AGENDA ITEM 2-3

IES 7 Cross-walk of Comments to Discussion of Issues
BACKGROUND:
1. The purpose of this Agenda Item is to demonstrate how the IES task force (the TF) incorporated every comment received about the IES 7 exposure draft,
into its final analysis of comments presented at Agenda Item 2-1.
2. Comments were received in response to specific questions the Board asked respondents to answer. A full list of questions is included at the end of this
document. For each comment presented in the table below, the ‘Question Reference’ column indicates which question the respondent was answering.
3. The following table presents all comments received from respondents about the IES 7 (revised) exposure draft, grouped by theme and ordered to follow
the flow of IES 7 (beginning with comments about the introduction and ending with comments about implementation guidance).
4. To develop themes, the IES 7 task force (the TF) coded each comment the Board received. The TF used the resulting themes to organize the discussion
of issues presented at Agenda Item 2-1. This process ensures that every comment was incorporated into the analysis of comments and recommendations
proposed by the TF at Agenda Item 2-1.
5. The ‘Agenda Item 2-1 Paragraph’ column in the following table cross-walks each comment to the paragraphs where the comment was incorporated into
the final analysis of comments presented in the discussion of issues at Agenda Item 2-1:

#

Comment

Respondent

Question
Reference

Agenda Item 21 Paragraph

Indiana CPA
Society

1

17a-18-27

ISCA

0

17bi; 18-27

Theme 1: Revisions to IES 7 Introduction Paragraphs

1

2

1. Introduction: Scope of Standard 5. Page 14
CPD includes learning and development activities that contribute to the development and maintenance of
professional competence, such as: (a) education, (b) training, (c) practical experience, (d) mentoring and
coaching, (e) networking and sharing of knowledge and experiences, (f) observation, feedback, and
reflective activity, (g) planned self-development activities, and (h) unstructured acquiring of knowledge. We
suggest changing (e) networking to (e) collaboration to support the concept of acquiring specific skills rather
than simply the act interacting with others which is now commonly associated with the overused term of
networking.
Paragraph 5: CPD includes learning and development activities that that are relevant to the work of the
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#

3
4

5

6

7

Comment
professional accountant, and contribute to the development and maintenance of professional competence,
such as:
The revised IES 7 appears to be weak regarding having a strong link to the CPD being relevant to the
professional accountant’s role. The explanatory material could also emphasise this further.
Although the meaning of the term ‘Relevant’ comes out in the body of the standard, it may be helpful to
define ‘Relevant CPD Activities’. This definition would further strengthen the ‘role specific’ nature of CPD.
Paragraph 5 refers to “planned self-development activities”. We agree that it is important to plan activities
but we do not believe that it is always possible to plan activities in advance. Sometimes, opportunities arise
serendipitously and it is not always possible for individuals to know in advance what it is that they need.
Therefore, whilst recognising that careful planning is good practice, we believe that there must be scope for
unplanned, as well as planned, self-development activities.
The Association does recommend a change to the “Scope of this Standard” section that precedes this
Objective statement. We recommend IAESB consider a clarification to paragraph 5(h) to revise unstructured
acquiring of knowledge to unstructured acquisition of knowledge and development of skills. This change will
recognize that professional competence is not just the acquisition of knowledge, it is the demonstration of
the application of knowledge, which can be obtained through unstructured activities such as on-the-job
training, peer-to-peer learning, and mentoring and coaching.
Promotion of and Access to CPD-Examples of Learning and Development Activities. Requirements
paragraph 5 and explanatory paragraph A17 refer to planned activities. While paragraph 5 recognizes
unstructured acquisition, we believe it is important to understand that unstructured learning activities such as
on-the-job training or coaching are often opportunistic and thus not planned or part of a predetermined
planned program of CPD. In an attempt to understand the IAESB’s intent regarding planned activities, we
considered the Explanatory Memorandum, which on Page 8 states “…self-development activities need to be
planned” and on Page 9 states “…all forms of learning, formal and informal, and practical experience are
valid learning and development activities when they are planned, relevant, and reflected upon.”
We seek clarification from IAESB as to its intent regarding the term “planned” to ensure that unstructured
learning activities although they may not originally be established as part of a planned program of CPD are
acceptable methods of learning and development activities that may be measured within an output-based
measurement approach. If the IAESB is proposing that self-development activities that are not planned may
not qualify as CPD, we strongly object as this would mean unplanned on-the-job training would not count as
CPD despite understanding 70% of learning occurs on-the-job – unplanned, unstructured.

Respondent

Question
Reference

Agenda Item 21 Paragraph

ICPAU

3

17bii; 18-27

IRBA

5

17biii; 18-27

Professors
Catriona and
Nicholas
Paisey

2

17c; 18-27

AICPA

1

17c; 18-27

AICPA

3

17d; 18-27

Deloitte

0

28-29

Theme 2: Revisions to Explanatory Material for IES 7 (revised) Introduction Paragraph A1

1

This paragraph provides further detail on the notion of professional competence beyond the definition in the
IAESB Glossary. The end of the paragraph refers to “…which were achieved during IPD.” This makes it
sound like achievement of the outcomes is an end point, rather than conveying the need for ongoing and
progressive development based on different roles and responsibilities. We therefore recommend that this
wording be removed.
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Comment

Respondent

Question
Reference

Agenda Item 21 Paragraph

AICPA

3

30a-31-33

FRC

5

30b; 31-33

PwC

5

30c; 31-33

Knowledge
Equity

5

30c; 31-33

Theme 3: Revision to Explanatory Material for IES (revised) Introduction Paragraph A2

1

2

3

4

Scope of this Standard-Lifelong learning. We recommend the explanation of lifelong learning in explanatory
paragraph A2, which currently references “technical competence” be restated as follows: “Lifelong learning
represents the ongoing, voluntary, and self-motivated pursuit of professional competence and is critical if
professional accountants are to meet public interest expectations.” We believe professional competence
encompasses what IAESB defines as technical competence in the IAESB Glossary of Terms (2015) and
that IAESB does not intend to exclude professional skills and professional values, ethics, and attitudes from
the explanation of lifelong learning. We believe the use of both terms – professional and technical
competence is confusing. We recognize this has implications to other IESs beyond IES 7, but we
recommend consideration be given to professional competence being the overarching term and goal of CPD
which embodies technical skills, non-technical skills, as well as the necessary values, ethics, and attitudes,
which are currently referred to in the IESs with slightly different terminology (e.g. technical competence in
IES 2 could be reframed as technical skills and professional skills in IES 3 could be reframed as nontechnical skills).
Lifelong Learning: we suggest that the definition is expanded to make clear that this activity continues
throughout a professional accountant’s career: “The ongoing, voluntary and selfmotivated pursuit of
technical competence, professional skills and professional values, ethics and attitudes throughout a
professional accountant’s working life.”
Use of the words “voluntary” and “self-motivated” in the definition of “Lifelong Learning” (Glossary and
paragraph A2) seem to be more applicable to optional activities, rather than a
core element of the pursuit of professional competence that is “critical” to meet public interest expectations.
We recommend removing the words “voluntary” and “self-motivated.” We offer as an alternative definition
the following:
“Lifelong Learning represents the ongoing pursuit of technical competence; professional skills; and
professional values, ethics, and attitudes. Lifelong Learning is critical if professional accountants are to meet
public interest expectations”.
Explanatory paragraph A2 describes lifelong learning. However, there is a disconnect between lifelong
learning being ‘critical’ to the profession and its public interest expectations, and also being a ‘voluntary’ and
‘self-motivated’ pursuit. We appreciate that this description of lifelong learning is aspirational, but on the
continuum of attitudes towards CPD by professional accountants, only a small percentage share this vision
or belief of lifelong learning.
Suggestion: Consideration needs to be made as to whether an item of such critical nature should not
necessarily be voluntary and self-motivated, but an expectation or requirement of attaining and maintaining
professional accountant accreditation.
IES 7, para. 10 contains a minor grammatical error. It currently states: ‘…a commitment to, CPD as well to
the as development…’.
Suggestion: This should be changed as follows: ‘…a commitment to, CPD as well as to the development…’.
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Question
Reference

Agenda Item 21 Paragraph

PwC

5

34a; 35

AICPA

3

34b: 35

ICAS

3

36a; 37-38

Knowledge
Equity

3

36a; 37-38

Theme 4: Revisions to Explanatory Material for IES 7 (revised) Introduction Paragraph A3

1

2

Use of the word “increased” in the context of expectations to display professional competence (paragraph
A3) implies a change in expectations over what was expected prior to the proposed revisions to IES 7. As
an alternative we recommend replacing “face increased expectations” with “continue to be expected”. We
also recommend replacing "display" with “develop and maintain” to align more closely with the objective of
Revised IES 7. In summary, we offer as an alternative the following:
“Professional accountants continue to be expected to develop and maintain professional competence as
they anticipate and adapt to changes in processes, technology, professional
standards, regulatory requirements, employer demands, and other areas”.
Scope of this Standard-Increased Expectations of Professional Accountants. We appreciate the IAESB
noting in explanatory paragraph A3 that professional accountants face increased expectations in an evolving
world and specifically identifying technological advancements as a cause. Given the rapidly changing
business world professional accountants operate in, we recommend IAESB maintain previous extant IES 7
considerations that because of such change “it may be appropriate for IFAC member bodies to periodically
review their CPD policies and the application of this IES”.

Theme 5: Revisions to Explanatory Material for IES (revised) Introduction Paragraph A4

1

2

Remove ‘Undertaking CPD does not guarantee that all professional accountants will develop and maintain
professional competence necessary to provide high quality professional service. However’.
We suggest reinforcing the personal responsibility of professional accountants towards CPD and the role it
plays in developing and maintaining their professional competence by using the following revision:
‘All professional accountants have a personal and professional responsibility to develop and maintain their
professional competence. CPD plays an important part in strengthening public confidence and trust by
enabling professional accountants to develop and maintain professional competence that is relevant to their
role’.
Note: With a revised A4 section, there may be an opportunity to further revise our response to Question 2,
paragraph 10, to become even more clear i.e.
‘IFAC member bodies shall communicate the importance of CPD for professional accountants as it provides
for maintaining and developing their professional competence.
IFAC member bodies shall demonstrate a commitment to CPD for professional accountants as it provides
for maintaining and developing their professional competence.
Explanatory paragraph A4 reads as a measure to placate the public to show that the profession has a
system in place. But, it also acknowledges that the system is not sufficient. Meeting the CPD requirements
should guarantee (or at least aspire to such) that professional accountants are able to perform at the
required level.
Suggestion: The CPD requirements should be worded in the positive form, and structured such that
undertaking CPD leads to the provision of high-quality professional service. If a professional accountant is
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#

3

Comment
found to not be providing such high-quality professional services, then the CPD undertaken (if any) has not
been sufficient and the professional accountant has not met their obligations in maintaining their
professional accountant status (or alternatively, the relevant IFAC member has not ensured the CPD was
sufficient in the circumstances).
Paragraph A4: we suggest that the point made in the second sentence of this paragraph would be
strengthened by the replacement of “enabling” with “requiring”.

Respondent

Question
Reference

Agenda Item 21 Paragraph

FRC

3

36b; 37-38

SAIPA

1

41, 42bii; 43-62

PAFA

1

41, 42bii; 43-62

ICAEW

1

41, 42bii; 43-62

EY
PwC

1
1

41, 42bii; 43-62
41, 42bii; 43-62

ICAS

1

41, 42bii; 43-62

GAO

1

41, 42bii; 43-62

AAT

1

41, 42bii; 43-62

Knowledge
Equity

1

41, 42bii; 43-62

NASBA

1

41, 42bii; 43-62

FRC
KPMG

1
1

41, 42bii; 43-62
41, 42bii; 43-62

AICPA

1

41, 42bii; 43-62

Theme 6: Objective Statement is Appropriate and Clear
1
2

3

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

Yes the objective statement is clear and appropriate. It clarifies the responsibility of the completion of CPD
to be for the Professional Accountant.
Yes, the Objective statement is appropriate and clear as the completion of CPD is the responsibility of the
Professional Accountant.
6 Yes. ICAEW believes that the objective of the IES “for professional accountants to develop and maintain
the professional competence necessary, in the public interest, to perform their roles, and to meet the needs
of clients, employers, and other stakeholders” is appropriate.
7 It is of great importance to the accountancy profession and the needs of the clients that professional
competence is regularly reviewed, analysed, and interrogated in order to ensure that the standards of
competence are aligned with the needs of the stakeholders and also the needs of the rapidly changing
business landscape.
8 It is therefore welcome that IAESB states that regardless of the CPD approach, whether input-based,
output-based, or a mixed approach, the professional competence of the accountant is the aim.
9 We also view the Objective here as more clearly expressed than in the current standard.
Yes, the objective statement is appropriate and clear.
The revised Objective statement is appropriate and clear.
The objective statement is appropriate and clear with the accountability for the professional competence of a
professional accountant resting with the individual.
The Objective statement is appropriate and clear.
3.2. AAT agrees that the objective statement is appropriate and clear and clarifies the importance of CPD in
terms of the numerous stakeholders which may be affected.
Yes, we believe that the objective statement is clear and appropriate in respect of its ultimate goal.
The objective statement in paragraph 8 is appropriate and clearly communicates the public interest
associated with having professional accountants maintain their professional competence.
Yes, the FRC supports the proposed objective statement.
We believe that the Objective outlined in paragraph 8 is appropriate and clear.
Yes, the objective is appropriate and clear. Reframing the objective as that of “IES 7” instead of “IFAC
Member Body” provides a clear purpose for the standard. Further, we appreciate how explanatory
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#

14
15
16

17

18

19
20

Comment
paragraph A6 clearly explains why professional competence is necessary and appropriately identifies
protecting the public interest as the primary goal.
It is appropriate and clear.
Yes, it is appropriate and clear.
CPA Canada believes the Objective Statement of the Proposed IES 7 is clear. We have no further
comments or concerns.
The revision of the objective makes it clear that CPD applies to professional accountants working in a range
of organizations, commerce and roles. In particular:
> We support the emphasis this places on professional accountants as it provides a recognition that being a
‘professional’ places a requirement on each individual to develop and maintain their own professional
competence in order to be able to perform their role.
> We note that the revised objective no longer refers to the IFAC member body. We are supportive of this
change as it brings the proposed IES in line with the other IESs.
> We also support the continued focus on the concepts of ‘develop’ and ‘maintain’ which during a period of
great social, commercial and technological change reemphasizes the need for professional accountants to
constantly build their skillset to respond to change.
Yes, the Objective statement of the proposed IES 7 is appropriate and clear.
Yes, the Objective statement is appropriate and clear. The statement clarifies that it is the responsibility of
the Professional Accountant to complete CPD in order to develop and maintain their professional
competence.
Yes, it is appropriate and clear.

Respondent

Question
Reference

Agenda Item 21 Paragraph

JICPA
FACPCE

1
1

41, 42bii; 43-62
41, 42bii; 43-62

CPA Canada

1

41, 42bii; 43-62

BDO

1

41, 42bii; 43-62

Miguel Angel
Bouzas
Sanudo

1

41, 42bii; 43-62

ICPAU

1

41, 42bii; 43-62

TURMOB

1

41, 42bii; 43-62

Deloitte

1

42a; 43-62

Deloitte

1

42b; 43-62

Theme 7: Further Revisions to Objective Statement

1

2

The “Objective” section of Appendix 2 “IAESB Drafting Conventions” of the 2015 revision of the Framework
for International Education Standards for Professional Accountants and Aspiring Professional Accountants
(“IES Framework”) states that the objective of an IES “assists an IFAC member body to understand the
overall aim of the standard, and what needs to be accomplished, as well as to decide whether more needs
to be done to achieve the objective”.
In this instance we note that the “Objective” of the proposed revised standard is directed at the professional
accountant. While we understand that the ultimate aim of the Board, and for the profession more widely, is
for professional accountants to develop and maintain the required level of professional competence, the
purpose and focus of this standard is to set expectations and requirements for IFAC member bodies to
implement, measure, monitor and enforce in order to achieve this. We therefore recommend the Board
reconsiders the formulation of the Objective statement and revises it such that it addresses the Objective as
it relates to the role and responsibilities of IFAC member bodies.
In addition, while we recognize the public interest context in which all IESs are written, we do not believe
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#

3

Comment
that the reference to the “public interest” in the Objective of the proposed revised standard, as a means of
understanding what needs to be done, is necessary. We note that, although extant IES 7 includes a
reference to the public interest in its Objective, extant IES 7 was issued prior to the IES Framework and
therefore the reference to the “public interest” in the proposed Objective for IES 7 requires reconsideration.
The only other standard that makes reference to the public interest in its objective is IES 1, which was also
issued prior to the current Framework, and therefore the objective in IES 1 should also be reconsidered.
This does not imply that we believe that no reference to the public interest should be made or that it is not
relevant. Indeed, the references to the public interest in paragraphs 7 and A35 are appropriate. We do
however believe the Board’s overarching public interest objective is well understood and clearly articulated
through the Board’s Framework, such that it is clear that each of the IESs addresses public interest
concerns, and this does not require reiteration in the Objective statement of individual standards.
We do not believe that the objective statement is appropriate and clear because we do not believe it to be
appropriate to include the reference to "in the public interest' in an objective. In accordance with the
"Objective" section of Appendix 2 of the Framework for International Education Standards for Professional
Accountants and Aspiring Professional Accountants, the objective "assists an IFAC member body to
understand the overall aim of the standard, and what needs to be accomplished, as well as to decide
whether more needs to be done to achieve the objective".
Although extant IES 7 had a reference to the public interest in its objective, extant IES 7 was issued prior to
the issuance of the current Framework with its new role for objectives, and therefore the reference to the
"public interest" in the objective requires reconsideration. The only other standard that makes reference to
the public interest in its objective is IES 1, which was also issued prior to the issuance of the current
Framework and therefore the objective in IES 1 also need to be reconsidered in this context.
We recognize the public interest context in which all IESs are written, but we do not believe that an objective
referring to the public interest as a means of understanding what needs to be done, and in particular,
whether more needs to be done, is enforceable in any jurisdiction of which we are aware. This is because
laws, regulations and standards are written by legislators, regulators and standard setters (including the
IAESB), respectively, in the public interest. There is a presumption in writing laws, regulations and
standards, that when those subject to the laws, regulations and standards have complied with them, the
public interest has been served because those complying with laws, regulations and standards cannot be
expected to ascertain who the public is and what their interests are - that is the role of legislators, regulators
and standard setters when writing laws, regulations and standards, respectively. For these reasons, we
strongly recommend deleting the reference to "in the public interest' in the objective.
Overall, we do not believe that references should be made to the "public interest' in standards unless
needed for context. In any case, such references should be made in a manner that is in line with the use of
the term in the current IESBA Code (paragraph 100.1). This does not imply that we believe that no reference
to the public interest could be made. The references to the public interest context in paragraph 7 and A35,
for example, appear to be appropriate. On the other hand, the IAESB might wish to consider whether the
reference to the public interest in paragraph A2 ought to be changed to "stakeholder expectations" , and
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Question
Reference

Agenda Item 21 Paragraph

IDW

1

42b; 43-62
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#

4

5

6

7

8

Comment
whether the reference to the public interest in A 18 is superfluous given the reference to "public
expectations". The same applies to paragraphs A32 and A33.
Paragraph 8 address the objective of this IES, mentioning that professional accountants need to develop
and maintain the professional competency necessary, in the public interest, to perform their roles, and to
meet the needs of clients, employers, and other stakeholders.
We observe that it seems be repetitive include in the objective that the professional accountant need to
meet the needs of the public interest and also the needs of the clients, employers and stakeholders, if these
later do not conflict to the public interest needs.
In addition, acting in the public interest cannot meet the needs of the clients and employers which give an
idea of some inconsistences in the objective described.
Therefore, we believe that the objective statement proposed can be clearer.
We wonder if keeping the term “in the public interest” is still in line with Appendix 1 of the Framework for
International Education Standards for Professional Accountants and Aspiring Professional Accountants
(2015). According to the Framework the “objective assists an IFAC member body to understand the overall
aim of the standard, and what needs to be accomplished, as well as to decide whether more needs to be
done to achieve the objective”. Public interest is the underlying rationale of all IESs. But the core of the
objective for all professional accountants is to develop and maintain the professional competence necessary
to perform their roles, and to meet the needs of clients, employers, and other stakeholders.
Proposed statement: The objective of this IES is that professional accountants develop and maintain the
necessary professional competence, regarding the public interest, to perform their functions and meet the
needs of clients, employers and other stakeholders Commentary: We believe it should be drafted as follows:
The objective of this IES is that professional accountants develop and maintain the professional competence
necessary to perform their functions protecting the public interest to meet the needs of clients, employers
and other stakeholders.
While the objective of the IES as stated in Paragraph 8 is appropriate and consistent with how the
Objectives have been defined for other IESs, including IES 2, IES 3 and IES 4, it can be further expanded to
provide greater clarity on what constitutes ‘public interest’ and in particular, for professional accountants to
be committed to act on ‘public interest’ and strengthen the public trust in the profession by ensuring
continued development to their professional competence. The element of being relevant in the changing
business environment or changing scope of work can also be included. We suggest the following
amendment to Paragraph 8 to better align with Paragraphs 9 and A7.”The objective of this IES is that
professional accountants develop and maintain the professional competence necessary, in the public
interest, to perform their roles, and to meet the needs of provide competent and relevant professional
services to clients, employers, and other stakeholders based on current developments in practice, legislation
and techniques.”
8. The objective of this /ES is that professional accountants develop and maintain the professional
competence necessary, in the public interest, to perform their roles, and to meet the needs of clients,
employers, and other stakeholders.
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Respondent

Question
Reference

Agenda Item 21 Paragraph

IBRACON

1

42b; 43-62

WPK

1

42b; 43-62

IAA

1

42e; 43-62

ISCA

1

42c; 43-62

CPA Australia

1

42d; 43-62
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#

9

10

11

Comment
CPA Australia supports this objective statement as it is appropriate and clear, and specifically in that it
promotes the credibility of the accounting profession, in the public interest. However, we would recommend
the re-insertion of the reference to CPD into this objective statement as the focus of this standard is CPD
and the universal language of professional accounting is "CPD", as it relates to the development of
professional competence.
ACCA believes that for the most part the objective statement is appropriate and clear, however would ask
that the following be considered:
a) Learning new skills for career progression is an important aspect of CPD.
b) Undertaking CPD in order to gain new skills to aid career progression is not explicit in the objective
statement as it refers to “develop and maintain the professional competence, …., to perform their
roles”.
c) Is there scope to include a specific reference to ‘maintenance of professional ethics’ in the objective
statement?
Clarity may be needed on the use of the word ‘develop’ in the objective statement as the use of the word
may be construed to mean that the standards also governs the requirements on initial professional
development of professional accountants. We propose the removal of develop in the objective statement, so
that it reads as follows: “The objective of this IES is that professional accountants acquire develop and
maintain the professional competence necessary, in the public interest, to perform their roles, and to meet
the needs of clients, employers, and other stakeholders.”
For a person to be referred to as a professional accountant, it infers that the person must have developed
the professional competence required to perform the roles as an accountant in the first instance. Such a
person needs is continuous update of skills and retraining for effective service delivery. Continuing
Professional Development (CPD) is a regular programme designed to assist professional accountants in
updating their skills and competencies as the need arises and also to adapt to contemporary and emerging
issues. This standard focuses on continuing professional development (education) which is different from
other education standards. Its objective should therefore read thus: “The objective of this IES is that
professional accountants UPDATE develop and maintain the professional competence necessary, in the
public interest, to perform their roles, and to meet the needs of clients, employers and other stakeholders.”

