation in Explanatory Materials section sufficient in explaining 
the requirements of the Standard? 
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19. As is apparent from the responses to the Exposure Draft, there were several areas suggested for 
clarification, and the Board agreed with the points raised. The IES 5 Task Force was assigned to 
address the confusion over supervisors and mentors, which is discussed above under Question 2. 
Also included in the new draft are revised definitions of sufficient practical experience (sufficiency), 
and re-worked definitions of Cooperative Education and Work Log. The term appropriateness was 
considered difficult to effectively define and therefore eliminated. 

 

Question: Is the objective to be achieved by a member body, stated in the revised IES 5, 
appropriate? 

 

20. The Board reviewed the generally favourable Exposure Draft responses and was satisfied that the 
objective is perceived as properly stated. It should be noted that this Board, and other boards, have 
fully deliberated on whether the objective should be stated as for the member body, and that 
decision has been confirmed. 

 

Question: 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? 

 

21. The Board discussed again whether a 3 year requirement should be specified to promote 
consistency among member bodies.  The prior consensus was sustained that the flexibility provided 
in the new requirements allowed for those members preferring a bright line to implement in that 
fashion, but that focusing on outcomes was best fostered by the three methods in the requirements 
of the revised standard.  This is consistent with the Framework, previous Board discussions and 
decisions, and CAG input.  And as the CAG has suggested, the 3 year requirement is prominently 
mentioned as an example in Explanatory Material. 

 

Question: Are there any terms within the proposed IES 5 which require further clarification?  If so, 
please explain the nature of the deficiencies. 

 

22. The Board concluded that these issues had been addressed in deliberations related to the previous 
6 questions. 
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Significant Issues 
Practical Experience Supervisor 

23. Supervisor and mentor are now being replaced by one term, practical experience supervisor. A 
practical experience supervisor is defined as a professional accountant who is responsible for 
guiding, advising, and assisting aspiring professional accountants in acquiring sufficient practical 
experience, as mentioned in the paragraph 17 of the proposed IES 5 draft. 

 

24.  At the CAG meeting held last September 20-21 2012, the CAG members expressed their agreement 
with the new definition, as it addressed the comments arisen from the responses to the public 
consultation. Nonetheless, some of the CAG members mentioned that the definition of practical 
experience supervisor loses some of the activities that a mentor would regularly be expected to 
perform. Accordingly, mentors were named at proposed paragraph A15, recognizing their existence 
in some jurisdictions.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Other Definitions 

 

25. Definitions for sufficient practical experience (sufficiency), cooperative education, work log, and 
employer appear below. 

 

Sufficient practical experience (sufficiency)  

Sufficient practical experience (sufficiency) is practical experience that has a balance of depth and 
breadth, knowledge and application and, where appropriate, integration of material from different 
areas applied to a range of situations and contexts. The breadth of practical experience is affected 
by factors such as: nature of role; level of proficiency, national or local laws; requirements of 
regulatory authorities; and the public’s expectation for professional competence. The depth of 
practical experience is affected by factors such as the variety and complexity of tasks and level of 
supervisory and monitoring support. 

 

Requested Action 

 
1) Do you agree with proposed definition on practical experience 

supervisor? If not, what amendments do you suggest making to the 
proposed definition? 

 
2) D    ith “ t i ” f  i l d d ithi  l t  
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Cooperative education 

A program of education, generally leading to a degree, which includes alternating periods ( e.g., 
terms, semesters, trimesters) of academic study and full-time work experience.  This will generally 
result in an additional time required to complete degree requirements. 

Work log   

A record of the nature of the assignments and tasks completed, and of the time incurred in 
completing those tasks and assignments by the aspiring professional accountant. 

Employer 

A firm or person which utilizes the services of professional and/or aspiring professional accountants, 
usually in exchange for financial remuneration, training, and opportunity for advancement. 

 

26.  The CAG members expressed their general agreement with these definitions during the last meeting 
held in September 20-21 2012.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Verifiable Evidence 

 

27. The phrase verifiable evidence was inserted into Paragraph 19 of Agenda Item 2-2 to ensure 
consistency with IES 6. 

 

28.  At the CAG meeting held last September 20-21 2012, the CAG members expressed their agreement 
with this definition, as it is consistent with IES 6. Nonetheless, some of the CAG members 
mentioned that further references to “verifiable evidence” could be added within explanatory 
material, such as work logs as an example. Accordingly, proposed paragraphs A17 and A18 were 
enlarged.  

  

Requested Action 

 
3) Do you agree with these proposed definitions on sufficient practical 

experience, cooperative education, work log, and employer? If not, what 
amendments do you suggest making to the proposed definitions? 
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Page-by-Page Review of Revised IES 5 

 

29. If IAESB members are in agreement with the proposed amendments made by the Task Force in 
response to IAESB, DWG, and CAG comments and suggestions, it is proposed that the IAESB 
undertake a page-by-page review of the draft of the revised IES 5 as shown in Agenda Item 2-2, 
Revised IES 5, Initial Professional Development – Practical Experience– CLEAN version. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Status of IEPS 3 – Practical Experience Requirements – Initial Professional Development for 
Professional Accountants 

 

1. The Task Force also discussed the status of IEPS 3, the existing Practice Statement supporting extant 
IES 5, once the revised version of IES 5 is released. Although there is considerable good material in the 
IEPS 5, much of which is still relevant, the Practice Statement will not be fully aligned with the revised 

Requested Action 

 
4) Does the phrase verifiable evidence improve the clarity of the 

requirement on monitoring practical experience? If not, what would you 
suggest to improve clarity? 

 
5) Is the explanatory material enough and appropriate to support the 

requirement on verifiable evidence? If not, what would you suggest to 
improve the explanatory material on that requirement? 

Requested Action 

 
6) Do you have any further advice for the task force on the revised draft of 

IES 5? 

 
7) Are there any additional significant issues that you wish to identify, to be 

addressed by the Task Force, relating to the respondents’ comments on 
the exposure draft and the IAESB’s related responses? 
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standard – for example, it will not align with practical experience supervision and monitoring as 
discussed in the revised IES 5. 

 

2. The Task Force has also identified that some of the terminology that is used in the revised IES 5 has 
changed. This may cause confusion between the existing IEPS 3 and the revised authoritative 
standard. 

 

Task Force Recommendations 
 

3. The Task Force recommends that on the release of revised IES 5 the Board withdraw IEPS 3. 
 

4. The Task Force recommends that the Board consider a project to revise IEPS 3, to be consistent with 
the revised IES 5 when it considers the next Strategic Work Plan. 

