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Committee: IAESB Consultative Advisory Group 

Meeting Location: Indaba Hotel, Johannesburg, South Africa  

Meeting Date:  April 11 – 12, 2016 

SUBJECT: Review of IES 7, Continuing Professional 
Development – Issues Paper (04/16) 

 

INTRODUCTION 

1. The overall purpose of this paper is to assist the IAESB CAG members in their discussion of 

issues related to International Education Standard (IES) 7, Continuing Professional Development 

and the Task Force’s (TF) proposed recommendations.   

2. This paper outlines: 

A. The project rationale supporting a review of the extant IES 7 

B. The scope of the project 

C. The project activities and consultations undertaken by the TF  

D. Significant issues identified and proposed recommendations  

E. Input requested from the Board as to the significance and completeness of the identified 

issues and appropriateness of the TF’s recommendations. 

3 This agenda item contains the following materials: 

Agenda Item 4-1 
Review of IES 7, Continuing Professional Development – Issues 
Paper (04/16) 

Agenda Item 4-2 Analysis of IES 7 Member Body survey responses (04/16) 

Agenda Item 4-3 Analysis of IES 7 Forum of Firms focus groups (04/16) 

 

BACKGROUND 

A. Project rationale 

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

I. Is the extant IES fit for purpose? 
II. Is the extant IES necessary? 

III. Is the extant IES continuing to add value? 
IV. Are there sufficiently significant developments in professional education that risk 

making the standard obsolete? 
 

5 The CAG Workgroup submitted a report to the IAESB Steering Committee for discussion at its July 
in-person meeting (2015). This report provided advice on: (i) matters arising from the IAESB Issues 
Paper, Criteria for New and Revised Standards (See Agenda Item 5-1 of the April 2015 IAESB 
meeting); and (ii) future opportunities, gaps, issues, emerging trends that may impact the 
implementation of the current IESs and provide the basis for the possible development of new or 
revised standards. The report was well received by IAESB Steering Committee members and 
formed an important part of the discussion on emerging issues. Of particular interest by the Steering 
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Committee were the areas of Continuing Professional Development and Competence-based 
Education.  

 

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

 

7 The IAESB Chair requested that the CAG develop the suggested areas of continuing professional 
development and competence-based education for further consideration by the IAESB at its 
November 2015 meeting. 

 

8 At its September 2015 meeting, the IAESB CAG’s discussion on these areas led to enhancing its 
report (See Agenda Item 2-2 from IAESB November Meeting) by identifying: some recent 
developments in CPD; the progress of other professions on CPD; and the need to recognize and 
integrate non-traditional learning methods such as “credit for life experiences” in education and 
assessment areas. 

 

9 At its November 2015 Board meeting, the IAESB discussed the CAG’s report and the related 
findings of the IES Usage Study Task Force and commissioned an IES 7 Task Force to undertake 
a number of research and consultation activities to further investigate the sufficiency of IES 7. 

 

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

 
  

B. Project scope 
 

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

 

12 CPD activities are best assessed in relation to how they maintain and improve competence specific 
to the role an individual professional accountant performs.  However, there are significant 
challenges in identifying standard CPD learning outcomes: 

 Qualified accountants perform a wide range of roles with varying degrees of specialism and 
complexity, in different entities (financial services companies, finance departments, 
accounting education etc.) and in different jurisdictions.  

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

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

13 The revised IESs 2-4 mandate competence areas, minimum levels of proficiency and learning 
outcomes for an entry level professional accountant and IES 8 mandates competence areas and 
minimum levels of proficiency of an audit engagement partner (AEP).  This is possible because 
there is an agreement on the minimum competencies required of a newly qualified accountant. 
Further there is an ISA description of the responsibilities of the AEP role (ISA 220), and the AEP 
role is unique in its significance in serving the public interest. 

 

http://www.iaesb.org/system/files/meetings/files/2-2-Agenda-2-2-IAESB-Nov-2015-mtg-CAG-Report-to-IAESB-Future-IAESB-Framework.pdf
http://www.iaesb.org/system/files/meetings/files/6-1-20160323-Agenda-6-1-IAESB-2017-2021-Strategy-and-Work-Plan-Issues-paper.pdf
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14 By contrast, IES 7 does not mandate competence areas, minimum levels of proficiency nor learning 
outcomes for professional accountants. Under Explanatory material (paragraph A12), it suggests 
that “IFAC member bodies may choose to develop requirements or guidance on which CPD 
activities they consider relevant to the professional role(s) and function(s) professional accountants 
typically have. Alternatively, they may choose to rely on the judgment of professional accountants 
to make decisions on the relevance of CPD activities. They may also choose to set requirements 
in certain areas, and allow professional accountants the flexibility to choose relevant CPD activities 
in others.” 

 

15 In considering the scope of this Issues paper, the TF has determined it is not practicable to identify 
standard competences, levels of proficiency and learning outcomes that would be both relevant 
and specific to all professional accountants.  Accordingly, the TF has scoped this out of this project’s 
objectives but will remain alert to emerging issues and trends impacting the public interest (for 
example expanding learning outcomes related to professional values, ethics and attitudes which 
are discussed in paragraphs 77-83). 

 

C. Project activities 

Completed activities 

16 Since the November 2015 Board meeting, the TF has undertaken a number of research and 
consultation activities to inform the project proposal, including seeking advice from the CAG during 
the April 2016 meeting.  

 

17 144 IFAC member bodies and the public were invited to respond to questions related to their 
experience of implementing IES 7 (See Appendix 1 for Survey Questions). The TF has received 47 
responses from 43 member bodies (three submitted multiple responses) and one response from 
the public, as at March 24, 2016 (see Agenda Item 4-2 for analysis of responses). Key findings and 
themes are noted in discussion below. 

 

18 The TF has conducted focus group discussions with the ‘Forum of Firms’ and completed an analysis 
of their feedback (see Agenda Item 4-3 for analysis of comments). Key findings and themes are 
noted in discussion below. 

 

19 The TF has reviewed the IAESB CAG Report to the IAESB (Agenda Item 2-2 from the November 
2015 Board meeting). Feedback from the CAG Report related to IES 7 is noted in the project 
background above and in discussion below. 

 

20 The TF consulted with the IES Usage Study task force to include IES 7 relevant findings and issues 
from that effort in discussion below. 

 
Activities in process 

21 The TF has conducted focus group discussions with the IFAC SMP Committee, and the IFAC PAIB 
Committee and is in the process of analysing comments.   

 

22 The TF has identified and reviewed examples of CPD principles, standards and guidance developed 
for other professions (actuaries, medics, pharmacists etc.) as well as U.S. professional accountants 
and accountancy CPE programme sponsors and is in the process of synthesizing findings and 
themes. 
 