Respondent

Question
Reference

Agenda Item 21 Paragraph

ACCA

1

a) 42c; 43-62
b) 42d; 43-62
c) 42e; 43-62

ICAZ

1

42c; 43-62

ICAN

1

42c; 43-62

EY

1

66; 70

Theme 8: Should the explanatory material for the Objective statement be further revised or expanded?

1

We suggest that paragraph A6 be revised because as currently written the ‘it’ in the second sentence is
circular. Therefore, as currently written this states ‘Ensuring professional accountants develop and maintain
the professional competence necessary to perform their roles improves professional competence necessary
to provide high quality services…’. As a result, we propose the paragraph be reworded as follows: “Ensuring
that professional accountants develop and maintain the professional competence necessary to perform their
roles serves several purposes. It protects the public interest, improves professional competence necessary
to provide supports the provision of high quality services to clients, employers, and other stakeholders, and
promotes the credibility of the accountancy profession.”
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5

6

Comment
However, when reviewing the associated explanatory material we identified the phrase ‘It…improves
professional competence necessary to provide high quality services to…’. While we note that this phrase is
similar to that of the objective in the original IES 7, we found the wording used in paragraph A6 to be
confusing as it seems to imply that the development and maintenance of professional competence
increases the level of professional competence needed in order to provide high quality services as opposed
to increasing the capacity of the professional accountant to provide high quality services. We recommend
that it is changed to ‘…improves professional accountants’ professional competence which enables them to
provide high quality services…’
The opening of this paragraph states: “Ensuring that professional accountants develop and maintain the
professional competence…”. We do not believe it is appropriate to use the word “ensuring”.
Paragraph A6: we suggest that it would be more accurate to say that a body’s CPD regime “maintains
“rather than “promotes” the credibility of the accountancy profession”.
The Objective statement is appropriate and clear though we wonder it’s better to articulate in such a way
that the public interest appears as the ultimate outcome, say:
“Ensuring that professional accountants develop and maintain the professional competence necessary to
perform their roles serves several purposes. It improves professional competence necessary to provide high
quality services to clients, employers, and other stakeholders, promotes the credibility of the accountancy
profession and, in so doing, helps ensure the profession works in the public interest.”
The change in the objective paragraph from the previous standard has been noted. The objective is now
more concise and places emphasis on the overarching purpose which is the competence of professional
accountants. However, as the standard is addressed first and foremost to IFAC member bodies there should
be an expansion on the role of the IFAC member bodies in achieving the objective. This expansion can be
done through the explanatory material paragraph A6. Furthermore, with reference to point 2 above, and in
addition to relating the objective to the member body, there should also be a link back to the objective at the
level of the professional accountant.

Respondent

Question
Reference

Agenda Item 21 Paragraph

BDO

1

66; 70

Deloitte

1

67; 70

FRC

1

68; 70

EFAA

1

69; 70

IRBA

1

71-77

SAIPA

4

78a; 79-86

SAIPA

5

78a; 79-86

ICAS

5

78a; 79-86

JICPA

0

78a; 79-86

EY

0

78b; 79-86

Theme 9: Revisions to ‘CPD for All Professional Accountants’ Requirement
1
2
3
4
5

The output-based approach focuses on whether professional accountants can demonstrate the achievement
of learning outcomes. The measurement focus is on what professional accountants achieved from having
undertaken learning and development activities. SAIPA sees in a need to define Professional Accountant in
the context of this IES 7.
SAIPA sees in a need to define Professional Accountant in the context of this IES 7.
The term ‘professional accountant’ may require further clarification and we have included our comments
within the General Comments section.
What is meant by “professional accountants” in paragraphs 8 and A6, whereas “all” is added to the words in
paragraphs 9 and A7?
Since the term is not defined in the proposed standard nor in the IAESB Glossary of Terms, it is unclear to
us what is meant by reference to “professional responsibilities” in Paragraph 9 and how this is intended to
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be different from the reference to one’s role. For example, is it intended to encompass the skills that support
the professional accountant’s compliance with a relevant code of ethics? Or the competencies required to
achieve professional certification in the jurisdiction served by the professional accountant? Or something
else? As a result, we believe additional clarification is needed in the proposed IES 7 as to a professional
accountant’s professional responsibility to develop and maintain professional competence relevant to their
role and professional responsibilities.
Yes. The term professional responsibilities should be defined within the revised IES 7.
We noted that the requirements in paragraphs 9, 13 and 14 each refer to the professional accountant’s
“roles and responsibilities”. We did not know whether the addition of “and responsibilities” implies a new
consideration in the context of CPD. We note that scope paragraph 4 and explanatory material paragraphs
A4 and A6 mention only “roles”. We also note that the term “responsibilities” is not defined in the Framework
or the Glossary of Terms. Other than the use of “responsibilities” in a different context in IES 5, we do not
believe this term is used elsewhere in the Standards. We believe that proposed IES 7 can achieve the
intended objectives without the addition of this term. If the addition of this term was intentional, we believe it
should be defined and used consistently throughout the proposed revisions to IES 7 and the relevance to
other Standards should be considered.
We refer you to our third point in response to Question 2 regarding the possible addition of the term
“responsibilities” to the Glossary if this term is retained.
The essence of our concern is that, at various points, the proposed standard refers to the professional
responsibilities of accountants and to their role. For example, paragraph 9 states that “IFAC member bodies
shall require all professional accountants to undertake and record CPD that develops and maintains
professional competence relevant to their role and professional responsibilities” while paragraph 13 refers to
the proposed switch from an emphasis on the demonstration of competencies to the achievement of
learning outcomes relating to role and professional responsibilities. The preamble makes it clear that the
intention here is that the CPD would now relate to both role and professional responsibilities but, although
the term “role” is clear, the term “professional responsibilities” is used in various places but is not defined.
The conjunction of role and professional responsibilities makes it clear that professional responsibilities are
not the same as one’s role. We believe that professional responsibilities should relate to one’s
responsibilities as a member of the accountancy profession in the same way as we would expect, for
example, a doctor’s professional responsibilities to relate to the practice of medicine.
For many accountants, their role will be in an area related to accounting and hence their professional
responsibilities will relate in some way to the accountancy profession. For such accountants, the proposals
will be relatively straightforward to apply as CPD activities relating to role would also relate to some aspect
of professional responsibilities and vice versa. However, where a professionally qualified accountant is not
currently working within an accounting-related role, difficulties could arise. To some extent this is
recognised in paragraph A9 which acknowledges that each professional accountant has differing learning
and development needs but there could be some instances that cause particular difficulty.
To illustrate with some examples from the UK, it is commonplace for professionally-qualified solicitors who
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are members of the Law Society of Scotland to relinquish membership of the Law Society if they move to
employment in another field. This effectively means that they align role with profession. However, this does
not always apply within accountancy. If we take our own institute, ICAS, as an example, there are significant
numbers of ICAS members who do not work within accountancy-related jobs but who retain their
membership of ICAS. For example, there are comedians, radio presenters, members of the clergy and
people who have left to train as science teachers. For these people, they retain professional membership
but do not have an accounting role, hence profession and role are not aligned. For such individuals, the
CPD that would be helpful to them to retain professional competence (defined using the IAESB definition as
the ability to perform a role to a defined standard) might well have nothing whatsoever to do with accounting.
For example, a science teacher might want to undertake CPD on some new teaching method while a
comedian or radio presenter might want to undertake CPD on a new sound recording system. The question
then becomes, what CPD should these people undertake in order to meet IES 7 (proposed) requirements?
Professional bodies with such categories of member would therefore have to consider whether CPD
activities that have no relationship with accounting, however widely defined, are acceptable for their CPD
purposes. Given that an expressed reason for CPD is the maintenance of trust in the public interest, it
seems to us that non-accounting related CPD would be unlikely to maintain trust or be in the public interest.
The public would rightly be concerned if someone could maintain membership of a medical professional
body by undertaking CPD not related to their medical practice and it is our view that the same argument
applies in accountancy. Following this logic, we believe that CPD requirements need to relate to the work of
the profession of accountancy. Whilst recognising that this professional scope is nowadays quite wide, we
believe that there will be activities that form part of some members’ role that will fall outside of the scope of
the accountancy profession and in these circumstances we believe that the CPD must relate to professional
responsibilities (in the sense of the accountancy profession) rather than the member’s current role. We
recognise that this will present difficulties for individual professional bodies who retain people in membership
who are no longer in accounting-related roles. It is possible that some exemption might be required for them
but we do not believe that the existence of such members should drive the CPD requirements more
generally.
This view essentially focuses on what is meant by a professional accountant. The IAESB has defined a
professional accountant as “an individual who achieves, demonstrates and further develops professional
competence to perform a role in the accountancy profession”. We believe that the view we have presented
above is consistent with people performing a “role in the accountancy profession” but not with someone
simply performing “a role”.
Taking everything together we would like to see paragraph 9 and other mentions revised with the addition of
“in the accountancy profession” and “accountancy-related” as follows:
“IFAC member bodies shall require all professional accountants to undertake and record CPD that develops
and maintains professional competence relevant to their role in the accountancy profession and
accountancy-related professional responsibilities”.
This means that a new requirement will be necessary for those current members who do not have a role in
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the accountancy profession or accountancy-related professional responsibilities. For such members, there
are three logically-consistent possibilities. The first is to exempt them from CPD but to ensure that such
members cannot hold themselves out to be a member of their institute e.g. they should not use designatory
letters after their name or refer to themselves by their designation, for example by saying that they are a
chartered accountant. The second is to remove them from membership. The third is to move away from
linking CPD to the concept of being a professional accountant but that, in our view, would have detrimental
consequences for public trust and confidence in the accountancy profession.
It may be worth including mandatory professional development areas such as ethics in the standard.
In view of the changing expectations for professional accountants to be equipped with multidisciplinary skills,
it is commended for IES 7 to reflect the prevalent use of new information technology tools as well as the
increasing need for specialised knowledge. To equip ISCA members with specialised knowledge, ISCA offer
a wide range of Continuing Professional Education (CPE) courses, including areas of financial forensics,
business and data analytics.
It is recommended to separate the training in the undergraduate or accounting professional who is a
professional and technologist or professional technician and that there will be programs to only prepare
auditors as auditors and in the case of Colombia a program Only Tax Reviewers, this helps to improve the
quality of professionals in all three areas and to fulfill their role and responsibility, helping to minimize
corruption, fraud among others in which accountants are immersed, auditors signatures or Independent
auditors are being sanctioned for professional neglect, As well as forensic auditing for investigations of
frauds and crimes discovered after they occur, this will also help to strengthen their special work.
In addition to strengthening aspects of ethics as well as being done by the IFAC, but in universities and
teachers so that during the whole program of accounting or audit or fiscal reviewer this aspect is instilled
throughout his career and helping Strengthen their professional nature with subjects of humanities.
Suggest appending A13 to end of 9 given significance of the role the partner role has on public interest.
Paragraph 9: IFAC member bodies shall require all professional accountants to undertake and record CPD
that develops and maintains professional relevant to their role and professional responsibilities. Given the
significance of the audit engagement partner role to the public interest, IFAC member bodies shall require
professional accountants performing the role of an engagement partner to develop and maintain
professional competence by demonstrating the achievement of learning outcomes and by undertaking CPD,
as set out under IES 8, Professional Competence for Engagement Partners Responsible for Audits of
Financial Statements (2016).
Furthermore, we question why a term that is not used in the requirements of the standard (“CPD
Framework” appears only in the Explanatory Material), is included in the Glossary. Specifically, certain
jurisdictions do not transpose the Explanatory Material, as its application is not mandatory / it does not form
an integral part of the standard, into local law or regulations. As a result, national requirements will not
include any reference to concepts addressed exclusively in the Explanatory Material. Given the importance
of the concept of a “CPD Framework”, the Board may wish to consider incorporating this term directly in the
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requirements of the revised standard.
Theme 10: Revisions to Explanatory Material for CPD Frameworks and Self-Appraisal related to the CPD for All Professional Accountants Requirement
1
2
3
4

5

6

7

8

9

A9 could be improved by illustrating the CPD Framework as a diagram showing the continual feedback
cycle.
A9 would be improved by illustrating the CPD Framework as a diagram showing the continual feedback
cycle.
A7-A14 Based on our comments, there is a need to review the explanatory notes that supplement the
paragraphs of the standard. The guidance could benefit from a diagram that explains the framework as an
overview.
A9 could be improved by illustrating the CPD Framework as a diagram showing the continual feedback
cycle.
CPD for All Professional Accountants-Self-Appraisal. IAESB introduces the concept of self-appraisal
(explanatory paragraphs A9, A17, and A20), but does not define it within IES 7 or the IAESB Glossary of
Terms (2015). Because the IAESB cites in the Explanatory Memorandum (Page 9) that research indicates
self-appraisal is critical to the success and efficacy of CPD, the Association recommends IAESB define the
term to avoid confusion among IFAC member bodies in implementation of IES 7.
A8 and A9, A10 and A11 Whilst an emphasis on the planning and structure of learning activities does help
focus the attention for professional accountants on planning their CPD, it would be useful to highlight the
relevance of unstructured learning that can be reflected upon both during and after the activity using selfappraisal and reflective learning, which may lead to the revision of learning and development plans
accordingly.
This is especially relevant to those members working at a senior level, whose role requires them to be more
reactive to the changing environment in which they or their organisation operate.
We welcome the inclusion of Paragraph A9 in “acknowledging that each professional accountant has
differing learning and development needs” and including the self-appraisal process as part of the suggested
structure of CPD framework. This encourages professional accountants to self-evaluate and take charge of
the requirements of their roles and monitor
their own progress in CPD on an ongoing basis, in light of the rapidly changing business landscape. In
addition, it would be good to include a recommended frequency for performance of self-appraisal, review
and evaluation of planning, completing and recording of learning and development activities (e.g. on an
annual basis).
Paragraph A9 introduces the concept of a self-appraisal in the context of identifying relevant learning
outcomes and personal learning and development gaps. However, we believe that the standard should be
clear that self-appraisal is not sufficient to demonstrate the achievement of learning outcomes in an outputbased approach.
CPD Framework: we suggest that the definition includes a reference to monitoring and enforcement so that
it states: “In support of Continuing Professional Development, increased structure, further guidance or
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explanation of concepts to support the learning and development of professional accountants and the
monitoring and enforcement of those who do not comply.”
The current definition of “CPD Framework” stands as follows:
“In support of Continuing Professional Development, increased structure, further guidance, or explanation of
concepts to support the learning and development of professional accountants.”
We recommend simplifying by removing the qualifiers “increased structure” and “further guidance” so that
that definition reads:
“In support of Continuing Professional Development, structure, guidance, or explanation of concepts to
support the learning and development of professional accountants.”
We note the inclusion of a CPD framework in paragraph A9 and find this to be a very valuable addition to
the explanatory materials. Such a CPD framework requires the professional accountant to be an active
participant throughout the CPD cycle and helps them as ‘professionals’ to draw a direct correlation between
the activities of CPD and their workplace performance. As we currently read the Exposure Draft the
framework positioning only seems to be relevant to use in an output-based approach, however for the
reasons stated above, we believe that it has value no matter which measurement approach an IFAC
member body chooses to adopt and that adoption of such a CPD framework should be promoted.
As such we recommend the following:
>Paragraph A15(a) – append ‘…and promoting the use of a CPD framework’.
>Add a new paragraph under measurement of CPD (general) such as ‘IFAC member bodies may provide
guidance on the use of a CPD framework. Such a framework allows professional accountants to play an
active role in their CPD and helps draw a direct correlation between CPD activities and performance in a
role.’
CPD for All Professional Accountants (Ref: Para.9) A9-A11 Page 17
We support the premises outlined in A9-A11, however we caution that the CPD requirements, maps and
frameworks developed and used by member bodies not be too restrictive so as to prevent professional
accountants the flexibility and adaptability to achieve competence.
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Theme 11: Revisions to Explanatory Material for the CPD for All Professional Accountants Requirement – Paragraphs A7 and A8
1

2

3

We would like to seek clarity on guidelines on what constitutes a competency map under Paragraph A10,
given the varying needs of professional accountants in different industries and specialisation roles.
Explanatory paragraph A27 (d) includes, as an example of verifiable evidence, “Records of work performed
(work logs) that have been verified against a competency map;” While we recognize extant IES 7 contained
this explanatory material as well, we do believe that because of the ever-growing and diverse roles
professional accountants serve today and tomorrow that there may not always be a competency map to
verify work performed against. We ask IAESB to consider defining competency map, which is not currently
defined in IES 7 or the IAESB Glossary of Terms (2015), to be broadly defined which may include job
descriptions or even project descriptions of roles and responsibilities.
The opening of this paragraph states: “In addition to CPD frameworks,…” and then presents examples of
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other tools that IFAC member bodies may provide. Given that the definition of CPD Framework makes
reference to “in support of CPD” and to the structure, guidance and concepts to support the learning and
development, our view is that competency maps and learning plan templates would form part of the overall
CPD framework, rather than be positioned as additional tools. We therefore recommend that reference to “In
addition to CPD frameworks” is either removed or replaced with “As part of the CPD framework” instead.
All the reference to the profession should be to the accountancy profession therefore is convenient to add
this adjective to:
Paragraph A7. (c)
Paragraph A10. (a)
Paragraph A7 (c) makes reference to reputational damage and standing of the professional accountant, the
employer and the profession as a whole. ACCA believes that lack of competence has the potential to
damage the reputation of the IFAC member body and would therefore ask for this to be considered for
inclusion.
Paragraph A 7, mention that CPD applies to all professional accountant regardless of sector or size the
organization, which we agree. However, it would be helpful to clarify, since the beginning of the explanatory
material that CPD requirements can be different and will depend on the role of the professional accountant.
In addition, in item (a) of this paragraph mention that professional accountant needs to maintain professional
knowledge and skill to ensure that a client and employer receives competent professional service. We agree
in part of this statement as we believe that there is other parties interest in the professional accountant role
that was not mentioned in A 7 (a).
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Theme 12: Revisions to Explanatory Material for the CPD for All Professional Accountants Requirement – Paragraph A11 and A12

1

2
3
4
5
6

We believe that the nature of paragraphs A11 and A12 is more akin to implementation guidance than to
explanatory material, i.e. the material highlights, but does not require, further actions an IFAC member body
could undertake to support professional accountants and implement CPD, and does not provide further
explanation of the requirements set out in paragraph 9.
Accordingly, we would suggest that these paragraphs be removed and incorporated into any implementation
guidance the Board may develop
A11 could be expanded to make greater reference to gathering feedback from a wider range of stakeholder
groups in relation to the CPD required.
A11 could be expanded to make greater reference to gathering feedback from a wider range of stakeholder
groups in relation to the CPD required.
A11 Could illustrate a broader range of sources for CPD-related insight especially from networking within
their own professional member organisation i.e. through their appraisal process, internal mentoring
programmes, organisation-led networking events.
A11 could be expanded to make greater reference to gathering feedback from a wider range of stakeholder
groups in relation to the CPD required.
A12 could be expanded to refer to IFAC member bodies introducing mandatory requirements for CPD eg
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ethics.
A12 could be expanded to refer to IFAC member bodies introducing mandatory requirements for CPD eg
ethics.
A12 Could be expanded for IFAC member bodies to introduce mandatory requirements that could relate to
the expectations of specific areas or roles, address public interest, or raise standards of professional
competence for their professional organisation i.e. in respect of ethics.
A12 could be expanded to refer to IFAC member bodies introducing mandatory requirements for CPD e.g.
ethics.
Paragraphs A12 and A31 refer to "risk". This begs the question: "risk of what"? Further specification is
needed here.
CPD for All Professional Accountants-Relevancy. The Association recommends IAESB keep IES 7
paragraph A12 extant language which allows IFAC member bodies to rely on the judgment of professional
accountants as to the relevancy of CPD activities. The extant standard read, “Alternatively, they may choose
to rely on the judgment of professional accountants to make decisions on the relevance of CPD activities.”
We believe this is important to maintain within the standard because of the great diversity in roles the
professional accountant has and will have as the world economy and the accountancy profession evolves.
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Theme 13: Revision to Explanatory Material for the CPD for All Professional Accountants Requirement – Paragraph A14

1

2

3

A14 It is welcomed that IFAC member bodies may consider what is relevant for professional accountants in
special circumstances. It may improve this further in the event a further point (c) was introduced, that
covered those professional accountants for whom their work does not directly require the maintaining or
developing of their level of professional competence but wish to continue to maintain their professional
designation.
IFAC are encouraged to continue to try to offer clarity on the term, ‘professional accountant’ and provide
guidance to ensure a consistent approach is followed by all IFAC member bodies and the professional
accountants for whom IES7 should apply. Individuals working acting for clients and employers are easy to
identify as ‘professional accountants’ but within each IFAC member body, there is likely to be a focus on
societal good and many members will continue to support charitable organisations, or move into sectors
where maintaining competence has no direct relationship with accountancy. We understand that this term
might still be a source of confusion for some bodies.
Paragraph A 14, present special circunstances that would need to have specific requirements in CPD. We
agree that it is necessary, however we observe that it would be better explained or more guidance should be
included.
Paragraph A14 may require more clarification as to what is considered a “career break” and some direction
as to when an individual is considered to be “retired”. For example, is a retired member an accountant who
is no longer practicing in a professional capacity or would an individual who is otherwise retired but still
undertaking work of a volunteer nature be required to complete CPD?
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Theme 14: Revisions to the Promotion of and Access to CPD Requirements
1
2

