
 
Agenda Item 3-1 
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Meeting Location: IFAC Offices, New York 
Meeting Date: April 9-11, 2014  

SUBJECT: Revision of IAESB Framework – Issues and 
Proposals of the Framework Taskforce (4/14) 

 
 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 
1. The aim of this paper is to: 
 

(i) Inform the IAESB on the Framework Taskforce’s work on the revision of the IAESB 
Framework for International Education Standards for Professional Accountants 
(“Framework”; 2009); 

(ii) Discuss significant issues and ask for the Board’s direction and feedback; and 
(iii) Present the project proposal and ask for the Board’s direction and feedback.  

 
2. This agenda item contains the following materials: 
 

Agenda Item 3-1 Revision of IAESB Framework – Issues and Proposals of the 
Framework Taskforce (4/14) 
 
 Agenda Item 3-2 Revision of IAESB Framework – Project Plan (4/14) 

Agenda Item 3-3 IAESB Framework (2009) 

 
BACKGROUND  
 
3. In December 2009 the IAESB released its Framework for International Education Standards 

for Professional Accountants (“Framework”).  The Framework “sets out the educational 
concepts that underlie the IAESB's International Education Standards (IESs), describes the 
nature of IAESB publications, and affirms IFAC member bodies' obligations relating to 
accounting education” (IAESB press release, Dec 2009). 

 
4. Since the release of the Framework the IAESB has undertaken its International Education 

Standards Revision Project, to revise and redraft the suite of eight International Education 
Standards (IESs) in accordance with its clarity drafting conventions (an Appendix to the 
Framework).  The IAESB agreed that all eight standards should be revised or redrafted with 
the aim of: 
 
• Improving clarity;  
• Ensuring consistency with concepts of the Framework; and  
• Clarifying issues resulting from changes in the environment of accounting education and 

the experience gained from implementation of the IESs by IFAC member bodies.  
 
5. As a result of the revisions project, the Framework needs to be updated.  The Board 
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previously agreed that the Framework is a meaningful and useful document and serves as a 
guide to the IESs.  The Board concluded that the Framework should be retained and should 
be updated to reflect the changes made to the IESs as part of the revisions project.     

 
DISCUSSION 
 
Visionary Concepts 

6. In the September 2013 CAG meeting, the CAG challenged the Taskforce to consider whether 
the Framework should contain more forward looking educational concepts.  The Taskforce 
discussed this during their September 2013 call and believes it is appropriate to incorporate 
these additional concepts to help support the understanding of the IESs into the Framework. 
However, the Taskforce concluded that any additional concepts incorporated into the 
Framework should be concise and brief and align with the public interest.   This item was on 
the October Board agenda but due to time constraints was not discussed by the Board.  
Therefore, the Taskforce would like to discuss this with the Board at the April 2014 meeting.   

7. The visionary concepts was further discussed with the CAG at their February 2014 meeting,  
The Taskforce presented the CAG with proposed draft words to be included in the Framework 
to align the Framework with the public interest and capture the vision of the Framework.  The 
Taskforce sought the CAGs advice on whether the proposed words adequately described the 
vision of the Framework and better aligned the Framework with the public interest.  The 
proposed words presented to the CAG were as follows: 

“Recognizing the trend towards global convergence and the increasing mobility of 
professional accountants, the Framework is used as the foundation for the IAESB as 
it develops IESs.  The IAESB strives to achieve its higher purpose through the 
provision, promotion and harmonization of IESs, which seek to improve the quality of 
professional accounting education worldwide to enhance the competence and 
professional judgment of professional accountants and contribute to the development 
of the accountancy profession worldwide by assisting in building human capacity in 
accounting.  

Because the accountancy profession operates in an environment of change, the skills 
needed by professional accountants will change.  Therefore, the IAESB will need to 
periodically review and update the IESs to make sure the content of the IESs 
continue to align with the public interest.”   

8. The CAG felt that the current proposed visionary paragraphs needed to be further refined as 
the current proposed visionary paragraph did not capture the vision of the Framework.  The 
CAG suggested that the visionary paragraphs incorporated into the Framework should be at a 
high level, state the purpose of the Framework, connect the Framework to the public interest, 
and promote the purpose of the IAESB.   

9. As a result of the feedback from the CAG, The Taskforce has revised the proposed words to 
reflect the CAGs feedback.  The proposed words for use in the Framework are as follows: 
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Taskforce proposal to the IAESB: 

“The IAESB strives to achieve its purpose through the provision, promotion and 
harmonization of IESs.  The Framework is used to provide direction for the IAESB as 
it develops and maintains the IESs.   The IESs improve the quality of professional 
accounting education worldwide by enhancing the competence and professional 
judgment of professional accountants, reinforcing relevant ethical requirements, and 
contributing to the on-going development of the accountancy profession by assisting 
in building human capacity in accounting.  The IAESB will periodically evaluate the 
need to update the IESs and the Framework to make sure the IESs continue to 
promote and protect the public interest.”   

10. The Taskforce is seeking the Boards input on incorporating a brief paragraph describing the 
visionary concepts into the Framework and input on the proposed words.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Assessment and Measurement 

11. The Taskforce believes that the assessment section of the Framework should focus on the 
assessment of professional competence since the revised IESs are focused on the 
assessment of professional competence and not the measurement of effectiveness of 
learning.  However, the Taskforce also discussed whether the Framework should be 
expanded to include broader assessment and measurement concepts, such as how 
stakeholders use assessment and measurement in program assessment.   

12. The Taskforce sought the advice of the CAG in determining if the assessment section of the 
Framework should be expanded to go beyond the IESs to cover how stakeholders may use 
assessment and measurement.   

13. In order to align the assessment section of the Framework to the revised IESs, the Taskforce 
proposed the following wording to the CAG: 

“Assessment needs to be designed to determine whether an aspiring professional 
accountant or professional accountant have achieved the appropriate level of professional 
competence to perform a role as a professional accountant.   Different assessment 
activities can be employed to measure professional competence.  

In choosing a measurement approach, the following principles would be considered: 

(a) Validityquality or state describing whether a measurement approach measures 
what needs to be measured; 

(b) Reliabilityquality or state describing whether a measurement approach 
consistently produces the same result, given the same set of circumstances;  

(c) Equityquality or state describing whether a measurement approach is fair and 
without bias; 

Action Requested: 
1. Does the Board support incorporating a brief paragraph describing visionary 

concepts into the Framework?  If not, why? 
 

2.  If so, is the draft paragraph in paragraph 7 of this issues paper appropriate 
for describing the vision of the Framework and aligning the Framework with 
the public interest? What changes, if any, do you recommend we make to 
this paragraph?  
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(d) Transparencyquality or state describing when details of a measurement 
approach are disclosed publicly; and 

(e) Sufficiencyquality or state describing whether a measurement approach has a 
balance of depth and breadth, knowledge and application, and combines material 
from different areas applied to a range of situations and contexts.   

Assessments need to be acceptable to stakeholders and serve the public interest. At the 
same time, the assessment needs to be resource-efficient. As a result, there is a balance 
that needs to be struck between meeting the assessment principles and achieving 
credibility and cost effectiveness. Three approaches to assessment are:  

Input measures: An input-based measure focuses on the investment made in learning 
and development, for example, the number of hours an individual is expected to spend on 
a course or the subject areas covered. Input-based measures have traditionally served as 
proxies for measuring the development of competence, primarily because they are easy 
to measure and verify. They do not, however, directly measure the competence 
developed. 