 

Proposed Way Forward 
 

5. Following a page-by-page review, the IAESB will consider whether it is appropriate to vote on the 
approval of the final revised content of the exposed IES 5 document in accordance with the IAESB’s 
Terms of Reference.  

 

6. After approving the final revised content of the exposed IES 5 document, the IAESB votes on 
whether there has been substantial change1 to the exposed document such that re-exposure is 
necessary. Agenda Item 2-4 provides a copy of the Exposure draft of the revised IES 5 (July 2011).  

 

7. If re-exposure is not necessary, the IAESB is requested to vote on the withdrawal of extant IES 5 as 
of its effective date, in accordance with the IAESB’s Terms of Reference. 
 

8. In addition, the IAESB will be requested to vote on the withdrawal of the extant IEPS 3, Practical 
Experience Requirements – Initial Professional Development for Professional Accountants, as of 
effective date stated in the revised IES 5, in accordance with the IAESB’s Terms of Reference. 

                                                      
1  Situations that constitute potential grounds for a decision to re-expose may include, for example: 

substantial change to a proposal arising from matters not aired in the exposure draft such that 
commentators have not had an opportunity to make their views known to the PIAC before it reaches 
a final conclusion; substantial change arising from matters not previously deliberated by the PIAC; or 
substantial change to the substance of a proposed international pronouncement. 

 



IAESB Revision Project - Issues and Proposals of IAESB Task Force IES 5  

International Accounting Education Standards Board Meeting 

(October 2012) 

Agenda Item 2-1 
Page 10 of 29 

 

9. In preparing IES 5 for release, the final draft will be forwarded to IFAC for the usual Plain Language 
Review, the DWG Chairperson check, and formatting. Any changes will be reviewed by the IES 5 
Task Force Chair to ensure that content has not changed. Then, the final version of IES 5 is 
submitted to the PIOB for approval of due process. 
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Appendix 1. Meeting Summaries of IAESB CAG and IAESB. 
 

CAG meeting in September 2010 

 

1.  In general the CAG agreed with these proposals during their September discussions. They 
welcomed a principles based approach but noted the critical need for flexibility. There was also 
concern raised about offering a hint that 3 years being typically an appropriate amount of time – 
some CAG members favoring, some opposing. 

 

IAESB meeting in November 2010 

 

2.  During the Singapore meeting the Board was asked to discuss four central questions in order to give 
direction to the Task Force’s next steps. The outcomes were clear: 1) The Board agreed to the 
drafting of a principle based standard with clear explanatory material using the input, output, and 
combined model (consistent with the approach used for IES 7); 2) The Board further agreed that 
examples could be used as guidance; 3) The Board also agreed that a measure of flexibility must be 
included to assist member bodies in meeting the constraints they face due to educational, legal, 
and/or regulatory constraints they face in various countries; and 4) The Board agreed that “bright 
lines” could still be alluded to in the standard, preferably in explanatory material, with primary 
emphasis on outcomes and competencies and flexibility of choice as to method employed. 

 

3.  Subsequent to these outcomes from the Singapore discussions, the Task Force drafted a revised 
IES 5, considered comments from its members, and was also assisted greatly by input from Chair 
Mark Allison. While reviewing the draft, the following issues came to the fore: 

 

4.  The requirement paragraph 13 of the revised draft is based on the premise of a principle-based 
which was supported by consultation, CAG feedback and IAESB discussion. However, the standard 
has provided flexibility for those member bodies needing to use an input method (perhaps due to 
regulatory or legal requirements), Paragraph 14 sections a and b sets forth two possible approaches 
for considering an input approach. 

 

5.  Despite the desire for stating flexible options for member bodies, allowing choice of output, input, or 
a combination approach, (with sufficient emphasis on outcomes or competencies) Paragraphs 14 
and 15 appear more rules-based than principles based. Previous Board discussions did conclude 
that “bright lines” could still be alluded to within the context of a principles based and flexible 
Standard. 
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IAESB meeting in March 2011  

 

6.  Discussions continued at the Geneva IAESB meeting on the issues raised above, and others, 
focusing on the following questions/issues: 
i) Concern was raised that there were too many requirements. Suggestions were voiced for 

combination of some requirements, and also moving some – particularly 14 a) and b) - to 
explanatory material. 

ii) There was general agreement that terminology needed to be consistent with that being used in 
the other re-drafted standards, especially the usage of member bodies shall in the requirements. 

iii) The team offering drafting commentary made numerous suggestions based on the IAESB Guide 
to Developing Publications which the task force further discussed after Board discussions. 

 

CAG teleconference in May 2011 
 

7.  The following questions were put to the CAG for consideration during the May 2 conference call: 
i) Does the CAG believe that requirements 14 a) and b) should be moved to explanatory material? 
ii) Does the CAG feel that the current requirements as presented are appropriate in content and 

number? 
iii) Are there other inputs the CAG would like to make, concerning Scope, Objective, or Explanatory 

Material, before the next re-draft and further discussions at the Board in May? 
 

8.  At the teleconference held on May 2, 2011, CAG members in general remarked the need for limiting 
the requirements to a principles-based approach, merging some of them, and moving some others 
to explanatory material. More specifically, the feedback received was as follows: 
i) The CAG generally agreed that moving paragraphs 14a and 14b (those on the input based 

approach in the numbering used in the draft considered in Geneva) should be moved to 
explanatory material. 

ii) There was some limited sentiment to consider perhaps combining requirements 10-12 into one 
requirement, and also consider moving requirements 13-16 to explanatory material. However, 
there was support presented that the current presentation is consistent with IES 7, and 
consultation on that exposure might provide some further input of value. There was also 
recognition that the number of requirements in the Geneva draft reflects primarily a separation of 
multiple requirements stated in one paragraph in the current standard, not additional 
requirements. 

 

IAESB meeting in May 2011  

 

9.  At the Toronto IAESB meeting in later May 2011, the task force received further input from the Board 
discussion and redrafted the IES 5 ED. In accordance to CAG comments and IAESB discussions, 
the ED disclosed (1) an oriented scope to IPD, through adding “aspiring professional accountants” to 
the name, (2) an aligned objective to IES 4 and 6, in compliance to IAESB Guide for Developing 
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Publications, (3) a reduced number of requirements by merging some of the existing ones, and 
moving some others to explanatory material, (4) clarified definitions of output-based, input-based 
and combined approaches, aligned with IES 7, (5) clarified requirements on mentoring and 
monitoring, (6) linked explanatory material to the requirements, in order to provide proper support to 
member bodies in its implementations, and (7) added definitions to the Glossary. 