3

4
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6
7

8
9
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AAT would like to raise a question over the wording in paragraph 10 as it is AAT’s view that this is not
appropriate and clear.
Paragraph 10 includes a typo. We think this paragraph should read “IFAC member bodies shall promote the
importance of, and a commitment to, CPD as well as to the development and maintenance of professional
competence.”
The meaning of Paragraph 10 seems not clear. It reads thus:
"IFAC member bodies shall promote the importance of and a commitment to, CPD as well to the as
development and maintenance of professional competence. ".
It should read thus:
"IFAC member bodies shall promote the importance of and a commitment to, CPD as well as to the
development and maintenance of professional competence."
We propose that two unnecessary words in Paragraph 10 be deleted, as shown below.
10. IFAC member bodies shall promote the importance of, and a commitment to, CPD as well to the as
development and maintenance of professional competence.
With the exception of the following paragraphs, the requirements are appropriate and clear:
It is not properly written and its meaning is unclear. It should be redrafted to read “IFAC member bodies
shall promote the importance of, and a commitment to, CPD as a means of development and maintenance
of professional competence.”
Paragraph 10: IFAC member bodies shall promote the importance of, and a commitment to, CPD as well as
to the as development and maintenance of professional competence.
We propose that two unnecessary words in Paragraph 10 be deleted, as shown below.
10. IFAC member bodies shall promote the importance of, and a commitment to, CPD as well to the as
development and maintenance of professional competence.
IES 7, para. 10 contains a minor grammatical error. It currently states: ‘…a commitment to, CPD as well to
the as development…’.
Suggestion: This should be changed as follows: ‘…a commitment to, CPD as well as to the development…’.
Paragraph 10 does not read well and its meaning is unclear;
We noted a typo in paragraph 10. We believe it should say “IFAC member bodies shall promote the
importance of, and a commitment to, CPD as well as to the development and
maintenance of professional competence.”
Paragraph 10. IFAC member bodies shall promote the importance of, and a commitment to, CPD as well to
the as development and maintenance of professional competence.
This paragraph does not read well and the grammar needs to be fixed.
Paragraph 10 states that “IFAC member bodies shall promote the importance of, and a commitment to, CPD
as well to the as development and maintenance of professional competence”. It appears that the second
usage of ‘as’ is in the wrong place, however even with that being addressed AAT would suggest that ‘CPD’
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and ‘the development and maintenance of professional competence´ could be considered to be one and the
same thing, with the latter arguably being a definition of the former. Having this described as an additional
element for professional bodies to promote the importance of appears unclear in the way it is stated.
We note that the definition in the Glossary of Terms (and repeated in paragraph 2 of the proposed
standard) of CPD is "learning and development that takes place after Initial Professional Development (IPD),
and that develops and maintains professional competence to enable professional accountants to continue to
perform their roles competently''. Given this definition, there are a number of paragraphs in the introduction
and in the requirements that include redundant wording that refer to CPD and then add words about what
CPD is. Such redundancy not only lengthens the standard unnecessarily, but also results in some logical
issues in terms of what the sentences then actually mean. The paragraphs in the introduction and
requirements where we have identified this problem include paragraphs 1, 5, 9, and 11. For example,
paragraph 9 could be redrafted to simply state "IFAC member bodies shall require all professional
accountants to undertake and record CPD." The words "that develops and maintains professional
competence relevant to their role and professional responsibilities" are actually already covered in the
definition of CPD. There may be similar issues in the explanatory material and we therefore suggest that the
IAESB review the wording therein (see for example, paragraph A6}.
ACCA believes that for the most part these paragraphs are appropriate and clear, however would suggest
the following clarifications:
Paragraphs 10 and 11: There are references to “development and maintenance of professional
competence.” Having defined what CPD is in Paragraph 2, would it be possible to simply refer to “CPD”
throughout the IES
With a revised A4 section, there may be an opportunity to further revise our response to Question 2,
paragraph 10, to become even more clear i.e.
‘IFAC member bodies shall communicate the importance of CPD for professional accountants as it provides
for maintaining and developing their professional competence.
IFAC member bodies shall demonstrate a commitment to CPD for professional accountants as it provides
for maintaining and developing their professional competence.

Respondent

Question
Reference

Agenda Item 21 Paragraph

IDW

2

114b; 115-119

ACCA

2

114b; 115-119

ICAS

3

114c; 115-119

Deloitte

0

120a; 121-125

AICPA

3

120bi; 121-125

Theme 15: Revision to Explanatory Material for the Promotion of and Access to CPD Requirements
1

2

We believe it may be relevant to add a 4th bullet point (“d”) that recognizes the value of close cooperation
and communication between IFAC member bodies and local regulators who may have established specific
national CPD requirements based on local and/or regional regulatory requirements which need to be taken
into consideration in addition to the requirements of the IESs.
Self-directed learning has been omitted from the list of examples of learning and development activities that
may be undertaken as part of a planned program of CPD in explanatory paragraph A17. While we realize
the list is not meant to be exhaustive, we are not clear of the intent of its removal from extant IES 7 and seek
clarification on if IAESB intends a difference between self-directed learning and what is now included in IES
7 as “Reflecting on practical experiences and developing personal development plans through self-
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appraisal”. Unstructured, unplanned on-the-job training is invaluable to professional competence
development and we do not support any intentional or unintentional changes to IES 7 that would cause
IFAC member bodies to conclude that such activities would not be accepted as CPD.
This paragraph provides examples of learning and development activities, which do not specifically relate to
the promotion of and access to CPD.
We believe the paragraph should be maintained but would be better placed as supporting the requirement in
paragraph 9.
Promotion of and access to CPD (Ref: Para. 10-11) A17 Page 18
It should be noted that this list (a-i) is not a comprehensive list, but is representative of examples
A17 Could indicate that this list is not exhaustive.
A 17 Paragraph present some examples of learning and development activity that may be undertaken as
part of a planned program of CPD which we considered very useful, except for item (h) that we believe it
would an activity hard to measure and monitor.
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Theme 16: Continued Availability of Multiple Measurement Approaches

1

2

2.1. AAT is currently reviewing its CPD policy and recording procedures and it is useful to have sight of
IFAC’s plans for development on IES7 to feed into consideration. AAT notes that the proposed changes to
IES7 include the removal of the combination measurement approach by way of addressing confusion
around the implementation of this measurement method, AAT welcomes this development.
2.2. As identified in AAT’s response to the IES7 survey (submission deadline of 25 February 2016), the
extant IES7 identified at A16 shortcomings with input-based measurement systems. The comment column in
the supplement to the proposed IES7 Exposure Draft explains that the deletion of this paragraph was due to
it not aligning with how input-based approaches can be applied to learning and development activities. The
Exposure Draft does not appear to provide clarification or justification to support this change. In responding
to the abovementioned survey AAT indicated that it would like to see a review undertaken to establish
whether the effective outcomes of operating the different methods of measurement is comparable.
Assuming that this evidence has been obtained AAT is happy to support the maintenance of the two CPD
measurement approaches, however in the absence of this evidence, or any explanation to that effect in the
supporting guidance to the new draft IES7, AAT maintains the view that a move towards greater equality in
CPD attainment measurement is essential.
2.3. The other changes as detailed in the Exposure Draft and supporting supplement do, in AAT’s view, help
to provide further clarity and will improve the consistency, quality and relevance of CPD undertaken by
professional accountants.
KnowledgEquity welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Exposure Draft (ED). KnowledgEquity is a
registered training organisation (RTO) in Australia that provides training and consulting services in
accounting and business management. We offer face-to-face continuing professional development (CPD)
courses for our corporate and government clients. We ave also developed an online CPD library, which
contains courses and webinars across a range of performance and stewardship topics. Our subscription
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model enables professional ccountants to satisfy their professional membership education and learning
requirements which is currently aligned to the extant IES 7. We commend the IAESB for taking the initiative
to revise this standard with the view to serve the public interest and based on the extensive research
conducted. When finalising the proposals contained in this exposure draft, we encourage the IAESB to seek
out specific comments and input from educational organisations and providers of CPD. We support the
objective of the ED, and the proposals as a useful starting point. We also roadly support the principlesbased approach to the standard. Against this backdrop of support, we are concerned that the proposals do
not go far enough to heighten the importance of CPD or change the perception of lifelong learning as being
‘critical’ to the profession and its public interest expectations. We are also concerned that the choice of
measurement models would result in inconsistent quality of education by professional accountants across
different member bodies, especially for those within the same country or jurisdiction. Our comments to
specific questions raised in the ED are set out in Appendix 1.
Yes, the requirements of paragraphs 9-17 are appropriate and clear. KnowledgEquity also agrees that the
approach of these requirements remain primarily principles-based.
However, we are concerned about the unintended consequences related to the ability of a member body to
choose the measurement approach it would use. Throughout the exposure draft, emphasis is placed on the
need for professional accountants to identify their own learning and development needs. Specifically, the
CPD framework covered in paragraph A9 emphasises the role that individual professional accountants will
play in planning, undertaking and reflecting upon CPD.
We believe that the ability of member bodies to choose one measurement approach over another would
directly affect and/or influence the ability of individual accountants to choose and develop their own CPD
activities related to their roles. That is, the measurement choice permitted to member bodies may directly
limit, or be perceived to limit, the choices of valid learning and development activities that individual
accountants can choose from, especially for member bodies that adopt the input-based approach in
isolation.
With the primary objective of ensuring professional accountants develop and maintain the necessary
professional competence to perform their roles and meet stakeholder needs, there doesn’t seem to be any
direct relationship from this objective to the input-based approach described in paragraph 14. While
undertaking a specified time period of learning and development activity can improve performance or
competence, there is no basis upon which to measure or validate that performance or competence.
Accordingly, we believe that an output-based approach is far superior to an input-based approach.
Over the years, professional accountants have perceived CPD activities to be a ‘tick-the-box’ exercise and
attending training without necessarily learning anything in order to simply comply with CPD requirements.
To change this perception, member bodies should adopt a more output-based measurement model for
verifiable CPD evidence, as a minimum. In this way, both measurement models would be used by all
member bodies, but for verifiable evidence that learning has taken place, there must be measurement in the
form of an assessment, evaluation or demonstration, as per the output-based approach.
We are also concerned about the inconsistent quality of CPD activities that would be undertaken across
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different member bodies. Generally, those that adopt an output-based measurement model will achieve
higher quality CPD activities undertaken by its members in comparison to member bodies that adopt only
the input-based approach. This will consequently also place an unfair cost and compliance burden on
professional accountants belonging to different member bodies – especially when those member bodies
service the same country or jurisdiction.
Suggestion: We recommend that member bodies be required to adopt both an input-based and an outputbased measurement model. Therefore, the ability for an IFAC member to solely establish an input-based
approach (as described in paragraph 12) should be removed and we recommend a strong move towards
the output-based approach only in future. Further to this, where the input-based approach is used in
combination with the output-based, only certain types of CPD activity (e.g. providing on-the-job training or
mentoring), should be allowed to use the input-based approach in isolation. Other learning and development
activities (e.g. educational programs and training events) should be required to have an element of outputbased approach in measuring the CPD undertaken.
Verifiable evidence required by member bodies in respect of paragraph 15 should be limited to only an
output-based measurement approach as this would confirm the achievement of learning objectives, aid in
changing the perception of CPD activities by professional accountants and promote consistency across
member bodies.
The view of PAFA member bodies is that they will continue to use the input and combination methods and
would not move to a purely output-based approach.
CPA Australia supports the measurement of CPD using either the output-based approach or the input
based approach, or a combination of both.
Paragraphs 12 to 17 have simplified the requirements on measurement, monitoring and enforcement of
CPD. It is good to know that the input-based approach has been retained and it is clear that IFAC member
bodies can still choose the input-based approach which allows flexibility for a practical approach to comply
with a CPD standard. We feel that while the move towards an output-based measurement approach is a
necessary step forward, there are still benefits of input-based measurement approach of being directly
measurable and for measurable inputs are good sources of primary evidence of participation in CPD
activities.
Overall the Exposure Draft (ED) marks a significant improvement on the extant in terms of structure and
understandability. In addition, the content much better reflects the modern-day reality of how professional
accountants maintain and enhance their competence.
We welcome the approach taken towards measurement of CPD that of allowing for an output-based
approach, an input-based approach, or both. While we recognise the intellectual superiority of an outputbased approach an input-based approach is often simpler to implement, monitor and enforce. Many
professional accountancy organisations (PAOs), including some of our own member organisations, will likely
only realistically be able to implement an input-based model. Ultimately the proposed flexibility in measuring
CPD will foster global convergence on IES.
The most important aspect of the Exposure Draft is the approach taken towards measurement of CPD. The
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JICPA

0

132-138

CPA Canada

0

132-138

AICPA

2

132-138

BDO

2

132-138

ICAEW

2

139-150

ICAEW

5

139-150

Exposure Draft still allows for an output-based approach, an input-based approach, or both. That is, in our
view, an appropriate decision. We are aware of the complexity of this issue and the wide range of opinions
related to it. An input-based approach is sometimes deemed to be “simple”. However, it will help many IFAC
Member Organizations to implement a robust CPD system comparatively easy to monitor. We think this will
be the right way forward if we are serious about global implementation – and not only prescription – of CPD.
We give high credit to the exposure draft that allows both output-based and input-based approaches to
continue to coexist on an equal footing, instead of prioritizing either of the two.
9

10

11

12

Initially, this project was launched based on the idea that, at the end of the day, approaches should be
converged on the output-based approach while the input-based approach should be abolished in the mid- to
long-term perspective, given that it is inconsistent with the learning outcomes approach. The course of this
project, however, has been modified, so that it stood on its ground of realistic standards, taking into account
the practice of CPD in many countries. We would like to extend our warm welcome to this.
CPA Canada also recognizes that member bodies are faced with differing circumstances and challenges
with respect to implementation of CPD requirements and we are pleased that the revised standard
continues to provide member bodies with the flexibility in selecting between output-based, input-based
systems or both. CPA Canada believes that, because of its flexibility and focus on learning outcomes, an
output-based CPD reporting system would be welcomed by many professional accountants. However, we
also recognize the challenges of moving to an output-based system and appreciate the additional guidance
included in the revised draft standard.
Measurement of CPD. The Association supports an output-based measurement approach that focuses on
professional competence attained as opposed to an input-based measurement approach that may or may
not result in enhanced professional competence. However, we recognize there are significant steps
necessary for IFAC member bodies to implement, measure, monitor, and enforce an output-based
measurement approach and we appreciate the IAESB’s recognition of this by continuing to allow an outputbased, input-based, or combination of both approach to measurement. We hope that the IFAC member
bodies will consider a combination of both approaches as a step to experiment and learn what best meets
the needs of their local environment and the professional accountants in their jurisdiction in a move toward a
completely output-based measurement approach over time.
We continue to be supportive of a measurement approach that utilizes both input-based and output-based
approaches and are happy to note that paragraph 12 continues to allow for this.

Theme 17: Proposed Revisions May Weaken the Requirements of IES 7 (revised)
1
2

13 We think both paragraph 13 and paragraph 14 would be improved by including a reference to
professional competence. While this is highlighted in paragraph 9, it is important to emphasise that any
approach to CPD, whether input or output or mixed, must have the goal of professional competence.
20 Yes, as noted above, paragraph 13 (‘achievement of learning outcomes’) and paragraph 14 (‘a specified
amount of learning and development’) could be strengthened by referring to professional competence and
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by expanding upon meaning in the explanatory material section.
5) Paragraph 13. IFAC member bodies using an output-based approach shall require professional
accountants to demonstrate the achievement of learning outcomes relevant to their role and professional
responsibilities.
The requirement to demonstrate the achievement of learning outcomes is less helpful to IFAC member
bodies, as it loses the link to the requirement for competence. The ultimate goal of CPD must be
competence in a role and a learning outcome as a proxy for competence is a lessening of the standard set
in the existing IES7.
Paragraph 13 – the change to demonstrate the achievement of learning outcomes is less helpful to IFAC
member bodies as it loses the link to the requirement for competence. The ultimate goal of CPD must be
competence in a role and a learning outcome as a proxy for competence is a lessening of the standard set
in the existing IES7.
In this format, the proposed IES7 could result in a perceived lowering of standards of competence by our
members and require us to consider our implementation of a higher standard for our members, with the
associated creation of additional explanation and guidance for our members.
The current paragraph expresses learning outcomes as more significant than an assurance-based approach
that measures and verifies competence. This could be interpreted as a reduction in standards and as such,
we would suggest that if the learning outcome was expressed as what the professional accountant had
gained from the learning outcome and had applied to maintaining and developing their competence then this
could be viewed as more developmental in terms of CPD, providing assurance that a professional
accountant is technically and professionally competent for the role they are performing.
Proposed change to: ‘IFAC member bodies using an output-based approach shall require professional
accountants to demonstrate what had been gained from the achievement of learning outcomes and how
these have been applied in developing and maintaining professional competence relevant to their role and
professional responsibilities’.
The ultimate goal of CPD is for professional accountants to achieve competence in a particular role.
Learning outcomes as proxy for competence, is a lessening of the standard set in the existing IES 7.
Therefore, the proposed change to demonstrate the achievement of learning outcomes is less helpful to
IFAC member bodies as it loses the link to the requirement for achievement and maintenance of
professional competence.
The proposed revisions to the objective of this IES does provide a greater level of clarity however this does
not fully translate to the paragraph 13 and associated explanatory materials at this time. In the event that the
comments we have made to the learning outcomes and how the learning that has been gained can be
verified and/or assessed as having been applied, such that professional competence has maintained and
developed, then whilst it may not significantly improve our understanding of an output-based approach, it
would improve our ability to apply a learning outcome driven approach.
As noted within our direct response to paragraph 13, general responses to this consultation and under point
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2
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PwC

4

151-155; 156-162

FRC

4

151-155; 156-162

NASBA

4

151-155; 156-162

AICPA

3

151-155; 156-162

Deloitte

0

151-155; 156-162

ACCA

2

151-155; 156-162

Indiana CPA
Society

7

151-155; 163-167

6, implementation guidance should cover how the maintaining and developing of professional competence
has been achieved through the gaining and application of learning from planned and unstructured learning
activities, such that a level of assurance can be gained that professional competence of professional
accountants is being developed.
Theme 18: Connecting Verifiable Evidence to Measurement

1

2

3

4

5

6

Explanatory materials relating to verifiable evidence (paragraphs A26-A28) are currently categorised within
“Monitoring and Enforcement of CPD”. We believe these paragraphs would be better categorised within
Measurement of CPD” as they relate to demonstrating “achievement of the learning outcomes” (as noted in
paragraph 13) and completing “a specified amount of learning and development activity” (as noted in
paragraph 14), both of which are included within “Measurement of CPD” in Requirements.
Yes, we consider that the revisions are helpful and improve understanding. We suggest that it may also be
helpful to cross-reference paragraphs A19 and A22 about the demonstration and measurement of CPD to
paragraphs A27 and A28 which include examples of types of verifiable evidence available to professional
accountants.
Paragraphs A19-A21 discuss the determination of achievement of learning outcomes in an output-based
approach. In our opinion, these paragraphs would be improved by direct reference to paragraph A27 which
provides appropriate examples of verifiable evidence that could be used to demonstrate that learning
outcomes have been achieved in an output-based approach. The examples provided in A27 are essential to
understanding how professional accountants can demonstrate the achievement of learning outcomes. We
are concerned that all too often professional accountants may read only part of a standard, and the content
of paragraph A27 is essential to understanding an output-based approach.
We are also unclear on IAESB’s intent in striking reference to verifiable under the output-based approach
explanatory material and leaving it only as a concept under the input-based approach explanatory material.
The end of bullet point (a) refers to “of which a portion could be verifiable”. This does not seem to connect
with the rest of this paragraph and there is nothing further in the Measurement of CPD section relating to
this. We assume this is intended to link to the Monitoring and Enforcement of CPD section, however
question whether it is needed here.
Paragraph A22 (a): states that “a portion could be verifiable”. This seems to imply that it would be
acceptable for a body adopting an input or mixed approach to not require any CPD to be verifiable. Was this
intended?

