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INTRODUCTION 
1. The overall purpose of this paper is to assist the IAESB (Board) members in their discussion of 

issues related to the revision of International Education Standard (IES) 7, Continuing 
Professional Development (2014) (“IES 7”). 

 
2. This paper will: 
 

A. Provide information on the revision of IES 7 and the discussions of the IAESB at its most 
recent and previous meetings;  

B. Outline the recent work of the Task Force (TF);  

C. Facilitate discussion of the proposed IES 7 Exposure Draft; and 

D. Facilitate discussion of the proposed IES 7 Consultation Paper. 

 

3. This agenda item contains the following materials: 
 

Agenda Item 2-1 Revision of IES 7, Continuing Professional Development – 
Issues Paper (04/17) 

Agenda Item 2-2 Proposed Exposure Draft of IES 7, Continuing Professional 
Development – IES 7 MARKED-UP Version (04/17) 

Agenda Item 2-3 Proposed Exposure Draft of IES 7, Continuing Professional 
Development – IES 7 CLEAN Version (04/17) 

Agenda Item 2-4 Proposed Consultation Paper on Continuing Professional 
Development (04/17) 

Agenda Item 2-5 IES 7, Continuing Professional Development (2014) 

BACKGROUND 

A.  Project scope 
 
4. It is in the public interest that professional accountants undertake Continuing Professional 

Development (“CPD”) activities to maintain and develop their professional competence throughout 
their career and that the effectiveness of CPD activities undertaken is globally consistent. The IES 7 
Taskforce (”TF”) was originally charged with evaluating how the extant IES 7, including potential 
supplementary implementation guidance, could be improved to support the public interest. 
 

5. To evaluate the extant IES 7, the TF completed comprehensive outreach activities with IAESB 
stakeholders between November 2015 and July 2016. This enabled the TF to present to the 
Consultative Advisory Group (“CAG”) and Board a comprehensive list of issues and recommendations 
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about whether the extant IES 7 was fit for purpose, consistently implemented, and serving the public 
interest. 

 
6. At the November 2016 Board meeting, the TF recommended that the extant IES 7 be revised and 

additional implementation guidance be developed to address issues identified through completed 
outreach activities. In summary, the TF identified four significant issues resulting in recommendations 
to revise IES 7: 

 
a. Clarify CPD Activities; 

b. Incorporate concepts of a CPD Framework into IES 7; 

c. Revise and clarify the principles and requirements for CPD measurement approaches to support 
understanding and consistent implementation; and 

d. Revise the target audience of IES 7 to include professional accountants (i.e., adding 
requirements directed to professional accountants in addition to those already directed to IFAC 
member bodies). 

 
7. The Board approved that the IES 7 TF develop proposed revisions to IES 7 for the first three issues 

and present a proposed exposure draft to the Board in April 2017 for those issues. The Board agreed 
the fourth issue (target audience) was a valid issue and recommended that additional input from the 
public be obtained before proposed revisions to IES 7 is exposed for public comment. The Board 
agreed to develop a consultation paper specific to the fourth issue and release the paper concurrently 
with the exposure draft encompassing revisions for the first three issues. 
 

8. Information about the project rationale, scope, and activities completed by the IES 7 TF between 
November 2015 and the November 2016 Board meetings are outlined in Appendix 1.  

 
B. Project activities – since November 2016 Board meeting 

 
9. In the period since the November 2016 Board meeting, the TF has conducted four teleconferences, an 

all-day in-person meeting, and sent representatives to participate in the January Steering Committee 
meeting. The focus of the TF effort during these activities was: 
 
• Confirming the approach the TF should take in combining the Exposure Draft with the Consultation 

Paper; and 

• Developing the Proposed Exposure Draft and Consultation Paper 
 

10. In confirming the approach the TF should take to combine the Exposure Draft with the Consultation 
Paper, the TF sought Steering Committee feedback. The Steering Committee asked the TF if there 
were additional issues or questions related to CPD that should be included in the Consultation Paper, 
other than the target audience in IES 7 issue, which the Board approved for consultation in November. 
 

11. In response to Steering Committee feedback, the TF re-reviewed all feedback it accumulated during 
its original outreach activities and conducted an additional environmental scan to bridge the period of 
time between the conclusion on original TF outreach efforts and the April 2016 Board meeting (e.g., 
reviewing IAASB consultation paper responses on its Invitation to Comment (2015) and responses on 
its consultation on Data Analytics (2016); interviewing IAESB members who completed discussions 
with the Public Interest Oversight Board (“PIOB”) and other IFAC stakeholders; reading recent 
Professional Associations Research Network (“PARN”) publications on CPD). 