23 The TF has conducted two member body interviews and plans to interview approximately 30 
member bodies and other stakeholders, representing different geographic regions, size, and stages 
of economic development, to better understand their assessment of the effectiveness of IES 7. 
 

24 The analysed results of the activities in progress will be carried forward and reflected in the planned 
project proposal to be presented to the Board at its July meeting. 

 

  

http://www.iaesb.org/system/files/meetings/files/2-2-Agenda-2-2-IAESB-Nov-2015-mtg-CAG-Report-to-IAESB-Future-IAESB-Framework.pdf
http://www.iaesb.org/system/files/meetings/files/2-2-Agenda-2-2-IAESB-Nov-2015-mtg-CAG-Report-to-IAESB-Future-IAESB-Framework.pdf
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DISCUSSION 
 
A. Overview of significant issues and opportunities identified including 

recommendations  
 

25 Through its deliberation and analysis of feedback on IES 7, the TF identified two broad problems 
related to the extant IES 7: 
 
a. Perceived inconsistency between the revised IESs 2-4; 8 and the extant IES 7 
b. Inconsistent implementation of the requirements of the extant IES 7.  

 

26 The TF further identified three significant issues and one significant opportunity related to the two 
problems noted above. The following issues and opportunity are outlined for discussion in detail 
below: 

Significant Issue #1: Challenges associated with the input-based approach to measuring CPD, 
including that: 

 
a. The input-based approach to measuring CPD appears inconsistent with the learning outcomes 

approach promoted in the revised IESs 
b. Inconsistent application of the input-based approach pursuant to the requirements of extant IES 

7 
 

Significant Issue #2: Uncertainty and lack of clarity as to how to apply output-based measures 
 
Significant Issue #3: Lack of recognition and related guidance around non-traditional learning 
methods and how to measure these as CPD activities 
 
Significant Opportunity #1:  To produce standard professional values, ethics and attitudes CPD 
learning outcomes applicable to all professional accounting roles 

 

28 While the TF has laid out significant issues and an opportunity related to IES 7 in discussion below, 
the TF believes it is important to highlight for the Board feedback supporting that, as written, the 
extant IES 7 is fit for purpose, necessary, and adding value. In addition, the TF has also identified 
where IES 7 is consistent with IESs 5 and 8. The TF believes the following feedback is important 
for the Board to have in perspective during discussion of issues and opportunities related to IES 7: 
 
From IES 7 Survey Responses: 
a. Survey Question 7: Overall, I am satisfied with the IES 7: 

- 45 respondents out of 47 (96%) strongly agreed or agreed 
- 18 respondents out of 19 (95%) from advanced economies strongly agreed or agreed 
- 27 respondents out of 28 (96%) from developing economies strongly agreed or agreed 

 
b. Survey Question 10: When asked what specific improvements to IES 7 you would make, 17 

member bodies indicated that they would recommend not making changes because the 
standard is okay as is. This was the strongest theme in response to this question with the 2nd 
place theme totalling 4 comments from member bodies. 
 

c. Survey Question 6: My organization meets or exceeds the requirements of IES 7: 
- 46 respondents out of 47 (98%) strongly agreed or agreed 
- 19 out of 19 (100%) respondents from advanced economies strongly agreed or agreed  
- 26 respondents out of 28 (93%) from developing economies strongly agreed or agreed 

  
d. Survey Question 4: The implementation of the IES 7 improves competence of professional 

accountants: 
- 46 respondents out of 47 (98%) strongly agreed or agreed  
- 19 out of 19 (100%) of respondents from advanced economies strongly agreed or agreed  
- 27 respondents out of 28 (96%) from developing economies strongly agreed or agreed  
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e. Survey Question 12: As defined by IES 7, which of the following approaches to measuring the 
attainment of CPD is used in your jurisdiction: 
 

Combination Approach: 
- 21 respondents out of 47 in total (45%)  

 5 respondents out of 19 (26%) from advanced economies  

 16 respondents out of 28 (57%) from developing economies approach 

Input Approach: 
- 19 respondents out of 47 in total (40%) 

 11 respondents out of 19 (58%) from advanced economies 

 8 respondents out of 28 (29%) from developing economies  

Output Approach: 
- 7 respondents out of 47 in total (15%) 

 3 respondents out of 19 (16%) from advanced economies 

 4 respondents out of 28 (14%) from developing economies 
 

f. Survey Question 13: Should all three approaches for measuring the attainment of CPD (input, 
output and combination) continue to be available? 
- 38 respondents out of 47 (81%) said yes 
- 16 respondents out of 19 (84%) from advanced economies said yes 
- 22 respondents out of 28 (79%) from developing economies said yes  

 
g. Other observations of where the extant IES 7 adds value were that it: 

- Establishes a global quality standard and therefore quality control 
- Promotes lifelong learning and essential elements of accreditation 
- Emphasizes that professional competence must be appropriate to role and responsibilities  
- Provides principles for monitoring and compliance 
- Provides examples of learning and monitoring activities 
- Sets an expectation that member bodies should seek to support individuals’ compliance 

with CPD before sanctioning non-compliance. 

From ‘Forum of Firms’ Focus Groups: 

h. The Forum of Firms focus groups included eleven firms: 
- 3 founder firms: BDO, KPMG International, PricewaterhouseCoopers 
- 8 non-founder firms: FinExpertiza, IECnet, Kreston International, Kudos International 

Network, Mazars, Moore Stephens International Limited, PKF International Limited, and 
Talal Abu Ghazaleh & Co. International 
 

i. When asked what measurement approach is used by their firms: 
- All firms currently use input-based measurement approach 
- For some international firms, certain individual member firms use output-based or 

combination measurement approaches 
- Most are CPD providers and have responsibility for some level of monitoring 

 
j. General observations from respondents: 

- Shared belief that the current standard is sufficient; however, more guidance in certain areas 
is desired 

- All requested that the three current measurement options continue to be made available 
- Measurement approach established by regulator in certain jurisdictions; in some 

jurisdictions learning/CPD activity may be driven by capabilities/resources of regulators  
- Consider differences in professional accountants’ roles when establishing CPD 

requirements (public vs private practice); more linkage to ISQC 1 for those in public practice 
(there be greater linkage of CPD activity to benchmarks such as quality indicators which 
would make more sense for some roles) 

 
 