Output measures: An output-based approach focuses on whether the professional 
accountant has developed the appropriate level of professional competence. Professional 
competence can be assessed by a variety of means, including workplace assessment such 
as simulations, written examinations, oral examinations, and computer-assisted testing. 
Competence-based assessment begins with the creation of learning outcomes as 
benchmarks. 

Combined approach:  A combined approach combines the elements of both output- and 
input- based approaches.   

Because of the inherent compromise between validity, reliability, equity, transparency and 
sufficiency, it is not always possible to design individual assessment activities to achieve 
high levels of validity, reliability equity, transparency and sufficiency.  Therefore, a mix of 
input and output measures is often adopted. However, output measures are the measures 
most closely linked with the objective of accounting education – the development of 
professional competence.” 

 
14. Initially, the CAG indicated that the assessment section of the Framework should be 

expanded to go beyond the assessment content that is currently contained in the IESs (e.g., 
should be expanded to include how stakeholders use assessment and measurement in 
program assessments).  However, after further discussion the CAG agreed that the 
Framework should conceptually address the fundamental qualities that assessments need to 
contain and the details regarding program or course assessment should be in the IESs or in 
implementation guidance. 

15. The CAG believes that including the fundamental qualities of assessment in the Framework 
will allow the concept of assessment in the Framework to apply to both CPD and IPD.  
Additionally, the CAG believes that only including the fundamental qualities of assessment in 
the Framework will allow the Framework to serve as a guide to the Board’s work in 
developing implementation guidance in this area. 

16. The Taskforce further discussed the CAG feedback and felt that the Framework needs to 
address measurement, as well as assessment.  Therefore, the Taskforce is proposing adding 
a paragraph to the Framework on measurement.   

17. As a result of the feedback from the CAG and the Taskforce discussion, the Taskforce 
revised the proposed words on assessment and measurement.  The proposed words for use 
in the Framework are as follows: 
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Taskforce proposal to the IAESB: 

 “The overarching purpose of assessment is to assess that the appropriate level of 
professional competence has been met to perform a role as a professional accountant and 
to gather information that may be used to improve the quality of educational programs.   
Different assessment activities can be employed to measure this.  The results of these 
assessment activities can then be aggregated and the results used to provide feedback to 
professional accountants and improve the quality of educational programs.      

Effective assessment activities achieve high levels of validity, sufficiency, reliability, equity 
and transparency.  It is not always possible to design individual assessment activities to 
score highly in each of these aspects.  Therefore, a mix of different assessment activities is 
often adopted to assess professional competence during IPD and CPD.  

There are different measurement approaches that can be employed to assess the 
effectiveness of learning and development and provide feedback to the professional 
accountant. These may include:  

• Output measures: An output-based approach focuses on whether the professional 
accountant has developed the specified competence, which can be assessed by a 
variety of means, including workplace performance, workplace simulations, written 
examinations, and self-assessment; and 

• Input measures: An input-based measure focuses on the investment made in learning 
and development, for example, the number of hours an individual is expected to attend 
a course or the subject areas covered.  

• Combination approach:  A combined approach combines the elements of both output- 
and input- based approaches. 

Assessment activities need to be acceptable to stakeholders, serve the public interest and 
be resource-efficient. Therefore, there is a balance that needs to be struck between 
meeting the assessment principles and achieving credibility and cost effectiveness.  

 
18. The Taskforce is seeking the Boards input on assessment and measurement concepts to be 

included in the Framework and input on the proposed words. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

General Education 

19. Extant content on general education was removed from the revised IES 3.  The Board has 
previously agreed to include content in the Framework on general education.  The Board 
believes that general education should be addressed in the Framework since it provides a 

Action Requested: 
 

3. Does the Board agree with the CAG’s advice that the Framework should 
conceptually address the fundamental qualities that assessments need to 
contain and the details regarding program or course assessment should be 
in the IESs or in implementation guidance?  If not, why?   
 

4. What is the Board’s recommendation on including measurement approaches 
in the Framework?   
 
 

5. Does the Board have any suggested changes to the proposed wording for 
assessment and measurement as described in paragraph 15 of this issues 
paper?  If so, what changes does the Board recommend be made to these 
proposed words?   
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foundation to professional accountants for coping with the demands of professional 
accounting education and practical experience.  

 
20. The Taskforce would like to decouple general education from IPD to address the confusion 

that this has created in the past. Additionally, the Taskforce is currently proposing that general 
education be a separate sub-section within the Educational Concepts section of the 
Framework.   

 
 
21. In order to achieve the objective of decoupling general education from IPD, the Taskforce 

currently plans for Part One of the Framework to contain the following sections:  Professional 
competence, learning and development, general education, initial professional development, 
continuing professional development and assessment and measurement.   

 
 
22. The Taskforce sought the advice of the CAG on decoupling general education from IPD and 

presented the CAG with the proposed wording on general education in the Framework: 

“General education may commence before entry into a professional accounting education 
program and extend into IPD and CPD.  IPD and CPD may build on general education.   

A good foundation of general education, although not an end in itself, is one way of helping 
aspiring professional accountants become broad-minded individuals who think and 
communicate effectively and properly integrate technical competence, professional skills, 
and professional values, ethics, and attitudes to demonstrate  professional competence .  A 
broad general education can encourage lifelong learning and development and provide a 
foundation on which to build professional and accounting studies. It may consist of: 

(a)  an understanding of the flow of ideas and events in history, the different cultures in 
today’s world and an international outlook; 

(b)  basic knowledge of human behavior; 

(c)  a sense of the breadth of ideas, issues and contrasting economic, political and social 
forces in the world; 

(d)  experience in inquiry and evaluation of quantitative data; 

(e)  the ability to conduct inquiry, carry out logical thinking and understand critical thinking; 

(f)  an appreciation of art, literature and science; 

(g)  an awareness of personal and social values and of the process of inquiry and 
judgment; and 

(h)  experience in making value judgments. 

A general education may be gained in a number of different ways and within different 
settings. General education may take place at any stage in a degree program with the 
balance of the program devoted to professional accounting education topics such as 
financial accounting and reporting, management accounting, finance and financial 
management and information technology. General education may also be fully integrated 
into a professional accounting education program, with provision for the acquisition of key 
skills spread throughout the program.” 

 
23. The CAG was in agreement that general education should be discussed in the Framework.  

The CAG also agreed that general education should be a separate section in the Framework.  
However, the CAG suggested that general education should be covered at a high level in the 
Framework.  Additionally, the CAG suggested that the Framework should not narrowly define 
what general education is.   
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24. The Taskforce further discussed the CAG feedback and felt that it was necessary to have a 
definition of general education in the Framework.  Therefore, the existing glossary definition 
for general education has been added to the proposed words for use in the Framework.   

