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Introduction 
1. This paper provides a summary of: (1) respondents’ comments on the Exposure 

Draft (ED) on the proposed Framework for International Education Standards (the 
Framework); (2) task force’s proposals on significant issues; and (3) the IAESB 
discussion at its June meeting.  The paper also proposes a final draft of the 
Framework and requests CAG members’ comments on its content. 
 

2. This agenda item contains the following materials:  
 

Agenda Item 4-1 
Framework for International Education Standards-  Task 
Force Recommendations (09/09) in Response to IAESB’s 
Consideration of Significant Comments on Exposure   

Agenda Item 4-2 Exposure Draft of the Framework for International Education 
Standards 01/09 

Agenda Item 4-3 Draft Framework for International Education Standards 09/09 
showing changes from Exposure Draft 01/09 

Agenda Item 4-4 Draft Framework for International Education Standards 
09/09. 

 
Background 
Responses Received 
3. The ED of the proposed Framework was approved for release by the IAESB at its 

meeting in December 2008.  The ED was released on January 27, 2009, with a 
deadline for responses of April 30, 2009.  A total of 49 responses were received. An 
official record of each comment letter received may be found on the IFAC website1.   

 
4. The response represents a record number of responses received when compared 

with IAESB’s other recent Requests for Comments including exposure drafts on 

                                                 
1 All comment letters may be viewed at: http://www.ifac.org/Guidance/EXD-Outstanding.php. 
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Practical Experience (19); 2007-09 Strategic Plan (26); IT (17); and Ethics 
Education (16).  The responses are listed in Appendix 1 categorized by source into 
five groups: 
• IFAC member bodies and associates (36); 
• Other professional organizations, including the Developing Nations Committee 

of IFAC (6);  
• Public accounting firms (3);  
• Individuals (3); and  
• Regulators (1).   

 
5. It should also be noted that some of the responses represent multiple organizations. 

For example, the Fédération des Experts Comptables Européens (FEE) represents 
43 professional institutes of accountants and auditors from 32 European countries, 
including all 27 EU Member States. Also received was a response from the National 
Association of State Boards of Accountancy (NASBA) which oversees the 
effectiveness of the 55 licensing authorities (state boards of accountancy) for public 
accounting firms and certified public accountants in the United States and its 
territories.  

 
6. During the period from November 2008 to May 2009, IAESB representatives 

presented and received feedback on topics related to the IAESB Framework at the 
United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) Education 
Workshop at the 25th ISAR (International Standards of Accounting and Reporting) 
meeting in Geneva and three accounting academic conferences: 15th Annual Mid-
Year International Accounting Conference of the International Section of the 
American Accounting Association; Symposium at the 15th Annual Congress of the 
European Accounting Association; and the British Accounting Association - 
Accounting Education SIG Conference 2009 Conference. 

 
7. Many ED respondents in the initial remarks of their submission letter expressed 

support for the proposed Framework document. No respondent indicated that the 
development of the proposed IAESB Framework document had missed the mark or 
needed to be significantly revised. Some raised points related to issues under 
continuing IAESB discussion, such as the appropriate definition of the term 
Professional Accountant. Respondents, however, were generally favourable with the 
overall quality of the document and offered suggestions to clarify the terminology or 
concepts used in the document.  

 
Discussion 
8. The task force’s discussion and proposals to address these comments are presented 

below under the following headings:  
• Comments related to the questions addressed in the Framework; and  
• Comments related to specific questions raised in the Request for Comments 

 
Comments related to the Questions Addressed in the Framework 
9. The task force initially conceived its approach to revising the Framework in terms 

of six questions (categorized as who, what, when, where, why and how).  After 
initial Board discussion, the IAESB collected stakeholder views on these questions 
through an online survey and a series of focus groups in the first half of 2008.  The 
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IAESB then decided at its May 2008 meeting in Dublin how to handle these 
questions in the revised Framework document.  While the Request for Comments on 
the ED did not specifically ask for comments related to these issues, some responses 
are relevant to these questions.  Each question was discussed by the task force and is 
summarized below by first summarizing the related comments in the responses to 
the ED, presenting the task force’s proposals, and finally summarizing the June 
2009 IAESB discussion on these proposals. 