From Future Framework Strategy Consultation Paper Analysis of Comments: 
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k. Twelve respondents to the Board’s “Future Strategy and Priorities” consultation paper indicated 

that they did not support a revision of IES 7 for a range of reasons, including: 

 no demand, or push, for CPD that is regulated in the same terms of formal reassessment, 
nor evidence to suggest that professional accountants will benefit from a more formalised 
revalidation type scheme; 

 not a productive use of resources to develop learning outcomes for CPD in areas of 
expertise practiced by professional accountants (AICPA-PcEEC, Common Content; 
ICPAK, IDW, WPK); 

 learning outcomes approach will necessitate generic learning outcomes that will provide 
little additional guidance to professional bodies; let post-certification education be left to the 
national professional accounting bodies and employers in their jurisdictions who best 
understand the landscape (CPA Canada, Common Content, HKICPA); let IFAC member 
bodies refer to the recently issued IAESB guidance on implementing a learning outcomes 
approach for professional accounting education (FEE); 

 three alternatives for measurement align with the requirements of IES 5 (AICPA-PcEEC); 

 flexibility needed for increased broadening of the scope of practice of professional 
accountants (CPA Australia, CPA Canada, IDW); 

 input approach and a combination approach recognize the diversity of practice across 
member bodies and in different jurisdictions (HKICPA); 

 IFAC member bodies following an input (or minor combination approach) relate to a 
regulatory environment requiring such a method (ICAS); and 

 prefer, instead, for a thorough monitoring of how the IESs have been implemented to be 
performed (Common Content, IDW). 

 
Other information noted by the TF: 

 
l. Revised IES 5, like IES 7, allows IFAC member bodies to choose output-based, input-based or 

a combination of output-based and input-based approaches to measure competence developed 
through practical experience. 

 
m. Though the revised IESs have a greater focus on learning outcomes, revised IESs 5 & 8 do not 

preclude the input-based approach and the extant IES 7 does not prevent the appropriate 
implementation of IES 8. 
 

n. The TF notes (from both survey responses and through member body interviews already 
completed) that while the IES 7 is addressed to IFAC member bodies, they in some cases do 
not have authority to establish or write CPD requirements or authority to develop CPD programs 
for their individual members in their jurisdictions. As a result, the best way to reference learning 
outcomes in CPD may be to address IES 7 to individual professional accountants or CPD 
providers, noting that other IFAC standard setting boards have addressed some of their 
standards to individuals and/or firms.  
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Significant Issue #1: Challenges associated with the input-based approach to measuring CPD, 

including that: 

a. The input-based approach to measuring CPD appears inconsistent with the learning 
outcomes approach promoted in the revised IESs 

b. Inconsistent application of the input-based approach pursuant to the requirements of extant 
IES 7 

 
Overview of responses from IES 7 Survey: 

29 While the IES 7 survey did not explicitly ask member bodies to comment on whether they see the 
input approach as being consistent or inconsistent with a learning outcomes approach, survey 
question 13 asked member bodies if they thought all three approaches to measuring CPD should 
continue to be available and if so why. While a significant majority of responses (23) cited flexibility 
as the reason why all three should continue to be available, only one response explicitly recognized 
“that all three approaches are just measurement approaches and can exist alongside a learning 
outcomes approach” (JICPA). 
 

30 IES 7 Survey Question 13 asked those who did not think all three approaches to measuring CPD 
should continue to be available, why they felt that way: 

 
a. 3 of 9 responded that the combination approach is the best approach 
b. 2 of 9 responded that the input approach is the best approach 
c. 2 of 9 responded that the input approach is flawed 

- Evaluation of input is needed to avoid situations of passive compliance 
- Input approach is very difficult for those in specialists’ roles (similar feedback was received 

and analysed below at paragraph 31i.) 
d. 2 of 9 responded that the output approach is the best approach 
 

31 In addition, survey question 9 asked what challenges member bodies have relative to the application 
of IES 7 and survey question 10 asked what specific improvements they would recommend to IES 
7. While feedback covered a wide variety of themes, member bodies identified challenges and 
suggested making improvements to and/or improving implementation guidance for IES 7 to help 
the application of the input approach be more consistent with maintaining competence through 
demonstrated learning outcomes: 

Analysis of Themes/Comments Related to: The Input-Approach to Measuring CPD Appears 
Inconsistent with the Learning Outcomes Approach 

Survey Question 9: What challenges do you have relative to the application of IES 7? 

a. “The Input Approach”: 3 out of 3 comments in the theme relate to inconsistency between 
application of the input approach and the maintenance of competence through demonstrated 
learning outcomes. Member bodies commented that the input based approach is easier to 
implement but drives the wrong behaviour in that it encourages paper compliance as opposed to 
actually improving professional competence and can obscure the primary principle of maintaining 
competence. (CISPA, SAICA, ICPAU) 

 
b. “Monitoring compliance with CPD”: 3 out of 13 comments in the theme relate to inconsistency 

between application of the input approach and the maintenance of competence through 
demonstrated learning outcomes. Member bodies commented that it is difficult to verify the 
validity of or ensure the appropriateness of hours completed, including relevance of topics 
undertaken in training. This challenge with monitoring relevance of CPD activities is made more 
difficult when alternative forms of training are undertaken. It was noted that differences in 
approach or inconsistent monitoring processes leads to some members misunderstanding their 
obligations related to CPD (CISPA, ICPAU, CACR). The remaining 10 comments scored to this 
theme all reference difficulty with ‘monitoring compliance with CPD’, however, these comments 
are too generic to determine their meaning (e.g., it is unclear if monitoring is just challenging 
although successfully completed or a challenge in so far as member bodies do not know if their 
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members’ CPD activities are non-compliant with the principles of IES 7 or if CPD activities 
undertaken are consistent with a learning outcomes approach). 

 
c. “Shift focus from compliance to lifelong learning”: 2 out of 2 comments in the theme relate to 

inconsistency between application of the input approach and the maintenance of competence 
through demonstrated learning outcomes. Member bodies commented that while they 
themselves need to work towards shifting the focus of professional accountants from a 
compliance mentality towards more fully embracing the ethos of lifelong learning and professional 
development through CPD; IES 7 also needs to more explicitly promote lifelong learning and 
define what that means. (SAICA, ICMAP) 

Survey Question 10: What specific improvements to IES 7 would you recommend? 

d. “More guidance on how to assess CPD”: 3 out of 4 comments in the theme relate to 
suggestions about how IES 7 or related implementation guidance could further elaborate on how 
to assess CPD activities to support professional bodies in improving the CPD activities they avail 
to their members. Member bodies noted that it would be helpful to include reasoning or principles 
that assist the member bodies in justifying CPD activities undertaken by professional accountants 
from the perspective of the standard’s objectives. (ICAP, PICPA, CECCAR) 

 
e. “Changes to input based approach requirements”: 2 out of 3 comments in the theme were 

critical of the input approach – one suggesting that the input approach be enriched to further allow 
for a clear testing of the outcome of one’s training; with the other suggesting that the input 
approach should be removed in favour of placing more emphasis on output based approaches. 
The third comment in the theme was supportive of the input approach, in suggesting that the 
existing requirement to complete 20 hours of CPE annually may not be sufficient for professional 
accountants to broadly keep up to date and that upward revision of the minimum annual 
requirement to 32 hours may be more appropriate. (ICPAU, SAICA, MIAKL) 

 
f. “More prescription for the three approaches:” 2 out of 2 comments in the theme suggested 

that the IAESB enhance the production of guidance material to support the adoption of the 
learning outcomes approach by making it clearer that the professional accountant must determine 
honestly and as objectively as possible whether his or her competence has been maintained 
appropriately (ICPAK, CISPA). 