 
 
25. The Taskforce has attempted to revise the proposed words to reflect the CAGs feedback and 

the Taskforce discussion.  The proposed words for use in the Framework are as follows: 

Taskforce proposal to the IAESB: 

“General education is a broad based education to develop the skills necessary as a 
foundation for coping with the demands of professional accounting education and practical 
experience.   A general education is central to the public interest because it encourages 
lifelong learning and development and provides a foundation on which to build professional 
and accounting studies.  A foundation of general education, although not an end in itself, is 
one way of helping aspiring professional accountants and professional accountants become 
broad-minded individuals who think and communicate effectively and properly integrate 
technical competence, professional skills, and professional values, ethics, and attitudes to 
demonstrate professional competence.  Examples of general education may include, but 
are not limited to, an understanding of the flow of ideas and events in history, the different 
cultures in today’s world, a sense of the breadth of ideas, issues and contrasting economic, 
political and social forces in the world or an appreciation of art and literature. 

A general education may be obtained in a number of different ways and within different 
settings.  General education commences before entry into a professional accounting 
education program and extends into IPD and CPD.  IPD and CPD often build upon a 
foundational general education. Obtaining general education throughout a professional 
accountant’s career is often critical to the overall learning and development of professional 
accountants.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

  

ACTION REQUESTED 

6. What is the Board’s recommendation on decoupling general education from 
IPD?   
 

7. Does the Board agree that general education should be a separate section in 
the Framework?   
 
 

8. Does the Board agree with the CAGs advice that general education should 
be covered at a high level in the Framework?  If not, why?   
 

9. Does the Board agree with the existing definition of general education?  If 
not, why? 
 
 

10. Does the Board have any suggested changes to the proposed wording for 
general education as described in paragraph 23 of this issues paper?  If so, 
what changes does the Board recommend be made to these proposed 
words?   
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Capabilities 

26. The extant IESs currently include the concept of capabilities.  However, the concept of 
capabilities is not referenced in the revised IESs (except for the Exposure Draft of IES 8 that 
uses it in the context of ISQC1 and ISA 220) and a proposal is being considered to remove it 
from the glossary.  The revised IESs use the concept of competence.  Therefore, the 
Taskforce sought the advice of the CAG on whether the Framework needs to distinguish 
between competence and capabilities.   

27. There were mixed views from the CAG on whether the Framework should separately 
distinguish between competence and capabilities.  Some CAG members felt that, at this point 
in time, it would be useful to have both terms in the Framework and define what is meant by 
each term.  Other CAG members indicated that if a term is not used in the IESs then it should 
not be used in the Framework and believe that using terms in the Framework that are not 
used in the IESs will cause confusion to readers.   

28. Subsequent to the CAG meeting, the Taskforce further discussed this and believes that the 
IESs no longer have a need to establish a definition of capabilities and can use the standard 
dictionary definition of capabilities.   

29. The Taskforce is seeking input from the Board on whether competence and capabilities need 
to be separately distinguished in the Framework.   

 

 

 

 
 
Learning and Development 

30. The IESs primarily refer to “learning and development” together. The Taskforce also plans to 
present these concepts together in the Framework.   

31. The Taskforce sought the advice of the CAG on this matter and the CAG’s recommendation 
was that the Framework should not individually define and describe learning and 
development.  

32. The Taskforce is seeking the input from the Board on whether learning and development 
should be individually defined and described in the Framework.   

 

 

 

 

 
 
  

ACTION REQUESTED 

11. Does the Board agree that a definition of capabilities does not need to be 
separately distinguished in the Framework? 

 

 

ACTION REQUESTED 

 
12. Does the Board agree with the CAGs recommendation and Task Force discussion 

to not individually define and describe learning and development in the 
Framework?   
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Project Proposal 

33. A project proposal for updating the Framework has been developed.  This project proposal 
describes the way forward for updating the Framework and includes a timeline.  This project 
proposal is included as agenda item 3-2. 

34. The Framework project proposal has been prepared, with consideration given to, among 
other things, the public interest and the costs and benefits of the proposed project. The 
Taskforce considered whether to issue a consultation paper to solicit views on the 
Framework.  The Taskforce believes that the update to the Framework is deemed to be a 
“limited scope” project since a Framework is already in existence and that existing Framework 
will be updated for conforming changes to the IESs that were exposed to the public.  As a 
result, the Taskforce is proposing that no consultation paper be prepared for the Framework 
project.   

35. The Taskforce believes that the Framework is an integral part of the suite of IESs and should 
continue to be an authoritative document that requires PIOB oversight and due process 
activities.   

36. The Taskforce is proposing a description of the role of general education in the support of IPD 
and CPD be included in the Framework.  The Taskforce believes that since the content of 
general education existed in extant IES 3, that it is already deemed valuable to the public 
interest and a consultation paper on this subject is not necessary.   

37. The Taskforce is seeking input from the Board on the project proposal, particularly the scope 
and the timeline of the project proposal.   

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PROPOSED WAY FORWARD 
38. The Taskforce will share the project proposal with the CAG at their April teleconference 

meeting.  The Taskforce will seek the Board’s approval of the final content of project proposal 
at its June 2014 meeting.  

ACTION REQUESTED 

1. Does the Board agree that appropriate consideration been given to the public 
interest issues in the project proposal?  
 

2. Does the Board agree that appropriate consideration been given to the potential 
need for a public forum or roundtable, or consultation paper to solicit views on 
issues under consideration?  Does the Board agree that these activities do not 
need to be performed for the Framework project? 
 

3. Does the Board agree that the Framework document should continue to be an 
authoritative document that requires PIOB oversight and due process activities? 
 

4. Does the Board agree that we have the right mix of expertise and skill sets on the 
task force to develop a revised Framework document? 
 

5. Does the Board believe that additional consultation is needed to understand the 
implications of General Education on member bodies as to its positioning in the 
realm of life-long learning and in the revised Framework? 
 

6. Does the Board have any other comments on the scope or on the timeline of the 
project proposal? 
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39. The Taskforce will take into consideration the feedback received from the CAG and the Board 
and will present a draft of the revised Framework to the Board at its June 2014 meeting.  In 
accordance with the project plan, the Taskforce plans to present a second draft of the revised 
Framework to the Board at its October 2014 meeting.  The second draft will take into account 
any feedback received from the Board at the June 2014 meeting, as well as any feedback 
received from the CAG at its September 2014 meeting.  As indicated in the project proposal, 
the goal is to vote the Framework presented to the Board at its October 2014 meeting for 
exposure.   
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Appendix 1:  Activity from prior IAESB meetings  
 

October 2012 IAESB Meeting 
 
1. At the October 2012 Board meeting, the DWG highlighted to the Board that, whilst the 

Revision Project had seen consistent alignment with the content of the Framework, over the 
lifetime of the project the Board’s thinking on certain concepts had evolved, and the use of 
specific terminology had been confirmed.   Because the IAESB Framework was developed 
and released prior to the commencement of the Revision project there was now some 
inevitable inconsistency between the Framework and the revised standards.   
 

2. The Board therefore agreed that the role of DWG be extended to include a review of the 
Framework document in detail and to make recommendations to the IAESB in respect of 
the required conforming changes related to the following, and possibly other terms identified 
through a detailed review process: 

 
i. Audit professional (consider rewording) 

 ii. Best practice (consider whether this should be good practice in Framework) 
iii.  Capabilities – update text to conform to new definition that eliminates “professional 

knowledge” 
iv.  Competence 
v.  CPD – differs from definition in IES7 and ED of IES8 
vi.  General education – use of “foundation” may cause confusion with the new 

proficiency levels 
vii.  Professional knowledge – professional competence used in new IESs. 