 
The Why Question – Objectives/Purpose 

 
Related comments in responses to exposure draft 

10. Nine respondents provided comments on the issue of why the IESs should be set. 
The majority of these respondents supported the approach taken in the revised 
Framework. Others offered three areas of criticism: 
• One criticism was that the second objective (increase public trust in the 

accounting profession) is not a stand-alone objective, but rather a consequence 
of the first one (increase quality of the accounting profession). The task force 
believes this is consistent with Paragraph 3 which does not require the two to be 
viewed as unrelated and states: “Enhancing education through developing and 
implementing IESs should increase the capacity and capability of the global 
accountancy profession, contributing to strengthened public trust.” 

• Another viewpoint supported promoting some of the desirable outcomes – in 
particular, reducing differences in education requirements and increasing 
comparability and portability of professional qualifications – to the status of 
primary objectives.  However, a third viewpoint suggested the contrary:  the 
“other desirable outcomes” should be excluded as the only relevant objectives 
are serving the public interest and improving the quality of the profession.   

 
Task force discussion and recommendation  

11. The task force discussed these comments and recommends that no change should be 
made to the wording of paragraph 3 because the activities identified are consistent 
with the IAESB mission of serving the public interest. In addition none of the 
desirable outcomes stated in paragraph 4 were seen by the task force to be 
objectives that the IAESB as a standard-setter body could directly influence or 
achieve given the diversity of accounting education models that exist globally. The 
task force concluded that on balance both the objectives and desirable outcomes 
should remain as stated in the Framework. 

 
Task Force Recommendation: 
 
The task force recommends no change  

 
Discussion at the June 2009 IAESB Meeting 

12. The IAESB agreed with the task force’s proposal of not making any substantive 
amendments to paragraphs 3 and 4, subject to the task force accepting editorial 
suggestions that improve clarity. The Board reaffirmed serving the public interest as 
the purpose of its standard setting and viewed the activities in paragraph 4 as related 
desirable outcomes for the profession.  
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The Who Question – Roles Addressed 

 
Related comments in responses to exposure draft 

13. Thirteen respondents provided comments on the Who question.  The majority of 
these respondents acknowledged that a professional accountant performed many 
roles in the work environment and that the IESs should address learning and 
development for any accounting role. Critical comments focused primarily on the 
definition of professional accountant and the issue of whether or not accounting 
technicians are covered by the IESs. 

 
Task force discussion and recommendation  

14. The task force reviewed the respondents’ comments on the definition of a 
professional accountant and considered the following proposals. 

 
1. Retain the definition for consistency with other IFAC standard-setting bodies 
2. Retain the definition, but also refer the comments on the definition to the IESBA 

with a request that a revision be considered 
3. Retain the definition, but also refer the comments on the definition to the IFAC 

Board with a request that a revision be considered 
4. Consider using a different definition for the IAESB than that used by the IESBA 

and IAASB  
 

The task force noted that the definition of “professional accountant” as “a member 
of an IFAC member body” has been acknowledged previously by the IAESB as less 
than ideal, but was chosen to be consistent with the definition used by the IESBA 
Code of Ethics (where the definition was first offered) and the IAASB glossary.  
The task force acknowledged that this definition is circular and thus can be 
confusing.   

 
Task Force Recommendation 
 
The task force recommends keeping the definition of professional accountant 
but suggests that the ED comments be forwarded to the IFAC Board of 
Directors with a request to revise the definition. 

 
Discussion at the June 2009 IAESB Meeting 

15. The IAESB supported the task force’s proposal of keeping the current definition of 
professional accountant in the interim for consistency with IFAC’s PIACs until a 
better definition can be obtained.  The Board requested that the definition with the 
accompanying ED respondents’ comments be referred to the PIAC Chairs for 
discussion at their November meeting and then brought to the IFAC Board of 
Directors for consideration.  