 

10.  Subject to the Board’s editorial suggestions resulting from the discussion at the meeting as out 
above, the IAESB approved the content of the redrafted IES 5 for release as an Exposure Draft. The 
Exposure Draft was released to obtain public comment over a 90-day period, ending no later than 
October 8th, 2011. In preparing the exposure draft, the redrafted IES 5 underwent a Plain English 
Review and formatting. Any significant changes in wording were approved by the task force chair. 
After the comment deadline, the task force analyzed the respondents’ comments. 

 

Responses to the Exposure Draft 

 

11.  Forty comment letters were received on the consultation paper (a list of respondents is presented in 
Appendix 1). All of comment letters are posted on the IFAC website at, http://www.ifac.org/publications-
resources/ies-5-practical-experience-requirements-aspiring-professional-accountants . 

 

12.  The content of the comment letters has been organized by three categories, to assist the analysis 
and discussion by IAESB members (general statements of concern and related matters for 
consideration, responses to specific questions and comments on other matters). 

 

13.  The task force has further summarized the responses to the specific questions issued with the 
exposure draft and this summary is presented in Appendix 2.  

 

 

 

http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/ies-5-practical-experience-requirements-aspiring-professional-accountants
http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/ies-5-practical-experience-requirements-aspiring-professional-accountants


IAESB Revision Project - Issues and Proposals of IAESB Task Force IES 5  

International Accounting Education Standards Board Meeting 

(October 2012) 

Agenda Item 2-1 
Page 14 of 29 

Appendix 2.  IES 5 Task Force Summary of Comment letters. 
 
Responses to the Exposure Draft 

 
1. Forty comment letters were received on the consultation paper (a list of respondents is presented in 

Appendix 1). All of comment letters are posted on the IFAC website at, http://www.ifac.org/publications-
resources/ies-5-practical-experience-requirements-aspiring-professional-accountants . 

 
2. The breakdown of the response in terms of comment letters received is as follows: 

 

• IFAC Member Bodies and Associates  28 

• Public Accounting firms     5 

• Regulators       2 

• Other Professional Organizations    3 

• Individuals and Others     2 

 
3. It should also be noted that one of the responses represents multiple organizations. The Fédération 

des Experts Comptables Européens (FEE) represents 43 professional institutes of accountants and 
auditors from 32 European countries, including all 27 EU Member States.   

 
4. During November and December 2011, members of the IES 5 Task Force worked individually to 

review and analyze the responses to the specific questions posed in the Exposure Draft and other 
feedback received from respondents. 

 
5. The content of the comment letters has been organized by four categories, to assist the analysis and 

discussion by IAESB members under the following headings:  

 
I. General statements of support, 
II. General statements of concern and related matters for consideration  
III. Comments related to specific questions raised in the Request for Comments 
IV. Comments related to other matters 

 

 
I. General statements of support 

 
6. Seventeen responses were received (thirteen member bodies and four public accounting firms). 

Many of the comments received are supportive of the process that the Board is undertaking to 
improve the clarity of the IES and for the focus on improving the competence of professional 
accountants across IPD and CPD. 

 

http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/ies-5-practical-experience-requirements-aspiring-professional-accountants
http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/ies-5-practical-experience-requirements-aspiring-professional-accountants
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7. General positive comments included:  
a. ED represented a significant improvement on the current standard, 
b. Support for the principles-based approach (ICPAS) 
c. Support for alignment with the Framework (BDO, CAI, ICPAS, NZICA, SAICA), and drafting 

conventions (BDO, CAI, FEE, ICPAR) 
d. Support for including practical experience requirement within IPD (ICPAS). 

 

 
II. General statements of concern and related matters for consideration 

 
8. Nineteen responses were received (fourteen member bodies, three public accounting firms, two 

regulators). The main issues are as follows: 

 
i) Concern on the definition of Aspiring Professional Accountant and its link to the definition of 

Professional Accountant (ACCA, CIMA, POB). Preference to “trainee” (CIMA, CNDCEC, 
FEE, POB) or “student” (CIMA) was preferred instead of aspiring professional accountant. 

 
ii) Given the greater measure of flexibility on adopting different measurement approaches, 

concerns were raised about difficulties on evaluating equivalence between member bodies 
(CGA Canada, EFAA, EYG, ICAEW, ICAI, PWC) or reduction in the level of qualification 
(FEE, ICAA, ICAEW, IDW). 

 
In that sense, need for more detailed requirements (bright-lines?) on input-based approach, 
through stating a minimum period of practical experience (CGA Canada, EYG, ICAA, 
ICAEW, IDW, POB, PWC), on output-based approach, through a competency map (ICAI), or 
both (NBAA) were raised. 

 
iii) Need for “verification” at the monitoring requirement (CIPFA, ICAI, POB). 

 
iv) Need for distinction or clarification of mentor and supervisor roles (ICAI, ICJCE, POB). 

 
9. It must be noted that some of the Member Bodies’ comments relate specifically to audit work 

(ICAEW, ICJCE, IDW) as well as the public accounting firms’ comments.  

 

 
III. Comments related to the specific questions raised in the Request for Comments 

 

Question 1: Do you find that the outcome-based, input based, and combination approaches offer sufficient 
alternatives for effectively meeting the standard’s requirement for IFAC member bodies to establish their 
preferred approach to measure practical experience? 

 
10. Thirty-five respondents answered Question 1. (Twenty-six IFAC member bodies and associates, five 

public accounting firms, and two individuals).  
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11. Almost unanimously, the respondents affirmed that the revised IES 5 offers sufficient alternatives 
(input, output, or a combination) for effectively meeting the standard’s requirements for IFAC 
member bodies. A few respondents expressed some concern. These concerns ranged from: the 
proposed changes offering too much flexibility which could lead to lowering of the quality of the 
standard (ICAEW); to the questioning of whether a pure output-based approach or a pure input-
based approach offered viable alternatives for practical experience (CGA-Canada, ICAI, IDW, IRBA, 
POB) and suggested that the combination approach was probably the most likely approach in 
meeting the requirements of IES 5.  

 

Examples of representative comments are as follows: 

 
• We believe that the current revisions provide sufficient alternatives of measuring practical 

experience. Allowing member bodies to choose (…) .is consistent with the revised IAESB 
Framework that encourages principles-based standards and learning outcomes (AAA). 