Theme 19: Explanatory Material for Less Easily Verifiable Activities

1

7. Monitoring and Enforcement of CPD (Ref: Para.15-17) Page 20
We believe the verifiable evidence under monitoring and enforcement of CPD needs to more closely aligned
with Introduction Scope of Standard (Ref: Para. A 5) on page 14. Providing examples of verifiable evidence
related to output based outcomes such as mentoring and coaching or practical experiences and
unstructured acquiring of knowledge.
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Measurement of CPD-Input-Based Approach. Extant IES 7 explanatory paragraph A18, which has been
replaced by explanatory paragraph A24 stated that extant IES 7 was based on the concept that IFAC
member bodies expect a proportion of the learning activities that professional accountants undertake to be
verifiable. It also stated “Some learning activities, for example on-the-job training, may be measurable, but
may not be able to be verified. These activities also contribute to the development and maintenance of
professional competence,…” We believe on-the-job training (as well as peer-to-peer learning and mentoring
and coaching) is an important method of learning and development activity and believe it is important to note
that while it may not always be verifiable, it does contribute to the development and maintenance of
professional competence.
Yes, we believe that additional explanatory paragraphs are needed to better explain the requirements of the
proposed IES 7. Our suggestions are as follows:
 S ince m e m be r bodie s a re re s pons ible for s pe cifying the a m ount of verifiable evidence that professional
accountants are required to maintain for monitoring CPD that has been undertaken, there could be
situations when non-verifiable activities will qualify for CPD. As a result, the IAESB should provide examples
of non-verifiable activities that qualify for CPD. For example, non-verifiable activities could be independent or
informal learning activities that are not held by a recognized educational or professional sponsor.
We believe that certain types of CPD discussed in the proposed standard, such as practical experience and
self-development activities, may be difficult to consistently measure, monitor, and enforce. Paragraph A17 of
the proposed standard provides examples of learning and development activities, and paragraphs A27 and
A28 provide examples of verifiable evidence
that could be used to measure completion of learning activities. However, we believe that the proposed
standard would benefit from additional guidance on implementing the measurement approaches. For
example, it is unclear how “reflecting on practical experiences” (one example of a learning activity included
in para. A17) would be verified given the examples listed in
paragraphs A27 and A28.
Given that the learning outcome can be established by ‘professional accountants when undertaking selfappraisal’ (Paragraph A20), the assessment of achievement of learning outcome (Paragraph A27) can also
be determined by themselves. The question is always what is considered sufficient, i.e. the nature and
extent of CPD is highly subjective and may not be easy to be adopted by IFAC member bodies in varying
stages of development. There is a need to elaborate and provide examples on the factors to be considered
in determining whether achievement of learning outcomes has occurred (Paragraph A21).
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AICPA

3

151-155; 163-167

EY

3

151-155; 163-167

GAO

3

151-155; 163-167

ISCA

4

151-155; 163-167

ACCA

2

151-155; 168-182

ACCA

2

151-155; 168-182

Theme 20: Revisions Specific to Paragraphs A27 and A28
1
2

Paragraph A27 uses the terminology “verifiable evidence that could be used to demonstrate” whereas
Paragraph A28 uses “evidence that could be used for verification”. It is not clear why the wording for input
and output based approaches are not the same and ACCA would therefore suggest the wording is amended
for either to make them consistent.
Paragraph 27: ACCA would suggest amending the order of the examples in Paragraph A27 to reflect the
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most commonly used methods of CPD and also adding in three additional ones. The proposed new order
including additional examples would be:
o Assessment/self-assessment of learning outcomes achieved
o Records of work performed (work logs) that have been verified against a
competency map
o Objective assessments against a competency map
o Carrying out additional roles
o Independent confirmation of learning gained through advocacy roles or
coaching and mentoring
o Examination results
o Specialist or other qualifications
o Evaluations or assessments of written or published material by a
reviewer; and
o Publication of professional articles or of the results of research projects.
Suggest adding the following the para A27:
(h) Writing of organisation policies e.g. accounting policies, risk management policies and employee code of
conduct.
(i) Involvement in leading discussions at as well as preparing for board or committee meetings e.g. audit
committee meetings (for professional accountants holding senior positions).
Paragraph A 27 brings examples of verifiable evidence that could be used to demonstrate that learning
outcomes have been achieved in an output-based approach. We believe that item (c ) assessment of
learning outcomes achieved and (e) objective assessment against competency, in the way that they are
described, does not make clear what type of verifiable evidence should be provided.
The examples provided at A27 as verifiable evidence that could be used to demonstrate learning outcomes
that have been achieved under an output-based approach could be perceived to be a definitive list. In
monitoring compliance with its existing output-based CPD scheme AAT has observed that its membership
has demonstrated a wide variety of activities that have fulfilled the requirement of developing and
maintaining the professional competence necessary to perform their roles, all of which following the
framework AAT has in place aligned to that detailed at A9. On that basis AAT is of the view that the way this
is presented could benefit from being softened in order to provide scope for flexibility which reflects the
reality of the way in which many professional accountants will approach their CPD obligations.
3.8. Furthermore, the emergence of new technologies (such as digital credentials and badging) and
dynamics such as peer-to-peer endorsement through professional networking platforms represent examples
of new ways that verifiable evidence could be obtained that are not included in the list provided at A27.
Producing something that could be perceived as a definitive list in the explanatory material runs the risk of
the revised IES appearing to be quickly out of date.
We reviewed the requirements in paragraphs 15 – 17 and believe they are appropriate and clear.
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ISCA

3

151-155; 168-182

Deloitte

0

151-155; 168-182

ISCA

3

151-155; 168-182

ICAS

2

185; 188-191

JICPA

3

185; 188-191

IRBA

3

187; 188-191

In conjunction, we reviewed the explanatory materials and noted that paragraph A28 refers to verifiable
evidence that could be used for verification of an input-based approach citing the example of course outlines
and teaching materials. As this is being used to illustrate the relevancy of a topic for the professional
accountant’s role, we recommend that this is made clear in the explanatory material by adding ‘…to verify
the relevance of the topic’ to the end of the sentence.
In Paragraph A28, it is noted that points (b) and (c) appear to be repetitive. In view of this, we suggest the
following amendment:

7

8

9

Paragraph A28: The following examples represent evidence that could be used for verification in an inputbased approach:
(a) Course outlines and teaching materials;
(b) Confirmation of participation by independent sources; including the activity provider, instructor, employer,
mentor, or tutor.
(c) Independent confirmation that a learning activity has been completed successfully
Bullet point (c) relating to examples of evidence use for verification purposes makes specific reference to
“independent confirmation”. We note however that bullet point (b) could also be from an independent source
and thus question whether overlap exists between these bullet points or whether they are intended to be
mutually exclusive.
PARA 27: For points (c) on ‘Assessments of learning outcomes achieved’ and (e) on ‘Objective
assessments against a competency map”, we seek clarity on whether this includes a selfreflection of
learning outcomes that professional accountants would need to provide as part of ‘verifiable evidence’ and
whether such evidence can be provided without further endorsement by an independent source.

Theme 21: Other General Measurement Matters

1

2

3

An alignment of the minimum requirement for verifiable CPD between both output and input approaches
could help strengthen the value of both approaches and assist those who provide both, although we agree
that there doesn’t need to be a prescribed minimum amount for an output-based approach.
The focus upon learning outcomes for both approaches should be made clearer and, given our comments
for paragraph 13, this could ensure consistency between both approaches to ensure how the learning
gained and applied because of the activity, is shown to develop and maintain the professional competence
relevant to their role and professional responsibilities.
We would like you to illustrate by diagrams that the learning outcomes approach includes both outputbased approach and input-based approach and that input-based approach is not inconsistent with learning
outcomes approach.
While we appreciate the Board’s approach to the requirements being principle-based, we find the
requirements insufficient to provide member bodies and professional accountants with what needs to be
done to comply with any of the approaches. The requirements also do not appear to adequately address all
the issues raised in consultations with stakeholders, for example, improving the implementation of an input-
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based measurement approach; how to demonstrate the achievement of learning outcomes in an outputbased approach and understanding how to effectively use both the input and output-based measurement
approaches. The standard does not elaborate on the differences between the previous combination
approach and using ‘both approaches’. This may be particularly important for those member bodies seeking
to improve the input-based approach by incorporating elements of the output-based approach in their
current input-based approach. We are particularly concerned that, while the proposed standard refers to
‘monitoring and enforcement’ of CPD, the current equirements will not provide an adequate basis for such
monitoring and enforcement, specifically for the output-based approach. As a regulator of the audit
profession in South Africa, we have been using an input-based approach and are currently reviewing our
CPD policy. The standard does not give us adequate guidance on how an output-based system could be
effectively implemented. Any future guidance material that will be prepared by the Board to supplement IES
7 should include examples of how an outputbased approach has been successfully implemented by IFAC
member bodies who have adopted this approach. Also of particular interest to us as a Regulator would be
the monitoring and enforcement of CPD activities under the output-based approach. The Board should
consider more guidance on the monitoring and enforcement of an output-based measurement approach.
Given one of the objectives of the proposed revisions to IES 7 is to assist IFAC member bodies and other
stakeholders to understand how to move from an input-based to an output-based measurement approach,
we believe relevant implementation guidance will be helpful. We recommend that this implementation
guidance include the following:
● Examples of learning outcomes and illustrations of how they can be measured through input
Paragraph A13: Given that IES 8 is framed largely in terms of the competencies that an engagement partner
requires we would welcome some additional discussion in the Explanatory Material about how audit
engagement partners can demonstrate that they have met IES 8 requirements based on the measures
available to users of an input-based approach.
Further guidance on the relationship between IES 7 and IES 8 would be helpful in our view. Please also see
our response to question 3 above in respect of paragraph A13.
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PwC

7

185; 188-191

FRC

3

186; 188-191

FRC

7

186; 188-191

Dumisani
Msipa

0

195; 197-202

IDW

4

195; 197-202

Theme 22: Opinions About the Output-Based Approach

1

2

I Dumisani Msipa, recommend the move towards introducing an output orientated approach to Continuing
Professional Development Standards as proposed by the International Accounting Education Standards
Board, (IAESB). In my opinion, the move will enhance quality service delivery by all professional
Accountants going through the CPD Standardised sessions of trainings and, it will in a greater way improve
the approach of handling issues by Accountants in this technologically affected field on Accountancy. The IT
industry activities are one among others, of critically influential factors to the Accountancy Industry. This
calls for aligning standards with ever advancing technology. The (IES) 7 can be one best approach that will
embrace the needs of aligning knowledge and skills already acquired with current trends.
We understand and would be able to apply an output-based measurement approach as described in the
relevant requirements and related explanatory material.
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We agree that clarity is needed (paragraph 12), especially in relation to the output and combination
approaches. Most accountancy bodies currently have input-based CPD but there is a lot to commend
output-based CPD as it focuses attention on professionalism and the expectation that professionals should
be able to reflect upon their development needs and to act accordingly. We therefore welcome the
clarifications in the proposed standard around output-based CPD and combination approaches.
In general, we encourage meaningful measurements that are not hours-based or related to hours-based
measurements. It is critical to allow flexibility for member bodies to set appropriate parameters without losing
focus of the intent to promote lifelong learning of the professional accountant. Learning that is ongoing,
voluntary, and self-motivated pursuit of technical competence; professional skills; and professional values,
ethics, and attitudes is inherently difficult to confine to narrow definitions and measurements.
1 ICAEW supports the establishment of high quality standards in accountancy, and recognises that the
profession is undergoing significant changes such as the globalisation of business and evolution in
technology and as such competency requirements must evolve to meet those trends and remain relevant to
stakeholders’ needs.
2 ICAEW is particularly concerned to ensure that the profession continues to serve the public interest. In this
regard we support appropriate global standards that can facilitate the raising of standards for professional
competence. Clearly the competence of professional accountants is of critical importance and we believe
that strengthened public confidence in the accountancy profession is of the highest priority.
3 As such the ICAEW has continuously supported the development and strengthening of IES 7 since its
inception over a decade ago. We remain committed to the output-based approach to CPD (in force at
ICAEW since 2005). We see a focus on outputs as being grounded on the effectiveness of learning and
development activity while offering members the flexibility to select the amount and type of CPD that best
supports their needs.
18 Yes, to a degree. The proposed revisions may in fact prove more helpful in guiding PAOs that have yet to
introduce an output-based approach or are in the early stage of implementation of their CPD policy.
Specifically, the introduction of frameworks, such as the learning cycle described in A9 (a) – (d), is important
as these provide a clear structure for promoting the effectiveness of CPD activity.
We acknowledge that there is a need to move towards an output-based approach as this would enable a
more holistic view of the professional accountant’s professional development. Furthermore, it will allow the
professional accountant greater flexibility in demonstrating their continued learning and development,
considering the various platforms that learning can be conducted. This is consistent with the objectives of
the IES 7 to improve the relevance of CPD where professional development can be demonstrated by
learning outcomes and how the professional accountant was able to benefit from and apply the learning
outcomes in the professional work. An output-based approach also encourages self-reflection of the
professional accountant in performing a self-assessment of how he/she has been able to translate learning
to outcomes for his/her organisation, which benefits the professional accountant and the organisation.
The proposed revisions improve understanding and the ability of EFAA member organisations to apply an
output-based measurement approach.
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3.9. AAT has operated an output-based approach for some time and is therefore comfortable with the
proposed revisions detailed in the exposure draft. AAT welcomes the developments in that they seek to
further strengthen the scope for IFAC member bodies to understand and implement an output-based
approach.
As NBA, the public-law organisation for the Chartered Accountants in the Netherlands, we are very much in
favour of CPD based on an out-come approach as is proposed in the renewed IES 7.
We are of the opinion that not the hours related to CPD are important, but the concent of the CPD and the
relation to the actual work one is doing or the career one wants to have.
At this moment a group of members are in a pilot to get to know the new system. After we review the results,
we can make a final decision, that will also include monitoring and enforcement.
With the primary objective of ensuring professional accountants develop and maintain the necessary
professional competence to perform their roles and meet stakeholder needs, there doesn’t seem to be any
direct relationship from this objective to the input-based approach described in paragraph 14. While
undertaking a specified time period of learning and development activity can improve performance or
competence, there is no basis upon which to measure or validate that performance or competence.
Accordingly, we believe that an output-based approach is far superior to an input-based approach.
Over the years, professional accountants have perceived CPD activities to be a ‘tick-the-box’ exercise and
attending training without necessarily learning anything in order to simply comply with CPD requirements.
To change this perception, member bodies should adopt a more output-based measurement model for
verifiable CPD evidence, as a minimum. In this way, both measurement models would be used by all
member bodies, but for verifiable evidence that learning has taken place, there must be measurement in the
form of an assessment, evaluation or demonstration, as per the output-based approach.
Yes, we consider that the revisions are helpful and improve understanding.
The proposed changes to the output based approach requirement and related explanatory material do
improve our understanding and ability to apply an output based measurement requirement. The focus on
learning outcomes allows for a better and more practical measurement basis.
The proposed revisions help to better understand an output-based measurement approach.
YES: It has improved the understanding and ability to apply an output-based measurement approach.
However, since some PAOs are yet to adopt output based approach, such PAOs should be encouraged and
assisted to implement output based measurement approach.
PAOs should also embrace a combined output- and input-based approach in the near future especially as it
relates to specialist areas,specialist roles and high-risk area.
Measurement of CPD. The Association supports an output-based measurement approach that focuses on
professional competence attained as opposed to an input-based measurement approach that may or may
not result in enhanced professional competence. However, we recognize there are significant steps
necessary for IFAC member bodies to implement, measure, monitor, and enforce an output-based
measurement approach and we appreciate the IAESB’s recognition of this by continuing to allow an output-
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based, input-based, or combination of both approach to measurement. We hope that the IFAC member
bodies will consider a combination of both approaches as a step to experiment and learn what best meets
the needs of their local environment and the professional accountants in their jurisdiction in a move toward a
completely output-based measurement approach over time.
Yes, they improve understanding. We have no suggestions to make.
Consistent with our previous letters to you, and in particular our letter dated 8 March 2016 and titled Meeting
Future Expectations of Professional Competence: A Consultation on the IAESB’s Future Strategy and
Priorities, we do not support a solely input-based approach to Continuing Professional Development (CPD).
We appreciate that for the vast majority of IFAC member bodies there is evidence to suggest that the inputbased approach remains their primary way of measuring CPD however we would have liked for this revised
IES to drive further change within the accounting profession by encouraging IFAC member bodies to move
in the direction of an output-based approach.
We acknowledge that the current Exposure Draft still permits an input-based and output-based approach to
enable flexibility in CPD approaches to accommodate a wide range of academic, legal and regulatory
differences, however we would encourage the IAESB through its provision of implementation guidance to
provide additional materials, as set out below, to further ncourage use of an output-based approach.
We support the specific linkage of the output-based approach to the demonstration of achievement of
learning outcomes. This is consistent with the approach taken in the IPD standards, and removes some of
the possible ambiguity created by the broader concept of demonstration of appropriate professional
competence set out in extant IES 7.
Yes
We foresee certain challenges arising from an output-based measurement approach. As the output-based
approach gives the professional accountant greater flexibility in demonstrating compliance with CPD
requirements, it is more difficult to assess as it would call for a greater level of judgment and discretion. The
criteria-setting will also become more challenging as criteria that are too narrowly-set would go against the
concept of output-based measurement approach in allowing professional accountants greater room to
demonstrate learning outcomes.
The proposals for output-based CPD include a change from the current demonstration of competence to the
achievement of learning outcomes (paragraph 13). In educational terms, this makes sense but we believe
that such a change could be difficult for professionally-qualified accountants to implement in practice since
learning outcomes can be difficult to specify. Our experience of working in universities that use learning
outcome approaches is that these are often not fully understood, and require considerable thought and
precision of language. Difficulties will therefore arise where the specified learning outcomes lack precision or
clarity, in addition to difficulties associated with the appropriateness of the learning outcomes themselves.
We consider that considerable training and review would be required to make the proposed system
workable and this may impose a significant burden on professional bodies if charged with the task of
monitoring the achievement of these learning outcomes.
A21. For IFAC member bodies and licensing regimes, determining achievement of learning outcomes by the
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professional accountant may include consideration of factors such as: (a) The nature and extent of CPD
undertaken for the learning and development needs identified for the professional accountant’s role; and (b)
The nature and extent of reflective activity the professional accountant has documented in their CPD record
demonstrating the achievement of learning outcomes. It will be impossible to monitor compliance.
CPA Australia believes that auditing output-based CPD will have large resource impacts for IFAC member
bodies and their professional members.Additionally, professional members of IFAC member bodies will have
limited ability to meet the verifiable requirements in terms of their own resources and understanding of
competency based education.
However, there are less clearly-defined areas of an output-based measurement approach which we need to
be aware of and we have to address these in building the measurement approach. An output-based
approach is less definitive and open to variations, hence it is more difficult for the IFAC member body to
measure and assess as compared to an input-based approach where a predefined threshold (e.g. minimum
CPD hours over a predefined period) is set. An output-based approach would give the professional
accountant greater flexibility in demonstrating learning outcomes. With this greater flexibility accorded to the
professional accountant, we are concerned if the varying expertise of different professional accountants in
demonstrating the learning outcomes would give greater benefit to a professional accountant who has flair in
presentation and persuasive communication. For example, while two professional accountants may have
participated in the same learning activity, a professional accountant who is more adept and persuasive in
demonstrating the learning outcomes would appear to have met the learning outcomes if assessed solely on
an output-based measurement approach.
Because of the results-based approach focuses on whether professional accountants can demonstrate
achievement of learning outcomes. The measurement approach in some cases is subjective and not
measurable in terms of an evaluation since the experience of these can’t always be measured in a test,
there are many areas of expertise that would not be practical to assess with written assessments and could
not adequately determine compliance with CPD, the practical experienced is a perfect example that can´t be
expressed in a test and gives de professional accountant a huge asset.
Whilst we have no argument with the focus on educational and professional development outcomes as
described in the revision of IES7, we do have a concern that:
1. IFAC member bodies may not have the ability to describe to members the requirements of the outputbased approach rather than CPD hours measurement (as per existing input-based approach) and that this
may not lead to improvements in professional learning and competency.
2. The resources required of IFAC member bodies to sufficiently audit professional development
requirements of output-based measurement will mean that little headway will be achieved.
3. Whilst some IFAC member bodies may be in a position to develop output-based measures (as CPA
Australia does in most of our professional development offer), this will be difficult to impossible to stipulate
for other providers of professional development, particularly for those organisations conducting internal
corporate programs.
Certain regulated work that practitioners undertake has requirements to specify an amount of CPD in
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relation to that work. These requirements will be at odds with the adoption of an output-based approach.
For example:
 P ra ctitione rs in Ire la nd who provide a dvice to cons um e rs on re ta il fina ncia l products or a rra nge , or offe r to
arrange, retail financial products for consumers are required to achieve at least 15 formal hours of CPD
each year relevant to the functions in respect of which they are a qualified or grandfathered person.
 P ra ctitione rs in S outh Africa unde rta king ta x work, a nd thos e who inte nd to do s o in future , s hould re gis te r
on the South African Revenue Service (SARS) e-filing system. Registered members must ensure that they
comply with SARS’ CPD requirements. SARS states that registered tax practitioners must undertake at least
15 hours of tax related CPD each year, of which at least nine hours must be verifiable.
Members often find planning the most difficult part of the CPD cycle preferring to do “just-in-time” learning or
to book onto relevant courses as and when they come up. Planning is a key stage in output-based CPD so it
will take time and resources to educate members.
Members and other stakeholders may be resistant to moving to output-based CPD as there can be a
perception that it can be less rigorous. Good communication and marketing will be essential to get the right
messages over - some bodies may not have the resources to do this. ACCA anticipate that many bodies will
find it difficult to provide the competency framework and planning tools required to move to an output-based
approach due to resource and technical constraints. Bodies which currently have an input-based approach
may need support to move to a mixed or fully output-based approach. This might be particularly problematic
for bodies wanting to become members of IFAC who may currently only have an informal CPD policy.
Paragraph 13: Given the importance of selecting appropriate learning outcomes for measurement of CPD
we suggest that this paragraph is amended to say “IFAC member bodies using an output-based approach
shall require professional accountants to identify learning outcomes relevant to their role and professional
responsibilities and to demonstrate their achievement.”
3.4. AAT would seek clarification on the expected definition of ‘demonstrate’ as set out in paragraph 13 and
what the expectations are for this in practice. Contingent on the expected definition of ‘demonstrate’, this
paragraph could also be seen as placing a prescriptive requirement on professional bodies which could be
perceived to contradict the guidance relating to periodic monitoring as provided in the explanatory material
at A29.
Measurement of CPD: Output-Based Approach. We are concerned about changes to requirement
paragraph 13 which states, “IFAC member bodies using an output-based approach shall require
professional accountants to demonstrate the achievement of learning outcomes relevant to their role and
professional responsibilities.” Prior to the changes within this ED, demonstration of the development and
maintenance of appropriate professional competence was required. We understand from the Explanatory
Memorandum included in this ED, IAESB was striving to clarify by focusing on the demonstration of learning
outcomes, which are outputs of CPD learning and development activities; however, because learning
outcomes are synonymous with structured learning activities this may not appropriately recognize the value
of unstructured learning activities such as on-the-job training, peer-to-peer learning, and mentoring and
coaching that play a critical role in competence development. We recommend IAESB clarify that learning
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outcomes may arise from both structured and unstructured learning experiences. We recommend learning
outcomes be redefined as the measurable result that learners achieve upon completion of structured or
unstructured learning activities. Absent such clarification, the inclusion of “learning outcomes” could actually
be a hindrance to moving to an output-based measurement approach instead of an aid.
For Paragraphs 12 and 13, there can be greater clarity that IFAC member bodies shall also establish the
depth of details required of professional accountants in demonstrating the learning outcomes, and to have
the authority to seek verification of these learning outcomes to a reliable source e.g. the professional
accountant’s employer.
As the focus of the output-based approach is on whether professional accountants can demonstrate the
achievement of learning outcomes, IFAC could provide guidance on the level of professional competence
for various job roles, in a format similar to that of Table A: Learning Outcomes in IES 2, IES 3 and IES 4.
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Theme 23: Revisions to Explanatory Material for the Output-Based Approach