 
Analysis of Themes/Comments Related to: Inconsistent Application of the Input-Based 
Approach Pursuant to the Requirements of extant IES 7 
 
Survey Question 9: What challenges do you have relative to the application of IES 7? 

g. “Providing accessible CPD that meets needs”: 7 out of 8 comments in the theme relate to 
challenges member bodies face in providing CPD programs and training that they feel meet the 
CPD needs of their members and the 8th comment in the theme is from the one public respondent 
noting the difficulty they have in finding access to CPD. Member bodies noted financial resource 
constraints, limited availability of qualified professionals to develop and deliver worthy CPD, 
challenges with getting employers in their jurisdiction to offer CPD to their employees, and 
challenges with leveraging technology to deliver CPD programs that will hold the interest of 
younger professional accountants as reasons for not being consistently successful in making 
CPD available to members in their jurisdiction. (LICPA, ICMAP, CECCAR, NBAA, ICPAU, AAT, 
ICPAK) 

 
h.  “Economic barriers for individuals to be compliant”: 3 out of 3 comments in the theme relate 

to challenges member bodies noted their individual members face in finding affordable CPD 
activities so that professional accountants could fairly comply with CPD requirements. (ICPAK, 
CECCAR, ICAN) 

 
 

 

Survey Question 10: What specific improvements to IES 7 would you recommend? 
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i. “Need variable CPD requirements for different members”: 4 out of 4 comments in the theme 
related to suggestions that CPD principles under the input approach are too rigid and inflexible 
and should be modified to allow individuals more freedom to undertake CPD activities that are 
practical to their role in the profession. Member bodies cited examples for professional 
accountants who are retired, the difference between non-practicing vs practicing members, and 
also un-traditional roles (e.g., park ranger) that professional accountants find themselves 
performing where flexibility in choosing a relevant number and/or type of CPD activities would be 
more appropriate. (SAICA, ISCA, Public Response, ICAG) 

Overview of responses from the ‘Forum of Firms’ focus groups: 

32 Feedback from the Forum of Firms reported a wide variation in measuring CPD activities among 
public practice firms, even when using the same measurement approach.  Nevertheless, they 
strongly supported the continued flexibility of the measurement models. 
 

33 The Forum of firms pointed to a current overreliance on an input-based approach as the easiest to 
apply, given resource constraints to execute significant measurement activities. However, they 
recognise inherent limitations of this approach to measuring CPD in the absence of a connection 
to an individual's competence and performance. 
 

34 The Forum of Firms raised the following as root causes of inconsistent application: 

 lack of more narrowly defined parameters as to how to apply IES 7; 

 inadequate implementation guidance; and  

 lack of a holistic view of CPD activities as part of a public practice firm’s quality control system. 
 

35 In the focus groups, the Forum of Firms expressed a desire to retain all three measurement models 
and a reluctance to move to an output based only approach for three main reasons: 
  

 the current overreliance on an input-based approach as the easiest to apply;  

 insufficient resources / capacity to execute significant measurement activities; and  

 an insufficient connection to ISQC 1 (International Standard on Quality Control 1 for firms that 
perform audits and reviews of financial statements and other assurance and related services 
engagements) and the outcomes of quality control failure root cause analyses. 

 
Overview of responses from the IAESB CAG: 

36 CAG members noted the progress of other professions in which assessment activities have been 
incorporated into CPD or where demonstration, at stated intervals, of participation in CPD, is a pre-
requisite for the revalidation of the right to practice. CAG members expressed their view that these 
types of CPD developments place the accountancy profession at risk of falling behind other 
professions in ensuring the development and maintenance of professional competence and 
ensuring the public trust in services provided by professional accountants. 
 

37 The CAG has specifically recommended that the IAESB limit the scope of IES 7’s requirement on 
measuring professional accountants’ CPD activity to that of prescribing an output-based approach 
to demonstrate the development and maintenance of appropriate professional competence. 

  

38 Additionally, the CAG has specifically recommended that the IAESB limit the scope of IES 7 to 
disallow an input-based approach. 

 

39 The CAG noted the following in making this recommendation: 

 Internationally, the emerging focus on “accountability” across the higher educational space is 
significant from governmental higher education agencies, other regulators, recruiters, students, 
governing boards, educational ministries, etc. Educational institutions are being required to 
directly assess and document learning outcomes beyond awarding of a diploma based on 
grades assigned by professors. The question is, “What does the graduate know?” 

 This major change in the formal education space may also be extended into the CPD space 
which has often been largely based on completion of a certain amount of time (hours, days, 
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modules, etc.) without any formal assessment of the learning that was achieved. These trends 
also raise the need for developing criteria that acknowledges the accreditation of a practitioner’s 
practical experience towards meeting continuing professional development education (CPDE) 
requirements. 

 
Overview of responses from the Future Framework Strategy Consultation Paper: 

40 Twenty-one respondents to the Board’s “Future Strategy and Priorities” consultation paper 
commented on how IES 7 could be aligned to the learning outcomes approach by revising IES 7 
and/or providing additional guidance. 

 

41 Recommended changes to the extant IES 7 included:  

 A full revision of IES 7 to adopt a learning outcomes based approach (AAT, CIPFA);  

 A revision of IES 7 that only addresses the apparent conflict of allowing the input-based 
approach to measure the achievement of CPD activity with that of the output and learning 
outcomes approaches in IES 8 (ACCA, CIMA, CPAPNG, DTT, ICAEW, SAICA); 

 A revision of IES 7 apparent conflict of allowing the input-based approach to measure the 
achievement of CPD activity with that of the output and learning outcomes approaches, as well 
as other issues such as:  
o recognizing the dynamic nature of the profession, to provide a well-defined competence 

[map], to segment CPD requirements on skills based on the experience of a professional 
accountant, and provide a well-defined measurement approach for verification and 
demonstration of learning outcomes (KASNEB-ICPAK),  

o appropriateness of CPD with respect to variety and flexibility in identifying, demonstrating, 
and measuring L&D to develop and maintain professional competence (ANAN, BDO, 
ICPAU ); 

o emphasizing that IFAC member bodies share their responsibility not only with 
professionals, but also that professional firms and regulators are part of the system of 
quality control for continuing professional development, as well as the role of academia 
(EAA); 