 
March 2013 IAESB Meeting 
 

3. Prior to the March 2013 IAESB Meeting, the DWG met via teleconference and agreed an 
overall approach to the review process.  Individual members then conducted a detailed 
review of the Framework, these reviews were then reviewed and key issues identified.  The 
DWG agreed the proposed way forward as presented in this issues paper via email 
discussion. 
 

4. The DWG reflected on the range of possible changes that might be considered to the 
Framework under a conforming review in the light of the Revisions Project.  The DWG 
determined that these issues ranged from straightforward terminology changes, through to 
more substantive structural, content and conceptual changes, and that therefore it would be 
necessary to classify these changes in order for the Board to consider them effectively. 
 

5. The DWG decided upon the following classification for the possible changes to the 
Framework: 

 
Level 1  Pure terminology changes, resulting from the Revisions Project 
Level 2  Minor changes to align content of the Framework with the revised 

standards and the current implementation of the Drafting 
Conventions  

Level 3 Changes of structure and/or content to align the Framework better 
with the revised body of standards; and other issues arising from a 
preliminary review of the Framework which the DWG wish to raise to 
the attention of the Board. 
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This following sections sets out the recommendations of the DWG for the Board’s 
consideration and identifies the issues on which the DWG are seeking the Board’s 
feedback.  

 
Level 1 changes recommended 

6. The DWG have identified the following terms in the Framework which need to be updated to 
align with the revised standards:  

 
Existing term Revised term 
Accountants Professional accountants 
Prospective accountants Aspiring professional accountants 
“Audit Professional”  or 
“Audit manager” 

Audit Engagement Partner 

“Education” or “Accounting 
education” 

Professional accounting education 

Education programs for 
accountants 

Professional accounting education programs 

Other interested parties Other stakeholders 
“Competence” or 
“Capabilities” 

Professional competence 

“Knowledge” or 
“Professional knowledge” 

Technical competence 

Knowledge, skills and 
values 

Technical competence, professional skills, 
and professional values, ethics and attitudes 

Outcomes Learning outcomes 
“Develop” or “Change and 
expand” 

Develop and maintain 

Acquiring, maintaining and 
renewing 

Developing and maintaining 

Company accounts Financial statements 
 

7. The DWG asked the Board if they agreed that the Level 1 changes were appropriate and 
whether there were any additional Level 1 changes for the DWG to consider.  The Board 
agreed that the changes were appropriate and no additional changes were brought to the 
attention of the Board.  

 
Level 2 changes recommended 
 

8. The DWG recommends making the following Level 2 changes in order to align the content 
of the Framework with the revised standards:  

 
(i) In a number of places the Framework uses the words ‘must’ and ‘should’.  These 

words have been specifically avoided in the drafting of the standards and it is 
therefore recommended that they are also removed from the Framework. This change 
requires some minor redrafting. 

(ii) In the Introduction section, there is reference to ‘the requirements to qualify and work 
as a professional accountant’.  There has been continued difficulty in Board 
discussions with the concept of qualification given the diversity of licensing regimes in 
place globally, so the DWG recommends that this wording is redrafted to remove the 
reference to qualification. 

(iii) In a number of places the Framework refers to ‘professional accountants’, where in 
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the view of the DWG it is the intention of the Board to also include ‘aspiring 
professional accountants’.  

(iv) Where the Framework refers to ‘roles’, the DWG recommends this be aligned with the 
IPD definition which uses the phrase ‘a role of a professional accountant’ 

(v) In the section on ‘Learning and development’ the Framework refers to ‘self-directed 
and unstructured gaining of knowledge’.  The DWG recommends this should be 
expanded to cover all elements of professional competence, i.e. technical 
competence, professional skills, and professional values, ethics and attitudes. 

(vi) In the ‘Initial Professional Development’ section there is reference to the concept of 
assessment.  The DWG recommends that this is aligned with the IES 6 definition of 
assessment (note, however that as the IES 6 definition refers to both IPD and CPD it 
may be necessary to adapt the definition for use in this specific instance). 

(vii) In the ‘Initial Professional Development’ section there is reference to the concept of 
integration.  The DWG recommends that this is redrafted to be consistent with the 
way in which integration is now described in the draft IESs. 

(viii) In the ‘Assessment: Measurement of the Effectiveness of Learning and Development’ 
section there is reference to ‘validity’ and ‘reliability’ as characteristics of 
measurement approaches.  The DWG recommends that the IES 6 definitions of these 
terms are used.  However, see the more substantive Level 3 issue below about this 
section. 

(ix) In the section on IEPSs there is reference to ‘generally accepted good practice’.  The 
DWG view is that the Board has simply referred to ‘good practice’ elsewhere in the 
body of IAESB literature, and the term ‘generally accepted’ is redundant and can be 
deleted. 

9. The DWG asked the Board if they agreed that the Level 2 changes were appropriate and 
whether there were any additional Level 2 changes for the DWG to consider.  The Board 
agreed that the changes were appropriate and no additional changes were brought to the 
attention of the Board.  
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Level 3 issues identified 
 

10. Level 3 issues identified are the most substantive in nature and the Board will need to 
discuss whether such changes would fall within the scope of ‘conforming amendments’.   At 
this stage therefore the DWG are not making specific recommendations for change on 
these matters, but raising them to the attention of the Board for initial discussion and 
direction.   

 
11. In identifying these issues the DWG have considered that the Framework “establishes the 

concepts that the IAESB uses in its publications”.  The DWG notes that, given the evolution 
of the Board’s thinking over the duration of the Revisions Project, there are some topics 
within the Framework which are either not fully aligned with the revised standards or are no 
longer relevant to the revised body of standards.  In addition there are some topics which 
might now be expected to be addressed in the Framework but which are currently missing.   
 

12. The major Level 3 issues identified by the DWG are discussed below. 
 

Definitions of ‘professional accountant’ and ‘aspiring professional accountant’ 
 

13. The Framework currently references the existing IFAC definition of a professional 
accountant.  There has been a lengthy and unsuccessful project to redefine the professional 
accountant at an IFAC level.  The IAESB is now considering its own definition (see separate 
Agenda Item) at this March 2013 meeting.  If the Board approves a changed definition of 
professional accountant then it will be important that the Framework reflects this. 
 

14. The Framework does not currently make reference to the concept of the ‘aspiring 
professional accountant’.  This is a term which has emerged from the Revisions Project, 
and is used extensively in the standards addressing IPD. The Board may therefore wish to 
include some content to explain this role alongside that of the professional accountant, in 
line with the Glossary definition. 

 
Educational concepts section 

 
15. Although the Level 1 and Level 2 changes  to the ‘Educational Concepts’ section proposed 

above seek to align terminology in the section with the revised standards there is broader 
issue present.  IESs 2, 3 and 4 are now written as outcomes based standards, and a 
number of concepts are fundamental to this approach – learning outcomes, competence 
areas, and proficiency levels - none of which are explained in the current Framework.   
 

16. In addition, it is hard to completely align the existing content with the current terminology 
being used.  For example in some instances the overall concept of ‘competence’ can be 
directly replaced with ‘professional competence’, but in other instances this term 
‘competence’  is being used quite specifically – e.g. ‘a desired competence for a 
professional accountant working in a financial accounting role may be the ability to produce 
a set of company accounts…’.  In this second situation it appears that the ‘desired 
competence’ is in fact a learning outcome under the revised standards. 
 