 
• We strongly endorse the inclusion of the flexible methodology in the presentation of three 

measurement options (…) the draft standard is less prescriptive than the current IES 5 and, as such, 
it appropriately recognizes the vast differences among accounting education systems employed and 
the variety of legal and regulatory environments under which IFAC member bodies operate (AICPA 
– PcEEC). 

 
• We believe that the increased flexibility offered by the proposed IES of output, input, and 

combination approaches is appropriate and an improvement on the current IES 5 (DTT)  
 
• From a policy perspective, FEE generally prefers principles-based approaches. 
 
• The explanation of the different approaches in Explanatory materials A5 to A10 is sufficiently 

comprehensive. (ICPAS). 

 

Comments related to the Combination Approach: 

 
• We further acknowledge that a combination approach may be the preferred end point for IFAC 

member bodies rather than just being a device to deliver transition from an input to an output-based 
approach. (AAT) 

 
• For non-regulated areas a combination approach is likely to be more effective. (CAI) 

 
• We believe that the combination approach needs to be further clarified with additional guidance. 

(EYG) 
 
• (…) The ideal method would be a combination of input-based and output-based approach. (ICAI) 
 
• We are of the view that IFAC should require member bodies to at least use the combination 

approach. (SAICA). 
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Comments related to the Output-Based Approach: 

 
• AAT’s preferred approach, which has been recently revised, will be output based.  AAT’s accounting 

qualification is competency based (…). (AAT). 
 
• CNDCEC generally supports a principle-based standard. The output-based approach suggested by 

IAESB is closer to this approach and we welcome this innovative model. (CNDCEC). 
 
• (…) The output-based approach suggested by IAESB is closer to the above mentioned approach 

based on principles. (FEE). 
 
• We do in principle support a move towards an outcome-based approach. (ICPAR) 

 
• (…), pure outcome-based approaches are in themselves not an effective means of ensuring that 

practical experience provides the competencies required to be a professional accountant. 
Furthermore, based on our analysis in the body of our comment letter, we are convinced that very 
few, if any, IPD programs currently in operation actually use a pure output-based approach for 
practical experience. We therefore question whether a pure outcome-based approach to measuring 
practical experience is a viable alternative. (IDW) 

 

Comments related to the Input-Based Approach: 

 
• Keeping an input-based approach (…) will allow those IFAC member bodies (…) to continue their 

current approach if they choose to do so. (AAT). 
 
• In general, input measures typically support but do not prove competence. (CAI).  
 
• However, CGA Canada believes that it is inconsistent to have an input-based system that does not 

specify a minimum input. (CGA Canada). 

 
• The international standard should not reflect a minimum level, common to most jurisdictions, but 

consider first and foremost the quality and the content of the training period. (CNDCEC). 

 
• In our opinion, an input-based approach may not serve the desired objective of IES 5, which is to 

ensure that aspiring professional accountants acquire appropriate and sufficient practical 
experience. (ICAI). 

 
• In our opinion the input-based approach should not be given as a sole option to measure practical 

experience. (IRBA). 

 
• We recognize the appeal of offering the three approaches to measuring practical experience: 

however, we recommend reinstating the minimum three-year practical experience requirement as a 
base upon which additional input or output-based measures may be added. (KPMG). 
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• We consider that a purely input-based approach to practical experience is unlikely to enable a 
member body to meet the objectives of this standard. (NZICA). 

 

Other Comments of Note: 
 
• (…) It should explain how to build and prepare competency maps and how to assess skills of 

practical experience separately from other elements of professional qualifications. (FEE). 
 
• We do not believe either pure outcome or input approaches are in fact desirable or practical. 

Accordingly, we feel this proposed change offers too great a flexibility which could lead to lowering 
and/or varying quality standards. We do not, therefore, support this proposal. (ICAEW). 

 
• (…) however our concern with the proposal would be that having a variety of permissible 

approaches may inhibit comparability between the professional associations of different countries. 
(ICPAR). 

 

 

Question 2: In considering the role of the supervisor in directing the aspiring professional accountant’s 
practical experience, the IAESB is proposing to define a supervisor as follows: “is a professional accountant 
who is responsible for guiding and advising aspiring professional accountants and for assisting in the 
development of the aspiring professional accountant’s competence.” Do you agree with this definition? 

 
12. Thirty-four respondents answered Question 2 (Twenty-seven IFAC member bodies or associates, 

five public accounting firms and two individuals).   
 

13. About half of the respondents agreed with the definition and general direction that the IAESB had 
taken. The most supporting comments were received from CAI, CMA, EFAA, EYG, IRB-IRE, ICAA, 
KPMG, MIA and NBAA. The other half of the respondents proposed significant revisions on (1) 
differentiating mentor and supervisor roles, (2) re-defining supervisor role, (3) clarifying definitions of 
mentor and supervisor roles, and (4) reviewing whether the supervisor should be a professional 
accountant.   

 

Examples of comments that address these issues are as follows: 

 

Need for differentiating, redefining or clarifying definitions on both terms:  

 
• We have assumed that the terms ‘mentor’ and ‘supervisor’ are used interchangeably in IES 5. This could 

be confusing. We recommend that IES 5 uses only one term for simplicity and clarity. (ACCA). 
 

• Throughout the document the term ‘supervisor’ has been used interchangeably with the term ‘mentor’. 
We are of the opinion that this might cause confusion given that the two terms do not necessarily mean 
the same thing and that only the term ‘supervisor’ has been defined. (IRBA). 
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• CGA-Canada recommends amending the IES 5 definition of supervisor to include the phrase, “but is not 
necessarily the person the aspiring professional accountant reports to in his or her workplace”. (CGA 
Canada). 

 
• The IAESB’s definition of “Supervisor” appears to be based on, indeed it appears to have been made 

synonymous with, the definition of “Mentor” in the current IAESB Glossary of Terms. In taking this 
approach, we believe that the IAESB has missed an opportunity to clearly define the role of Supervisor. 
(CICA). 

 
• We would find it helpful if the proposed revised IES 5 could explain more clearly the underlying reason 

for expanding the scope of personnel who are professional accountants to direct the practical experience 
of aspiring professional accountants,  i.e. from "mentor only" to "mentor or supervisor", and the need for 
distinguishing the roles between "mentor" and "supervisor". (HKICPA). 

 
• In the definition provided, however, it is unclear what the distinction between a “mentor” and a 

“supervisor” is. If the supervisor is likely to be someone more involved on a day-to-day basis with the 
aspiring professional accountant, it would be helpful if this could be made clearer.  It would be worthwhile 
reviewing both definitions again to establish what the intended differences between a “mentor” and 
“supervisor” should be. (ICAS). 
 