1

2
3
4
5
6
7

8

A20. The output-based approach typically includes the establishment of clearly defined learning outcomes
that are relevant to professional accountants’ roles. Learning outcomes may be established by a number of
sources, including: (a) IFAC member bodies; (b) Professional accountants when undertaking self-appraisal;
(c) Employers; (d) Licensing regimes; and (e) Regulatory bodies. There appears to be a confusion between
outcomes and competencies.
CPA Australia believes that the explanatory paragraphs for the output-based approach (Ref: Para 13) and
the input-based approach (Ref: Para 14) may require further explanatory details in order for IFAC member
bodies to interpret and apply the intentions consistently.
The establishment of learning outcomes outlined in A19-A21 is very wide and therefore does not assist our
understanding.
We did not find A21 clear after repeated reading and reflection. This should be reworded to be clear on the
two factors to be considered.
 G ive n the com ple xity of m e a s uring CP D unde r a n output-based approach, we suggest that the IAESB
provide additional explanatory guidance related to measuring the achievement of CPD under the outputbased approach.
We support the inclusion of: (b) professional accountants when undertaking self- appraisal; and (c)
employers.
Commentary: In the explanation material at point A20 says "Learning outcomes can be established by
several sources including: a) IFAC member organizations, employers ......... etc. We believe it should say:
"The learning outcomes can be established by several instances including: a) IFAC body members, etc.
No. As indicated in our overall comments, we struggle whether enough guidance has been provided in the
revised IES 7 for professional accountants to be able to measure CPD undertaken through an output-based
approach. As a result, we suggest that the Board provide additional explanatory guidance and examples
regarding the output-based approach.
Paragraph A21 describes the factors that should be considered in determining whether the achievement of
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learning outcomes has occurred under an output-based approach. However, A21(a) describes an inputbased approach to determine whether learning outcomes have been achieved. Our interpretation is that an
individual would assess whether they have met a learning need by reviewing the CPD activities they have
completed. However, reviewing CPD activities does not necessarily assess whether the learning outcomes
have been achieved. Although well designed formal learning will include some form of assessment of
achievement of learning outcomes, other forms of CPD (such as unstructured reading) will not. Therefore,
we believe that in order for completion of a learning program to be used as an output measure, IES 7 needs
to address the importance of including properly designed learning which incorporates suitable assessment
processes. In addition, this section does not address how a professional accountant determines the
sufficiency of learning outcomes achieved (i.e., how many learning outcomes need to be met to comply with
the CPD requirements).
 As worde d, pa ra gra ph A21(a ) de s cribe s a n input-based approach when the focus of A21 is on
determining the achievement of learning outcomes. See detailed response in Question 4 below.
In paragraph A21 we note that one of the factors considered when determining the achievement of learning
outcomes by the professional accountant is the nature and extent of the CPD undertaken. We note that
extent of CPD could also relate to an input measure such as time or volume and thus seems incompatible
with determining whether the professional accountant is able to demonstrate the achievement of a learning
outcome. We suggest that ‘extent’ be replaced with ‘depth’ in order to make this clearer.
Our interpretation of A 19 is that a test result is not sufficient for the measurement of achievement of
learning outcomes. A definition of a learning outcome would help our understanding. An example of output
based approach measurement activities would also be useful.
We believe that the revision in paragraph 13, which presents output-based approach requirements can help
to improve our understanding and our ability to apply an output-based measurement approach. However,
considering the subjectivisms of this approach we suggest to you to include more examples touching real
situations in the related explanatory material.
We appreciate the IAESB’s efforts to revise the requirement and explanatory material related to the outputbased approach; however, we believe that it may continue to be difficult to consistently measure, monitor,
and enforce CPD using such an approach. It may be difficult for member bodies to specify the nature and
extent of verifiable evidence that professional accountants are required to maintain given the differing
learning outcomes that may be used in this approach resulting from professional accountants’ differing
learning and development needs. We believe that the proposed standard would benefit from additional
guidance and specific examples of clearly defined learning outcomes, along with the nature and extent of
appropriate verifiable evidence that would demonstrate that learning outcomes were achieved.
Yes, the current requirements and application guidance are clear but the output-based approach is
effectively limited to demonstrating the achievement of learning outcomes.
Suggestion: Consideration should be given to how these learning objectives should be crafted, to ensure
they are not just relevant to professional accountants’ roles, but directly meet the competence required for
the relevant roles.
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We also recommend that paragraph A20 be expanded to include ‘educational organisations’ or ‘providers of
CPD’ as a possible source of establishing learning outcomes, as these entities are heavily involved in the
industry (across business and public practice), are typically run by subject matter experts in the field, and
have a vested interest in the ongoing development of professional accountants and the accounting
profession itself.
We propose that “clients” be newly added as paragraph A20 (f).
We believe it would be useful to have an illustrative example on the measurement of the output-based
approach. The example in A25 is useful but we would like to see more clarification on the meaning of output
based and how it can be measured to help ensure consistency across the profession. If measurement of the
output approach is not clear for a variety of learning activities then adoption of an output based approach
could discourage these learning activities.
With regard to this ED, we generally support some of the proposed changes. However, we do not believe
the ED provides a sufficient understanding of how to
>achieve an output-based measurement approach,
CPA Canada recognizes that an output-based approach to CPD focusing on learning outcomes would
support a more holistic view to the development and maintenance of professional competency when
compared to input-based measure such as hours of structured learning. Additional guidance as to how a
member would demonstrate learning outcomes may provide additional support to member organizations
interested in moving to an output-based system. In the absence of guidance, the Board may also consider
developing best practices based on the experiences of those jurisdictions who have already moved to an
output-based model.
Regarding the proposed guidance on the measurement of an output-based approach, examples relating to
the structure of self-developed individual learning plans and self-assessment of those plans, including the
review and/or approval of those assessments by senior learning management within an audit firm, would be
helpful.
No. Please refer to the comments given above. It would be helpful if more guidance is provided on how to
‘demonstrate the achievement of learning outcomes’.
In regards to the output-based approach, we struggle whether enough explanatory guidance has been
provided in the revised IES 7 for professional accountants to be able to measure CPD undertaken through
an output-based approach. As a result, given the complexity of measuring CPD under an output-based
approach, we suggest that the Board revisit whether additional explanatory guidance is necessary related to
the output-based approach.
We noted and agree with IAESB’s inclusion on the examples of verifiable evidence of outputbased approach
towards continuing professional development under the section on “Monitoring and Enforcement of CPD”.
In Paragraph A21, it is noted that: For IFAC member bodies and licensing regimes, determining
achievement of learning outcomes by the professional accountant may include consideration of factors such
as: (b) The nature and extent of reflective activity the professional accountant has documented in their CPD
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record demonstrating the achievement of learning outcomes.

24

In view that reflective activities are commonly used in CPD courses, we would suggest for IAESB to provide
further clarification and guidance in IES 7 on:
o The documentation required;
o How it could be used and assessed to close identified competency gaps.
Given that the learning outcome can be established by ‘professional accountants when undertaking selfappraisal’ (Paragraph A20), the assessment of achievement of learning outcome (Paragraph A27) can also
be determined by themselves. The question is always what is considered sufficient, i.e. the nature and
extent of CPD is highly subjective and may not be easy to be adopted by IFAC member bodies in varying
stages of development. There is a need to elaborate and provide examples on the factors to be considered
in determining whether achievement of learning outcomes has occurred (Paragraph A21).It is unclear if the
Guiding Principles stated in the “Guidance to Support the Implementation of a Learning Outcomes
Approach” as previously issued by IAESB in January 2016 can be used to meet the requirements of the
proposed IES 7. The Guiding principles emphasise the clear links between specifying clear learning
outcomes and the assessment of these learning outcomes, specifying the qualitative characteristics which
such learning outcomes and assessments should meet. It would be helpful to illustrate some of these
qualitative characteristics after Paragraphs A21 or A28 to guide IFAC member bodies in determining the
verifiable evidence to be obtained to assess the learning outcome achieved.

Theme 24: Do Not Support Removal of Prescribed Hours in IES 7 (revised)

1

2

3

Requirement in relation to measuring CPD using input-based approaches in paragraph 14 of the proposed
standard only refers to IFAC member bodies specifying an amount of learning and development activity
without setting a minimum bar for such an amount. While this is certainly principles-based, we are not
convinced that it is in the public interest to cease requiring a minimum level of activity for input-based
approaches in the context of those jurisdictions where solely output-based approaches are likely not to be
implementable due to the reference to input-based measures (e.g., hours of structured or verifiable CPD) in
law, regulation or professional requirements of IFAC member bodies.
Furthermore, although solely output-based approaches are contemplated in the standard, to cease requiring
a minimum amount of activity for input-based approaches sends the wrong message about the importance
of CPD to members of the profession. This is because the cost in terms of the likely amount of time
expended by members of the profession to meet the learning outcomes is an important consideration when
designing an output-based approach (whether designed by a member body or by a member) - that is the
amount of CPD activity is always subject to cost-benefit considerations, even for output-based approaches.
The amount of input-based activity specific in a standard is therefore an important underlying factor for
consideration even when solely an output-based approach is applied.
We recognize that there are different means for measuring CPD activity using an input-based approach.
However, paragraph A22 of the proposed standard does clarify that the common factor among all input-
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based approaches is their measurement of CPD activity in terms of "hours or equivalent learning units". A
requirement specifying a minimum CPD activity could therefore refer to "hours or equivalent learning units"
as extant IES 7 did. Furthermore, we regard it to be important that, if a minimum level of hours or equivalent
learning units needs to be required for input-based approaches to CPD, then there needs to be an
accompanying minimum requirement for some or all of the CPD to be supported by verifiable evidence.
We therefore recommend that the IAESB retain its current requirement in extant IES 7 for 120 hours or
equivalent learning units in each rolling three-year period, of which 60 hours must be verifiable, and 20
hours or equivalent learning units in each year.
The change to remove a specified quantifiable minimum requirement of CPD for the input method is
unhelpful. The different regulators in different countries are using a specified number of CPD points as a
requirement which has in most cases been based on the IFAC pronouncements. It will now be difficult to
meet such regulatory requirements.
If no minimum requirement of CPD points or hours is stated in the IES7 requirements, it is believed that
detailed guidance will be required to assist IFAC member bodies to establish what a sufficient amount of
input CPD is.
As noted above, the proposed removal of a specified quantifiable volume of CPD under the input method
will have a significant impact on a number monitoring and measuring compliance, as well as in recognizing
compliance for members that hold membership in more than one professional body.
The statement of an expected minimum requirement by IFAC is a helpful benchmark for all bodies using the
input method. In addition, many regulators have specified a minimum requirement of input hours and IES7
should reflect this where possible. PAFA member bodies following the input method are concerned that the
lack of a specified minimum requirement may cause conflict between the member bodies and the regulators.
Paragraph 14 – the change to remove a specified, minimum requirement of CPD for the input method is
unhelpful. The view of PAFA member bodies who follow the input method is that this changed requirement
may weaken the position of a number of professional bodies.
As noted at response 2 above, the proposed removal of a specified volume of CPD under the input method
will have a significant impact on a number of PAFA member bodies and may lead to difficulties in
implementing this revised IES.
The 2014 revisions to IES 7 brought the standard to a position of maturity such that any further changes
now have to be carefully weighed, both in terms of necessity and unintended consequences. ICAEW
welcomes some of the enhancements to IES 7 that IAESB is now proposing but we are also concerned by
some of the changes. Our main point is the challenges that may be created by the proposed removal of
minimum input measures in paragraph 14. We set out our views more fully below.
10 Not always. The requirements set out in paragraph 9-17 vary in their appropriateness.
11 Our main point, explained more fully below, is the wording of paragraph 14. We think it may present
challenges and difficulties if IAESB moves away from setting minimum time requirements for input policies
and leaves it to each PAO to mandate whatever CPD amounts they deem fit.
14 Yes, it would be beneficial to clarify certain aspects of the proposed requirements with additional
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explanatory paragraphs.
15 Our central concern with the Exposure Draft’s proposals is the removal of the minimum ‘time spent’
requirements for the input-based approach and the confusion this could cause. It is significant that it is
proposed to leave it to individual IFAC member bodies to each determine the minimum amount of CPD that
their members must complete.
16 ICAEW is generally not an advocate of prescribing amounts of ‘CPD hours’ or ‘CPD points’. We moved
away from inputs in 2005 having previously operated an input-based system for 25 years. However, where
an input system is used, we do think it greatly aids clarity for stakeholders if there are specified minimums,
or at least guidance. The explanatory paragraphs for the input-based approach should at least provide
clearer guidance on what amounts of annual CPD the IAESB envisages as appropriate.
21 Yes, some. We do not anticipate any direct impact on ICAEW’s own approach to CPD as the Exposure
Draft makes refinements to the outputs-based approach with which we can work.
22 Where we do see some challenges arising is from IAESB removing the minimum hours (or other input)
requirement for PAOs using this approach to CPD. There could be some unintended consequences here.
23 It could make it much more difficult for stakeholders (whether they be other PAOs, employers, regulators
or clients) to compare and contrast professional development requirements in force at individual bodies.
24 Currently, if a PAO declares that its CPD policy is “inputs-based and compliant with IES 7” it is clear how
much learning and development individual members of that body will be undertaking. There is a shared
benchmark.
25 Under the proposals here, there would be a lack of transparency over the CPD requirements parties
have been subject to. Stakeholders could in future struggle to make CPD assessments and could struggle to
agree equivalence. The consequences of this could be quite far-reaching. Professional bodies, ICAEW
included, could find it harder to agree and apply international partnership and credit agreements.
26 There is the associated risk of significant transitional problems as the threshold at individual bodies
changes from 120 hours over three years to something potentially very different, whether much higher or
lower. This could be particularly challenging where an inter-PAO agreement has been signed on the basis of
one approach to CPD being in force which is now being revised. And individual professional accountants
could reduce, perhaps significantly, the amount of CPD they complete each year without this being detected
or questioned.
CPA Australia supports some of the revisions to this standard. However, we do not support the removal of
the specification of the number of CPD hours required for professional members of IFAC professional
accounting bodies.
CPA Australia supports the measurement of CPD using either the output-based approach or the input
based approach, or a combination of both.
CPA Australia is concerned that the removal of specified hours (Ref: Para A 16-A20 . "Complete at least 120
hours...") will lead to differential approaches by IFAC member bodies, thus removing a "benchmark" of
consistency across the profession. CPA Australia believes there should be some uniformity of standard for
professional development hours (or equivalent) for the input-based approach to ensure the profession is
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committed to enabling ongoing development of professional competence, in the public interest. We believe
the proposed revisions to the standard (namely the removal of specified hours) will not achieve the aim to
improve consistency of CPD undertaken by professional accountants
CPA Australia recommends retaining the requirement of 120 hours (or equivalent learning units) of relevant
professional development activity in each rolling three-year period, of which 60 hours (or equivalent learning
units) shall be verifiable.
ACCA has three routes members can follow in order to meet their CPD requirement. One of these routes is
the “other IFAC body” route where ACCA members that are also a member of another IFAC body, may
follow their route in order to also satisfy ACCA’s CPD requirement. ACCA is currently secure in the
knowledge that any member following this route would either be following an output-based approach or if
input or combination they would have achieved at least 120 hours over three years. However, if bodies able
to set their own input amount this assurance of an equivalent policy is removed. We would either need to
remove the other IFAC body route or accept that members in different jurisdictions may be required to
achieve less CPD.
Removal of the prescribed minimum number of hours when using the input-based approach. Regarding the
proposed revision to remove the prescribed minimum number of hours when using the input-based
approach, it is unclear to us what issue this change is
Regarding the proposed revision to remove the prescribed minimum number of hours when using the inputbased approach, we are concerned the change has potential to:
> Dilute the effectiveness of IES 7
Regarding the proposed revision to remove the prescribed minimum number of hours when using the inputbased approach, we are concerned the change has potential to:
> Exacerbate some of the issues that the revisions are designed to address (e.g., the consistency of CPD
undertaken by professional accountants)
> Result in significant inconsistencies across IFAC member bodies. We believe that the IAESB should
instead re-assess the minimums specified in Extant IES 7 and revise the minimums if determined to be
appropriate.
We believe the revised requirements are appropriate and clear subject to the following observations:
Removal of the prescribed minimum number of hours when using the input-based approach:
1. None of the issues cited in the explanatory memorandum refer to a request or need for removal of the
prescribed minimum number of hours. We are concerned that the proposed revision to remove the
prescribed minimum number of hours when using the input-based approach (paragraph 14) has the
potential to dilute the effectiveness of IES 7 and may also exacerbate some of the issues that the revisions
are designed to address (e.g., the consistency of CPD undertaken by professional accountants).
2. We believe that removing the prescribed minimum and leaving the flexibility for IFAC member bodies to
determine these minimums could result in significant inconsistencies across IFAC ember bodies, which will
be challenging for global organizations who employ professional accountants subject to the standards of
different IFAC member bodies.
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We would anticipate that the change will help clarify expectations within our organization, with the exception
of the proposed revision to remove the prescribed minimum number of hours when using the input-based
measurement approach. As described in our response to Question 2, we believe a prescribed minimum
number of hours should be retained.
We suggest that for those IFAC member bodies implementing an input-based approach, the requirement for
professional accountants to complete a minimum specified amount of CPD (in hours, equivalent learning
units, or as relevant professional development activity) should remain.
Proposed change to: ‘IFAC member bodies using an input-based approach shall require each professional
accountant to complete a specified amount of learning and development activity that meets at least the
following:
a) Complete 20 hours (or equivalent learning units) of relevant professional development activity in each
year or 60 hours in each rolling three-year period;
b) Measure learning activities as they relate directly to the achievement of learning outcomes.
The professional accountant will be required to demonstrate what had been gained from the achievement of
these learning outcomes and how these have been applied in developing and maintaining professional
competence relevant to their role and professional responsibilities’.
It is suggested that additional guidance in section A22 could state the minimum number of hours of CPD
activity required over a specified period of time.
We suggest reinstating the current paragraph 15 with the following changes, this paragraph having been
removed from the exposure draft:
a) Complete a pre-determined number of hours (or equivalent units) of learning or relevant professional
development activity of no less than 20 hours in each year, or 60 hours in each rolling three-year period, of
which a portion could be verifiable.
b) Remove
c) Retain as ‘Measure learning activities to meet the above requirements’.
We appreciate the IAESB’s efforts to update the Continuing Professional Development (CPD) standards to
serve the public interest. We agree that CPD includes learning and development activities that contribute to
developing and maintaining professional competence, such as (1) education; (2) training; (3) practical
experience; (4) mentoring and coaching, (5) networking and sharing of knowledge and experiences; (6)
observation, feedback, and reflective activity; (7) planned self-development activities; and (8) unstructured
acquiring of knowledge. However, we believe that requiring a minimum specified amount of CPD measured
using an input-based approach best facilitates monitoring and enforcement of the requirements. Therefore,
we suggest that the CPD standard include a requirement for the professional accountant to complete a
specified amount of CPD relevant to the accountant’s role and professional responsibilities measured in
hours or equivalent learning units. While we believe that learning and development activities measured
using the output-based approach also contribute to developing and maintaining a professional accountant’s
competence, these activities may be more difficult to consistently measure, monitor, and enforce and should
be undertaken in addition to activities measured using the input-based approach.
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As stated above, we believe that the CPD standard should include a requirement for completing a minimum
specified amount of CPD relevant to the professional accountant’s role and professional responsibilities
measured in hours or learning units. We believe that CPD measured using the input-based approach best
facilitates monitoring and enforcement of the standard. CPD measured using an output-based approach
also contributes to developing and maintaining a professional accountant’s competence. However, we
believe that such activities may be more difficult to consistently measure, monitor, and enforce and should
be undertaken in addition to activities measured using an input-based approach.
While we support flexibility to use the input-based approach we question the ED proposing the requirement
for a “specified amount of learning development activity” (Paragraph 14). The extant IES 7 prescribes a
specific number of hours to be completed (120 hours in each rolling three-year period, of which 60 hours
shall be verifiable) (Paragraph 15). This lack of number of hours will likely result in widespread interpretation
by PAOs as to what is the appropriate “specified amount”. Such differing interpretation will manifest itself in
a wide range of hours being used by PAOs and, hence, inconsistent implementation of this requirement.
Accordingly, we believe that IES 7 (Revised) should preserve this requirement in some way. We therefore
suggest that the explanatory material state, around Paragraphs A22-24, that ordinarily the specified amount
will be 120 hours in each rolling three-year period, of which 60 hours shall be verifiable.
Yes, though please see our suggestion above relating to explanatory material for “specified amount” in
relation to input-based approach (Paragraph 14).
Yes. Please see our suggestion above relating to explanatory material for “specified amount” in relation to
the input-based approach (Paragraph 14)
As outlined above the only term that might demand further clarification is “specified amount” in relation to the
input-based approach (Paragraph 14).
Chartered Accountants Ireland has considered the content of proposed IES 7 (Revised). We are broadly
supportive of Its content and accordingly will not be answering the specific questions asked. I would
mention, however that we have received some negative comments on the proposed removal of guidance on
the required number of hours needed under the Input approach. Having a required number of hours assists
In providing clarity to members and regulators.
The removal of a specified number of hours could lead to more inconsistency around the globe from IFAC
member bodies. KPMG's policies will change as needed to align with the revised IES 7 and to ensure that
there is no conflict with IFAC member bodies at a local level.
Where there is more than one member body in one jurisdiction and each adopts a different approach, this
could result in members and employers having to cater to two different criteria.
Where an input approach is taken we recommend benchmark hours to promote global consistency.
Paragraph 14 of the Exposure Draft only requires a “specified amount of learning and development activity”.
The extant IES 7 (paragraph 15) prescribes a specific amount of hours to be completed (120 hours in each
rolling three-year period, of which 60 hours shall be verifiable). We strongly believe that IES 7 (Revised)
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should preserve this requirement. The replacement of a specific amount of hours with the mere requirement
of a “specified amount” (without designating a number of hours) would probably open discussions in quite a
few IFAC Member rganizations about what exactly the “specified amount” should look like. We are not
convinced that these discussions will always come to an end that fosters the quality of CPD. Again: An
inputbased approach with a specific amount of hours will help a lot of IFAC Member Organizations.
ii. Paragraph 14 - We do not support the removal of a specified, minimum requirement of CPD for the input
method measurement approach.

32

Reason
We are of the view that PAOs or member bodies who adopt input method approach may experience
difficulties in applying the proposed modified method that the new input method demands.
The previous statement on the said paragraph of an expected minimum requirement by IFAC is a helpful
benchmark for PAOs and member bodies using the input method.
Furthermore, many PAOs and regulators have specified a minimum requirement of input hours for
assessment and measurement of CPDs for professional accountants and IES 7 should appropriately reflect
this.
Yes,there are. There is need to also provide for the minimum requirement of hours in the proposed IES 7.
This will serve as a guide to member bodies in determining the adequacy of CPD

33

34

35

We recommend that detailed explanations be provided to enable more stakeholders to participate with
respect to the CPD needed/expected.
The proposed removal of a specified volume of CPD under the input method will have a significant impact as
we adopt input-based method for assessment of CPDs. This may pose some challenges in implementing
the revised IES., for example, in the following areas:
i. A9: We need to build a mechanism for identifying the specific CPD needs of professional accountants
rather than recommend general CPD for all professional accountants;
ii. A10: We need to produce competency maps and learning templates and make same accessible to
professional accountants;
iii. A14:Include individuals who serve in executive capacity in the public sector. This is recommended
because of their high-profile position and the need for them to show the profession in the best light;
iv. A15(c): We may need to improve in collaborating with employers to emphasise the importance of CPD
within performance management processes;and
v A16 (a) - (i): we may need to review the development of activities that are undertaken as part of a planned
program of CPD,as a instance.
Under the current Japanese laws and ordinances, the JICPA members are required to carry out at least 40
training units in one fiscal year (from April 1 to March 31 in the
following year). Practically, they abide by the numerical criteria of Input-Based Approach provided in
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paragraph 15 of IES 7. If the provision on specific number of hours concerning measurement of CPD’s inputbased approach is rescinded, there is a possibility that professional accountants in Japan will be subject to
numerical criteria in the Japanese laws and ordinances.