17. A further example of the challenges in this section is the discussion of ‘an appropriate level 
of competence’ – which in the draft revised standards could be regarded as a ‘level of 
proficiency’.   Clearly this remains an area that the Board is debating in the context of the 
current drafts of IES 2, 3 and 4 and how those standards incorporate proficiency levels. 
 

18. The Board may therefore wish to consider a more detailed review and revision of this 
section of the Framework, to ensure it fully supports and aligns with the concepts set out in 
the revised standards. 
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General education 
 

19. General education is currently described as part of Initial Professional Development; 
however this has been a source of continued debate at the Board, particularly through the 
drafting of IES 3.  The description of general education in the Framework positions it as a 
‘foundation for coping with the demands of professional accounting education and practical 
experience’.  Previous Board discussions have highlighted significant diversity of practice 
across jurisdictions in relation to general education, which have demonstrated that general 
education may often commence prior to entry to a professional accounting education 
program (the start of IPD), and that general education may also continue concurrently with a 
professional accounting education program. 
 

20. There is significant content on general education in extant, which may be helpful to users of 
the IESs, which it does not appear, will be carried forward to the revised IES 3.    
 

21. The Board has identified that general education remains an important concept on which the 
Board should provide guidance, and therefore plans to include a guidance project on the 
topic in the next Strategy and Work Plan. 
 

22. The Board may also wish to consider the opportunity to reposition general education in the 
Framework.   This could include de-coupling general education from IPD to address the 
confusion this seems to create, whilst re-emphasizing the importance of general education, 
possibly through the inclusion of more discussion on the topic, drawing on the extant IES 3 
content.  

 
Assessment: Measurement of the Effectiveness of Learning and Development 

 
23. The section of the Framework on Assessment: Measurement of the Effectiveness of 

Learning and Development is likely to be assumed to be directly related to the principles of 
assessment set out in IES 6.  However, although there is some overlap with IES 6 content, 
it addresses the key issue of input and output measures which are core to other standards 
including IES 5 (Initial Professional Development - Practical Experience) and IES 7 
(Continuing Professional Development). 
 

24. The section sets out three measurement approaches – input measures, process measures 
and output measures.  It is noted that process measures are not referred to in the revised 
body of standards, and therefore are redundant.  It does not mention the ‘combined 
approach’ which does feature alongside input measures and output measures in a number 
of standards. 
 

25. This section does set out characteristics of measurement approaches, two of which are also 
principles of assessment under IES 6.  It does not however address all 6 principles of 
assessment set out in IES 6. 
 

26. It is also noted that, while the title of this section refers to measuring the effectiveness of 
learning and development, under the revised standards these measurement approaches 
appear to be more directly related to measuring achievement of professional competence or 
learning outcomes.  Suggest revision to the title of section from Assessment:  Measurement 
of the Effectiveness of Learning and Development to Assessment:  Measuring the 
Achievement of Professional Competence.   
 

27. The Board may therefore wish to consider a more detailed review and revision of this 
section of the Framework, and determine if it should address assessment concepts aligned 
with IES 6, or if it address the current measurement approaches underpinning the main 
body of revised standards.   

 

To better articulate the IPD/CPD continuum and more clearly distinguish between assessment 
principles and types of measurement suggest reordering of section.   
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Part Two – IAESB Publications and IFAC Member Body Obligations 
 

28. The DWG have identified a number of issues with this section for Board consideration: 
 

(i) This section combines two apparently separate concepts, publications and IFAC 
member body obligations into a single section.  It is not clear how these two topics are 
related to each other. 

(ii) There are a number of key concepts related the standards which are not explained 
currently – for example there is no reference to the standards setting requirements for 
IFAC member bodies, or to the standards being principle based. 

(iii) There is no mention in the section on IFAC publications of the ‘Basis of Conclusions’ 
document which accompanies each standard on release. 

(iv) There is no description of the IAESB due process that is followed in the development of 
publications, including the exposure process. 

(v) The content on IFAC member body obligations does not appear to be well aligned with 
the revised SMO 2, and misses the opportunity to discuss the responsibilities of the 
IFAC member body in situations where they do not control the implementation of some 
or all of an IES.   

29. In considering a way forward it is important to note the following: 
a. The Framework document is an authoritative IAESB pronouncement that the PIOB 

has approved in 2009 as one that has followed appropriate due process activities.   
b. Changes in terminology or phraseology resulting from the IESs Revisions Project 

can be included in an Annual Improvements document which would need to be 
exposed to obtain comments from the public during a period of 60-90 days. 

c. Adding or changing concepts, principles or content to a pronouncement should be 
recognized as a project that requires the discipline of developing a project proposal 
and allocating a Taskforce so as to ensure appropriate purpose while avoiding 
possible scope creep and inefficient use of resources.   
 

30. Level 1 and 2 changes are considered changes in terminology or phraseology and could be 
included within an Annual Improvements document. 
 

31. Level 3 changes that including adding or changing concepts, principles or content to a 
pronouncement, are considered to create substantial changes to a pronouncement.   
 

32. In situations where there is substantial changes made to a pronouncement it is expected 
that the pronouncement be exposed to obtain public comments for a period of 90 to 120 
days.  The PIOB provides some guidance on examples of types of situations where 
substantial changes made to a pronouncement would cause a Public Interest Activity 
Committee (e.g., IAESB) to consider exposure. 

 
“…., for example:  substantial change to a proposal arising from matters not aired in the 
exposure draft such that commentators have not had an opportunity to make their views 
known to the PIAC (e.g., IAESB) before it reaches a final conclusion; substantial change 
arising from matters not previously deliberated by the PIAC (e.g., IAESB); or substantial 
change to the substance of a proposed international pronouncement.   

 
33. The DWG asked the Board in light of the Level 1, Level 2 and Level 3 issues identified by 

the DWG, should the IAESB be revising the Framework and if so, what form should the 
revision take.  The Board agreed that the Framework should be revised.  However, no 
agreement was reached as to the form the revision should take.  It was agreed that David 
McPeak would mark up the Framework for Level 1 and Level 2 changes and share the 
marked up version with the PIOB to get their opinion on how to proceed.  A discussion with 
the PIOB will occur in September 2013.   

 
October 2013 IAESB Meeting 

34. Subsequent to the June 2013 IAESB meeting, a Taskforce was formed to evaluate the 
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extent of changes to the Framework.  The Taskforce was charged with proposing to the 
Board a way forward with the revisions to the Framework as a result of the Revisions 
Project.  The composition of the Framework Taskforce is:  David Simko (Chair), Sue Flis 
(Secretary), Dennis Reigle, Blanca Tapia, Kazue Hiramatsu, Koichi Inoue, Gareth Wellings, 
and Yoseph Asmelash.  The Taskforce met in July 2013 and September 2013, via 
conference call, to discuss the way forward.  
 