 
12. The TF concluded that the issues addressed in the Exposure Draft and focusing a Consultation Paper 

on the issue of the target audience for IES 7 is the appropriate scope for the Exposure Draft and 
Consultation Paper. Overwhelmingly, feedback received on IES 7 supports that the scope of the 
requirements in the extant IES 7 is fit for purpose and necessary. The consistent theme conveyed on 
the scope of IES 7 is that the accountancy profession needs a CPD standard that is principles based 
and can be applied to all professional accountants regardless of role. The issues identified with the 
extant IES 7 relate to inconsistent understanding and ability to implement the requirements as written 
in some places – not that the scope of those requirements is inaccurate or incomplete. 

 
13. The TF did note some suggestions that learning outcomes for specific topics (e.g., professional values, 
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ethics and attitudes; information technology) or specific roles (e.g., accountants in professional 
practice) could be developed and included in CPD requirements. However, these suggestions were 
infrequent and the TF received more feedback cautioning against taking that approach with IES 7. The 
opinion of most, was that for IES 7 to remain broad, flexible and principles based it would not be 
appropriate or practical to develop specific areas of competence and learning outcomes which could 
apply to all roles performed by professional accountants. 

 
14. After concluding the scope of the Exposure Draft and Consultation Paper related to IES 7 were 

appropriate, the TF focused on developing the Proposed Exposure Draft and Consultation Paper 
presented as Agenda Items 2-2 and 2-3, respectively. 

 
15. The TF submitted the Exposure Draft for DWG review and incorporated DWG feedback into the 

Exposure Draft presented for discussion below and at Agenda Item 2-2. While the DWG has performed 
a first review of Agenda Item 2-2; the DWG noted that additional DWG review of the exposure draft is 
likely needed during and immediately following the April 2017 Board meeting before the exposure draft 
is ready for public release. 

 
16. A full list of TF activities undertaken since project inception (November 2015 Board meeting) is included 

at Appendix 1.   
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
C. Proposed IES 7 Exposure Draft  

 
17. To facilitate substantive Board discussion of the proposed Exposure Draft, at Agenda Item 2-2, the 

TF has organized discussion around the following issues: 
 

 
18. To facilitate discussion of each issue, the TF has set-out, below, a summary of the issue, a brief 

rationale for how the TF believes revisions would address the issue and a list of the paragraphs that 
were revised at Agenda Item 2-2 to address the issue.  

 
Issue #1 – Clarification of CPD Activities: 
 

IES 7 defines CPD and provides examples of CPD activities but the examples provided may not be 
complete or understood by all readers and users of IES 7 – specifically those activities that would be 
most associated with successfully implementing a learning outcomes approach. 

 
Some CPD stakeholders have difficulty identifying and leveraging forms of learning that meet their 
audience needs and that would be beneficial if allowed in CPD programs. In addition, there is 
increasing acceptance that people can learn from many activities that are not widely included or 
recognized as valid CPD activities. One of the objectives in clarifying the requirements of IES 7 is so 
that professional accountants undertake CPD and member bodies promote, facilitate access to, 
measure and monitor CPD that is better aligned with learning outcomes. Clarifying the definition of 
CPD activities and providing guidance to help member bodies include various forms of learning and 
development as acceptable CPD activities will help member bodies progress their CPD programs 
towards learning outcomes. 

 
19. In summary: 

• Some member bodies are actively looking at different forms of CPD and working on 

Issue  Topic 
1 Paragraphs with revisions related to Issue #1 – Clarify CPD Activities 
2 Paragraphs with revisions related to Issue #2 – Incorporate Concepts of a CPD 

Framework 
3 Paragraphs with revisions related to Issue #3 – Revise and Clarify Principles 

and Requirements of Measurement 
4 Other Issues: 

I.Other Conforming Amendments 
II.Questions for Exposure Draft Respondents 
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incorporating those into CPD policies in their jurisdictions 
• Not all learning activities or learning and development experiences undertaken by professional 

accountants to maintain and further develop their competence are recognized as valid forms 
of CPD by member bodies, regulators, licensing bodies or some combination of all three in a 
given jurisdiction 

• Member bodies and practitioners described challenges in recognizing all forms of modern 
learning as valid forms of CPD 

• CPD stakeholders (regulators, licensing bodies, government, employers) don’t recognize all 
forms of learning as valid forms of CPD 

• CPD research finds many CPD activities are not aligned with performance improvement 
process and business objectives 

• One challenge noted is that it is not easy to quantify or objectively measure certain learning 
activities as CPD activities 
 

20. The TF notes that the learning activities that are most often not recognized as worthy CPD activities 
are those activities that are probably best measured using an output-based approach. This includes 
forms of learning that are not as easily verifiable, like reading, coaching and mentoring, and also 
learning from experiences on-the-job.   