Need for reviewing whether these roles should be performed by professional accountants:  
 

• This definition is insufficient in scope for some of CIMA’s students, as they may be employed by the 
SME sector and be directly supervised by a professional manager, who may not be a qualified 
professional accountant. (CIMA). 

 
• We think it would be helpful to be explicit in the body of the standard (e.g. in A11) that a mentor or 

supervisor has to be a current member of an IFAC member body. We note that cross-checking the 
glossaries will confirm this via the definition of ‘professional accountant’, but judge that there should be 
upfront clarity on such a key point. (ICAEW). 

 
• We would suggest including a clause to the effect that the supervisor is a professional accountant who 

possesses a “higher” qualification than the trainee. For example, in certain circumstances, the situation 
may occur where the supervisor, who is a professional accountant, is in possession of a first degree, 
while the trainee may be in possession of a higher degree. (SAICA). 

 

 

Question 3: Are the requirements of IES 5 clear for member bodies? 

 
14. Thirty-five respondents answered Question 3 (twenty seven IFAC member bodies and associates, 

five public accounting firms, one regulator and two individuals). 
 
15. Most respondents felt that the requirements were clear. However, there were several 

requests/suggestions from respondents for clarification and/or alternation, most of them related to 
(1) mentors’ and supervisors’ roles, some others on (2) appropriateness, sufficiency and intensity, 
and (3) settling a minimum period for practical experience. 
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Examples of comments related to mentors’ and supervisors’ roles are as follows: 

 
• The use of the terms mentor and supervisor together is potentially confusing. (ACCA). 
 
• It should be pointed out that the draft requirements in paragraphs 15 – 18 are under the heading of 

Mentors and Mentoring. It appears as though the term supervisor is used interchangeably with 
mentor. In some systems these terms may differ and some additional clarification might be 
desirable. (AICPA-PcEEC). 

 
• Paragraph 15 states “IFAC member bodies shall require that practical experience be conducted 

under the direction of a mentor or a supervisor who is a professional accountant”. The IES does not 
state what is meant by “under the direction”. As noted elsewhere, an aspiring professional 
accountant may report to someone other than a professional accountant; in that case the aspiring 
professional accountant will work under the direction of someone other than a professional 
accountant. CGA-Canada recommends that this requirement be revised to require the involvement 
or input of a professional accountant in planning and evaluating the practical experience. (CGA 
Canada). 

 
• It appears that the words “mentor” and “supervisor” are intended to be synonymous. They are 

repeated as “mentor or supervisor” throughout the revised IES 5. We do not agree with this 
approach – in our view, mentorship is only one aspect of supervision - but we understand that others 
may not define/interpret mentorship as we do. (CICA). 

 
• I have doubt in relation the function of mentors for example, the IES needs have mentors for that? 

This point isn’t clear because I think the board members need in the future knowledgement others 
cultures, rules and jurisdictions because have many new proposals of studies in accounting and 
auditing. (Juvenal). 

 

Examples of comments related to appropriateness, sufficiency and intensity are as follows: 
 
• The objective of IES 5 states that the member body will ensure both the appropriateness and 

sufficiency of the students’ practical experience. Paragraph 18 includes the requirement to assess 
the sufficiency; there is no similar requirement to assess the appropriateness. Given the stated 
objective of this IES, CGA-Canada recommends that IES 5 include a requirement to assess the 
appropriateness of the students’ practical experience. (CGA Canada).  

 
• With the exception of Requirement para 10 and para 18, the requirements set out in IES 5 are clear 

and appropriate. The terms “sufficiency” and “appropriateness” are suggested additional definitions 
and are reflected in the Objective at para 8. Para 10 refers to practical experience of sufficient 
duration and intensity. It is not clear that intensity and appropriateness mean the same thing and it 
would potentially be more helpful if the term “appropriate” was included in para 10. This would also 
link better with the paragraphs relating to assessment/measurement of practical experience. (ICAS). 

 
• With the exception of the requirement in paragraph 10 in relation to “intensity”, and, as noted in the 

body of our comment letter, paragraph 12 (a) and the reference to both mentors and supervisors in 
paragraphs 15 and 17, the requirements of IES 5 are clear for IFAC member bodies. However, the 
fact that we believe that the requirements are clear does not imply that we agree with all of these 
requirements. We note our areas of disagreement in our comments by paragraph in Question 7 of 
this section. It is not clear what the reference to “intensity” means in paragraph 10. Either the 
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reference thereto should be explained further in the explanatory material or the reference deleted. 
(IDW). 

 
• We are unsure of what is meant by ‘sufficient’ in paragraph 10. We request that more clarity is given. 

(IRBA). 
 
• The practical training as per para 10 of the Proposed IES 5 states that IFAC Member Bodies shall 

require that practical experience is of sufficient duration and intensity to enable aspiring professional 
accountants to demonstrate that they have gained the (a) professional knowledge (b) professional 
skills and (c) professional values, ethics and attitudes required for performing their work with 
professional competence. The Standard uses loose terms such as intensity which have not been 
benchmarked and as also the competencies / outcome based approach for determining what has 
been stated at (a), (b) and (c). (ICAI – Comment to question 5). 

 

Examples of comments related to settling a minimum period of practical experience are as follows: 
 
• To ensure a consistent quality standard across all member bodies continues, we recommend that 

the requirement that the period of IDP practical experience is a minimum of three years is retained. 
(ICAA). 

 
• Yes, we think they are in general however there should be at least a stated minimum under input 

based if we have to ensure consistency. If there is flexibility in one member body then aspiring 
professional accountants may enroll through one member body with the goal of joining the preferred 
choice if there was hindrance initially.   This opens door to subjectivity as member’s bodies may 
dilute this to one month experience. Is this sufficient? (ICPAR). 

 
• More clarity required example, in the case of Tanzania especially on the timing for the requisite 

practical experience.   (NBAA). 
 
• We recommend reinstating the minimum three-year practical experience requirement as a base 

upon which additional input or output-based measures may be added. (KPMG). 
 
• We do note that in moving to a principle based standard from a existing standard that had a very 

specific input measure (i.e. the existing requirement that the period of practical experience should be 
a minimum of three years), the Board has taken a different to approach to the one it took in IES 7.  
Similar to IES 5, IES 7 offers a choice of input, output and combination approaches to setting 
requirements and measuring CPD, however the input based measure of 120 hours of CPD over a 
three year period was retained in the redrafted standard.  Given that the Board is seeking to move to 
greater consistency across the body of IESs with this redrafting project it seems odd to have 
eliminated one specific input measure, but not the other. (DTT). 