35. As discussed at the March 2013 Board meeting, the Draft Working Group identified various 
issues with the Framework and categorized these issues into levels.  During the July 2013 
Taskforce call, the Taskforce agreed to continue to use these categories for the possible 
changes to the Framework.  These categories are as follows:   

 
Level 1  Pure terminology changes, resulting from the IESs Revision project 
Level 2  Minor changes to align content of the Framework with the revised 

standards and the current implementation of the Drafting 
Conventions  

Level 3 Changes of structure and/or content to align the Framework better 
with the revised body of standards; and other issues arising from a 
preliminary review of the Framework 

 
 

36. Additionally, at the July 2013 Taskforce call, the Taskforce discussed a two-part approach 
to updating the Framework.   
d. Part 1 update would include the changes that have been previously exposed to the 

public or included in a final standard.  Part 1 changes would be updated in the 
Framework and not exposed as part of the Framework Exposure Document (Level 1 
and 2 changes below).   

e. Part 2 update would include the changes that have not been previously exposed to the 
public or included in a final standard.  Part 2 updates would need to be exposed to the 
public and would be part of the Framework Exposure Document (Level 3 changes 
below).   
 

37. After the initial Taskforce call in July, the Taskforce shared the proposed two-part approach 
to updating the Framework with the CAG at their September meeting.    The CAG had 
mixed views on this two-part approach and provided some additional considerations for the 
Taskforce to evaluate. Specifically, the CAG asked the Taskforce to consider what would be 
done with the extant Framework during the update period, in light of the fact that certain 
revised standards are complete while others are still in process.  It was determined that the 
existing Framework could not be removed until the extant standards are withdrawn and the 
soonest that would be is July 2015, assuming IES 8 stays on its proposed timeline.   

   
38. The Taskforce met again in September 2013, via conference call, to discuss the feedback 

from the CAG and prepare for the October board meeting.   During this call, the Taskforce 
agreed to abandon the two-part approach to updating the Framework and propose to the 
Board that they proceed with updating the Framework once for all categories of changes. 
The two-step approach was abandoned by the Taskforce based on feedback from the CAG 
that the classification of certain changes was judgmental and the need to make the extant 
Framework available during the update period.   

 
39. The IAESB Chair also shared this approach with the PIOB to obtain their guidance so to 

ensure that it met with due process activities. As of October 11, 2013 the PIOB has not 
rendered a decision and if developments occur in the interim we will report them at the 
October 2013 meeting. 

 
Additional Matters Raised by the CAG 
40. The CAG challenged the Taskforce to consider whether the Framework was still a 

meaningful document, now that the revised IESs are nearly complete.  The Taskforce 
discussed this during their September 2013 call and continues to believe that the 
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Framework is a useful document and serves as guide to the IESs.  The Taskforce 
concluded that the Framework should be retained.   
 

41. The CAG also challenged the Taskforce to consider whether the Framework should contain 
more forward looking educational concepts.  The Taskforce discussed this during their 
September 2013 call and believes it is appropriate to incorporate these additional concepts 
to help support the understanding of the IESs into the Framework.  However, the Taskforce 
concluded that any additional concepts incorporated into the Framework should be concise 
and brief. 

 
42. The IAESB Chair indicated that he shared the various approaches to updating the 

Framework with the PIOB to obtain their guidance so to ensure that it met with due process 
activities. The PIOB indicated that they felt the Framework could be updated in a two-part 
approach.   

 
43. The above matters were discussed by the Board at the October 2013 meeting and the 

Board agreed that the Framework continues to be a meaningful document.  Board members 
indicated that the Framework is an essential document that is used by stakeholders to 
understand the rationale behind the IES.  The Board considered the PIOB’s input that the 
Framework could be updated in a two-part approach.  However, the Board believes that a 
two-part approach to updating the Framework would be confusing to users.  Therefore, the 
Board supported a one-step approach to updating the Framework.   

 

Level 1 and 2 Changes 
44. Although the Taskforce agreed to abandon the two-part approach to updating the 

Framework, they will continue to categorize changes into three levels to facilitate the Boards 
discussion.  Given the nature of the Level 1 and Level 2 changes, the Taskforce would like 
to get the Boards concurrence on Level 1 and Level 2 changes early in the process.   

 
45. The Taskforce has marked up the existing IAESB Framework for Level 1 and Level 2 

changes.  This document is included as Agenda Item 8-2   
 

46. The Board agreed that the Level 1 and Level 2 changes that were depicted in the marked-
up version of the Framework were reflective of the underlying standards.  A few Board 
members had suggestions on revising the wording so not to introduce confusion.  These 
suggestions will be reflected in the revised draft that is presented to the Board in April 2014.  
No additional Level 1or Level 2 changes were received.   

 
Level 3 Changes 

 
47. In advance of the October Board meeting, the Taskforce circulated a list of the Level 3 

changes to the Chairs and Secretaries of all the Taskforces and the Draft Working Group to 
ensure that a complete list of Level 3 changes has been developed.  The changes 
circulated to the Taskforce Chairs are included as Agenda 8-3.  The first part of Agenda 8-3 
summarizes the major level 3 themes.  The Appendix to Agenda 8-3 provides a more 
detailed analysis and comments on “level 3” changes by paragraph.  The detailed analysis 
of Level 3 changes will be addressed and considered by the Taskforce during the drafting 
process.   

 
48. Feedback from the Chairs and Secretaries has been received and will be considered by the 

Taskforce during the drafting process.    
 

49. The Taskforce would like to get the Boards input on the major Level 3 themes so they can 
begin drafting changes to the Framework for Level 3 topics.   

 
50. The Board agreed that the Framework should be updated for the major level 3 themes (see 

Appendix 3).  The Board was also asked if there were any other major level 3 themes that 
they believed should be included in the updated Framework.  The only addition to the list in 

Page 18 of 26 
Prepared by David Simko, Sue Flis & Taskforce members 



 
Agenda Item 3-1 

Appendix 3 is that a review of the drafting conventions, which are an appendix to the 
Framework, should be performed by the Draft Working Group to ensure they are accurate.   
The level 3 issues were discussed at a high level and the Taskforce agreed to have a 
revised version of the Framework marked up for the Level 3 changes at the April 2014 
meeting.  The Board was asked whether a survey of Member Bodies needed to occur 
before the Framework was updated.  The consensus of the Board was that a survey is 
unnecessary.  In the past when the Framework was updated, a survey was performed.  
However, the survey was done for a different purpose.  The Board believes that this time 
the Framework just needs to be updated to align to the revised IESs.   
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Appendix 2 – Level 1 definitions 

Term  Definition 
Professional 
accountant 

A person who is a member of an IFAC member body. [under review- see 
Definition of a Professional Accountant agenda item] 

Aspiring professional 
accountant 

An aspiring professional accountant is an individual who has commenced a 
professional accounting education program as part of IPD  

Audit Engagement 
Partner 

The partner or other person in the firm who is responsible for the audit 
engagement and its performance, and for the auditor’s report that is issued on 
behalf of the firm, and who, where required, has the appropriate authority from 
a professional, legal, or regulatory body. (IAASB)  

Professional 
accounting education 

Professional accounting education is education and training that builds on 
general education, and imparts (a) technical competence, (b) professional 
skills and (c) professional values, ethics, and attitudes.  

Professional 
accounting education 
programs 

Professional accounting education programs are designed to support aspiring 
professional accountants to develop the appropriate professional competence 
by the end of IPD. They may consist of formal education delivered through 
degrees and courses offered by universities, other higher education providers, 
IFAC member bodies, and employers, as well as workplace training.  

Professional 
competence 

The ability to perform a role to a defined standard. 

Technical 
competence 

Technical competence is the ability to apply professional knowledge to 
perform a role to a defined standard.  