 

21. The feedback summarized signifies a divide between approaching CPD as a compliance exercise or 
as the pursuit of life-long learning. In so doing, it is also an inherent barrier to moving the discussion 
about CPD toward outputs. Member bodies have a desire to implement policies and programs they 
believe are compliant with standards like IES 7 and with what regulators and other authoritative bodies 
require in their jurisdictions.  

22. Technology is changing the way people prefer to learn at work and thus impacting the view of what 
constitutes learning; examples include continuous learning on the internet that is on demand and in 
short durations, learning through social teams and groups or curated resources for just-in-time 
learning. Whether the effectiveness of these should be measured differently from traditional formal 
learning is not currently addressed in the extant IES 7.  

 
23. Most professional accountants’ CPD will arise from on-the-job experiences. While non-formal 

learning activities are included in the IES 7 definition of CPD (paragraphs 4, 5, A7), IES 7 does 
not provide practical guidance on how to objectively measure learning activities that are not formal 
education events. In addition, the formulation of paragraph 5 in the extant IES 7 and paragraphs 24 
and 25 in the Framework de-emphasize informal learning relative to formal education and training.  

 
24. Given the range of understanding about what learning is and where it is headed, it is in the public 

interest that IES 7 provide guidance on the most relevant and significant, current and emerging 
CPD activities. 

 
25. IES 7 requires IFAC member bodies to promote access to CPD and require mandatory CPD for 

professional accountants in their jurisdiction. The explanatory material surrounding these 
requirements in IES 7 could be expanded in an effort to have member bodies collaborate more with 
their professional accountants and other member bodies to work on making more relevant and valid 
forms of learning and development acceptable as CPD.  

 
26. In addition, in those situations where a member body does not have exclusive authority to establish 

CPD policy or programs in their jurisdiction, explanatory material could be expanded to incorporate 
reference to SMO 2 – International Education Standards for Professional Accountants and Other 
Pronouncements Issues by the IAESB. Similar to paragraph A6 in IES 8, explanatory language might 
include that the IFAC member body shall use their best endeavors, as described in SMO 2 to influence 
CPD stakeholders to accept a wider variety of learning and development activities as valid forms of 
CPD. 

 
Task Force Recommended Revisions to IES 7 for Issue #1 (CPD activities): 

 

27. For the recommendations related to this issue, the following paragraphs were revised in the 
proposed Exposure Draft: 
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• 5; A5-A7; A12; A18; A19 

 
Issue #2 – CPD Framework: 
 

IES 7 outlines what IFAC member bodies are required to do relative to the provision, measuring and 
monitoring of CPD and also requires that IFAC member bodies require their members to undertake 
mandatory CPD. However, IES 7 and its related implementation guidance does not provide a CPD 
framework to help professional accountants and member bodies undertake, implement and/or 
improve CPD programs. 
 
CPD policies and regulations for certain other professions include CPD frameworks to help 
professionals, CPD providers, member bodies, and other stakeholders better understand good CPD 
practices. 
 
While there is not a universal CPD schema or program framework, many industries include a CPD 
framework or cycle in their CPD policies, explanatory material or implementation guidance. These 
frameworks or cycles typically include the following elements: 

 
a. Needs analysis (planning) 
b. Action/activities 
c. Evaluation 
d. Reflection 

 

28. The TF also noted through its research on CPD that ‘self-appraisal’ is an increasingly common 
approach adopted in CPD programs which ensures a more flexible CPD approach and that the central 
theme running through all CPD frameworks studied is the importance of self-reflection on the entire 
CPD process. 

29. As noted in discussion below for Issue #3, the TF identified that many member bodies are currently 
unsure of how to practically adopt an output based approach or how to move away from focusing on 
inputs in their CPD programs. While adding a CPD cycle or framework will not solve all of the 
challenges with an output-based approach identified by member bodies, the TF believes its 
incorporation would be beneficial in helping those overcome hesitations about moving in that direction. 

30. Through its interview efforts, the TF identified a couple of member bodies who believe they have 
successfully implemented an output-based approach. The TF studied their policies, websites, and 
other information about their CPD practices and noted that they employ a similar CPD cycle of self-
appraisal, action planning, action, and reflecting at the core of their approach. 

31. The TF believes the inclusion of CPD Framework concepts in IES 7 would support many Board 
objectives in improving IES 7 and CPD for the accountancy profession: 
• It helps emphasize the importance of the role the individual learner or professional accountant 

plays in planning, undertaking and reflecting upon CPD; 
• It provides a place to incorporate the concept of self-appraisal into CPD, which research 

emphasizes is critical to the success and efficacy of CPD; 
• It underscores that all forms of learning, formal and informal, and practical experience are valid 

learning and development activities when they are planned, relevant, and reflected upon; 
• It provides IFAC member bodies with a tangible concept to facilitate evolving their CPD programs 

and measurement approaches to something other than input-based. 
 