 Considering whether the current requirements to complete 20 hours (or equivalent learning 
units) of relevant professional development activity each year should remain the same in 
response to significant trends and developments including the variety of ways in which 
accountants can now access information and development courses (IFAC SMPC) 

 A revision of IES 7 that addresses issues other than the input-based measurement of 
achievement of CPD activity, such as guidelines on CPD topics and duration necessary to 
provide the learning outcomes (ICAG) 

 

42 A number of respondents requested additional guidance:  

 On any other set of learning outcomes identified that might be issued to support IFAC member 
bodies and the individual members in setting up specific CPD needs and thereafter the relevant 
trainings and development (ICPAK);  

 Clarifying IES 7 by providing examples: 
o of how a member body can apply a learning outcomes approach while using an input-based 

or combination measurement approach to CPD,  
o on assessment during CPD,  
o of types of evidence for verification purposes, and  
o of how input-based systems can be improved (EYG);  

 Offer more specific guidance on competences relating to specific areas of specialism and 
strategic management or thought leadership pieces to highlight changes and the implications 
for professional accountants’ development (IRRC). 

 

43 A number of respondents expressed concerns about adopting a learning outcomes approach: 
 

 [It would] not [be] a productive use of resources to develop learning outcomes for CPD in areas 
of expertise practiced by professional accountants (AICPA-PcEEC, Common Content; ICPAK, 
IDW, WPK); 
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 A learning outcomes approach will necessitate generic learning outcomes that will provide little 
additional guidance to professional bodies; let post-certification education be left to the national 
professional accounting bodies and employers in their jurisdictions who best understand the 
landscape (CPA Canada, Common Content, HKICPA); let IFAC member bodies refer to the 
recently issued IAESB guidance on implementing a learning outcomes approach for 
professional accounting education (FEE);  

 
Other information noted by the TF: 

44 The IES Usage Study Task Force identified, in their evaluation of member bodies’ adoption of the 
IESs, differences in how IES 7 is implemented, and recommended further evaluation by the Board. 
 

45 The revised IESs 2-4 do not mandate how IFAC member bodies should assess demonstration of 
the defined minimum learning outcomes which allows for flexibility of practice, be it exam or 
workplace demonstration of competence or a combination of both, and avoids being overly 
prescriptive.  In practice, the assessment of the achievement of learning outcomes required in IESs 
2-4 is often achieved by the local version of the professional accountant’s qualifications 
examination. 
 

46 IES 8 refers to ISA 220.14 which addresses the responsibilities of the Engagement Partner with 
respect to whether the engagement team and any auditor’s experts, who are not part of the team, 
collectively have the appropriate competence and capabilities. Unless information provided by the 
firm or other parties suggest otherwise, ISA 220.A2 indicates that the engagement team may rely 
on the firm’s system of quality control in relation to the competence of personnel through their 
recruitment and formal training.  
 

47 Revised IES 8 suggests practical experience may be evidenced by annual self-declarations, records 
of chargeable time (input-based approach), and the results of qualitative monitoring activities such 
as performance reviews, engagement quality assurance reviews and regulatory inspections 
(output-based approach).  

 

48 There is a perceived conflict between allowing an input-based approach to measure the 
achievement of CPD activity alongside the output-based approach and learning outcomes 
approaches. As described in IES 5 A11, “Input-based approaches are often used as a proxy for 
measuring development of competence due to their ease of measurement and verification. Input-
based approaches have limitations; for example, they do not always directly measure the learning 
outcomes or competence developed.  Traditionally, input-based approaches are based on time..., 
or total duration of practical experience.” 

 

49 Furthermore, there is concern as to whether hours (or equivalent learning units) are appropriate 
measures of CPD given significant trends and developments in learning including the variety of 
ways in which accountants can now access information and engage in development activities. 

SUMMARY ANALYSIS: 
 
1. It is in the public interest that professional accountants undertake CPD activities to maintain and 

develop their professional competence throughout their career and that those CPD activities are 
relevant and increase professional competence. Input-based approaches have limitations in this 
respect as they can easily become check-the-box activities and serve only as a proxy for measuring 
the development of competence. 
    

2. However, to encourage, monitor and record CPD activities, member bodies and professional 
accountants need a method that is practical, and simple to implement; one reason why the input-
based measure is widely adopted currently. Removing the input approach may not better serve the 
public interest if it means some or many member bodies are left with a CPD standard that does not 
afford them a practical way to offer a consistent CPD program in their jurisdiction. 
   

3. The input, combination and output approaches to measuring CPD all have limitations (there is no 
perfect system). All three approaches to measuring CPD, if properly designed, can be consistent 
with a learning outcomes approach. This does not appear to be well understood by at least some, 
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if not many, member bodies and is therefore not currently a consistent aspect of many input based 
approaches. 

 

Task Force Recommendations for Significant Issue #1 

50 Recognising the benefit of a simple and practical measurement approach and the limitation of an 
approach that does not assess demonstration of learning outcomes, the TF recommends retaining 
the input-based approach but modifying the extant IES 7 explanatory material and/or developing 
new implementation guidance to incorporate learning outcomes approach guiding principles around 
design, assessment and governance for Professional Accountant Organization (PAO) CPD 
programs. 

 

51 Applying the good principles of learning outcomes-focused learning and development (L&D) would 
result in higher quality professional accounting education. In turn, this should result in a more 
effective approach to maintaining and developing professional competence. While an input-based 
approach to measurement would only focus on learning activities (hours of L&D activities), the L&D 
itself would include good design principles (activities, self-assessment, tests) to determine that the 
appropriate learning outcomes were achieved during the L&D. 

 

52 The TF acknowledges that the guiding principles are not currently authoritative and that further 
research would need to be undertaken to ensure these principles are in place for CPD program 
providers and member bodies who do not own CPD programs, to avoid placing undue burden on 
member bodies without sufficient benefit to the public interest.  

 

53 Additionally, to help illustrate how CPE and continuous self-assessment are part of the CPD 
cycle/process, the TF proposes including a CPD cycle in explanatory material and/or new 
implementation guidance similar to the five step cycle provided in the FIP Statement of Professional 
Standards CPD (Pharmaceuticals) shown below. 
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Continuing Professional Development Process 
 
Five Step Cyclical Process 

 

 

Defining of steps: 
 

1. Self-appraisal – identification of Continuing Professional Development needs may be 

accomplished by one or more of the following: 

 Personal assessment 

 Performance review by a manager 

 Audit exercise undertaken with others 

 Requirement of professional or health authority 

2. Personal Plan – identify resources and actions required to meet personal CPD needs. 

3. Action – participate in CPD (including presentations, tutoring, formal and informal meetings, 

workshops, short courses, teaching, talking with colleagues and experts, mentoring, formal 

education programs and self-study, among other methods). 