Professional skills The intellectual, personal, interpersonal, communication, and organizational 
skills that a professional integrates with technical competence and 
professional values, ethics, and attitudes to demonstrate professional 
competence.  

Professional values, 
ethics and attitudes 

Professional values, ethics, and attitudes are defined as the professional 
behavior and characteristics that identify professional accountants as 
members of a profession. They include the principles of conduct (i.e., ethical 
principles) generally associated with and considered essential in defining the 
distinctive characteristics of, professional behavior. 

Learning outcomes Definition to be drafted. 
Financial statements A structured representation of historical financial information, including related 

notes, intended to communicate an entity’s economic resources or obligations 
at a point in time and of the changes therein for a period of time in accordance 
with a financial reporting Framework. The related notes ordinarily comprise a 
summary of significant accounting policies and other explanatory information. 
The term “financial statements” ordinarily refers to a complete set of financial 
statements as determined by the requirements of the applicable financial 
Framework, but can also refer to a single financial statement.  
 
The financial statements subject to audit are those of the entity, prepared by 
management of the entity with oversight from those charged with governance. 
(IAASB) 
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Appendix 3 – Level 3 Issues 
 
The “Level 3” issues identified are the most substantive in nature and will require time to incorporate 
them into the Framework.   In general, the “Level 3” issues are: 

• changes of structure and/or content are needed to align the Framework better with the 
revised body of standards 

• other issues arising from a review of the Framework  

The first part of this document summarizes the major level 3 themes.  Table 1 provides a more 
detailed analysis and comments on “level 3” changes by paragraph.  This content in this table has 
been included for reference since the major “Level 3” issues are summarized below.     

Summary of Major Level 3 Themes 

Definitions of ‘professional accountant’ and ‘aspiring professional accountant’ 

• The Framework currently references the existing IFAC definition of a professional accountant.  
The IAESB is now considering its own definition of a professional accountant.  If the Board 
approves a changed definition of professional accountant then it will be important that the 
Framework reflects this.  The Board will need to consider if the definition or professional 
accountant is exposed on its own or as part of the Framework document.   

• The Framework does not currently make reference to the concept of the ‘aspiring professional 
accountant’.  This is a term which has emerged from the Revisions Project, and is used 
extensively in the standards addressing IPD. The Board may therefore wish to include some 
content to explain this role alongside that of the professional accountant, in line with the 
Glossary definition. 

Educational concepts section 

• Although the Level 1 and Level 2 changes  to the ‘Educational Concepts’ section proposed 
above seek to align terminology in the section with the revised standards, there is broader 
issue present.  IESs 2, 3 and 4 are now written as outcome-based standards, and a number 
of concepts are fundamental to this approach – learning outcomes, competence areas, and 
proficiency levels - none of which are explained in the current Framework.   

• In addition, it is hard to completely align the existing content with the current terminology 
being used.  For example in some instances the overall concept of ‘competence’ can be 
directly replaced with ‘professional competence’, but in other instances this term ‘competence’  
is being used quite specifically – e.g. ‘a desired competence for a professional accountant 
working in a financial accounting role may be the ability to produce a set of company 
accounts…’.  In this second situation it appears that the ‘desired competence’ is in fact a 
learning outcome under the revised standards. 

• A further example of the challenges in this section is the discussion of ‘an appropriate level of 
competence’ – which in the draft revised standards could be regarded as a ‘level of 
proficiency’.   Clearly this remains an area that the Board is deliberating in the context of the 
current drafts of IES 2, 3 and 4 and how those standards incorporate proficiency levels. 

• A more detailed review and revision of this section of the Framework is necessary, to ensure 
it fully supports and aligns with the concepts set out in the revised standards. 

General education 

• General education is currently described as part of Initial Professional Development; however 
this has been a source of continued debate at the Board, particularly through the drafting of 
IES 3.  The description of general education in the Framework positions it as a ‘foundation for 
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coping with the demands of professional accounting education and practical experience’.  
Previous Board discussions have highlighted significant diversity of practice across 
jurisdictions in relation to general education, which have demonstrated that general education 
may often commence prior to entry to a professional accounting education program (the start 
of IPD), and that general education may also continue concurrently with a professional 
accounting education program. 

• There is significant content on general education in extant standards, which may be helpful to 
users of the IESs.  This content was not carried forward to the revised IES 3 and should be 
reviewed for inclusion in the Framework.     

• The Board will to consider the opportunity to reposition general education in the Framework.   
This could include de-coupling general education from IPD to address the confusion this 
seems to create, while re-emphasizing the importance of general education, possibly through 
the inclusion of more discussion on the topic, drawing on the extant IES 3 content.  

Assessment: Measurement of the Effectiveness of Learning and Development 

• The section of the Framework on Assessment: Measurement of the Effectiveness of Learning 
and Development is likely to be assumed to be directly related to the principles of assessment 
set out in IES 6.  However, although there is some overlap with IES 6 content, it addresses 
the key issue of input and output measures which are core to other standards including IES 5 
(Initial Professional Development - Practical Experience) and IES 7 (Continuing Professional 
Development). 

• The section sets out three measurement approaches – input measures, process measures 
and output measures.  It is noted that process measures are not referred to in the revised 
body of standards, and therefore may not be necessary.  The Framework does not mention 
the ‘combined approach’ (use of input and output measures), which is referenced in a number 
of the revised standards. 

• This section does set out characteristics of measurement approaches, two of which are also 
principles of assessment under IES 6.  It does not however address all 6 principles of 
assessment set out in IES 6. 

• It is also noted that, while the title of this section refers to measuring the effectiveness of 
learning and development, under the revised standards these measurement approaches 
appear to be more directly related to measuring achievement of professional competence or 
learning outcomes. 

• A more detailed review and revision of this section of the Framework is necessary to 
determine if it should address assessment concepts aligned with IES 6, or if it should address 
the current measurement approaches underpinning the main body of revised standards.  

Appendix from IES 2, 3, 4 and 8 on Classification of Proficiency Levels for Learning Outcomes  

• Consideration should be given whether the Appendix from IES 2, 3, 4 and 8 on the 
classification of proficiency levels for learning outcomes should be incorporated into the 
Framework.   

• Better alignment and integration of competence and proficiency levels in the Framework 
needs to be achieved.   

Part Two – IAESB Publications and IFAC Member Body Obligations 

• There are a number of issues with this section that will require the Board’s consideration.  
These include the following: 
o This section combines two apparently separate concepts, publications and IFAC member 

body obligations into a single section.  It is not clear how these two topics are related to 
each other. 
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o There are a number of key concepts related the standards which are not explained 
currently – for example there is no reference to the standards setting requirements for 
IFAC member bodies, or to the standards being principle based. 

o There is no mention in the section on IFAC publications of the ‘Basis of Conclusions’ 
document which accompanies each standard on release. 

o There is no description of the IAESB due process that is followed in the development of 
publications, including the exposure process. 

o The content on IFAC member body obligations does not appear to be well aligned with 
the revised SMO 2, and misses the opportunity to discuss the responsibilities of the IFAC 
member body in situations where they do not control the implementation of some or all of 
an IES.   
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Table 1:  Detailed level 3 changes by paragraph 

This table provides a more detailed analysis and comments on “level 3” changes by paragraph.  The 
content in this table is included for reference since the major “Level 3” issues are summarized above.     