Task Force Recommended Revisions to IES 7 Issue #2 (CPD framework): 
 

32. For the recommendations related to this issue, the following paragraphs were revised in the 

Action Requested: 
A. Do you agree with the proposed revisions to the listed paragraphs? If 

not, why? What is an alternative formulation? 
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proposed Exposure Draft: 
• 6; A17 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Issue #3 – Principles and Requirements of Measurement Approaches: 
 

IES 7 allows IFAC member bodies to select from one of three approaches to measuring CPD. The 
output-based approach, and, therefore, the combination approach, are not consistently understood or 
applied in practice. In addition, IES 7 does not specify if one approach is preferable or better aligned 
with the public interest. 

 
Input-Based Approach: 
Of the three approaches the input-based approach is best understood and the most applied in 
practice. However, some stakeholders have questioned if it adequately serves the public interest as 
a stand-alone solution. 
 
Output-Based Approach: 
Various stakeholders and IFAC member bodies do not fully understand what is required to 
successfully implement an output-based approach. This may be a barrier for some willing to move 
away from an input-based approach. In addition, the TF noted inconsistency in how various IFAC 
member bodies defined their output-based approaches. The output-based approach requires 
“professional accountants to demonstrate, by way of outcomes, that they have developed and 
maintained professional competence.” However, it is unclear if all purporting to use an output-based 
approach obtain evidence of demonstrated outcomes.  

 
Combination Approach: 
The TF received feedback from various stakeholders and IFAC member bodies that the combination 
approach was confusing and not well understood. In addition, the TF noted inconsistency in how 
various IFAC member bodies defined their combination approaches. It is not clear if example 
combination approaches are differentiated from input-based approaches in meaningful ways from a 
public interest perspective. 

 
Input-Based Approach Recommendations: 
33. In summary, the input-based approach should be retained in IES 7 but explanatory material should 

be revised to illustrate and incorporate principles for how the input approach can be enhanced (e.g., 
require reflections about what was learned; require that an exam be passed; evolve the approach 
from input-based to output-based; etc.). 

34. The TF also made revisions to the requirements and description of the input-based approach to 
make the approach less prescriptive (i.e., consistent with principles based standards). Revisions of 
this nature conform the definition of the approach in the standard to the definition in the Framework 
Glossary. 

 
Output-Based Approach Recommendations: 

Action Requested: 
B. Do you agree with the proposed revisions to the listed paragraphs? If 

not, why? What is an alternative formulation? 

C. Do you agree with adding the following definition, to the Glossary of 
Terms? If not, what alternative formulations would you suggest? 

CPD framework – In support of Continuing Professional Development*, increased 
structure, further guidance, or explanation of concepts to support the learning and 
development* of professional accountants*. 
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35. The TF recommends that paragraphs 6a, A14 and A15 in IES 7 be revised to clarify the meaning of 
the output-based approach and that additional explanatory material be added around learning 
outcomes. 

36. The TF recommends simplifying the definition of the output-based approach by conforming it to the 
Framework Glossary and making clear the approach is about achievement of outcomes and not 
about assessing professional competence, which is currently causing confusion as it is interpreted 
both ways. 

37. The TF further recommends that the concepts related to assessment of professional competence in 
the existing IES 7 definition of the output-approach should be retained in IES 7 Explanatory Material 
as a leading practice and concept that applies to both the input-based and output-based approaches. 

38. The objective of these revisions is to: 
• Provide clarity and remove barriers for those interested in an output-based approach but who 

view their current interpretation of the requirement as unrealistic (i.e., they are challenged in 
assessing professional competence); 

• Reinforce for those already applying  an output-based approach, following extant IES 7 
requirements, that their current approach will comply with the clarified concepts of the revised 
approaches; 

• In the spirit of enhancement, retain concepts related to the assessment of professional 
competence which provides member bodies with leading practice ideas for how their 
approaches can be further enhanced; 

• Connect with the TF’s other recommendations related to clarifying CPD activities, including a 
CPD framework or cycle, and further emphasizing in IES 7 that CPD is ultimately the 
responsibility of each professional accountant. 

 
Combination Approach Recommendations 
39. Based on reaction to this approach noted in survey and interview responses, the TF recommends 

removing reference to a combination-based approach as a principles based requirement and 
revising explanatory material to clarify how elements of output-based and input-based measurement 
approaches can be used together.   
 

