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Detailed Analysis of Respondents’ Comments Received on Combined IES 2, 3, and 4 
 

I. Responses to Specific Questions  
 Question 1. Do you support continued work on the development of a combined IES, to enable the 

Board to consider and discuss a draft combined IES at the October Board meeting with 
a view to exposing it for comment along with the proposed changes to the Learning 
Outcomes for IPD? 

 

 

IAESB 
 
Anne-Marie Vitale  
 
Blanca Tapia and 
Sylvia Meljem 

Yes 
 
Yes, we strongly support to continue working on the development of a combined IES. Because a combined 
IES eliminates the repetition of content that exist across the individual IESs and permit to understand the 
inicial professional Development as an integrated process. 

 

   
David Simko  
 

I had a chance to read Agenda Item 1-1 and its corresponding documents today. I support the continuation 
of work on the development of a combined IES for 2, 3, and 4. I did have a chance to read the “clean” version 
of the draft combined standard and found this much easier to reach than Agenda Item 1-2. I think some 
tidying up is needed on the current draft, but I do not have any fatal flaw concerns. I do agree with Sue’s 
comment below that we need to consider how the simultaneous update to the Learning Outcomes and the 
combination of the standards will affect end users and our ability to emphasize the changes that have been 

made. 
 

 

Greg Owens  
 

Yes, I completely support this approach and think this could provide a fitting legacy to the work of the IAESB 
as it moves towards handing over this content to a new panel / structure. 
 

 

Rania Uwaydah Mardini  
 

I support the overall initiative to draw IES 2, 3 and 4 together. That being said, I believe that this initiative 
comes at the risk of potentially overlooking serious flaws – or detecting them too late - given the time 
limitations. 
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Rachel Banfield  
 

I’ve already provided feedback as a member of DWG and have nothing further to add, except I support the 
combination of the standard. 
 

 

YK Ahn  
 

I support continued work on the development of a combined IES. 
 

 

Shinji Takada 

 

The combined IES 2, 3 and 4 seem clearer and better, by reducing duplications etc., compared to the current 

three separate ones. However, IAESB will organizationally change in July 2019. I am concerned whether 
there are sufficient time for drafting, stakeholders’ review, and its response for finalization. Especially, 
exposing draft may be a longer process. I believe that the reasonable time frame needs to be established.  
 
To evaluate the draft efficiently, a mapping table by paragraph between extant three IESs and the revised version would be very 
much helpful.   
 

 

Catherine Edwards  
 

I do generally support the continued work to draw IES 2, 3 and 4 together. 
 

 

Yoshinori Kawamura  
 

The following are my comments on the combined draft. 
It is a well-organized draft. I support it, and I really appreciate the hard work by DWG members. 
-- 
"technical competence, professional skills, and professional values, ethics and attitudes" is a quite long. I 
prefer integrating those into one concept, when we combine three IESs into one IES. 
As paragraphs A7 and A8 indicate, "professional competence" would be a candidate. However, "professional 
competence" is one of the five principles of professional ethics as seen in paragraph 6. So, I think that those 

two create some confusion. 
 
I have got an additional comment from the JICPA that combining IESs would eliminate duplicated wordings 
among IESs. 
The JICPA (Hiroshi Shiina, former TA) provided the following duplication analysis, which would benefit the 
project.  
Numbers represent paragraph numbers in each IES. Obviously, IES 2, 3, and 4 include many duplications. 
 

 



                                                                                                       Combined IES 2, 3, and 4 – Analysis of Comments (2018)                                                                      Agenda Item 4-6 

October 2018  Page 3 of 13 

IES 1 ２ ３ ４ 5 ６ 7 8 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

 3 3 5     

5 4 4 ６ 7 5 7 5 

7 6 6 8 9 7 9 7 

 7 7 11     

 A1 A1 A3 A1    

 A4 A3 A7 A3 A1  A2 

 A5 A6 A10     

 A7 A8 A12 A6 A4  A17 

 A9 A10 A18     

 A11 A12 A20     

 A12 A13 A21     

  A14 A22     

A1 A13 A16 A32 A2 A9   

 A14 A16 A33     

 A15 A17 A39     

 ※ ※ ※     

※ Appendix A 
 
 
  

Susan Flis 

 

Overall, I support the Board discussing the combined IES 2, 3 and 4.  However, I still think more work 
needs to be done to make this document flow properly.  Maybe it was just hard to see how the document 
will look/flow with all the track changes going on and since we were only provided a pdf I was not able to 
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view a clean version of document.  Overall, I think we need to make it clear how the flow of the 
requirements and explanatory materials that are specific to one IPD standard are clearly indicated.   