 
•  (…) We therefore recommend that IES 5 permit only an input-based or a combined approach with a 

bright-line minimum practical experience input requirement under either approach. (PWC). 

 

 

Question 4: Are the examples and explanation in Explanatory Materials section sufficient in explaining the 
requirements of the Standard? 
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16. Thirty-five respondents answered Question 4 (twenty seven IFAC member bodies or associates, five 

public accounting firms, one regulator and two individuals).  
 
17. Although significant comments supporting the clarity improvement in relation to current standard 

were noted, several proposals for developing examples were presented to increase Explanatory 
Material on (1) mentors and supervisors, (2) output-based approach (some voices on the input-
based and combined), (3) appropriateness and sufficiency of practical experience, and (4) 
employers’ roles. Editorial and other improvements to language were also proposed. 

 

Examples of comments related to mentors’ and supervisors’ roles are as follows: 

 
• (…) sections A13 and A14 do seem to include a considerable amount of detail about mentors and 

mentoring, which seems a little inconsistent with the more concise and broader style used when 
referring to the practical experience requirements themselves in Paragraphs A2 - A10. The material 
in A13 and A14 may be more suitable for a Practice Statement. We would suggest that IES 5 simply 
states that whatever approach or combination of approaches to practical experience is adopted, 
these should be properly verified by a suitably qualified professional accountant. (ACCA). 

 
• As noted in Question 2, it is unclear if there is a difference between the definitions of mentors and 

supervisors. Given that two terms are defined, it would be more useful to make the distinction clear. 
This needs to be clarified especially for smaller organizations that may not have a supervisor who is 
a professional accountant. Explanatory Materials A12 specified that assistance in mentoring can be 
done by non-professional accountants, which may not be consistent with the principle of having an 
experienced professional accountant mentoring the aspirant.  It may be more appropriate in 
situations where an aspiring professional accountant has a supervisor who is not a professional 
accountant, flexibility be given for a mentor outside the organisation, who is qualified as a 
professional accountant, to play a role in guiding the aspirant.   It would be useful to clarify the above 
in A12 if this is the intention. (ICPAS). 

 
• (…) It also does not specify the requisite qualifications to be possessed by persons whose 

assistance the mentors or supervisors may seek in performing the mentoring function. (ICAI). 
 
• The difference between mentor and supervisor should be eliminated and further explanation of 

different duties the supervisor might scope-in should be developed. (CNDCEC). 
 
• In Paragraph A11, reference is made to the IFAC member bodies providing training for mentors or 

supervisors, and putting in place both assistance and quality control programs.  It is unclear what the 
assistance and quality control programs relate to.  In Paragraph A12, we believe it would be helpful 
to provide examples of “others” that may assist mentors or supervisors in performing their mentoring 
function.  (EYG). 

 

Examples of comments related to the three different approaches are as follows: 

 
• The IAESB should consider providing guidance material on approaches to the measurement of 

practical experience by IFAC member bodies – output-based approaches, input-based approaches, 
and combinations of input-based and output-based approaches. Examples of good practice would 
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assist IFAC member bodies in the application of the Requirements. (CICA). 
 
• In our view, it could be further enhanced by providing appropriate examples. In the sections that 

explain the input-based, output-based and combination approaches, examples might serve to 
enhance and illustrate the intent of each approach and avoid undue interpretation by accounting 
bodies. (CMA). 

 
• The explanatory materials for an output-based approach need further development. The brief 

description of this approach refers generally to competency maps, research projects, and reflective 
essays without defining these terms or providing guidance as to how these items could be used to 
reasonably infer sufficient practical experience. (AAA). 

 
• We would suggest that more use of examples might be useful in paragraph A5 (Output-Based 

Approach) and paragraph A10 (Combination Approach). (AICPA). 
 
• Paragraph A5 of the explanatory material related to the output-based approach should be further 

developed as it does not add very much to the requirement (CNDCEC). 
 
• However, the example of combining accounting education and practical experience in paragraph A8, 

where an input-based approach is explained, is not clear. We would appreciate IAESB’s further 
explanation on this, by providing several patters of the combination, based on numbers of years of 
accounting education and practical experience. (JICPA). 

 
• (…) it does not specify the competency areas or the qualitative aspects which are proposed to be 

measured through a competency map. (ICAI). 
 
• Yes they are, taking into consideration the concerns raised around the input-based approach. 

(IRBA). 
 
• (…) the minimum combined period of education and practical experience is all that matters when 

considering the nature and extent of practical experience, which means that therefore that a 
minimum education period may act as a substitute for any practical experience at all (i.e., no 
practical experience might be necessary as long as the education period is lengthy enough). For the 
reasons noted in the body of our comment letter, we believe this approach to be fundamentally 
flawed. (IDW). 

 
• (…) it would be helpful if more specific examples of the output-based approach could be provided in 

paragraph A5 of the Explanatory Materials. (HKICPA). 
 
• Paragraph A5 of the explanatory material related to the output-based approach should be further 

developed as it does not add very much to the requirement. (FEE). 
 
• In Paragraph A6, we believe that an example of a minimum time period should be specified to make 

sure adequate time is allowed to obtain an appropriate understanding of the competencies as 
described in IES 2, 3 and 4. (EYG). 

 
• While the "bright line" requirement for a minimum of three years of practical experience (adjusted for 

relevant graduate professional education) has been removed from the requirements, we appreciate 
that the recommendation has been retained in the Explanatory Materials (Para A8) of the redrafted 
standard. (PWC). 
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Examples of comments related to appropriateness and sufficiency are as follows: 

 
• The assessment of practical experienced gained as illustrated in Explanatory Materials A14(f) could 

be further elaborated by including specific guidelines or examples in terms of the sufficiency and 
appropriateness of practical experience. The proposed definition for “sufficiency” and 
“appropriateness” in the IAESB Glossary of Terms mentioned certain quantitative and qualitative 
factors which would affect the amount and quality of practical experience.  It would be useful to 
illustrate or explain how these quantitative and qualitative factors affect the assessment of practical 
experience within A14(f). (ICPAS). 

 
• Having defined the terms “sufficiency” and “appropriateness,” they don’t seem to appear in the 

Explanatory Materials. To maintain the relevance and link, it would be helpful if these terms could be 
included.  An example is 14 (c) which refers to “appropriate” practical experience but not “sufficient”.  
(ICAS). 

 
• The ambiguity in the standard itself may lead to an inconsistent application and interpretation of what 

is meant by sufficient and appropriate practical experience by member bodies. (KPMG). 