Task Force Recommended Revisions to IES 7 for Issue #3 (measurement): 
 

40. For the recommendations related to this issue, the following paragraphs were revised in the 
proposed Exposure Draft: 

• 7; 14-17; 19; A23-A41 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Issue #4 – Other Issues: 
 

Other Conforming Amendments 
 

41. After making revisions to IES 7 for the three significant issues outlined above, the TF made other 
conforming edits to the following paragraphs in the proposed Exposure Draft: 

• 1; 2; 4; 10-13; A1; A2; A4; A8; A9; A14; A15; A43; A44 
 

Questions for Exposure Draft Respondents 
 

42. In addition to asking respondents for their general comment on the proposed Exposure Draft, the 
TF recommends asking the following specific questions: 
  
(a) Do proposed revisions to the requirements and explanatory material surrounding the output-

based approach improve understanding and your ability to apply an output-based measurement 

Action Requested: 
D. Do you agree with the proposed revisions to the listed paragraphs? If 

not, why? What is an alternative formulation? 
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approach? If not why? What suggestions do you have to further improve clarity and application of 
output-based approaches? 
 

(b) Do proposed revisions to explanatory material surrounding the combining of elements of the 
output-based and input-based approaches improve understanding and your ability to apply a 
combined measurement approach? If not why? What suggestions do you have to further improve 
clarity surrounding combined measurement approaches? 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

D. Proposed IES 7 Consultation Paper 
 
43. The Board agreed at the November 2016 meeting that the IES 7 TF should further explore whether 

or not CPD requirements should be addressed to professional accountants, in addition to IFAC 
member bodies. The TF has developed, for Board review, Agenda Item 2-2 as the Proposed 
Consultation Paper to explore this issue. 

44. The following sets out for discussion the Consultation Paper presented at Agenda Item 2-2: 
 
Summary of Issue Addressed in Consultation Paper – IES 7 Target Audience: 
 

IES 7 is addressed to IFAC member bodies but its requirements also apply directly to professional 
accountants.  
 
Given that it is in the public interest that professional accountants undertake CPD to maintain and 
develop their professional competence throughout their career, we should investigate whether the 
requirements of IES 7 should also be addressed to professional accountants. The TF notes that other 
IFAC standard setting boards include individual professional accountants as part of their target 
audience in their standards. 

45. At the November 2016 Board meeting, the TF presented the above in the IES 7 Project Proposal 
and related Issue’s Paper as Issue #4.  

46. Specifically, the TF noted that IES 7 makes only a passing reference at CPD being the responsibility 
of the professional accountant but that proposed revisions to the standard place further emphasis 
on the professional accountant taking ownership of their CPD. 

47. In addition, IFAC estimates that less than 10% of member bodies, the current target audience of IES 
7, have sole authority to implement the requirements specific to IES 7 in their jurisdiction.  

48. The TF notes that other IFAC Standard Setting Boards issue standards targeted directly to 
professionals. 
 

Task Force Recommendation for IES 7 Target Audience: 
 

49. The TF recommends that the Board release the Consultation Paper, (Agenda Item 2-3) for public 
comment to further develop this issue.  

50. An analysis of comments on this Consultation Paper would help the Board determine whether or not 
requirements in a revised IES 7 should be addressed to professional accountants and IFAC member 
bodies. 

51. Based on Board discussion at the November 2016 meeting, the TF proposes to release both the 
Exposure Draft and Consultation Paper, related to IES 7, in an integrated and simultaneous manner. 

Action Requested: 
E. Do you agree with the inclusion and formulation of the proposed 

questions? If not, why? What is an alternative formulation?  
F. What additional specific questions should the Board include in 

questions for exposure draft respondents? 
 



AGENDA ITEM 2-1 
IAESB Meeting – April 2017, New York NY 

9 | P a g e 

   

 

Following Board approval of both the Exposure Draft and Consultation Paper, the TF recommends 
that the IAESB Staff prepare a Memorandum which would serve as a cover letter to the Exposure 
Draft and Consultation Paper. 

52. The Staff Memorandum would: 
A. Outline the Board’s request for public comment on both documents;  
B. Explain procedures for how the public can comment on both; 
C. Provide background on how the Board arrived at the revisions proposed in the Exposure Draft 

and the issue being explored in the Consultation Paper; 
D. Solicit general comments on both documents; and 
E. Set-out specific questions for both the Exposure Draft and Consultation Paper.  
 

Action Requested: 
G. Do you agree with the presentation and formulation of the ‘Background on 

Target Audience Feedback and Observations’ section of the Consultation 
Paper? If not, why? What is an alternative presentation or formulation? 
 

H. Do you agree with the presentation and formulation of the ‘Trends in the 
Accounting Profession and Implications for CPD’ section of the Consultation 
Paper? If not, why? What is an alternative presentation or formulation? 