4. Documentation – keep records of all CPD activities completed and provide that documentation 

when required. 

5. Evaluation – evaluate personal benefit and benefit to patients from participation in any significant 

CPD activity. The following questions should be asked and answered: 

 Were the addressed needs met? 

 How has practice improved? 

 How have patients benefited? 

 Did learning breakdown? If so, why? 

Then re-enter the cycle to ensure continuing professional development. 

  

Self-appraisal

(1)

Personal Plan

(2)

Action 
(Implementation)

(3)

Documentation 

(4)

Evaluation

(5)
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Action Requested: 

A. Do you agree this is a significant issue to address? 

B. Do you agree with the proposed actions the TF has defined?  

 
Significant Issue #2: Uncertainty and lack of clarity as to how to apply output-based measures 
 
Overview of responses from IES 7 Survey: 
 

54 IES Survey Question 12 asked which approach to measuring the attainment of CPD was used. 7 
out of 47 respondents (15% of total responses) use the output approach: 
 

 3 respondents out of 19 (16%) from advanced economies 

 4 respondents out of 28 (14%) from developing economies 
 

55 IES 7 Survey Question 13 asked if all three approaches to measuring CPD should continue to be 
available and explanations for why or why not. 38 out of 47 responded that all three approaches 
should be retained, however, for those who indicated that all three should not be retained, the TF 
noted: 

 

 3 of 9 responded that the combination approach is the best approach 

 2 of 9 responded that the input approach is the best approach 

 2 of 9 responded that the input approach is flawed 

 2 of 9 responded that the output approach is the best approach 
 

56 IES 7 Survey Question 9 asked what challenges member bodies have relative to the application of 
IES 7. While feedback covered a wide variety of themes, member bodies identified the following 
challenges related to the output approach: 
 
a. Resources: The level of investment is significant to oversee an output based approach. These 

independent resources are required so that CPD activities can be monitored and assessed for 
their relevance towards developing competence at the individual member level (ICAEW). This 
approach is not for smaller firms or proprietors who do not have a system in place (ISCA). 
  

b. Handling exceptions: It is challenging to legislate for and support members who are, for 
example, sick or retired. (ICAEW) 
 

c. Encouraging adoption: It is challenging to get members and other stakeholders to adopt this 
approach because it is difficult, time consuming and will require significant research to 
successfully implement. It would take a long time to successfully implement this approach if it 
were required (KICPA, PICPA) 
 

d. Measuring output: It is difficult to measure CPD activities using the output approach. It is 
challenging to develop a valid competence assessment method and difficult to "quantify 
learning". Successful implementation of this approach will take significant research and time.  
(KICPA, PICPA, ISCA, ACAPRM) 

  

57 Survey Question 10 asked what specific improvements member bodies would recommend to IES 
7. While feedback covered a wide variety of themes, member bodies recommended that more 
guidance is needed on the output approach, in order to: 
 
a. Enhance the adoption of a learning approach (ICPAK) 

 
b. Clarify that clear identification of the outcome or competence achieved is required (SAICA) 
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c. Clarify that the use of an independent competent source, one who is able to confirm that the 
outcome or competence has been developed and maintained, is required (SAICA) 
 

d. Promote consistency through sharing best practice examples (SAICA) 
 

e. Help both member bodies and employers, who are considering adopting this approach, 
implement and monitor. For example, how can reflective activities, often used in CPD courses, 
be used and assessed under an output approach. (ISCA, CAANZ) 

 
Overview of responses from the ‘Forum of Firms’ focus groups: 

 

58 The Forum of Firms focus groups respondents highlighted: 
 
a. Concerns that the output-based measurement approach may be difficult to understand and 

execute, particularly in smaller countries and firms 
 

b. Belief that large firms may be able to implement; smaller firms would struggle 
 

c. The lack of a minimum CPE amount would be hard to measure and sanction 
 

d. Quality control measures would be time consuming 
 

e. Challenges when individuals have inconsistent desires to learn, or lack of self-direction 
 

59 They were unclear as to how to effectively implement an outputs-based approach, which they 
recognise as a better measurement approach. 

Overview of responses from the Future Framework Strategy Consultation Paper: 
 

60 Seventeen respondents to the Board’s “Future Strategy and Priorities” consultation paper 
commented on how IES 7 could be aligned to the learning outcomes approach by revising IES 7 
and/or providing additional guidance. 

  

61 Recommended changes to the extant IES 7 included:  

 A full revision of IES 7 to adopt a learning outcomes based approach (AAT, CIPFA);  

 A revision of IES 7 that addresses other issues such as:  
o providing guidance on the balance of input and output measures needed to support a 

combined approach as well as thought leadership in areas of learning at work or on the job 
training (PWC) 

o recognizing the dynamic nature of the profession, to provide a well-defined competence 
[map], to segment CPD requirements on skills based on the experience of a professional 
accountant, and provide a well-defined measurement approach for verification and 
demonstration of learning outcomes (KASNEB-ICPAK),  

o appropriateness of CPD with respect to variety and flexibility in identifying, demonstrating, 
and measuring L&D to develop and maintain professional competence (ANAN, BDO, 
ICPAU ); 

o emphasizing that IFAC member bodies share their responsibility not only with 
professionals, but also that professional firms and regulators are part of the system of 
quality control for continuing professional development, as well as the role of academia 
(EAA); 

 A revision of IES 7 that addresses issues other than the input-based measurement of 
achievement of CPD activity, such as guidelines on CPD topics and duration necessary to 
provide the learning outcomes (ICAG) 

 

62 A number of respondents requested additional guidance:  

 On any other set of learning outcomes identified that might be issued to support IFAC 
member bodies and the individual members in setting up specific CPD needs and thereafter 
the relevant trainings and development (ICPAK);  
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 On implementation and monitoring mechanisms for member bodies and employers of 
professional accountants, especially the smaller organizations, who are considering the 
adoption of the output-based approach, as well as further clarification on reflective activities 
with regards to documentation needed and how it can be used and assessed (ISCA);  

 
 
 
Other information noted by the TF: 

 

63 The extant IES 7 is addressed to IFAC member bodies defining CPD, allowable measurement 
approaches, CPD promotion and access requirements, and setting minimum CPD requirements.   

 

64 However, performance in a role is typically assessed by employers, employees and/or self-
employed individuals not by IFAC member bodies or education providers.  Due to the confidential 
nature of performance assessment, and the diverse competences across different roles, IFAC 
member bodies are not able to assess directly competency of qualified accountants. 