36

37

38

39

We propose that this numerical standard also be stated in the revised version as a requirement.
(4) Paragraph 14 requires “professional accountants to complete a specified amount of learning and
development activity” concerning learning units, but does not specify any numerical criteria. We propose that
those of paragraph 15 of the current IES 7 remain as requirements in the revised version.
If not stated in the requirements, they should be in the explanatory material.
If not included in either of them, we consider that its rationale should be explained in the Background of the
conclusion. Unless one of the above is implemented, the pertinence of numerical criteria of the current 7
becomes arguable. As we indicated in “Comments on Consultation Paper concerning Strategies and
Priorities of International Accounting Education Standards Board (IAESB) Going Forward” that we submitted
on March 8, 2016, requirements of specific number of hours of input-based approach are codification of
good practice of CPD already firmly established in many countries.
This is the base regulation that forms the core of CPD. Even If the requirements are deleted in the revised
IES 7, in countries where their own comparable rules have already been rooted, they will not abolish the
criteria on the number of hours. Irrespective of principle-based rules or minutely articulated rules, we request
the following regulations on specific number of hours not be deleted:
(a) Complete at least 120 hours (or equivalent learning units) of relevant professional development activity in
each rolling period three-year period, of which 60 hours (or equivalent learning units) shall be verifiable; and
(b) Complete at least 20 hours (or equivalent learning units) of relevant professional development activity in
each year.
CPA Canada is generally supportive of the proposed amendments to IES 7. However, it was noted through
our discussions with regulatory bodies in Canada that the removal of the specific number of hours for the
input-based model will provide the member bodies with the discretion to set their own limits. There was a
concern expressed that this change would result in inconsistent standards across the accounting
profession.
Given the revised standard maintains the ability for a member body to select an input or output-based
model, there appears to be no significant impact or implications to the Canadian CPA Profession as
reporting could continue with the status quo. However, as stated above, the removal of the requirement for
the 120 hours under the input-based method could lead to members challenging any hour requirement
implemented by a member body resulting to an overall lowering of the current requirements.
We note that the requirement in paragraph 14 of the proposed standard regarding the measurement of CPD
using input-based approaches refers to IFAC member bodies specifying “an amount” of learning and
development activity. No minimum or reference amount for such activity is proposed, and the previously
stated 120-hour minimum over a 3-year period has been removed from the requirements.
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While this is certainly principles-based, we are not convinced that it is in the public interest to cease
requiring a minimum level of activity for input-based approaches. Indeed, certain jurisdictions may encounter
significant challenges in implementing purely output-based approaches as a result of local legislation
requiring input-based measures, namely hours of structured or verifiable CPD.
In our view, ceasing to require a minimum amount of activity for input-based approaches sends the wrong
message to the profession. Even under an output-based approach an important consideration will be the
overall investment made to achieve the learning outcomes and as a result there will always be cost-benefit
considerations in planning a program of CPD. The current universal 120-hour ‘yardstick’ measure provides a
vital signal of the importance of a significant investment in CPD for professional accountants, whatever the
measurement approach adopted. Removing this yardstick could be seen as an indication to those
responsible for the CPD of professional accountants, that they can or should reduce their investment, which
is unlikely to be in the interests of the profession.
Furthermore, global audit networks such as ourselves have a strategic imperative to drive consistency in the
quality of audits conducted across the whole network, and the continuing professional development of audit
practitioners is one important contributor in achieving that. Whilst recognising there are inherent limitations in
an input-based approach to the measurement of CPD, a clear and consistent learning-hours measure is still
an important strategic tool in the setting, monitoring and measurement of learning requirements for a
complex, multi-jurisdictional organisation like ours. In the absence of an hours requirement set by the IES,
we expect there would still be a need to articulate a specific minimum requirement for our organisation and
would likely retain the existing 120-hour requirement which is already defined in our internal policy.
As a result, albeit the clarifications proposed relating to the output-based approach are helpful, we believe
that the removal of the quantitative “bright lines” included in extant IES 7, i.e. the 120 hour or equivalent
learning units in each rolling three-year period requirement, is unhelpful given the global context within
which we operate and will adversely affect consistency in application. We note that paragraph A22 of the
proposed standard does clarify that the common factor among all inputbased approaches is their
measurement of CPD activity in terms of “hours or equivalent learning units”. Accordingly, a requirement
specifying a minimum amount of CPD activity could refer to “hours or equivalent learning units” as extant
IES 7 does.
The change to remove a specified, minimum requirement of CPD for the input method is unhelpful. Many
IFAC member bodies follow the input method and may be adversely affected by this change.
The statement of an expected minimum requirement by IFAC is a helpful benchmark for all bodies using the
input method. In addition, many regulators have specified a minimum requirement of input hours and IES 7
should reflect this where possible.
The lack of a specified minimum requirement may cause conflict between the member bodies and their
regulators, especially where regulators have put in place a minimum number of CPD hours or points to be
achieved by professional accountants.
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As noted at response 2 above, the proposed removal of a specified volume of CPD under the input method
will have a significant impact on a number of IFAC member bodies and may lead to difficulties in
implementing this revised IES.
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Theme 25: Support Removal of Prescribed Hours in IES 7 (revised)
1

2

3

4

5

We also welcome the fact that the proposed standard does not specify the number of input hours
(paragraph 14) as this proposal better fits with a principles-based approach. The specification of hours does
not appear to sit well with the need for accountants, as professionals, to engage in CPD reflectively rather
than adopting a strict compliance approach.
Overall, we support the International Accounting Education Standards Boards (IAESB) continuing effort to
improve its standards, including the proposed revision of IES 7 issued on June 5, 2017. We support the
direction of revised IES 7 and the removal of the fixed hours requirement of continuing professional
development (CPD) under the input-based approach.
We are comfortable with no longer proscribing a fixed numerical amount of CPE hours in IES 7. However, it
is unclear in paragraph 14 and the related explanatory guidance as to how the specified amount of learning
and development activity is to be determined under the input-based approach. Historically, this has been a
specified number of hours or units of learning and development activity. With the removal of the hours
requirement, could this alternatively be a specified set of learning or specified courses professional
accountants should attend?
Measurement of CPD: Input-Based Approach. The Association supports IAESB’s removal, in paragraph 14,
of a prescriptive minimum number of hours (or equivalent learning units) that is required or is required to be
verifiable in a given timeframe because the number of hours spent on a learning activity does not equate to
competence gained. We recognize some respondents may express concern regarding how IFAC member
bodies may interpret and implement in their own input-based measurement approach; however, the
Association supports an output-based approach that focuses on professional competence attained as
opposed to an input-based approach that may or may not result in enhanced professional competence.
In relation to the input-based approach, we note the removal of the 120 hours minimum of CPD per rolling
three year period. We are supportive of this deletion as the requirement may become totemic and we are
unaware of any educational basis for the specific benchmark used. We believe that IFAC member bodies
should have the flexibility to determine their own benchmark measures for the input basis –taking into
account the academic environment, entry and qualification processes to the accounting profession, and
applicable legal and regulatory framework.

Theme 26: Other Comment on the Input-Based Approach Requirement
1

3. Paragraph 12 references measuring CPD but does not seem to mention measuring the quality of such
CPD when using the input-based approach. We believe that completing a specified amount of learning and
development activity relevant to their role may not necessarily mean that a professional accountant will
develop and maintain professional competence if that learning and development activity is not of high
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quality. We suggest adding a reference to the quality of the learning and development activity to paragraph
14.
Theme 27: Revisions to Explanatory Material for the Input-Based Approach
1

2
3

4

5

6

7
8

9

10

We do not understand the structure and meaning of paragraph A22 because the word "and" at the end of (b)
suggests that the example means that all three are being suggested. If that is not is meant, then the "and"
should be changed to "or".
Paragraph A22 (b): ACCA suggests that “relevant” should be repositioned before “learning or” and that the
“and” at the end of the sentence be removed as it implies that all three elements can only operate in
conjunction with one another.
The end of bullet point (c) refers to “to meet such requirements”. This can be misconstrued based on the
lead in sentence of this paragraph. We would recommend removing this wording.
In the discussion of an input-based approach, paragraph A22 introduces the concept of measuring CPD in
terms of “hours” or “equivalent learning units.” We could not find a definition of “equivalent learning units” in
Glossary of Terms (2015) referred to in the exposure draft. The glossary should be updated to define
“equivalent learning units”. It may also be helpful to provide illustrative examples, along with other key terms
such as “regular basis,” or “enforcement.” In addition, paragraph A25 references “learning hours” and that
term is not defined nor equated to learning units.
It is possible for “other measures” in paragraph A23 to be confused with input-based approach. What “other”
means should be specified.
Paragraph A23 states that ‘IFAC member bodies may choose other measures that will be understood by
professional accountants’ and then goes on to give examples of hours or units, both of which were set out in
paragraph A22(a). With the absence of any examples other than time or equivalent units then we believe
that the first sentence of paragraph A23 is defunct and should be deleted so the paragraph includes only the
examples.
We suggest that the explanatory paragraphs A22 and A23 be revised to expand the examples beyond hours
or learning units, if that was the intention.
As indicated in our response to Question 2, we suggest that paragraphs A22 and A23 be expanded to
include additional examples beyond hours or learning units.
Paragraph A23(b) suggests that CPD providers might determine the units allocated to a learning and
development activity. In our opinion, allowing CPD providers to determine the units allocated to a learning
and development activity without guidance from a member body or licensing body is ripe for abuse, and
should not be allowed. Paragraph A23(b) might be better written as follows: (b) Units allocated to the leaning
and development activity by a CPD provider in accordance with the rules or regulations of a member body or
licensing body.
Measurement of CPD-Determining an Approach. The Association appreciates the IAESB providing factors
for IFAC member bodies to consider when determining a measurement approach (starting at explanatory
paragraph A18); however, additional factors would be helpful including considering the shortcomings of an
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input-based approach including most importantly that it does not always measure development or
maintenance of professional competence. We have provided a similar comment below for explanatory
paragraph A22.

11
12

13

14

Extant IES 7 explanatory paragraph A16, which has been replaced by explanatory paragraph A22 contained
insights on the limitations of an input-based approach, which we believe are still relevant and useful to
include in efforts to move the accountancy profession to an output-based measurement approach, which
more appropriately measures professional competence development. Accordingly, we recommend keeping
the following extant language, “Input-based approaches have limitations; for example, they do not always
measure the learning outcomes or competence developed. IFAC member bodies may partially overcome
these limitations by communicating the underlying objectives of continuing improvement of professional
competence and a commitment to lifelong learning.”
CPA Australia believes that the explanatory paragraphs for the output-based approach (Ref: Para 13) and
the input-based approach (Ref: Para 14) may require further explanatory details in order for IFAC member
bodies to interpret and apply the intentions consistently.
Paragraph A23: The reference to “time spent” in A23 (a) may cause confusion because the term “number of
hours” is referenced in A22 and this in itself is a measure of “time spent”.
ISCA currently adopts the input-based measurement approach using CPD hours as the measurement
criteria rather than on learning outcomes. The national regulator and issuer of licenses for public
accountants in Singapore, the Accounting and Corporate Regulatory Authority (ACRA), has also adopted
the input-based measurement approach. ISCA’s criteria for verifiable CPD activities is set as follows:
o The activity is relevant to the professional accountant’s current or future work.
o There are clear learning objectives or outcomes when attending or completing the activity.
o The activity helps in the development of the professional competency.
o There is proof of attendance or participation of the activity.
The current explanatory paragraphs on input-based approach focus only on time spent or units allocated /
prescribed and do not mention about assessment of learning outcome or how the CPD activities are aligned
with the professional accountant’s identified learning and development needs or role. To better align with the
objective of CPD activities that are
relevant to the current and future work of the professional accountant and life-long learning, we suggest to
add an additional explanatory paragraph after Paragraphs A22 or A23 to clarify that it is possible to establish
a continuum to illustrate additional controls or criteria that must be met before CPD is awarded for time
spent on a learning activity. It will be useful for IFAC
member bodies to move their CPD system along the continuum and improve the relevance of CPD.
The inclusion of an output-based measurement system would call for the necessity for demonstration of the
learning outcomes before the professional accountant can be assessed as compliant.
We are comfortable with no longer proscribing a fixed numerical amount of CPE hours in IES 7. However, it
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is unclear in paragraph 14 and the related explanatory guidance as to how the specified amount of learning
and development activity is to be determined under the input-based approach. Historically, this has been a
specified number of hours or units of learning and development activity.
In relation to paragraph 14, guidance on how an IFAC body following the input-based approach or a mix of
input and output can set and justify the amount of hours required each year for their members would be a
welcome addition to the explanatory paragraphs. Guidance on whether different amounts (hours or units)
can be set for different classes of membership or by members working in specific areas or sectors would
also be welcome.
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ACCA

3

239-248

IAA

2

251-259

AICPA

2

251-259

ICAZ

2

251-259

BDO

2

251-259

Theme 28: Opinions about the Use of Both Approaches in IES 7 (revised) Requirements

1

2

3

4

Commentary: The requirements of IES 7, described in paragraphs 9 to 17, are adequate and clear,
however, having described the approaches to measurement of Continuing Professional Development based
on results and inputs, it would be desirable at paragraph 15 to describe the approach of DPC measurement
based on inputs and results, which would be written as follows: 15. Input-based approach and results IFAC
member organizations that use a mixed approach based on inputs and outputs will require professional
accountants to complete a specific amount of learning and development as well as demonstrate the
achievement of learning outcomes relevant to their performance and professional responsibilities.
Paragraph 12 notes IFAC member bodies shall establish an approach to measurement of professional
accountants’ CPD using the output-based approach, input-based approach, or both. Extant IES 7 stated the
third measurement option as “combination approaches”; the ED states the third measurement option as
“both”. Explanatory paragraph A25 provides an example of how an IFAC member body may choose to use
both the output-based and input-based approaches as follows, “For example, professional accountants
would complete an educational program or course of study, followed by a written examination on the
content. Only on successful completion of the examination would the professional accountants be awarded
or credited with a number of learning hours for the overall learning activity that would be counted towards an
input based requirement.” The Association has several concerns about this requirement and associated
explanatory paragraph including:
>It is not clear of the IAESB’s intent in revisions to paragraph 12 to change “combination” to “both” when
referring to the third measurement method.
>In the Explanatory Memorandum it appears the change from “combination” to “both” was to eliminate the
need to have principles and requirements for the combination measurement approach, but it seems that
would still be necessary for an approach that includes both input-based and output-based measurement.
Generally, the requirements in the above-mentioned paragraphs are clear and appropriate within the overall
context of IES. However, we propose inclusion of requirements and explanatory material on how IFAC
member bodies can use a combination of an input based and outcome based measurement basis of CPD.
There is a possible risk of duplication where IFAC member bodies decide to use both approaches which
may then result in strenuous requirements on professional accountants.
The removal of the description of the combination approach from the IES is also welcome as we found
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AICPA

4

260-264

NASBA

3

260-264

ACCA

2

260-264

BDO

2

260-264

FRC

2

260-264

extant paragraph 16 unclear.
Theme 29: Revisions to Explanatory Material for the Use of Both Approaches
1

2

3

4

5

The Association does not believe the ED provides a sufficient understanding of how to
> achieve an output-based measurement approach,
> move from an input-based to an output-based measurement approach, or
> combine both the input and output measurement approaches.
we are concerned about the guidance provided in paragraph A25 for the use of both output-based and
input-based approaches.
First, the guidance needs to be clear that the achievement of learning outcomes attained while participating
in an input-based approach learning and development activity cannot be counted twice, if the same learning
outcomes are then demonstrated as part of an output-based approach.
Second, the combination of both measurement approaches introduces great complexities for IFAC member
bodies (or regulatory bodies) in equating the measurements for the satisfaction of CPD requirements for the
professional accountant. How will the input-based CPD that is traditionally measured in time equate to the
demonstration of the achievement of a learning outcome in output-based CPD? How will IFAC member
bodies (or regulatory bodies) consistently apply output-based CPD among professional accountants, when
an output-based CPD could vary significantly from professional accountant to professional accountant? The
discussion of a hybrid method incorporating both output-based and input-based approaches needs better
examples and a clear discussion of how each is used separately, and then ombined in an appropriate
manner.
Third, there is concern on the variance that could occur among IFAC member bodies (or other regulatory
bodies) in consistently allowing both measurement approaches, when the global environment for the
professional accountant indicates a need for more uniformity in the rules and regulations of the profession.
Paragraph A25: the example given indicates that CPD is only given is an exam is passed may cause
difficulties. Members may complete the learning in one CPD year but sit the exam later. Using the example
given, the Member would not be able to claim CPD for the learning.
In relation to the use of both measurement approaches, paragraph A25 states that IFAC member bodies
‘may choose to use both the output-based and the input-based approaches’. We support having content on
this particular issue – not least because it provides a potential opportunity for those IFAC member bodies
currently using an input-based approach to consider adding to this through elements of an output-based
approach. As currently written though, we believe this may be confusing to some as it may be interpreted as
picking and choosing when to use each approach. By changing this sentence to read ‘…may choose to use
a combination of approaches which contain elements of output-based and input-based methods…’ we
believe this issue may be resolved.
Paragraph 12 permits bodies to use both output-based and input-based approaches together to measure
CPD. We believe that it would be helpful to explain further, possibly in paragraph A25 of the explanatory
material how the use of both measurement approaches differs (if it differs at all) from the combination
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approach in the current IES 7.
As highlighted in question 2 above there is need for explanatory material where members bodies are using a
combination of an input based and outcome based measurement approach.
>The example in explanatory paragraph A25 is a combination approach around a single learning event (e.g.
a professional accountant completes a program and passes an examination on that program to receive
input-based credit). Many input-based approaches already require completion of learning and demonstration
through passing an examination and thus this example does not fully demonstrate the possibilities of a
combination of an input-based and output-based approach.
>Additional examples should be included to encourage and facilitate IFAC member bodies in
implementation of an output-based approach. For example, an IFAC member body may establish an
approach by which the professional accountant records hours or equivalent learning units alongside a
reflective statement. Another example may include that an IFAC member body may establish an approach
by which a portion of the overall CPD requirement is input-based and the other portion output-based.
We note that the proposed IES continues to allow the use of a measurement approach that combines the
input-based and output-based methods of measurement, of which we are supportive as it:
(a) allows IFAC member bodies to begin the transition from a purely input-based approach toward an outputbased approach, and
(b) encourages each professional accountant to draw a direct correlation between the CPD activities they
undertake and their day to day work as a professional accountant.
We believe that stakeholders would find it helpful to see different examples of what is and is not acceptable
in this regard and how they fall along the spectrum with pure input and output-based approaches at either
end.
With regard to this ED, we generally support some of the proposed changes. However, we do not believe
the ED provides a sufficient understanding of how to
> move from an input-based to an output-based measurement approach, or
> combine both the input and output measurement approaches.
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ICAZ

3

260-264

AICPA

2

260-264

BDO

7

260-264

AICPA

0

260-264

EY

2

268-272

ACCA

2

268-272

Knowledge
Equity

3

274; 276

Theme 30: Suggested Revisions to Monitoring and Enforcement Requirements
1
2

We suggest that paragraph 16 be modified to include remediation. We suggest the following revision to
paragraph 16: IFAC member bodies shall … and, (b) provide appropriate sanctions and remediation for
failure to meet those requirements.
Paragraph 17: It may be helpful for the wording for Paragraph 17 be updated to reflect the fact that
enforcement should occur only when required and not simply “on a regular basis.”