Ref Issue 
Introduction, Purpose of the Framework, Authority and Scope of the Framework and 
Structure of the Framework 
Para 1 The introduction to the Framework should make explicit reference to the 

Appendix on Drafting Conventions 
Para 2  Re-order list to give primacy to the public (in context of public interest) 

and/or align with list of stakeholders in revised standards 
Para 5 Reference to ‘member and students’ – suggestion to replace with 

‘professional accountants and aspiring professional  accountants’ 
Para 5  Opportunity to introduce concept of shared responsibility and differing 

roles of other stakeholders, rather than just enhancing their 
understanding of the IAESB. 

Para 7 The Framework currently references the existing IFAC definition of a 
professional accountant.  IAESB need a definition.  Once the Board 
approves a new definition of the professional accountant then the 
definition needs to be incorporated into the Framework.   

Para 7 The Framework does not currently make reference to the concept of the 
‘aspiring professional accountant’.  This term emerged during the 
Revisions Project, and is used extensively in the standards addressing 
IPD.  Given consistent reference to ‘aspiring professional accountants’ 
throughout the standards should consider including explanation in the 
Framework.   

Para 8 ‘The IAESB establishes the  learning and development principles for the 
education of professional accountants’ – Paragraph should be revised to 
be more explicit that the IAESB sets requirements, prescribes learning 
outcomes etc. 

Part 1 – Educational concepts - A detailed review and revision of this section of the 
Framework is necessary to ensure if fully supports and aligns with the concepts set out 
in the revised standards 
Para 12 Consider need to replace paragraph with common paragraph on 

professional competence from IESs 2, 3 and 4, including reference to 
learning outcomes. 

Para 13  Since the revised IES’s use learning outcomes this is now an example of 
a learning outcome, so cannot be placed here unless learning outcomes 
have already been introduced.  If paragraph 2 changes are made above 
then learning outcomes will have been introduced.   
 
So consider changing ‘a desired competence of a professional 
accountant...’ to ‘a desired learning outcome for the technical 
competence of a professional accountant...’ 
 
Consider also changing example to accurately represent an IES 2 
learning outcome:  Prepare primary financial statements, including 
consolidated financial statements, in accordance with laws and 
regulations  
 

Para 14  Consider if the phrase ‘the appropriate level of professional competence 
will vary...’ indicates that we are actually talking about a level of 
proficiency. 

Para 14 What do we mean when we discuss ‘reliance on the work of others’?  
Should this concept remain in the Framework?   

Para 16 Consider including a definition of learning outcomes.  Add discussion on 
the IESs using learning outcomes to describe professional competence 
required for technical competence, professional skills and professional 
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values, ethics, and attitudes or to perform a role to a defined standard.   
Para 17 Should we include in the definition of education the concept that it is 

structured? 
Para 18 Consider including concept of mentoring in order to align with IES 5 
Para 20 Clarify what we mean by ‘early stages of development of a professional 

accountant’ – would this be during IPD, so actually as an aspiring 
professional accountant? 

Para 21 Challenge in equating learning to learn and lifelong learning to IPD and 
CPD.  Are these really the same concepts?   Consider revising how 
paragraph is worded.   

Para 23  Remove reference to general education as part of IPD.  The way the 
Revised IESs are written is general education is a precursor to IPD (or 
something separate and concurrent to IPD).  In other words, IPD builds 
upon general education. 
 
Consider adding content on general education that is in extant IES 3 in 
the Framework.  This content may be helpful to users of the IESs and it 
has not been carried forward to the revised IES 3.  The Board should 
also consider the opportunity to reposition general education in the 
Framework.  This could include de-coupling general education from IPD 
to address the confusion this seems to create, while emphasizing the 
importance of general education.   

Para 23  Include concept of ‘professional accounting education program’ since 
this term is now used extensively throughout the IES’s. 

Para 24 Change ‘each IFAC member body may define....’ to ‘....will define...’ 
Para 25 Remove footnote as it just duplicates paragraph 24 
Para 25 Consider if use of singular form for this paragraph would be more 

appropriate. 
Para 26 Suggest we include ‘the public’ or ‘public expectations’ explicitly as a 

driver of change and position them as first in the list, consistent with 
other such references in the IESs. 

Para 27  Consider removing the first sentence – doesn’t add any value, to the 
important point made in the second sentence. 

Section title – 
Assessment: 
Measurement of the 
Effectiveness of 
Learning and 
Development 

IES 6 is focussed on the assessment of professional competence, not 
the measurement of effectiveness of L&D – should the title be changed? 

Para 30 Change focus from measurement of L&D to assessment of professional 
competence. 

Para 30  Input measures - Change ‘the number of hours an individual is expected 
to attend a course’ to ‘the number of hours an individual is expected to 
spend on a course. 

Para 30 Input measures - Change ‘They do not, however, measure the 
competence developed’ to ‘They do not, however, directly measure the 
competence developed’. 

Para 30 Process measures - Do we want to keep process measures in the 
Framework?   

Para 30  Process measures - Change ‘process measures are proxies for the 
competence developed’ to ‘process measures are proxies for measuring 
the competence developed. 

Para 30 Output measures - Should we be changing ‘competence statements’ to 
‘learning outcomes’?  How does this fit with our Learning outcomes 
approach? 

Para 31 The three characteristics need to be aligned with IES 6.   
Para 32 Need to review in light of revised IES 6.  Is it appropriate to simply state 

that output measures are highly valid? 
Para 32  As per paragraph 20, are process measures now redundant? 
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Agenda Item 3-1 

Para 32 Need to review statement about compromise between reliability, validity 
and cost effectiveness in light of revised IES 6. 

Part 2 – IAESB Publications and IFAC Member Body Obligations   
General point Is it appropriate to combine these 2 topics into a single section? 
Para 33 Do we need to include entry to IPD as described in IES 1?  Framework 

currently refers to IPD and CPD.  IES 1 refers to entry to IPD. 
Para 34 ‘The IESs address the principles of learning and development for 

professional accountants. The IESs prescribe good practice in learning 
and development’.  As per earlier comment in the intro, need to be more 
explicit about the fact that the IESs set requirements and prescribe 
learning outcomes. 

Para 35 Opportunity here to explain the IESs are ‘principle based’ - a key 
element of the revisions project. 

Para 36 Consider including the Drafting Conventions in the main body of the 
Framework. 

Para 38 Consider simplifying to ‘IEPSs assist in implementing the IESs’. 
Para 38  Remove ‘may’ (x 2) – not needed. 
Para 38 Good or best practice? Should we just go with ‘good practice’ 

throughout? 
Para 39  IEIPs – use of ‘may’ throughout makes this all seem non-authoritative. 
General question  No mention of issue of Basis of Conclusions document or overview of 

due process followed.  Do we need to include this here?   
 Para 42  Odd paragraph, not in line with the old or revised SMOs.  Consider 

revising to address the concept of best endeavours and shared 
responsibility.  Consider deleting text and including the following 
statement:  In these instances the IFAC member body would determine 
its level of responsibility and assume the appropriate set of actions to 
meet its obligations of SMO 2.     

 

Appendix  - IAESB Drafting Conventions 
1st para Need to determine if statement on translation is accurate. 
Objectives 
paragraph 

Consider need to change the statement ‘The IESs contain a clear 
statement of the objectives to be achieved by the IFAC member body.’ 
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