I also still have concerns that combining IES 2,3 and 4 will overshadow the work that is being done/comments 
to be received to update the learning outcomes for ICT and PS.  I think these concerns can be overcome by 
making sure we properly position all the things going on in the exposure draft.  Also, we need to indicate in 
the exposure draft what number the new combined standard is going to be and what we are going to with 
the other standards (renumber them or say certain numbers no longer used?).   

 

IAESB CAG 

 
Ann Lamb As the Common Content representative on the CAG, I have consulted with the member bodies which 

constitute the 11 Full and 4 Associate members of the project regarding the proposal to develop a combined 
IES.  The overwhelming view of these member bodies is that whilst there may be some logic in developing 
a combined IES, there is no compelling reason for the Board to engage in this activity at this time particularly 
in light of the uncertainty surrounding the future of the Board, its future composition, future mode of working 
and authority of standards. 
 
The view expressed by the member bodies of the Common Content project is that if this project was to 
proceed it risks due process issues (real or perceived) that the project is being rushed to be concluded by 
the end of the life of the current Board without proper discussion and consideration.  A very real example of 
this issue is the out-of-meeting circulation of this paper on a significant matter which had not been previously 
identified as an area of activity for the Board with views to be provided prior to the face-to-face meeting of 
the CAG and no opportunity for discussion of this paper. 
 

 

Amanda Dempsey  

 

Yes  
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Keith Bowman 
 

I support continued work on the development of a combined IES. As drafted, the combination of IES 2 – 4 
into one standard substantially achieves what it set out to do.  It presents all the learning outcomes in one 
continuous document in an easy and accessible way. Many of us had concerns in the past that a combined 
IES would be too difficult to navigate etc. but as long as the reader looks at the headings of the learning-
outcome for Tables A, B and C the draft document is easy to follow. From a Canadian perspective, one reason 
I like the draft IES is that it is now laid out more like the CPA Canada Competency Map, which contains both 
the Enabling Competencies (equivalent to IES 3 and 4) and the Technical Competencies (IES 2), and I like 
the way the CPA Canada map flows. 
 

 

Ray Johnson  
 

Yes, I support the continued work on the development of a combined IES 2, 3 and 4.   
 

 

Mara Cameran I support continued work on the development of a combined IES. The sent “combined “draft seems to be 
quite clear and easy to follow. 
 

 

Salvador Marin 
Hernandez 
 

I support continued work on the development of a combined IES. I think it is the best option between others 
possibles options; by differents considerations but the main is that it is important work with a unique 
framework in this important area, in my opinion it make that it be easy and accessible way. 
 
 

 

Jacqueline Birt 
 

Yes, I do support continued work on the development of a combined IES.  It was interesting to look over the 
previous minutes from 2013 and note that “views of the CAG” were mixed at the time but there did appear to 

be support for the combined IES. 
 

 

José Echenique Yes, I support the continued work on the development of a combined IES 2, 3 and 4.   
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Question 2.   If you do not support continued work, can you explain why you have taken this view? 
Would there be modifications to Agenda Item 1-2 that could result in you taking a 
different view? 

 
 
IAESB 
 

 
 

 
Bernard Agulhas My comments on the combined IES 2, 3 and 4 are as follows: 

 
1. It appears from the 2013 discussions that members of the Board and CAG had mixed views on combining 

the 3 standards. I would lean towards those who felt uncomfortable with such combination, primarily 
because it would detract from the individual importance of the subject matter of the 3 standards. The 
reason there were 3 standards was presumably because these were 3 distinct areas of competence and 
skills, and given the current negative perceptions of the profession, it might not be advisable to dilute the 
standards, but rather to strengthen the individual standards. Ethics, values and attitudes, for example, are 
high on regulators’ agendas. 

2. I was not sure how to respond to the draft which still contained comments from the working group, which 
created the impression that they have not yet agreed on the content. For example, whether the title of the 
combined standards should refer to ‘’Accounting Education Programs”. This is already a different concept 
as the original standards deal with skills and competencies, which are different to Accounting Education 
Programs.  

3. I was not sure whether the current process, which went beyond drafting a new standard, to combining 3 
important standards, is formalised in our Due Process. The Issues Paper refers to ‘’unsolicited comments’’ 
received on previous exposure, to combine the standards, so there does not appear to be a real basis for 
going down this path. It also refers to discussions of almost 5 years ago, which may no longer be relevant. 

4. The process to combine standards is an important one, but appears rushed without following a Due 
Process. There has to be solid reasons and background to such a major decision and consultation beyond 
issuing an exposure draft prepared by the DWG. I was not sure whether this project was within their terms 
of reference, although they were possibly best suited to run with this project. Also, canvassing views from 
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only the chair of the CAG and members of the Steering Committee do not appear to support sufficient 
initial consultation. 

 
Based on my questions relating to process, and concern regarding dilution, I would not support rushing this 
important project to meet a June 2019 deadline.         
 