Theme 31: Possible Revisions to Explanatory Material for Monitoring and Enforcement
1

As a primary driver of IES 7 is to protect the public interest, and therefore the ongoing public image of
professional accountants, IFAC member bodies should be provided with more structure on the requirements
for the systematic monitoring processes and supplementary monitoring processes. The systematic
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monitoring process does not currently specify the timeframe for periodic declarations or provision of
evidence by professional accountants (e.g. yearly).
NASBA has concerns about paragraph 17 which states that “IFAC member bodies shall undertake
processes for measuring, monitoring, and enforcement of CPD on a regular basis.” The explanatory
guidance does not define “a regular basis” and we are concerned that the period for measuring, monitoring,
and enforcing CPD be sufficiently short (for example one to three years) to bring a professional accountant
back into compliance if problems arise. We also note that the exposure draft drops the language in the
current paragraph A25 suggesting reporting cycles of one to five years.
Monitoring and Enforcement of CPD: Measuring, Monitoring, and Enforcement on a Regular Basis. The
Association supports the new requirement in paragraph 17 that IFAC member bodies shall undertake
processes for measuring, monitoring, and enforcement of CPD on a regular basis. We noticed the IAESB
struck the following statement from the related explanatory material in paragraph A32: “Experience of some
IFAC member bodies suggest that cycles of more than five years may not meet these expectations, while
cycles of less than one year are likely to be overly burdensome on the IFAC member body and professional
accountants.” A cycle less than 1 year could be overly burdensome to professional accountants and for the
monitoring processes they are subject to and a cycle more than 5 years may not achieve IAESB’s desire
that non-compliance of a professional accountant with his or her CPD be brought into compliance within a
reasonable period (explanatory paragraph A34).
Further clarification of the practical expectations of ‘systematic process’ and ‘monitor’ as set out in
paragraph 16 would be welcomed. Would minimum levels and standards be expected and/or required by
IFAC for example?
We recommend that the wording of bullet point (a) be slightly modified to read as follows: “Submitting a
declaration as to whether they meet their professional obligation to maintain the necessary knowledge and
skills to competently perform their role”.
Paragraph A 30 (a) refers to "auditing a sample of professional accountants". The term "audit" is restricted to
reasonable assurance engagements on historical financial information in IAASB engagement standards,
and the use of this term in this way would not be consistent with IES 8. We therefore suggest that the term
"audit" be replaced with "Testing".
Paragraph A30 (a): ACCA would suggest replacing the word “auditing” with “reviewing”. Auditing has a
specific meaning to many professional accountants and IFAC member bodies and may raise expectations
about the nature of the process adopted.
CPD for All Professional Accountants. Paragraph 9 introduces the requirement that IFAC member bodies
shall require all professional accountants to record CPD. The Association supports this requirement.
However, explanatory paragraph A30 notes supplementary monitoring processes may involve requiring
certain employers to track learning and development activities as part of their time recording systems. The
Association believes the responsibility to record CPD rests with the professional accountant as it represents
their professional competence development and may be burdensome for some employers, especially small
businesses, to record within their systems especially in instances where unstructured, informal learning is
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NASBA

2

274; 276

AICPA

2

274; 276

AAT

2

275; 276

Deloitte

3

277-279

IDW

3

280; 283-285
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AICPA

2

281; 283-285
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accepted as CPD. It may also be possible that some accountants undertake their learning in their own time
i.e. after work or they take a vacation day etc. CPD is personal – some accountants may be undertaking
activity that is relevant to an anticipated career move. Therefore, this could not be discussed with current
line managers or tracked on time sheets.
Paragraph A30 discusses supplementary monitoring processes, one of which is to audit a sample of
professional accountants to check compliance with the CPD requirements set. The use of the word
supplementary, which we recognize is also included in the extant IES 7 , may be interpreted as these
processes being optional rather than an integral part of the overall monitoring process, which we believe
they are. In order to remove this ambiguity we suggest that paragraph A30 read ‘Periodic monitoring
processes performed by the IFAC member body may involve…’. This sentence structure is also more in line
with that of the preceding paragraph which is directed toward the professional accountant.
Paragraph A35: The wording prescribes that wilful failure should result in disciplinary action. If this is the
intention of the IES then perhaps the content should be moved from the Explanatory Material to the
Requirements in Paragraphs 15 to 17.
Supplementary monitoring processes refer to auditing samples, which can lead to a minimalist, costfocussed approach to the monitoring function.
Suggestion: The proposed IES 7 should take the opportunity to press harder on the obligations of IFAC
member bodies to prevent rogue professional accountants from operating and better ensuring the credibility
of the profession. It should specify the timeframe for systematic monitoring as well as the extent/reach of
supplementary monitoring processes to provide greater confidence in the profession.
We also support the risk-based approach proposed for monitoring (paragraph A31) as it seems sensible to
direct resources at those professionally-qualified accountants who may be most likely to be in situations
where the public interest could be affected most noticeably.
Paragraph 34 we suggest to include examples of steps that address the balance between the permission to
a professional accountant to defer or avoid compliance with CPD requirements and necessary punitive
sanctions.
Some of the penalties explained in the paragraph paragraphs may violate or lead to non-compliance with
the rules derived from the way in which this is raised, of course that should be encouraged to comply with
the rules but not in a coercive manner.
The fact that some IFAC member bodies may have the legal authority to expel non-compliant professional
accountants or deny them the right to practice can be an extreme measure. The expulsion or denial of the
right to practice may lead to the departure or aversion of some accountants to compliance with the rules and
we believe that IFAC members should be given the freedom to establish corresponding penalties in a
gradual manner and depending on the corresponding fault publication of names can act as a general
deterrent to professional accountants and give a clear signal to the public of the profession's commitment to
maintaining competition on high standards.
At paragraph A28 item (c): it would be helpful if there was further discussion of the meaning of “independent
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BDO

2

282-285

ACCA

2

286-288

Knowledge
Equity

3

289a; 290-293

Professors
Catriona and
Nicholas
Paisey

0

289b; 290-293

IBRACON

3

289c; 290-293

Migel Angel
Bouzas
Sanudo

5

289c; 290-293

Migel Angel
Bouzas
Sanudo

6

289c; 290-293

FRC

5

294; 297-303
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confirmation” in the context of verification of CPD activity. For example, is a declaration of compliance
provided by a professional accountant’s work colleague or line manager a sufficiently independent
confirmation?
17 There could also be more in the standard outlining the role that IT and systems can play in promoting
and administering CPD compliance. Too often the underpinning administrative issues of CPD systems are
not fully addressed following the publication of top-level requirements. Without investment in the right
systems any PAO will be severely compromised in its ability to introduce and run an effective approach to
CPD.
Monitoring and Enforcement of CPD-Verifiable Evidence. Explanatory paragraph A27 (d) includes, as an
example of verifiable evidence, “Records of work performed (work logs) that have been verified against a
competency map;” While we recognize extant IES 7 contained this explanatory material as well, we do
believe that because of the ever-growing and diverse roles professional accountants serve today and
tomorrow that there may not always be a competency map to verify work performed against. We ask IAESB
to consider defining competency map, which is not currently defined in IES 7 or the IAESB Glossary of
Terms (2015), to be broadly defined which may include job descriptions or even project descriptions of roles
and responsibilities. We also recommend that recognition be made to the scenario when confidentiality
requirements may prohibit the professional accountant from completely providing records of work performed
and recognize that information may need to be withheld or redacted in those situations. In such situations,
IFAC member bodies, may consider use of a competent source that is able to confirm the competence has
been developed and maintained, which is included as language in extant IES 7 explanatory paragraph A14
as it related to reliability of verification in an output-based system.
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ICAEW

3

295; 297-303

AICPA

3

296; 297-303

ISCA

0

304a; 305-306

ISCA

3

304a; 305-306

Juan Antonio
Rodriguez

0

304a; 305-306

Raul Castro

0

304a; 305-306

Theme 32: General Comments about the Revisions of IES 7 (revised)

1

2

3
4

We view the proposed revised changes to be in the direction of the intended improved consistency, quality
and greater relevance of CPD. We believe these steps forward are necessary in order to continually ensure
professional development of professional accountants remains relevant, given the changing landscape of
how learning and development activity is conducted. Simultaneously, the proposed changes allow greater
emphasis on the demonstration of learning outcomes which is key to ensuring professional accountants
have applied their knowledge and skills acquired.
We are in full support of the principles-based approach which has enhanced clarity and consistency in all
IESs, and allowed high flexibility for member bodies to develop professional accounting and continuing
professional development programs that meet the diverse local and stakeholder needs, while maintaining
focus on the core competence areas that all professional and aspiring accountants need to acquire.
After analyzing the IAESB revised standard on Continuing Professional Development my conclusions were I
do not have comments and that we fulfil all the requirements included in this revised standard considering
that the "Norma de Desarrollo Profesional Continuo" issued by the "Instituto Mexicano de Contadores
Públicos" covers all of them
Exhibit 1.12 Each CPA society member may choose the method of measuring their continuous professional
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TURMOB

0

304a; 305-306

IDW

0

304b; 305-306

FACPCE

2

304c; 305-306

IBRACON

2

304c; 305-306

JICPA

2

304c; 305-306

Malaysian
Institute of
Accountants

2

304c; 305-306

2

304c; 305-306

2

304c; 305-306

2

304d; 305-306

Respondent

development according to their own learning characteristics, and the CPA societies will establish the
different ways of evaluating the completion of the updating of the accountant.
Exhibit 1.17 Penalties for failure to comply with the standard of continuing professional development will
depend on each country in accordance with the laws of the subject that apply to them.
Exhibit 1.A7 The CPA society member may choose from among the various activities proposed in the
standard to comply with the program of continuing professional development and will be subject to the
evaluation forms specific to the activities, the results of the evaluation will be commented with the CPA
society member and will be followed up, so that the areas of opportunity in their updating process tend to
fulfill their training objective over time.
As a conclusion, it is important to consider that the process of continuous professional development is part
of the professional commitment that the Public Accountant acquires in performing his profession, therefore
the Institutions of Higher Education as well as the CPA societies, must insist on students and professionals
in the commitments they acquire with their clients and with society in general in the quality professional
practice.
TÜRMOB supports the revision of this IES 7. The proposed revisions are preferable and the standard as a
whole, is more clarified and more holistic in comparison to the previous standard.
We are not convinced that the nature and extent of changes justified a project to re-open IES 7.
...concerned that in some respects the proposed standard weakens CPD requirements at an international
level… with the exception of the matters we note in our responses to the questions posed in the Exposure
Draft, the Standard appears to be appropriate.
Yes, they are clear.
Yes, the requirements proposed in IES 7 are appropriate. They are clear when reading it together with the
explanatory paragraphs.
They are appropriate and clear.
Based on the Exposure Draft on IES 7 and its supporting "Supplement to Proposed Exposure Draft /ES 7",
the MIA is of the view that the proposed amendments (as noted by the mapping and tracked changes of the
Supplement document) are relevant and beneficial to both the Professional Accountancy Bodies ("PAO")
and its members.

Espinosa

11

Yes the Requirements of the proposed IES 7 are appropriate and clear.

12

TURMOB: Yes
CPD for All Professional Accountants. Paragraph 9 introduces the requirement that IFAC member bodies
shall require all professional accountants to record CPD. The Association supports this requirement.

13

Question
Reference

Comment

Monitoring and Enforcement of CPD: Verifiable Evidence. The Association supports the new requirement in
paragraph 15 that IFAC member bodies shall specify the nature and extent of verifiable evidence that
professional accountants are required to maintain for CPD that has been undertaken. This is an
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BDO

2

304d; 305-306

improvement from the extant IES 7 which provided only as explanatory material that IFAC member bodies
may provide guidance on verifiable evidence.
We believe the requirements of the proposed IES 7 are much clearer than the extant IES 7. The ordering of
the requirements is now more logical, from the initial requirements of who must undertake CPD through to
ultimate monitoring and enforcement. This approach: (a) mirrors the various decisions that an IFAC member
body would need to work through in order to successfully implement a CPD approach, and (b) reflects the
language of the rest of the suite of IESs. Additionally, these new requirements have an increased focus on
the professional accountant being responsible for their own professional competence and we are strongly
supportive of this acknowledgement of personal responsibility and encouragement of individuals to develop
a mind-set of lifelong learning.
The new requirement for the provision of CPD for all professional accountants (paragraph 9) is much more
succinct that the extant paragraph 12 that it replaces, and is worded in a manner that reflects the wide range
of activities that can contribute to an individual’s development. By recognizing that it is a combination of
activities that develop and maintain the professional accountant’s competence, not only provides clarity but
links to the overarching objective of the revised IES. We also welcome the acknowledgement that each
professional accountant has different learning and development needs and support the inclusion of the
example CPD framework which helps to highlight self-analysis, planning, activity and reflection stages.
14

We believe the requirements of the proposed IES 7 are much clearer than the extant IES 7. The ordering of
the requirements is now more logical, from the initial requirements of who must undertake CPD through to
ultimate monitoring and enforcement. This approach: (a) mirrors the various decisions that an IFAC member
body would need to work through in order to successfully implement a CPD approach, and (b) reflects the
language of the rest of the suite of IESs. Additionally, these new requirements have an increased focus on
the professional accountant being responsible for their own professional competence and we are strongly
supportive of this acknowledgement of personal responsibility and encouragement of individuals to develop
a mind-set of lifelong learning.
We also note the addition of a new section, Measurement of CPD, which deals directly with the possible
approaches for measuring CPD and which are likely to comprise some of the more challenging parts of the
IES for implementation by IFAC member bodies. Having a separate section provides a much clearer
differentiation than in the extant IES, where measurement is included under the heading of Mandatory CPD
for all Professional Accountants and is not given the prominence that it properly deserves.
In relation to monitoring and enforcement, we are supportive of the expanded requirements which provide
clearer guidance to IFAC member bodies on what is expected, in terms of evidence and regularity of the
process. We also appreciate the increased explanatory material that has been provided with regards to what
may constitute verifiable evidence, especially in regards to the output-based approach, which previously had
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little guidance.
Generally, CPA Canada is supportive of moving toward a more principles based method of reporting
continuing professional development (CPD) by member bodies and we are pleased with the Board’s
recommendation to enhance the explanatory material included in the revised standard. In particular, we are
in agreement with the proposed CPD Framework, which provides the member bodies with a clear process
that can be used by members to assess their CPD requirements.
CPA Canada believes the Requirements of the Proposed IES 7 are appropriate and clear. In particular, we
support the changes to focus on the accountant’s role.
Yes, though please see our suggestion above relating to explanatory material for “specified amount” in
relation to input-based approach (Paragraph 14).
As competent authority for audit in the UK we welcome the project to clarify and improve IES 7 and the
changes made have our support. We have some comments and suggestions on specific detailed points in
the Standard and Explanatory Material.
The requirements of IES 7, described in paragraphs 9 to 17, are adequate and clear, however, having
described the approaches to measurement of Continuing Professional Development based on results and
inputs, it would be desirable at paragraph 15 to describe the approach of DPC measurement based on
inputs and results
Generally, the requirements in the above-mentioned paragraphs are clear and appropriate within the overall
context of IES. However, we propose inclusion of requirements and explanatory material on how IFAC
member bodies can use a combination of an input based and outcome based measurement basis of CPD.
There is a possible risk of duplication where IFAC member bodies decide to use both approaches which
may then result in strenuous requirements on professional accountants.
With the exception of the following paragraphs, the requirements are appropriate and clear:
It is not properly written and its meaning is unclear. It should be redrafted to read “IFAC member bodies
shall promote the importance of, and a commitment to, CPD as a means of development and maintenance
of professional competence.”
With the exception of the matters we address immediately below, we believe the requirements to be
appropriate and clear. We will address the most important issue from our point of view first.
The requirements are appropriate, clear and principle-based. Based on the reading of the proposed
standard, it is clear that the Board has steered away from being prescriptive. For example, the current
standard prescribes the number of hours that professional accountants ought to complete in a given cycle if
they are on an input-based approach. The proposed standard is leaving it to the IFAC member bodies to
determine their own requirements. This allows IFAC member bodies in different jurisdictions to set
requirements that are more relevant and appropriate for their jurisdictions. However, while the requirements
have steered away from requiring measurement based on hours, the explanatory material still refers
specifically to hours as an input measure, and while this measure should only serve as an example, it might
drive the same behavior which the board had hoped to change. The proposed standard does not give
sufficient direction or guidance to member bodies that have opted to use the input-based approach, as it still
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refers to units which must be determined by the member body (which could, again, be hours).
With the revisions made to IES 7 and our suggested amendments outlined in our responses to Questions 3
and 4, we are of the view that the Requirements have been adequately clarified.
KnowledgEquity is a registered training organisation (RTO) in Australia that provides training and consulting
services in accounting and business management. We offer face-to-face continuing professional
development (CPD) courses for our corporate and government clients. We ave also developed an online
CPD library, which contains courses and webinars across a range of performance and stewardship topics.
Our subscription model enables professional ccountants to satisfy their professional membership education
and learning requirements which is currently aligned to the extant IES 7. We commend the IAESB for taking
the initiative to revise this standard with the view to serve the public interest and based on the extensive
research conducted. When finalising the proposals contained in this exposure draft, we encourage the
IAESB to seek out specific comments and input from educational organisations and providers of CPD. We
support the objective of the ED, and the proposals as a useful starting point. We also roadly support the
principles-based approach to the standard. Against this backdrop of support, we are concerned that the
proposals do not go far enough to heighten the importance of CPD or change the perception of lifelong
learning as being ‘critical’ to the profession and its public interest expectations. We are also concerned that
the choice of measurement models would result in inconsistent quality of education by professional
accountants across different member bodies, especially for those within the same country or jurisdiction. Our
comments to specific questions raised in the ED are set out in Appendix 1.
The requirements are clear. We note that previously the minimum amount of hours of learning and
development activity for the input approach was specified in IES 7. The revised standard states that a
specified amount of learning and development shall be required. We comment on this further in question 6.
With the exception of the following paragraphs, the requirements are appropriate and clear:
With the exception of the matter of measurement of CPD addressed above, the requirements seem
appropriate and clear.
We believe that on the whole the explanatory material explains the requirements well and that therefore no
additional explanatory paragraphs are required.
We do not think that any additional explanatory paragraphs are needed.
The exposed ones are adequate
TURMOB: No
Illustrative examples for the additional explanatory paragraphs would be useful for clarity - see question 4.
Yes in our opinion there are some explanatory paragraphs that should be better explain the requirements of
the proposed IES 7.
Explanatory paragraphs A5, and A9 to A12, should be key features of the quality assurance processes and
CPD frameworks for IFAC member bodies. While we appreciate that this is part of the explanatory material
(rather than the requirements), and that the standard is principles-based, the wording here is very soft in
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espousing what an IFAC member bodies’ quality assurance processes and CPD frameworks should entail,
especially with the instances of the word ‘may’. Use of the word ‘may’ limits the effectiveness of this
standard in truly seeking to uplift the competence of professional accountants, noting that IFAC members
are the drivers of this.
Suggestion: We recommend removing the word ‘may’ as the examples provided should be prevalent in
IFAC member bodies’ quality assurance processes and CPD frameworks.
We do not believe that there are any additional terms that require further clarification however, in order to
further support access and application of this revised IES, we encourage IFAC to consider the need for
translation of the IESs (and implementation guidance materials) in order to:
> support IFAC member bodies; and
> prevent misapplication of requests in such a critical area for the profession.
No.
CPA Canada is satisfied with the terms as presented.
No. They are intelligible.
We did not identify any terms that require further clarification.
We do not identify any term that could need further clarification.
There is no term that requires further clarification.
None that we have identified.
No terms require further clarification.
We do not believe there are any terms within the proposed IES 7 that require further clarification.
No terms require further clarification.
TURMOB: No
We do not see any terms which require further clarification.
3.10. Aside from the points raised in response to questions 2 and 3 above, AAT considers that the
terminology as set out appears sufficient.
No, we do not anticipate implications to our Firm since the revised IES 7 continues to allow the use of the
input-based or output-based approach or a combination of the two.
We anticipate no major impact on the RSBs in implementing the requirements of the proposed IES 7. The
FRC will reflect any changes arising from the revision of IES 7 in the Delegation
Agreements with the RSBs.
We do not anticipate any impact or implications for our organization.
We do not expect significant impacts or implications for the IDW or for other organizations, such as the WPK
in Germany, in implementing the requirements included in this proposed IES 7.
No, in respect of the current state of the exposure draft, we do not anticipate a material impact for
KnowledgEquity or for the member bodies in Australia. While this sounds positive, it is more likely a negative
in the sense that member bodies will continue to use their current measurement models and in so doing, the
opportunity and influence that this exposure draft should have on promoting the importance of CPD and
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lifelong learning may be lost.
At this time we do not anticipate any direct impact for NASBA. There is interest in the concept of outputbased learning, as the regulators of the U.S. Certified Public Accountant profession are discussing how to
measure, verify and consistently apply output-based learning for their licensees. Currently, there is only one
out of 55 U.S. Boards of Accountancy that accepts output-based learning in satisfaction of continuing
professional education requirements. We welcome better explanatory guidance on the implementation of
output-based approaches.
The CPD approach in Germany already being on an appropriate level with a focus on adequacy and
relevance of each professional accountant’s CPD, we do not expect any significant impact or implications for
IFAC member bodies in Germany in implementing the requirements included in this Exposure Draft.
The MIA is also supportive of the proposed changes; however, this needs to be introduced gradually and will
take time (for example 5 years) to improvise, implement, and embrace the output-based approach to its
fullest extent taking into consideration of the different market segments and target groups to ensure the
accountancy community as a whole is able to understand, appreciate and embrace the benefits of the
output-based approach.
We anticipate some of our member organisations being impacted. IAESB is reminded that not all our
members are IFAC member organisations. Those EFAA members that are IFAC members include some
small less well-resourced PAOs that will need time to fully implement the requirements. We welcome the
ED’s clarity and principles-based nature that allows for flexibility in its application. This will help mitigate the
impact and ensure the benefits of its adoption and implementation will exceed the costs.
3.11. As mentioned above, AAT is in the process of reviewing its CPD policy and reporting procedures, as
such consideration as to the requirement for IFAC member bodies to specify the nature and extent of
verifiable evidence required as part of its monitoring procedures will be at the forefront of this review.
3.12. Similarly, examples referenced at A10, A14 and A15 will provide a useful steer for AAT to consider
whether the measures it has in place can be further developed accordingly.
3.13. As highlighted in AAT’s response to question 2 above, if there are specific minimum requirements
expected and/or required by IFAC then this may cause additional administrative costs and compliance
burdens for IFAC membership organisations.
There are significant impacts and implications for TURMOB in implementing the requirements included in
this proposed IES 7 Exposure Draft.
As a IFAC member body, TURMOB have regulated all education standards in line with the framework of
IFAC standards. Now, we are studying on one of TURMOB education standard related in continuing
professional education, and probably, in parallel with IES 7 (revised) will be implemented in 2019. On this
way, IES 7 Exposure Draft was taken care for new necessary rules and some of issues are going to be
updated.
As an IFAC member body there may be need for us to train our members and CPD service providers on the
clarifications around appropriate learning and development activities as identified in par 5.
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With respect to this question, it should be noted that the Argentine laws form a legal and organizational
system of initial professional development as well as education and continuous professional development,
so in this respect professional bodies make their best efforts to divulge and strengthen the knowledge of
IFAC regulations.
Among these efforts is the design and management of the SFAP, Federal System of Professional Update,
voluntary for the enrolled and conferences, workshops and other actions of dissemination and dissemination
of standards such as collaborative work with educational institutions (universities) Which are those who have
the power to grant the qualifying certificates for the professional exercise and before which professional
bodies should only proceed to their registration in the corresponding register.
What topics or subject areas should implementation guidance cover?
3.15. In general AAT is of the view that the implementation guidance is sufficient in terms of encompassing
the relevant topics and subject areas to support the successful operation of CPD frameworks by IFAC
member bodies.
3.16. As referenced above at 3.7, where there are examples provided (in this instance in relation to
verifiable evidence) it is difficult to provide a definitive list, and mindful in particular of advances in
technology which will provide new ways for bodies to engage with their professional accountant members,
there is a need to provide for flexibility. It may therefore be useful to reinforce the benefits of the IFAC
membership community in facilitating the sharing of practices implemented by IFAC member bodies to
further ensure the consistency and rigour of the enforcement of IES7.
Additional implementation guidance beyond that in the proposed explanatory material is not needed at this
time. We would, however, encourage the IAESB to leverage the IFAC Global Knowledge Gateway and
populate it with news and articles showcasing how PAOs apply IESs. This might demand the Gateway has
an Education and Training topic area.
The issues outlined in the implementation guide are sufficient
We believe that additional implementation guidance beyond that in the proposed explanatory material is not
needed.
None identified.
We believe that, at least for the time being, additional implementation guidance beyond that in the proposed
explanatory material is not needed.
Additional implementation guidance beyond that in the proposed explanatory material is not needed at this
time. We would, however, encourage the IAESB to leverage the IFAC Global Knowledge Gateway and
populate it with news and articles showcasing how PAOs apply IESs. This might demand the Gateway has
an Education and Training topic area.
3.15. In general AAT is of the view that the implementation guidance is sufficient in terms of encompassing
the relevant topics and subject areas to support the successful operation of CPD frameworks by IFAC
member bodies.
3.16. As referenced above at 3.7, where there are examples provided (in this instance in relation to
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verifiable evidence) it is difficult to provide a definitive list, and mindful in particular of advances in
technology which will provide new ways for bodies to engage with their professional accountant members,
there is a need to provide for flexibility. It may therefore be useful to reinforce the benefits of the IFAC
membership community in facilitating the sharing of practices implemented by IFAC member bodies to
further ensure the consistency and rigour of the enforcement of IES7.
We do not believe that there are any additional terms that require further clarification however, in order to
further support access and application of this revised IES, we encourage IFAC to consider the need for
translation of the IESs (and implementation guidance materials) in order to:
> support IFAC member bodies; and
> prevent misapplication of requests in such a critical area for the profession.
ICPAU is likely to continue to using a combination of the output and input-based approaches.
We note that the proposed standard contains many requirements for IFAC member bodies, similar to the
Statements of Member Obligations with which the member bodies have to comply. It might be helpful if the
standard could clarify that, while the member body has certain obligations, the responsibility for continuous
professional development also rests with the professional accountant.
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As we have noted previously, we are very supportive of the inclusion of a CPD framework. As this is will
likely be new to many IFAC member bodies we believe that implementation guidance on this topic would be
very helpful. We would support the provision of:
(a) various examples of such CPD frameworks currently in place, both in the accountancy profession and in
other professions (as relevant), and
(b) a diagram and additional thought leadership pieces to support IFAC member body consideration of a
CPD framework approach to supporting their membership.
CPA Australia has an Accounting and Finance Capability Framework , as do some other IFAC member
bodies. We recommend inclusion of best practice examples of how capability (or competency) frameworks
can be used to measure, monitor and enforce CPD requirements. Implementat ion guidance should also
cover best practice case studies of IFAC member bodies using output-based approaches to measure,
monitor (including verification) and enforce CPD. In particular,
the case studies should address implementation guidance at scale by using best practice case studies of
IFAC member bodies who have memberships of greater than 100,000 professionals.
Implementation guidance could usefully cover: how a PAO should explain CPD requirements to professional
accountants to promote compliance; how IT can assist in the administration of CPD systems; and how a
PAO running an inputs-based approach can set meaningful and transparent CPD benchmarks for its
members.
As IAESB’s approach to IES 8 showed, webinars can be a very useful way of providing implementation
guidance and may be preferable on efficiency and cost grounds to guidance booklets.
There is need for implementation guidance to PAOs that the proposed removal of a specified volume of
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CPD under the input method will affect. This is to reduce the difficulties that adoption and implementation of
this revised IES will cause.
Specifically,there is need for implementation guidelines in the following areas.
(a) Promotion and Access to CPDs
(b) Measurement of CPDs
(c) Monitoring and Enforcement of CPDs
Theme 34: Requests for Guidance related to the Output-Based Approach