 

65 The extant IES encourages, “use of a competent source that is able to confirm that the outcome or 
competence has been developed and maintained” but does not provide further practical guidance 
as to how to do this or examples of best practice.  

 

66 For the same reason, IFAC member bodies are not able to directly assess relevance and 
developmental effectiveness of CPD activities. 

SUMMARY ANALYSIS: 
 
1. It is in the public interest that professional accountants undertake CPD activities to maintain and 

develop their professional competence throughout their career and that those CPD activities are 
relevant and increase professional competence. 
 

2. Output-based approaches, when properly designed, implemented, and monitored are effective in 
helping professional accountants maintain and develop professional competence. However, output-
based approaches are difficult to implement successfully. 
 

3. It is in the public interest to clarify and improve application of an output-based learning outcomes 
approach to better support member bodies, CPD providers and professional accountants in their 
assessment of improved professional competence. 

 
Task Force Recommendations for Significant Issue #2: 

67 The TF recommends further investigating and providing additional practical implementation 
guidance  and examples of best practice related to the output approach  

Action Requested: 

C. Do you agree this is a significant issue to address? 

D. Do you agree with the proposed actions the TF has defined?  
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Significant Issue #3: Lack of recognition and related guidance around non-traditional learning methods 
and how to measure these as CPD activities. 

 
Overview of responses from IES 7 Survey: 
 

68 While the IES 7 survey did not explicitly ask member bodies to comment on their views about 
traditional vs. non-traditional learning methods or to comment on what learning methods are 
recognized in their jurisdictions, survey question 9 did ask them what challenges they have relative 
to the application of IES 7.  
  

69 In describing challenges associated with monitoring CPD activities and providing accessible forms 
of CPD that are desirable to individual learners but still measurable, member bodies pointed to 
challenges they encounter with respect to recognizing non-traditional learning methods and lack of 
guidance on how to measure these CPD activities. When viewed from this perspective, member 
body challenges break down into the following categories: 

 
a. Moving to a CPD model that embraces a lifelong learning attitude requires a shift in focus from 

compliance towards a more open-minded acceptance of the many ways that people learn and 
develop competence. This included some recognition that if CPD programs do not effectively 
evolve to meet the demands and expectations of learners, who are exposed to new modalities 
and technologies outside of their role as professional accountants, the effectiveness of 
sanctioned CPD programs may deteriorate (i.e., learners will disengage from stale methods). 
(ICMAP, FAR, AAT) 
 

b. There was acknowledgement that professional accountants expectations of CPD providers will 
continue to change in terms of what services and support are made available. Member bodies 
recognized that existing CPD programs may not provide satisfactory CPD experiences and that 
there is, for example, a much greater emphasis on digital engagement both in terms of service 
delivery and processes around recording and demonstrating CPD compliance. (ICMAP, AAT) 
 

c. Member bodies currently have challenges associated with e-learning and distance learning 
forms of training and verifying the worthiness of alternative forms of training delivery is 
challenging to monitor (CPAI, CCEAU, CACR) 
 

d. Finally, one member body (CECCAR) pointed out that just changing the mind-set of IFAC 
member bodies and members’ may not be enough to effect appropriate change because 
employers and other stakeholders also play a key role in designing and implementing CPD 
activities. 

Overview of responses from the ‘Forum of Firms’ focus groups: 
 

70 The Forum of Firms focus groups raised the problem of too narrowly defining learning in focusing 
purely on a historical view of in person and e-learning as primary mechanisms to learning, citing:   

 insufficient information around modern learning options available 

 challenges in monitoring non-traditional learning as well as coaching, mentoring activities 

 a lack of learning connection to overall talent management 

 learning and the resultant measurement should be scalable and motivated to improve 
individual's performance 

 
Overview of responses from the IAESB CAG: 

 

71 CAG members noted the progress of other professions in which assessment activities have been 
incorporated into CPD or where demonstration, at stated intervals, of participation in CPD, is a pre-
requisite for the revalidation of the right to practice. CAG members expressed their view that these 
types of CPD developments place the accountancy profession at risk of falling behind other 
professions in ensuring the development and maintenance of professional competence and 
ensuring the public trust in services provided by professional accountants. 
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Overview of responses from the Future Framework Strategy Consultation Paper: 
 

72 Recommended changes to the extant IES 7 included:  

 Appropriateness of CPD with respect to variety and flexibility in identifying, demonstrating, and 
measuring L&D to develop and maintain professional competence (ANAN, BDO, ICPAU ); 

 Emphasizing that IFAC member bodies share their responsibility not only with professionals, 
but also that professional firms and regulators are part of the system of quality control for 
continuing professional development, as well as the role of academia (EAA); 

 Considering whether the current requirements to complete 20 hours (or equivalent learning 
units) of relevant professional development activity each year should remain the same in 
response to significant trends and developments including the variety of ways in which 
accountants can now access information and development courses (IFAC SMPC) 

 

73 A number of respondents requested additional guidance:  

 On any other set of learning outcomes identified that might be issued to support IFAC member 
bodies and the individual members in setting up specific CPD needs and thereafter the relevant 
trainings and development (ICPAK);  

 On implementation and monitoring mechanisms for member bodies and employers of 
professional accountants, especially the smaller organizations, who are considering the 
adoption of the output-based approach, as well as further clarification on reflective activities 
with regards to documentation needed and how it can be used and assessed (ISCA);  

 Clarifying IES 7 by providing examples: 
o on assessment during CPD,  
o of types of evidence for verification purposes 

  
Other information noted by the TF: 

 

74 IFAC and SMPC questioned (re. the Board’s “Future Strategy and Priorities” consultation paper) 
whether the current requirements to complete 20 hours (or equivalent learning units) of relevant 
professional development activity each year should remain the same in response to significant 
trends and developments including the variety of ways in which accountants can now access 
information and development courses. 
 

75 The 70:20:10 Model for Learning and Development1 describes the relative impact of three different 
kinds of learning on the development of professionals. The model suggests that for professionals: 

 10% of their learning is formal, and comes from formal educational events;   

 70% is on the job, representing job-related experiences; and 

 the other 20% from interactions with others that join the 10% and 70% and make them 
coherent. For example, performance review, work scheduling, coaching, mentoring, action 
learning, social learning, promotion decisions, the opportunity to take part in new projects 

 
SUMMARY ANALYSIS: 
 
1. Technology is changing the way people prefer to learn at work and thus impacting the view of what 

constitutes learning; examples include continuous learning on the Web that is on demand and in 
short bursts, learning through social teams and groups or curated resources for just-in-time 
learning.  Whether the effectiveness of these should be measured differently from traditional formal 
learning is not discussed in the extant IES 7 but IES 7 needs to be responsive to these 
developments. 
  