 
I. Do you agree with the presentation and formulation of the ‘IAESB’s Standard 

Setting Context’ section of the Consultation Paper? If not, why? What is an 
alternative presentation or formulation? 

 
J. Do you agree with the presentation and formulation of the ‘Example Revisions 

of IES 7’ section of the Consultation Paper? If not, why? What is an alternative 
presentation or formulation? 

 



AGENDA ITEM 2-1 
IAESB Meeting – April 2017, New York NY 

10 | P a g e 

   

 

APPENDIX 1:  Project Rationale; Project Scope; Project Activities 

A. Project rationale 

53. As a result of its discussions at its April 2015 meeting the IAESB agreed that the following criteria 
would be used in determining whether or not to revise an extant IES: 

i. Is the extant IES fit for purpose? 
ii. Is the extant IES necessary? 
iii. Is the extant IES continuing to add value? 
iv. Are there sufficiently significant developments in professional education that risk 

making the standard obsolete? 
 
54. The CAG Workgroup submitted a report to the IAESB Steering Committee for discussion at its July in-

person meeting (2015). This report provided advice on: (i) matters arising from the IAESB Issues 
Paper, Criteria for New and Revised Standards (See Agenda Item 4-1 from the April 2016 Board 
meeting); and (ii) future opportunities, gaps, issues, emerging trends that may impact the 
implementation of the current IESs and provide the basis for the possible development of new or 
revised standards. The report was well received by IAESB Steering Committee members and formed 
an important part of the discussion on emerging issues. Of particular interest by the Steering 
Committee were the areas of Continuing Professional Development and Competence-based 
Education. 

 
55. Steering Committee members recognized that the input-based approach to measuring CPD 

appears inconsistent with the learning outcomes approach, whereby the input and combination 
approaches to Continuing Professional Development (CPD) measurement seem to be at odds with 
output-based measures and the learning outcomes approach promoted in the revised standards. In 
addition, there is growing use of CPD compliance as a mechanism for periodic recertification by a 
number of Professional Accounting Organizations (PAOs). 

 
56. The IAESB Chair requested that the CAG develop the suggested areas of continuing professional 

development and competence-based education for further consideration by the IAESB at its 
November 2015 meeting. 

 
57. At its September 2015 meeting, the IAESB CAG’s discussion on these areas led to enhancing its 

report (See Agenda Item 2-2 from IAESB November Meeting) by identifying: some recent 
developments in CPD; the progress of other professions on CPD; and the need to recognize and 
integrate non-traditional learning methods such as “credit for life experiences” in education and 
assessment areas. 

 
58. At its November 2015 Board meeting, the IAESB discussed the CAG’s report and the related findings 

of the IES Usage Study Task Force and commissioned an IES 7 Task Force to undertake a number 
of research and consultation activities to further investigate the sufficiency of IES 7. 
 

59. Additionally, in its December 2015 consultation paper on the IAESB’s 2017-2021 Future Strategy and 
Priorities, the Board asked, “How can the requirements of IAESB IES 7, Continuing Professional 
Development (2014) support the learning outcomes approach of the other IESs, including IES 8, 
Professional Competence for Engagement Partners Responsible for Audits of Financial Statements 
(Revised)?” Twenty-one responses have been received (See summary of responses included in 
Appendix 2 of Agenda Item 2-1 of April 2016 meeting). 

 
B. Project scope 
 
60. It is in the public interest that professional accountants undertake CPD activities to maintain and 

develop their professional competence throughout their career and that the effectiveness of CPD 
activities undertaken is globally consistent. The TF has been charged with evaluating how the 
extant IES 7, including potential supplementary guidance, can be improved to support the public 
interest. 

 
61. CPD activities are best assessed in relation to how they maintain and improve competence specific to 

the role an individual professional accountant performs. However, there are significant challenges in 
identifying standard CPD learning outcomes: 

 

http://www.iaesb.org/system/files/meetings/files/4-1-20160411-Agenda-4-1-IAESB-CAG-April-2016-mtg-IES-7-Issues-Paper-V_FINAL.pdf
http://www.iaesb.org/system/files/meetings/files/4-1-20160411-Agenda-4-1-IAESB-CAG-April-2016-mtg-IES-7-Issues-Paper-V_FINAL.pdf
http://www.iaesb.org/system/files/meetings/files/2-2-Agenda-2-2-IAESB-Nov-2015-mtg-CAG-Report-to-IAESB-Future-IAESB-Framework.pdf
http://www.iaesb.org/system/files/meetings/files/6-1-20160323-Agenda-6-1-IAESB-2017-2021-Strategy-and-Work-Plan-Issues-paper.pdf
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• Qualified accountants perform a wide range of roles with varying degrees of specialism and 
complexity, in different entities (financial services companies, finance departments, 
accounting education etc.) and in different jurisdictions. 