 

Examples of comments related to employers’ role are as follows: 

 
• Requirements do not specifically refer to the role of employers. However, paragraph A13 and 

especially A14 comment on issues such as guidance for employers, suitability of employers, 
reporting by employers, etc. Paragraph 6 of the standard is not well placed under the section 
“scope”. FEE supports keeping the idea but not under such heading. We wonder whether adequate 
wording could be found to ask member bodies to recognise the role of employers under the section 
requirements. In doing so, IAESB would have a reference to the useful comments on employers in 
the explanatory material. (FEE). 

 
• For the case of Tanzania, aspiring professional accountants are employees in the different sectors of 

the economy (such as the public sector, industry, academic/training institutions, audit firms etc).  
Most of the mentors are their bosses/supervisors.  It is important that a mentor should also be a link 
between an aspiring professional accountant and the employer.  This is because the employer may 
have his expectations which must be fulfilled. (NBAA). 

 

 

Question 5: Is the objective to be achieved by a member body, stated in the proposed revised IES 5, 
appropriate? 

 
18. Thirty-four respondents answered Question 5 (twenty six IFAC member bodies and associates, five 

public accounting firms, one regulator and two individuals). 
 
19. Overall, 27 respondents were in agreement with the Question. Some of the respondents offered 

suggestions related to (1) improvements on appropriateness and sufficiency definitions, (2) clarifying 
that the practical experience is required to become a professional accountant, but not to an aspiring 
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professional accountant, (3) linking the objective to the professional accountant definition, (4) linking 
to assessment and to the other IPD standards.  

 

Examples of comments related to appropriateness and sufficiency are as follows: 

 
• We feel that it is not necessarily the case that “appropriate and sufficient practical experience.” alone 

would be sufficient to demonstrate competence in the role of a professional accountant. (AAT). 
 
• We consider the objective to be appropriate.  The use of the terms “appropriate” and “sufficient” 

implies member bodies should introduce both an output and input approach (“sufficient” inferring an 
input based approach based on quantitative measures).  This is in line with our comments on 
question one above. (NZICA). 

 
• The objective refers to the appropriateness and adequacy of the practical experience. We would 

prefer reference to the rigour, complexity, breadth and depth of practical experience. We believe 
these terms to create a clearer and more measureable statement of what is required. (SAICA). 

 

Examples of comments related to aspiring professional accountant definition and its link to professional 
accountant definition are as follows: 

 
• The phrase “before assuming that role” requires a definition of a professional accountant, which is 

currently being reviewed by an IFAC task force. In our system, if “before assuming that role” refers to 
prior to certification as a CPA, the wording is understandable.  In other systems it could be 
problematic. (AICPA-PcEEC). 

 
• The objective of ensuring that aspiring professional accountants acquire appropriate and sufficient 

practical experience to demonstrate competence in the role of a professional accountant is 
appropriate.  The wording currently used, however, is clumsy particularly the phrase “in the role of a 
professional accountant before assuming that role” and could be improved. (ICAS). 

 

Examples of comments related to the addressee of the objective are as follows: 

 
• This question raises two issues. First is whether the objective should in fact be that of an IFAC 

member body.  It could reasonably be asked whether the objective should be that of the standard 
itself, which thereby places responsibility on the aspiring professional accountant, employers, 
regulators, supervisors, IFAC member bodies and essentially a combination thereof. If it is 
determined that the objective should be directed specifically to IFAC member bodies (as it is 
presented), a clarification of the current wording of the objective would be helpful. (AICPA-PcEEC). 

 
• Rather than stating the objective of the standard as the objective of the IFAC member body, CGA-

Canada believes the objective should be stated in terms of the objective of this IES, as was done 
with IES 1. The proposed IES 1 stated that “[t]he objective of this IES is to protect the public interest 
by establishing fair and proportionate entry requirements that help individuals considering 
professional accounting education make appropriate career decisions”. Likewise, CGA-Canada 
suggests that the objectives of IES 4, IES 5, IES 6, and IES 7 be revised so that the objective is 
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stated as the objective of the specific IES rather than the objective of the IFAC member body. (CGA 
Canada). 

 
• We also note that the approach to drafting the objective for IES 5 (positioning the objective as ‘the 

objective of an IFAC member body is to....’) returns to the format that taken for the recent exposures 
of IES 4 and IES 6, but is not consistent with the Board’s other recently exposed standard IES 1.  
Given the Board’s aim of achieving consistency and clarity across the body of IESs, and the fact that 
the objective paragraph is an integral part of each standard, we recommend the Board adopts a 
consistent approach to the drafting of objective paragraphs across all IESs.  (DTT). 

 

Examples of comments related to the need for consistency with other standards and/or other definitions are 
as follows: 

 
• Though the objective is appropriate, but Para 18 states that “IFAC member bodies shall assess the 

sufficiency of practical experience completed by aspiring professional accountants.” In our opinion 
the objective set out in Para 8 requires the IFAC member body to ensure that aspiring professional 
accountants acquire appropriate and sufficient practical experience to demonstrate competence in 
the role of a professional accountant before assuming that role. Therefore, the requirement in Para 
18 relating to “Mentors and Monitoring” should be as follows “IFAC member bodies shall assess the 
sufficiency and appropriateness of practical experience completed by aspiring professional 
accountants.” Therefore, in our view the requirement mentioned in Para 18 is not in accordance with 
the objective of the Standard as stated in Para 8. (ICAI). 

 
• We do not believe that the objective to be achieved by a member body as stated in the proposed 

revised IES 5 is appropriate because 1. aspiring professional accountants are not required to have 
sufficient and appropriate practical experience, but candidates wishing to be awarded a professional 
accountancy qualification are, 2. candidates demonstrate competence not only by means of practical 
experience, but also by other means of assessment (see IES 6), 3. the issue is not whether a 
candidate assumes the role of a professional accountant, but whether the candidate is awarded a 
professional accountancy qualification, 4. it is the combined competence from practical experience 
and from other parts of professional accountancy education that matters. For these reasons, and in 
line with our comment letter on IES 4, which defines and replaces the term “aspiring professional 
accountant” with “candidate”, we suggest that the objective be worded as follows: “The objective of a 
member body is to have candidates complete practical experience as part of IPD such that, together 
with the competence obtained from other parts of professional accountancy education, candidates 
have the professional competence to perform the work roles of a professional accountant prior to 
being awarded the professional accountancy qualification.” (IDW). 

  

 

Question 6: 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? 