The above should not be construed as not recognizing and appreciating the extensive work effort of the DWG. 

 
IAESB CAG 

Ann Lamb 
 

As noted above, the view of the member bodies of the Common Content project is that this project should 
not be taken forward at this time by the existing Board due to the concerns surrounding the future of the 
Board and the status of the IESs plus the possible short cut of due process and opportunity for full 
consideration of all the issues.   
 
In addition, the view was expressed that those institutions (e.g., Common Content and its members) who 
have just gone through the exercise of implement the recently issued IESs 2, 3 and 4 would then need to 
consider how any changes from an administratively-focussed project impact them rather than focussing on 
developing and changing their education programmes to reflect the impact of technology etc. 
 
There is also concern that inadvertently or even deliberately the creation of a combined IES will extend 
requirements beyond the intention of the current IESs. 
 
The lack of a taxonomy being consistently applied in the drafting of the learning outcomes also becomes 
more of an issue across a combined standard and the proficiency levels currently used do not provide 
sufficient clarity over the requirements. 
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Question 3.    If you do support continuing work on development of a combined IES, do you have any 
specific feedback on the content of Agenda Item 1-2. The DWG is particularly interested 
in any fatal flaw changes that would require further exploration (in addition to the items 
listed in paragraph 11 above) at the October Board meeting. 

 
IAESB 
 

Anne-Marie Vitale  
 

No fatal flaws. There is one point for consideration based on a conversation with Mark Allison.  Combining  
2,3, and 4 into one standard changes the dynamics of how MBs are measured for compliance.  For example,  
if they meet all of table A for the old IES 2 and 3 but not 4 under the combined standard, does that mean they  
do not comply at all?  Without the combination they would have complied with 2, and 3 and based a comment  
by Mark, that would have been sufficient to allow them to become a MB.  We can all agree the form should  
not drive the outcome of compliance.  I'd suggest adding this to the Board discussion.    
 

 

Blanca Tapia and 
Sylvia Meljem 

With regard to the document agenda item 1-2 and related to the paragraph 11 we have the following 
comments: 

 
The title of the combined IES could not include the word “program” because the learning activities and 
experience, not always are structured as an academic program. 

 
It is good to use the text of individuals IES but with a logical order that is maybe different from the original. 
For a better flow in the text we recommend not include definitions of the concepts that are in the Glossary of 
terms. 

 
We recommend use the term general framework for all the competences not just for ethics . 
The requirement for reflective activity, it could be applicable to all areas of professional competence. 

 
Finally we support the idea that the concept of general education will be included in the combined IES, 
because is a requirement for an integrated education model. 
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Rania Uwaydah Mardini 
 

My recommendations are as follows: 
 
a. There should be a clear statement that this is not a new standard but merely a combination of existing 

ones, and to that effect there have been no updates where updates may be required.   
b. Based on the aforementioned, the standard should be effective immediately (i.e. as soon as approved 

internally), because its substance is already in effect and has not changed. I am not in favor of giving the 

standard a future effective date when certain parts of it – even if just a few - need to be refreshed. 
c. The should be clear references to the individual standards so as to enable and facilitate the continued 

use of related materials and publications, such as translations for example). 
 

 

Greg Owens  
 

 
No fatal flaws from me. Given the ongoing work occurring within the PS and ICT Task Forces I think it will be  
important to take a step back when that work has been completed and to look again at the Tables to see the  
complete package of IES 2-4 content. At that point, particularly if new LOs have been added or existing ones  
modified/moved around, it will be important to review the explanatory material for the new combined IES. 
 
 

 

YK Ahn 
 

1. The title “IPD-Accounting Education Programs” may invite confusion or look duplicate. One could think 
IPD and Accounting Education Programs as same concepts and if not, may raise a question why we need 
list two similar concepts here? 
2.  Para. 4 looks duplicate of para. 1. 
3.  Para. 5 may fit better to IES 7.   

4. We may need a paragraph to explain the intention of this combination and relevant matters. 
 

 

Catherine Edwards 
 

We should also consider the current IES5 being added in to the document. There are five references to 
“practical experience” referred to within the new combined document. However, the current working title 
which refers to “accounting programs” may lead people to believe that all these competences are gained 
on the tuition aspect of a program if they do not read sufficiently carefully.  
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A number of learning outcomes can only be properly applied in a practical scenario, especially within Table 
B. By separating IES 5 out, PAOs may fully separate the tuition aspects of training from the practical 
training, which I do not believe is our intention. Hence, my call for consideration of inclusion of IES 5, OR 
greater emphasis on the practical training aspects to be brought out in the overview, especially at the start 
with clear reference to current IES 5.  

 
IES 6 is explicitly referred to in the new standard and so IES 5 is left sitting outside.  
 