• Every entity will have different levels of specificity of role competences, and varying appraisal 
systems by which performance against these competences is assessed. 

• Every professional accountant has a different base level of knowledge, skills and experience 
at any given point in time, against which they would assess their development needs. 

 
62. The revised IESs 2-4 mandate competence areas, minimum levels of proficiency and learning 

outcomes for an entry level professional accountant and IES 8 mandates competence areas and 
minimum levels of proficiency of an audit engagement partner (AEP). This is possible because there 
is an agreement on the minimum competencies required of a newly qualified accountant. Further there 
is an ISA description of the responsibilities of the AEP role (ISA 220), and the AEP role is unique in its 
significance in serving the public interest. 

 
63. By contrast, IES 7 does not mandate competence areas, minimum levels of proficiency nor learning 

outcomes for professional accountants. Under Explanatory material (paragraph A12), it suggests that 
“IFAC member bodies may choose to develop requirements or guidance on which CPD activities they 
consider relevant to the professional role(s) and function(s) professional accountants typically have. 
Alternatively, they may choose to rely on the judgment of professional accountants to make decisions 
on the relevance of CPD activities. They may also choose to set requirements in certain areas, and 
allow professional accountants the flexibility to choose relevant CPD activities in others.” 

 
64. In considering the scope of the Issues Paper presented in Agenda Item 4-1 from the April 2016 Board 

meeting, the TF had determined it was not practicable to identify standard competences, levels of 
proficiency and learning outcomes that would be both relevant and specific to all professional 
accountants. Accordingly, the TF scoped this out of the project’s objectives but indicated it would 
remain alert to emerging issues and trends impacting the public interest and included for discussion 
the possibility of expanding learning outcomes related to professional values, ethics and attitudes. 

 
65. The scope of this Issues Paper focuses on what the TF has learned from completing remaining project 

activities since the April 2016 Board meeting and how those completed activities impacted the TF’s 
understanding of issues related to IES 7 and consequently the recommendations the TF has made in 
its Project Proposal. 

 
C. Project activities 

 
Completed activities between the November 2015 and April 2016 Board Meetings 
66. Since the November 2015 Board meeting, the TF undertook a number of research and consultation 

activities to inform the project proposal, including seeking advice from the CAG during the April 2016 
meeting. 

 
67. 144 IFAC member bodies and the public were invited to respond to questions related to their 

experience of implementing IES 7 (See Appendix 1 for Survey Questions). The TF has received 47 
responses from 43 member bodies (three submitted multiple responses) and one response from the 
public (see Agenda Item 4-2 of the April 2016 Board meeting for analysis of responses).  
 

68. The TF has conducted focus group discussions with the ‘Forum of Firms’ and completed an analysis 
of their feedback (see Agenda Item 4-3 of the April 2016 Board meeting for analysis of comments).  

 
69. The TF has reviewed the IAESB CAG Report to the IAESB (Agenda Item 2-2 from the November  

2015 Board meeting).  
 
70. The TF consulted with the IES Usage Study task force to include IES 7 relevant findings and issues 

from that effort. 
 

71. The TF’s preliminary findings and recommendations were discussed with the CAG at their meeting in 
April 2016 (i.e., two days prior to the Board meeting). The CAG’s feedback was included as Agenda 
Item 5-4 for the April meeting (NOTE: This was provided to the Board as an addendum to the IES 7 
Issues Paper during the Board’s April 2016 meeting). 

 

http://www.iaesb.org/system/files/meetings/files/4-1-20160411-Agenda-4-1-IAESB-CAG-April-2016-mtg-IES-7-Issues-Paper-V_FINAL.pdf
http://www.iaesb.org/system/files/meetings/files/4-1-20160411-Agenda-4-1-IAESB-CAG-April-2016-mtg-IES-7-Issues-Paper-V_FINAL.pdf
http://www.iaesb.org/system/files/meetings/files/4-2-20160411-Agenda-4-2-IAESB-CAG-April-2016-mtg-IES-7-Survey-Result-1_0.pdf
http://www.iaesb.org/system/files/meetings/files/4-3-20160411-Agenda-4-3-IAESB-CAG-April-2016-mtg-IES-7-Focus-Groups-FoF_0.pdf
http://www.iaesb.org/system/files/meetings/files/2-2-Agenda-2-2-IAESB-Nov-2015-mtg-CAG-Report-to-IAESB-Future-IAESB-Framework.pdf
http://www.iaesb.org/system/files/meetings/files/2-2-Agenda-2-2-IAESB-Nov-2015-mtg-CAG-Report-to-IAESB-Future-IAESB-Framework.pdf
http://www.iaesb.org/system/files/meetings/files/2-2-Agenda-2-2-IAESB-Nov-2015-mtg-CAG-Report-to-IAESB-Future-IAESB-Framework.pdf
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72. At its April 2016 Board meeting, the IAESB discussed the IES 7 TF’s preliminary issues and 
recommendations (see Agenda Item 4-1 from the April 2016 Board meeting). The Board asked the 
TF to continue with its activities in progress and to bring forward an updated summary of issues and 
recommendations in a Project Proposal to the November 2016 Board meeting. 