 
20. Thirty-three respondents answered to Question 6 (twenty-six IFAC member bodies and associates, 

five public accounting firms, one regulator and one individual). 
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21. Overall, 27 respondents were in agreement with the Question (e.g. AAT, ACCA, AICPA, CAI, CICA, 
CIPFA, EFAA, ICAEW, MIA, NZICA, SAICA). Concerns were raised on (1) potential inconsistent 
requirements among jurisdictions, and (2) qualification requirements for mentors and supervisors. 

 

Examples of concerns related to potential inconsistency among jurisdictions are as follows: 

 
• An established minimum period of practical experience will result in a more consistent application of 

the standard. In the absence of a minimum period of practical experience there is a risk that IES 5 
will become merely a guideline rather than an effective standard.   (CGA-Canada). 

 
• The given choice of the outcome-based, input-based and combination approaches would invariably 

lead to inconsistency in implementation of the proposed revised IES 5 due to the inherent 
differences and limitations of each of the approaches as detailed in paragraphs 12 to 14 of the ED. 
(HKICPA). 

 
• We believe the removal of the three year minimum time period may impede the achievement of the 

stated objective of this standard. By removing this standard minimum time period, there is the 
potential for individual member bodies to reduce their required period of IPD qualifying experience 
as a tool to increase enrolments and member progression.   Such activity may overshadow the key 
objective of this standard which is to ensure candidates acquire appropriate and sufficient practical 
experience to demonstrate competence before assuming the role of the professional accountant. 
(ICAA). 

 
• Since the member bodies have been given the flexibility to adopt different approaches like input-

based or output-based or a combination, it can lead to variance in implementation of the 
requirement. (ICAI). 

 
• There can never be consistency if the requirements are established by member body on their 

preferred approach as preference cannot be consistent. We don’t see how the proposals which allow 
more flexibility can do anything except increase inconsistencies between member bodies. Some 
may under the proposals adopt an input based route, others an output based and others a 
combination. Maybe this is not bad thing given local variations on the ground situations but the real 
test will be how the overall process is overseen. (ICPAR). 

 
• The lack of a requirement for a minimum prescribed period of practical experience will mean that 

there will be increasing divergence for the practical experience required among professional 
qualifications worldwide, which we believe to be undesirable. (IDW). 

 
• We observe that the requirements of the proposed IES intentionally offer IFAC member bodies more 

flexibility in the approaches to setting practical experience requirements than the current standards. 
It is therefore it is hard to comment on the extent to which these will drive consistency of 
implementation by member bodies.  (DTT). 

 
• We believe more rigor may need to be placed around the approaches to measure practical 

experience.  In addition, we believe the application guidance in Paragraph A14 (c) should be 
elevated to a requirement. (EYG). 

 
• Competing member bodies providing similar accounting qualifications may interpret these 

requirements inconsistently, so as to result in divergent outcomes. (KPMG). 
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Examples of concerns related to the qualification of mentors and supervisors are as follows: 
 
• Here the potential qualification of the mentor needs to be widened to include management 

professionals, as potential management accountants have a broader scope generally and 
particularly when working within SMEs. (CIMA). 

 
• The requirement for monitoring practical experience through mentors or supervisors may be unduly 

restrictive as presented and not reflect alternatives that are equally effective in meeting the objective 
of standard. (CMA). 

 
 

Question 7: Are there any terms within the proposed IES 5 which require further clarification? If so, please 
explain the nature of the deficiencies. 

 
22. Thirty-five respondents answered to Question 7 (twenty seven IFAC member bodies and associates, 

five public accounting firms, one regulator and two individuals).  
 
23. Nineteen respondents had no issues or no further comments to their respective answers to prior 

questions (e.g. AAA, AICPA-PcEEC, CAI, CICA, CIPFA, CNDCEC, EFAA, ICAA, IRBA, MIA, NBAA, 
SAICA). Most of the requests for clarification relate to:  
 
(1) mentors and supervisors as above commented (CICA, CIMA, CIPFA, DTT, HKICPA, IBR-IRE, 

ICAI, ICAS, ICPAR, IDW, Mahadevan, PwC)  
(2) appropriateness and sufficiency (CIMA, IDW, Mahadevan, NZICA, PwC) 
(3) work log (CIMA, CMA, ICPAR, IDW) 
(4) cooperative education (CIMA, ICPAR, IDW, PwC) 
(5) intensity in paragraph 10 (BDO, CGA Canada, IDW, PwC) 
(6) periodic review in paragraph 17 (ICAS, ICPAS, IDW) 
(7) research project in paragraph A5 (JICPA). 
(8) employer (ACCA, ICAI) 

 

 
IV. Comments related to other matters 

 
24. Eleven respondents presented comments related to other matters (six IFAC member bodies and 

associates, three public accounting firms, and two individuals). 
 
25. No significant concerns were raised either to translations, to implementation at developing nations or 

to effective date of application.  
 

Example of comments on translations: 
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• Translation and adoption in all countries, including developing countries, would be assisted by the 

use of plain English.  In some instances we feel that the wording could be simplified (for example, 
the use of “mechanism” in para. A14 c) and we are unsure as to how this word would be translated 
consistently across numerous languages. (EFAA). 

 

Examples of comments on effective date of application: 

 
• The proposed effective date for periods beginning on or after January 1, 2014 is considered 

reasonable (ICPAS). 

 
• We are of the view that the IESs need to be seen as a package and that therefore all of the IESs 

need to articulate with one another. To this effect, we note that the IAASB did not issue its suite of 
clarified ISAs until all of them had been completed in final form after a consistency check had been 
carried out at the very end of the clarity process. Consequently, we would not support issuing any of 
the IES separately, but only as a package at the same time after such a consistency check has been 
performed. We therefore disagree with the assertion in the Explanatory Memorandum that individual 
standards be released as soon as approved (i.e., without such a consistency check). This means 
that the effective date would need to be some time after the approval of all of the revised or redrafted 
standards subject to such a consistency check. (IDW). 

 
• when issuing a standard or exposure draft it is important to allow time for this translation to occur. 

We recommend that this translation time (e.g. approximately four weeks as is the case for Japan) is 
taken into account when setting the effective date of a standard (KPMG). 

 
• Effective implementation earlier also be permitted. 12-15 months period be changed as 9-12 months 

in view of Technology improvements. (Mahadevan). 

 
• We do not believe that member bodies who currently comply with the requirements of extant IES 5 

would need to change their approach to practical experience and therefore that the proposed 
implementation period of 12 – 15 months appears adequate.  (PwC). 
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