1

2

3

4

CPA Australia has an Accounting and Finance Capability Framework , as do some other IFAC member
bodies. We recommend inclusion of best practice examples of how capability (or competency) frameworks
can be used to measure, monitor and enforce CPD requirements. Implementat ion guidance should also
cover best practice case studies of IFAC member bodies using output-based approaches to measure,
monitor (including verification) and enforce CPD. In particular, the case studies should address
implementation guidance at scale by using best practice case studies of IFAC member bodies who have
memberships of greater than 100,000 professionals.
Should you have any questions regarding this submission, please do not hesitate to contact Robert
Thomason by email at rob.thomason@cpaaustralia .com.au.
ACCA suggests that guidance on identifying and setting learning outcomes could be
included at this point. The reference to ‘learning outcomes’ assists clarity and has the advantage of being
consistent with the revised IES 8 however, IES 8 is considerably more prescriptive in terms of the required
learning outcomes which leads to more certainty for both professional accountants and IFAC member
bodies.
IES 7 (Revised) would benefit from clear guidance or examples of the learning outcomes that might be
appropriate for typical roles that a professional accountant may undertake.
Requirement to demonstrate achievement of learning outcomes when using the outputbased approach.
Regarding the proposed output-based approach, we believe it will be difficult to determine and articulate
specific and relevant learning outcomes for experienced professional accountants who have completed their
initial development and have a wide range of roles and responsibilities. Therefore, we believe it will be
important to develop implementation guidance that illustrates specific and relevant learning outcomes that
may be appropriate in these circumstances.
With regards to paragraph A20, we expect that the identification of “clearly-defined learning outcomes” to
cover the wide range of possible professional competencies that will be relevant to individual professional
accountants in different roles, will be challenging for the types of organizations identified. We believe that
including implementation guidance to illustrate clearly-defined learning outcomes, will increase the likelihood
that IFAC member bodies will encourage adoption of the output-based measurement approach rather than
preferring an input-based measurement approach where a “specified amount of learning and development
activity relevant to their role” may be perceived as easier to measure.
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Given one of the objectives of the proposed revisions to IES 7 is to assist IFAC member bodies and other
stakeholders to understand how to move from an input-based to an output-based measurement approach,
we believe relevant implementation guidance will be helpful. We recommend that this implementation
guidance include the following:
● How to identify “clearly defined learning outcomes” that cover the wide range of possible professional
competences that are relevant to individual professional accountants that perform different roles;
Regarding the proposed output-based approach, we believe it will be difficult to determine and articulate
specific and relevant learning outcomes (paragraph 13) for experienced rofessional accountants who have
completed their initial professional development and have a wide range of roles and responsibilities.
Therefore, we believe it will be important to develop implementation guidance that illustrates specific and
relevant learning outcomes that may be appropriate in these circumstances.
'-'Measurement of CPD: Mainly related to output-based approach.
It would be helpful if the Board were to provide additional guidance as to how verifiable and nonverifiable
learning outcomes would be measured in output-based reporting and how a member body or regulator could
monitor an output-based system.
The revisions to the requirement and the explanatory materials do improve our understanding of the outputbased approach. However, even with the revisions made to the requirement and related explanatory
material it is still unclear how the output-based approach would look and operate in practice, given how
IFAC member bodies have different approaches based on local regulations and other factors.
Having example-based implementation guidance could provide: (a) further clarity and (b) support to IFAC
member bodies as they seek to modify their existing approaches to measurement. This may also encourage
professional accountants to make a more direct linkage between the CPD they undertake and the practical
application or demonstration of the learning in a work-based context, thereby increasing the perceived
relevance and value of the activities in the eyes of the individual and their employer.
Within the implementation guide should be covering topics referring to the IFAC member bodies should
establish the way of evaluating on an output basis the experience as part of the CPD, as well as a transition
mechanism in order to be gradually helping professional accountants who are not complying with CPD in
base to results.
Output-based approach - additional guidance with practical examples can be provided to explain how
adoption of an output based approach may be implemented by IFAC members. The implementation
guidance in this regard must focus on the application of the framework as detailed in paragraph A9;
19 IAESB could usefully provide more guidance on the challenges of the output-based approach. For
instance, that professional accountants need to judge for themselves the amount and type of CPD that they
need and the factors they should weigh; they cannot declare compliance by dedicating a certain amount of
time to learning and development each year. Under the output approach, PAOs must invest significant
resources in qualified staff to review CPD records as the focus is on evidencing relevant outcomes from
learning.
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If no minimum requirement of hours is stated in the IES7 requirements, it is believed by PAFA member
bodies that detailed guidance will be required to assist IFAC member bodies to establish what a sufficient
amount of input CPD is.
As noted at response 2 and 6 above, the proposed removal of a specified volume of CPD under the input
method will have a significant impact on a number of PAFA member bodies and may lead to difficulties in
implementing this revised IES. If this is the case detailed implementation guidance will be required to assist
PAFA member bodies to implement this change in approach.
Paragraphs 14 and A22-24: While the flexibility for IFAC bodies in determining the amount of CPD their
members should undertake when using the input-based approach may be welcome, it is possible that it may
lead to large variances across bodies. ACCA would therefore welcome guidance for all bodies on how to
determine the correct amount of CPD using this method.
We suggest IFAC to provide guidance on the recommended hours for input-based approach. This increases
clarity and provides a benchmark for professional accountants to assess the adequacy of CPD undertaken.
There is need for implementation guidance to PAOs that the proposed removal of a specified volume of
CPD under the input method will affect. This is to reduce the difficulties that adoption and implementation of
this revised IES will cause.
Specifically,there is need for implementation guidelines in the following areas.
(a) Promotion and Access to CPDs
(b) Measurement of CPDs
(c) Monitoring and Enforcement of CPDs
We welcome the emphasis the IAESB has placed on the potential recognition of both formal and informal
learning under the CPD term. We believe that this broadening of potential CPD content and approaches is
important as it reflects how people learn through on-the-job training, practical experience and coaching. This
does however give rise to some challenging questions about how these types of learning activities could be
measured under the input-based approach. For example how would on-the-job learning be measured under
an input-based approach? Would an hour of on-the-job learning be equivalent to an hour of reading a
journal or attendance at a live technical webinar? We recognize that this is an area in which IFAC member
bodies are likely to need more support. We also believe that it is important that outside of IES 7 the IAESB
use thought leadership or the recently launched Personal Perspectives to help broaden the debate about
acceptable types of CPD – perhaps providing an opportunity for the IAESB to share viewpoints from
professional accountants operating in commerce, the public sector, accounting firms and other parts of the
profession.
We note that both the output-based approach and the input-based approach have no learning outcomes or
learning and development activity specified in the Exposure Draft, however paragraph 9 requires that the
CPD be sufficient to develop and maintain the professional accountant’s professional competence and as
such this statement implies a minimum CPD requirement that IFAC member bodies will need to
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communicate to their members and with which they will need to comply. While it is clear that 1 hour of CPD
a year is likely to be insufficient it is not clear (a) what amount would be, (b) how an IFAC member body
would begin to determine that, or (c) how IFAC would evaluate whether they believe the IFAC member body
has complied with the requirement.
We understand that a principles-based approach to standards-setting may require IFAC member bodies to
consider what is appropriate for their jurisdiction and this may vary between countries, roles and so on,
however this does raise an interesting challenge as it means that IFAC member bodies have no point of
reference, other than prior metrics, with which to determine what an appropriate amount of CPD is. We
believe implementation guidance on this matter will be very helpful as would encouraging IFAC member
bodies to move towards the output-based CPD approach, perhaps by the use of a CPD framework, to
ensure that what is being learnt is sufficient and relevant to the each professional accountant’s role.
Input-based approach – for IFAC member bodies already on the input-based approach and those that do
not desire to move towards an output-based approach, what are the improvements that can be made to this
approach by incorporating elements from an output-based approach;
If no minimum requirement of hours is stated in the IES 7 requirements, detailed guidance should be
provided to assist IFAC member bodies to establish what a sufficient amount of input CPD is.
As noted at response 2 and 6 above, the proposed removal of a specified volume of CPD under the input
method will have a significant impact on a number of IFAC member bodies and may lead to difficulties in
implementing this revised IES. If the proposal is adopted, then detailed implementation guidance will be
required to assist IFAC member bodies to implement this change in approach.
TURMOB: As far as we have reviewed, the proposed IES 7 do not include a paragraph as follows:
Input-Based Approach (Ref: Para. A16–A20)
15. IFAC member bodies implementing an input-based approach shall require each professional accountant
to:
(a) Complete at least 120 hours (or equivalent learning units) of relevant professional development activity in
each rolling three-year period, of which 60 hours (or equivalent learning units) shall be verifiable;
(b) Complete at least 20 hours (or equivalent learning units) of relevant professional development activity in
each year; and
(c) Measure learning activities to meet the above requirements.
Per us, to achieve a specific standard around the world, the minimum and maximum training hours for the
input and output based approaches can be specified in the Implementation Guide.
Question 7: What topics or subject areas should implementation guidance cover?
Given one of the objectives of the proposed revisions to IES 7 is to assist IFAC member bodies and other
stakeholders to understand how to move from an input-based to an output-based measurement approach,
we believe relevant implementation guidance will be helpful. We recommend that this implementation
guidance include the following:
● The expected benefits of moving from an input-based to an output-based measurement approach;
● How to identify “clearly defined learning outcomes” that cover the wide range of possible professional
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competences that are relevant to individual professional accountants that perform different roles;
● Examples of learning outcomes and illustrations of how they can be measured through input and outputbased measures;
● How to implement consistent implementation of measurement requirements when both input and outputbased measures are used;
● Illustrative examples/good practices relating to the recording of CPD, including some of the more
intangible outputs e.g., reflection.
As mentioned in our introductory comments, we note that the IES retains a purely input-based approach for
evaluating CPD. As we have stated in previous comment letters, we do not believe that a pure input-based
approach is in line with the principles-based approach of the body of IES’s and as noted in our letter
responding to Meeting Future Expectations of Professional Competence: A Consultation on the IAESB’s
Future Strategy and Priorities, attendance at a learning event does not necessarily guarantee from a
learning perspective that the attendee paid attention to the materials delivered or is able to apply the
knowledge or skills in a workplace context. As such we do not believe that it is the most reliable
measurement of CPD undertaken to develop and maintain professional competence.
In order to improve on the measurement perspective of the input-based approach we would encourage the
IAESB to explore the potential usage of a CPD framework, such as the one introduced in the exposure draft,
so that professional accountants are encouraged to be more involved in the determination, application and
review of their CPD learning rather than the pure input-based (and potentially passive) approach permitted
by this IES. An excellent way to share this measure could be through the provision of implementation
guidance which address through example cases how IFAC member bodies have moved from a pure inputbased approach to one which has more opportunities for review and reflection by the professional
accountant.
As we noted earlier, we are highly supportive of the expansion of what is considered to be CPD activity as it
is more reflective of how learning and development within a role actually occurs. However, for those
organizations with employees who are members of IFAC member bodies that continue to use the inputbased approach we foresee possible difficulties with tracking certain activities, for example on-the-job
training, as it is unclear when the activity starts and ends or what it constitutes. We believe that the
expanded CPD activities are valuable and that a large number of professional accountants have the
potential to be positively affected by this change. As a result we would propose that implementation
guidance on this matter would be of great value to stakeholders and suggest that it also illustrates how
these issues do not only arise under the output-based approach.
27 Implementation guidance could usefully cover how a PAO running an inputs-based approach can set
meaningful and transparent CPD benchmarks for its members.
28 As IAESB’s approach to IES 8 showed, webinars can be a very useful way of providing implementation
guidance and may be preferable on efficiency and cost grounds to guidance booklets.
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Theme 36: Requests for Guidance related to the Use of Both Approaches
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4
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What topics or subject areas should implementation guidance cover?
It would be helpful if the implementation guide also covered the following:
 G uida nce on how to m ove from a n input-based to an output-based approach with practical help on the
issues a body may need to address and the solutions they could employ.
 P ra ctica l e xa m ple s of how to m e a s ure of a com bine d a pproa ch
 An e xpla na tion of wh y a focus on outputs is e s s e ntia l but a ls o a n e xpla na tion of why a com bine d
approach might be necessary in some respects. Extensive examples of what such an approach might look
like would be useful.
Question 3: Are there any additional explanatory paragraphs needed to better explain
the requirements of the proposed IES 7?
1. The explanatory memorandum indicates that further guidance and clarification is needed for IFAC
member bodies and other stakeholders about “how to move from an input-based to an output-based
measurement approach.” Although the proposed revisions to IES 7 describe how each of the measurement
approaches could operate, we believe that additional implementation guidance should be provided to
address how to move from one measurement approach to the other. More details of what we believe should
be included in the implementation guidance are discussed in our response to Question 7.
2. The explanatory memorandum indicates that further clarification and guidance is needed for IFAC
member bodies and other stakeholders about “how to improve consistent implementation of measurement
requirements when both input and output measures are used”. We believe that additional implementation
guidance should be provided in this regard as we do not believe such guidance is reflected in the proposed
explanatory material paragraphs. More details of what we believe should be included in the implementation
guidance are discussed in our response to Question 7.
For IFAC member bodies which are currently adopting only the input-based measurement approach, there
needs to be a clear definition of the output-based approach and guidance in the transition from an inputbased to an output-based measurement approach, or integration of both approaches.
While we embrace the move towards an output-based measurement approach, we are of the view that an
output-based approach cannot fully replace an input-based approach, but rather an output-based approach
can be used to complement the input-based approach and compensate certain restrictions of the inputbased approach where not enough emphasis is accorded to learning outcomes and its application to the
professional accountant’s work. Guidance on how output-based measurement approach can be used
together with input-based approach to ensure a holistic assessment of CPD that is also easily measurable
can be provided.
Given one of the objectives of the proposed revisions to IES 7 is to assist IFAC member bodies and other
stakeholders to understand how to move from an input-based to an output-based measurement approach,
we believe relevant implementation guidance will be helpful. We recommend that this implementation
guidance include the following:
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● How to implement consistent implementation of measurement requirements when both input and outputbased measures are used;
Learners now have many options for learning - both formal and informal. We were hoping for more
examples of how a learner cah demonstrate learning outcomes (using either or
both approaches) e.g. through reading, watching or researching pertinent on-demand learning assets
(including assets which take a short time to complete).
Guidance would be useful on transition where a member body moves to a new approach. This could have
significant systems implications for members and other stakeholders.
In addition to the items noted in question 2 above, we note in the Significant Issues section of the Exposure
Draft on page 6, the first bullet point explained how to move from an input- based approach to an outputbased approach as one of the main issues. This suggests both a preference on the part of the IAESB
towards one of the two approaches and a desire for IFAC member bodies to be encouraged to move away
from a solely input-based approach. Neither of these matters appear to be fully reflected either in the IES or
in the explanatory materials that support it. We acknowledge that the IAESB has made improvements to this
revised IES to support the clarity of the input-based and output-based approaches, eliminated the
‘combination’ approach which was not well understood and also removed the arbitrary hours targets that
were included in the input-based approach section previously.We would strongly encourage the IAESB to
create and share appropriate implementation guidance on how IFAC member bodies can move from an
input-based to output-based approach of measurement. To help support this guidance it would be useful if
the IAESB could highlight the value attached to the output-based method by making appropriate linkages to
the IAESB’s recent papers on a learning outcomes approach.
As we noted in question 3, the Significant Issues section of the Exposure Draft discussed understanding
how to move from an input-based approach to an output-based approach as a key issue. We believe that
this is a critical area for the IAESB to consider as it provides an opportunity for CPD to establish a more
relevant link to each professional accountant’s role (i.e. the demonstration of the achievement of learning
outcomes ideally in a practical context). We recognize that encouraging IFAC member bodies to move
towards an output-based approach, particularly when many of them do not have sole authority over CPD or
accounting regulations in their jurisdictions, is a longer-term aspiration. To help achieve this change we
believe that implementation guidance on how IFAC member bodies can start to implement alternative
approaches to CPD measurement will be very important.
As noted in previous responses to the IAESB, we remain supportive of a revision of IES 7. In addition,
subject to our comments outlined above, we support the main changes that have been proposed by the
IAESB in relation to this particular IES.
The IAESB correctly identified the importance of professional competence as being core to the success of
learning and development at the IPD stage of an aspiring professional accountant’s career as evidenced by
the demonstration of learning outcomes. Our view remains that the input-based approach, which is still a
permitted measurement approach for CPD in this proposed IES 7, increasingly appears to be a less
effective measurement of learning and is not well aligned to the equirements approach adopted by the
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Initial Professional Development content-based IESs4.
One of the limitations of the input-based approach is that is does not directly measure the learning outcomes
or professional competence developed through CPD, instead focusing on the number of hours a
professional accountant has spent undertaking CPD as a proxy for learning and therefore we would ask that
the IAESB continue to emphasize this approach to demonstrating the achievement of learning outcomes as
part of the CPD phase of an individual’s career and lifelong learning
In order to support the learning outcomes approach of the other IESs, we believe that IES 7 implementation
guidance should emphasize the importance of moving from a pure input-based approach to CPD through
use of a CPD framework or other examples of how IFAC member bodies have achieved this. In that regard,
we see the benefits of the IAESB highlighting through ongoing implementation guidance and thought
leadership pieces how an output-based approach or a combination of input-based and output-based has the
potential to provide more relevant and applicable CPD learning to boost the professional competence of
professional accountants.
Theme 37: Requests for Guidance related to the Monitoring and Enforcement Requirements

1

2

3

4

5

While we have noted several areas where there are potential opportunities for confusion among IFAC
member bodies within this section, Response to Questions for Commenters, the most significant concern is
that we do not believe IES 7 provides sufficient guidance yet to facilitate movement to an output-based
measurement approach. The implementation guidance clarifies some issues of concern, but does not
provide sufficient detail to assist IFAC member bodies in addressing the challenges of an output-based
approach despite the understanding that it is a preferable approach over input-based. The Association asks
IAESB to consider additional guidance regarding how IFAC member bodies can effectively and efficiently
monitor under an output-based approach especially when volumes of professional accountants are high and
roles held diverse. We believe there is significant desire among many IFAC member bodies to move to an
output-based approach; however, the challenges with monitoring and enforcement are significant and IFAC
member bodies could benefit from additional guidance or insight on what has worked or not in other areas.
Guidance and practical examples on how monitoring and enforcement can be effectively performed where
an output-based approach or both approaches are used.
CPA Australia believes the output-based approach is educationally sound. CPA Australia, in principle,
supports a move towards output-based approaches for measuring CPO, however the monitoring and
enforcement of the output-based approach to CPD may not be successful. The current implementation
guidance does not cover this in a practicable and executable manner, particularly at scale.
- Supplementary Monitoring process: Mainly to the topic related to audit a sample of professional
accountants to check compliance with CPD requirements
- Enforcement: Including examples of steps that address the balance between the permission to a
professional accountant to defer or avoid compliance with CPD requirements and necessary punitive
sanctions
We believe that implementation guidance should cover the measurement approaches and provide additional
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guidance to member bodies on appropriately measuring, monitoring, and enforcing CPD.
Within the implementation guide should be covering topics referring to the IFAC member bodies should
establish the way of evaluating on an output basis the experience as part of the CPD, as well as a transition
mechanism in order to be gradually helping professional accountants who are not complying with CPD in
base to results.
Specifically, there is need for implementation guidelines in the following areas.
(a) Promotion and Access to CPDs
(b) Measurement of CPDs
(c) Monitoring and Enforcement of CPDs
27 Implementation guidance could usefully cover: how a PAO should explain CPD requirements to
professional accountants to promote compliance; how IT can assist in the administration of CPD systems;
and how a PAO running an inputs-based approach can set meaningful and transparent CPD benchmarks
for its members.
28 As IAESB’s approach to IES 8 showed, webinars can be a very useful way of providing implementation
guidance and may be preferable on efficiency and cost grounds to guidance booklets.
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Question Reference Key:

•

Question 0: The board also invited respondents to provide general commentary.

•

Question 1: Is the Objective statement (see paragraph 8) of the proposed IES 7 appropriate and clear?

•

Question 2: Are the requirements (see paragraphs 9-17) of the proposed IES 7 appropriate and clear?

•

Question 3: Are there any additional explanatory paragraphs needed to better explain the requirements of the proposed IES 7?

•

Question 4: Do proposed revisions to the output-based approach requirement (see paragraph 13) and related explanatory material (see paragraphs A19-21)
improve understanding and your ability to apply an output-based measurement approach? If not, what suggestions do you have to improve clarity of the
output-based approach?

•

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

•

Question 6: Do you anticipate any impact or implications for your organization, or organizations with which you are familiar, in implementing the requirements
included in this proposed IES 7?
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Question 7: What topics or subject areas should implementation guidance cover?
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