2. Most of professional accountants’ continuous professional development will arise from ‘on the job 
experiences’.  While non-formal learning activities are included in the IES 7 definition of CPD 
(paragraphs 4, 5, A7), IES 7 does not provide practical guidance on how to measure objectively 
learning activities that are not formal education events. 

                                                 
1 The model was created in the 1980s by three researchers and authors, Morgan McCall, Michael M. Lombardo 

and Robert A. Eichinger, working with the Center for Creative Leadership, a non-profit educational institution 

in Greensboro, N.C. The three were researching the key developmental experiences of successful managers. 
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3. Given the range of understanding about what ‘learning’ is and where it is headed, it is in the public 

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

 
Task Force Recommendation for Significant Issue #3: 

76 The TF recommends that the Board commission PARN (Professional Associations Research 
Network www.parnglobal.com) to produce a paper considering future trends and developments in 
‘learning’ against which the TF can better assess whether updates to the extant IES 7 are 
necessary. 

 
 

 
  

Action Requested: 

E. Do you agree this is a significant issue to address? 

F. Do you agree with the proposed actions the TF has defined?  

http://www.parnglobal.com/
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Significant Opportunity #1: To produce standard professional values, ethics and attitudes CPD 

learning outcomes applicable to all professional accounting roles 
 
Overview of responses from IES 7 Survey: 
 

77 The IES 7 survey did not ask member bodies explicitly to comment on professional values, ethics 
and attitudes CPD learning outcomes. 
 

78 However, survey question 9 asked member bodies what challenges they have relative to the 
application of IES 7 and one member body noted that IES 7 does not include CPD competence 
benchmarks like the IPD standards (IESs 2-4) contain.  

 

79 Furthermore, survey question 10 asked member bodies what specific improvements to IES 7 they 
would recommend and two respondents recommended that CPD requirements or implementation 
guidance be increased to encompass ethics and social behaviour 

 
Overview of responses from the IAESB CAG: 

 

80 The TF will solicit feedback from the IAESB CAG at its meeting in April (2016). A summary of that 
feedback will be provided as an addendum to this paper during the April Board meeting. 

 
Other information noted by the TF: 

 

81 The TF deliberated on the importance that professional values, ethics and attitudes has in ensuring 
that professional accountants and the profession in general satisfy the public interest. The TF noted 
that maintenance of competence in this area is vital to serving the public interest. 

 

82 Relevant explanatory material in IES 4 includes: 
 

a. Professional values, ethics, and attitudes are defined as the professional behaviour and 
characteristics that identify professional accountants as members of a profession. These 
include the ethical principles generally associated with, and considered essential in defining the 
distinctive characteristics of professional behaviour (A4) 
 

b. Professional values, ethics, attitudes include a commitment to (a) technical competence and 
professional skills, (b) ethical behaviour (e.g., independence, objectivity, confidentiality, and 
integrity), (c) professional manner (e.g., due care, timeliness, courteousness, respect, 
responsibility, and reliability), (d) pursuit of excellence (e.g., commitment to continual 
improvement and lifelong learning), and (e) social responsibility (e.g., awareness and 
consideration of the public interest). (A5) 

 
SUMMARY ANALYSIS: 
 
1. It is in the public interest that professional accountants demonstrate professional judgement and 

professional scepticism; and the competence area of professional values, ethics, and attitudes is 
relevant to all professional accountants, regardless of role. 
 

2. Maintaining and further developing competence in this area is critical to the accounting profession 
because this includes the ethical principles generally associated with, and considered essential in 
defining the distinctive characteristics of professional behaviour 

 
Task Force Recommendations for Significant Opportunity #1: 

83  The TF recommends further investigation into developing potential levels of proficiency and 
learning outcomes that could be included in IES 7 to build on those set out in IES 4. 
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Action Requested: 

G. Do you agree this is a significant opportunity to address? 

H. Do you agree with the proposed action the TF has defined?  

 

Other Matters Identified by the TF: 

84 Other challenges raised are:  

 Different environmental conditions between countries 

 Economic barriers faced by professional accountants to be compliant 

 Distance learning and e-learning 

 Effecting a mindset change from CPD as a compliance requirement to lifelong learning 

 Communicating requirements to members 

 The role of line managers in effective CPD  

 Limited visibility of member bodies to assess effectiveness of CPD and therefore IES 7 

 Lack of CPD competence benchmarks compared to IPD in IESs 2-4. 
 

85 Other recommendations were to: 

 Provide different CPD requirements for different professional accountants  

 Provide competence guidance for CPD similar to IPD   

 Increase requirements of guidance on ethics and social behaviour 

 Increase the emphasis of the individual’s responsibility to complete relevant CPD 

 Increase the emphasis of employers’ roles in CPD 

 Enforce sanctions for non-compliance 

 Promote the profession’s systems of quality control 

 Produce and provide CPD materials/activities 

 Address the challenges of e-learning 

 Provide guidance on how application of learning completed can be measured 
 

Task Force recommendations 

86 Given the wide spread of other issues raised and limited resources of the TF, the TF recommends 
focussing primarily on responding to the three significant issues and one opportunity highlighted in 
discussion above. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Action Requested: 

I. Are there any other themes, issues, or opportunities related to CPD or IES 7 
which you think should be addressed? 



AGENDA ITEM 4-1 

22 | P a g e  

 

APPENDIX 1:  Survey Questions to IFAC Member Bodies 

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

 Options: 

 Strongly Disagree 

 Disagree 

 Agree 

 Strongly Agree 
Q3: Describe the activities your organization undertakes to promote and assist the 

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

accountants. 
Options: 

 Strongly Disagree 

 Disagree 

 Agree 

 Strongly Agree 

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

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

 Strongly Disagree 

 Disagree 

 Agree 

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

Options: 

 Strongly Disagree 

 Disagree 

 Agree 

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

requirements applicable to your members? Choose one: 

 Yes:  Describe the activities your organization undertakes to require the implementation 
of CPD? - Write In (Required) 

 No:  Which organization in your jurisdiction establishes the CPD requirements 
applicable to your member? - Write In (Required) 

Q12: As defined by IES 7, which of the following approaches to measuring the attainment of 
CPD is used in your jurisdiction?  Select the one that applies: 

 Output-based approach - requiring professional accountants to demonstrate, by way 
of outcomes, that they have developed and maintained professional competence 

 Input-based approach - establishing an amount of learning activity for professional 
accountants to develop and maintain professional competence 

 Combination approach - combining elements of the input- and output based 
approaches, setting the amount of required learning activity, and demonstrating 
outcomes achieved, whereby professional accountants develop and maintain 
professional competence 

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

 Yes - Write In (Required) 

 No - Write In (Required) 
Q14: Describe the activities your organization undertakes to monitor the compliance with CPD 

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