Susan Flis 
 

 The title of the combined IES; I am fine with the proposed title 
 The ordering of the content of the combined standard – in developing the draft in Agenda Item 1-2 it 

has been necessary to make some changes to the flow of the requirements and the Explanatory 
Material, when compared to the individual IESs; I am fine with the proposed ordering of the content 

 Whether the requirement for reflective activity, currently only applicable to IES 4, should be extended 
to all areas of professional competence; I agree that this reflective activity should be extended to all 

areas of professional competence 
 Whether the concept of general education should be included in the combined IES; If we end up 

removing general education from the combined 2, 3 and 4 then don’t we also have to now update the 
framework since we have content in the framework around general education 

 Adaption of some explanatory material on professional values, ethics, and attitudes to apply more 
broadly to all areas of professional competence; and Seems appropriate to do this. 

 Recommendations to remove some detailed explanatory material on professional values, ethics and 
attitudes. Seems appropriate to do this. 

 

 

   
IAESB CAG 
 
Amanda 
Dempsey  
 

I have no specific feedback 
 

 

Keith Bowman I have two suggestions to consider:  
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• In today’s world, Learning Outcomes for Professional Skills, and Learning outcomes for Values, Ethics, 

and Attitudes are likely judged by the market and end users to be even more important than technical 
competencies. In a perfect world, the accounting profession attracts applicants who have the desired 
professional skills, values and ethics who then learn the specific technical competencies.  The IES draft 
does properly aim at emphasizing the integration of all the competencies (and the side-comments discuss 
this), but I don’t think the emphasis as presented is as emphatic when Tables B and C follow the technical 

competencies. Some of the side-discussion notes indicate concerns about whether all the Table B and C 
learning outcomes apply to each other and the entire Table A learning outcomes. Placing them up front 
helps lessen these concerns and almost has them serve as an umbrella for the technical competencies.  

 
• We all recall the controversies around the Levels of Proficiency that were set for the competencies. These 

are now set out at the end of the IES draft as Appendix 1, seeming almost like an afterthought. In addition, 
since the first category under which competencies are presented in every table is “Level of Proficiency”, 
it might be helpful to set out the Levels of Proficiency before the tables. This re-ordering would help 
emphasize their importance and help understanding the tables of competencies. 

 
Mara Cameran I have the following suggestions: 

  
• A stronger focus on professional skepticism/ questioning mindset. It was first mentioned in Table B and 

then explained in Table D. In my opinion, questioning mindset should be considered as a fundamental 
attitude and the actual version seems to be not enough focused on it. 

• The same is true for ethical attitude. Moreover, e.g on A 28 there is written than “Within a professional 
accounting education program, professional values, ethics, and attitudes may initially be treated as a 
separate subject. However, as aspiring professional accountants progress, the integration of professional 
values, ethics, and attitudes with other subjects, encourages the recognition and consideration of wider 
ethical implications.” The use of the verb “encourage”, might be equate to a suggestion. In my view, 
considering wider ethical implication is essential at any level. 
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• In the standard objective, my suggestion is to add that it comprises the assessment activities to measure 
the achievement of the required competence. It is mentioned for the first time on point 14. It should be 
incorporated in the introduction. 

• There are some editorial typos, like not consecutive numbering (e.g. Table C sub c) or missing numbers 
(e.g. Table B, sub b) 

 
Ray Johnson The more I think about IES 2, 3 and 4, each set of competencies complements the other.   This is going 

beyond our standard format, but I think we need a visualization in the form of a cube (Similar to the COSO 
cube), as this is a three dimensional model.  The professional skills are necessary to support adequate 
implementation of technical skills and professional values, ethics and attitudes.  Professional values, ethics 
and attitudes are necessary to support the application of professional skills and technical skills.  It is not 
enough to say that these are an integrated set of values.  I think we need to be more articulate in how each 
set of competencies supports the other competencies to form a coherent whole. 
 

 

Salvador 
Marin Hernandez 
 

I agree, in general, with Learning Outcomes for Technical Competence, Professional Skills, and Professional  
Values, Ethics and Attitudes. For us this combination and emphasis is ok; however it will be necessary to  
continue this discussion by the better clarification and implications in the profession in others contexts,  
nationals translations, etc. I didn`t see fatal flaw...... 
 
 

 

Jacqueline Birt I agree with other CAG members that the competencies do complement each other to a certain extent but 
do require further explanation and examples on how they do interrelate with each other. I also like the idea 
that a single standard would remove much of the duplication in the standards.  From an academic and 
higher education perspective, universities are currently grappling with the definition of each of the 3 
measures of professional competence and the development of some explanatory material in the standard 
would be extremely helpful. 
 

 

José Echenique I agree with other CAG members that each set of competencies do complement each other to a certain 
extent but do require further explanation and examples on how they do interrelate with each other, in order 
to be more clear. 
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RESPONDENT’S NAME  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