 
Completed activities between the April 2016 and November 2016 Board Meetings 

73. Completed analysis of comments related to previously conducted focus group discussions with the 
IFAC SMP Committee, and the IFAC PAIB Committee. 
 

74. The TF completed its review of examples of CPD principles, standards and guidance developed for 
other professions (actuaries, medics, pharmacists etc.) as well as U.S. professional accountants and 
accountancy CPE program sponsors, and CPD policies from IFAC member bodies using an output-
based measurement approach.  
 

75. The TF completed outstanding interviews with member bodies, regional organizations, the PIOB, IFAC 
committees, the Forum of Firms, and regulators. See Agenda Item 2-3 for a comprehensive list of IES 
7 related outreach and consultation. 

 
76. The TF analyzed results from all completed activities and developed a set of revised issues and 

recommendations for inclusion in a Project Proposal. The TF developed a Draft Project Proposal and 
shared it with the Steering Committee in July and CAG in September for comment. 

 
77. At its November 2016 Board meeting, the IAESB discussed the IES 7 TF’s updated issues and related 

Project Proposal for the revision of IES 7 (see Agenda Item 3-4 of the November 2016 IAESB meeting). 
The Board approved the Project Proposal for the revision of IES 7, asking the TF to develop an exposure 
draft for issues related to CPD activities; CPD framework; and measurement. The Board concluded that 
the TF should also prepare a Consultation Paper to further explore the fourth issue identified in the 
Project Proposal related to the target audience of IES 7.  

  

http://www.iaesb.org/system/files/meetings/files/4-1-20160411-Agenda-4-1-IAESB-CAG-April-2016-mtg-IES-7-Issues-Paper-V_FINAL.pdf
http://www.iaesb.org/system/files/meetings/files/3-4-IAESB-Nov-2016-mtg-IES-7-Project-Proposal_REVISED_CLEAN.pdf
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APPENDIX 2:  Survey Questions to IFAC Member Bodies 

 
Q1: What is the name of your organization? 
Q2: My organization implements the International Education Standards™ (IES). 

Options: 
• Strongly Disagree 
• Disagree 
• Agree 
• Strongly Agree 

Q3: Describe  the  activities  your  organization  undertakes  to  promote  and  assist  the 
implementation of IES 7. 

Q4: In my opinion, the implementation of IES 7 improves the competence of professional 
accountants. 
Options: 

• Strongly Disagree 
• Disagree 
• Agree 
• Strongly Agree 

Q5: If you believe you are successful in implementing IES 7, please provide a few 
tangible examples of how you implement this standard. 

Q6: My organization meets or exceeds the requirements of IES 7. 
Options: 

• Strongly Disagree 
• Disagree 
• Agree 
• Strongly Agree 

Q7: Overall, I am satisfied with the IES 7. 
Options: 

• Strongly Disagree 
• Disagree 
• Agree 
• Strongly Agree 

Q8: Which requirements of IES 7 are most useful? 
Q9: What challenges do you have relative to the application of IES 7? 
Q10: What specific improvements to IES 7 would you recommend? 
Q11: Does your organization establish the continuous professional development (CPD) 

requirements applicable to your members? Choose one: 
• Yes: Describe the activities your organization undertakes to require the implementation 

of CPD? - Write In (Required) 
• No: Which organization in your jurisdiction establishes the CPD requirements 

applicable to your member? - Write In (Required) 
Q12: As defined by IES 7, which of the following approaches to measuring the attainment of 

CPD is used in your jurisdiction? Select the one that applies: 
• Output-based approach - requiring professional accountants to demonstrate, by way 

of outcomes, that they have developed and maintained professional competence 
• Input-based approach - establishing an amount of learning activity for professional 

accountants to develop and maintain professional competence 
• Combination approach - combining elements of the input- and output based 

approaches, setting the amount of required learning activity, and demonstrating 
outcomes achieved, whereby professional accountants develop and maintain 
professional competence 

Q13: Should all three approaches for measuring the attainment of CPD (input, output and 
combination) continue to be available? Why or why not? 

• Yes - Write In (Required) 
• No - Write In (Required) 

Q14: Describe the activities your organization undertakes to monitor the compliance with CPD 
requirements. 

Q15: Who are the primary providers of CPD in your jurisdiction? 
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