 
Related comments in responses to exposure draft 

16. On the issue of whether or not the accounting technicians are covered by the IESs, 
the task force noted that IFAC membership statistics for 2008 reported 
approximately 361,000 accounting technicians are members of IFAC member 
bodies. Accounting Technician membership resides in both technician bodies, 
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which are currently Associates, and in member bodies that include accountants 
and/or auditors. IFAC staff has noted that the SMOs apply to both Members and 
Associates.  Thus, the task force believes that accounting technicians are included in 
the accounting roles addressed by the IESs and the Framework. 

 
Task force discussion and recommendation  

17. The task force reviewed the respondents’ comments on the issue of accounting 
technicians and whether they are covered by the IESs and considered the following 
proposal. 

1. Include an example of accounting technicians in Part One of the Framework 
document to demonstrate the breadth of accounting roles that can exist. 

Because of the large number of comments received which discussed accounting 
technicians the task force recognizes that this issue was not clear to many 
respondents.  

Task Force Recommendation 
 

The task force recommends that the IAESB support the proposal of including 
an example of accounting technicians in the Framework document. 

 
Discussion at the June 2009 IAESB Meeting 

18. The IAESB also agreed with the task force’s proposal of including accounting 
technicians as an example of an accounting role in Section 1 of the Framework 
document. The following summarizes the IAESB’s advice on the example: 
• Use the example to convey understanding of the breadth of membership in IFAC 

member bodies; and 
• Ensure the coverage of the standards is understood internationally given the 

variety of functions that accounting technicians provide in different countries. 
 

 
The When and What Questions -- Career Stages and Education Aspects to be 
Addressed 
 
Related comments in responses to exposure draft 

19. Nine respondents provided comments on the What question. There were no 
comments indicating general disagreement with the career-long focus of the 
Standards or the aspects of education addressed.  There were some specific 
comments about clarity and definitions of terms that will be included in the Task 
Force’s review of specific wording. 

 
Task Force Recommendation 
 
The task force recommends no change to the Framework document and will 
consider these suggestions when it addresses comments related to specific 
editorial changes. 
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Discussion at the June 2009 IAESB Meeting 

20. The IAESB agreed with the task force’s proposal on making changes to improve 
clarity when it reviews the ED respondents’ comments on the wording of the 
Framework document.  

 
 

The How and Where Questions – Choices about the Appropriate Structure of the 
Standards and Education Providers to be Addressed   
 
Related comments in responses to exposure draft 

21. About one-third of the respondents provided comments related to how the standards 
should be structured.  
• While there was a request to clarify the difference between roles and 

specializations and a question about whether sectors also should be considered, 
essentially all commenting respondents agreed with the IESs focusing firstly on 
all professional accounting roles and then on specializations.  

• Most of the commenting respondents also supported the need for a flexible 
approach when applying the mix of components for learning and development.   

• While preferring “good” to “best” practices, it was suggested that rather than 
referring to “good practice,” the standards should be identified as “principles of 
learning and development.” This would be similar to how other Boards describe 
their standards (e.g., the IFRSs present “principles” rather than “good practices” 
for financial reporting).   

 
22. A smaller number of respondents provided comments on the issue of where 

accounting education is obtained.  Respondents generally agreed with the IAESB’s 
strategy of targeting IESs to IFAC member bodies but some also took the contrary 
position that the IESs should be targeted to employers and professional accountants 
when requirements are relevant to these groups of stakeholders.  One comment in 
response to a later question on issues for developing nations indicated that in some 
nations, universities control accounting education and they are not recognized in the 
Standards.   

 
Task force discussion and recommendation  

23. Following a discussion of the respondents’ comments the task force recommends 
that the IAESB continue to target the IESs to IFAC member bodies as decided at its 
May 2008 meeting in Dublin.  The task force, however, recognizes that there is a 
need to ensure greater awareness of guidance that exists in the Board’s 
pronouncements which is targeted to education providers and employers (e.g., 
Appendices of IEPSs 2 and 3). The task force also recognized the need to define the 
term, role, in the Framework document to ensure clarity. 

 
Task Force Recommendations 
 
The task force recommends that the IESs continue to be targeted to IFAC 
member bodies. 
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The task force also recommends that the definition of term, role, be included 
in the Framework document and the Glossary and that the use of the term, 
specialization, be reviewed when work begins on the revision of the IESs. 

 
Discussion at the June 2009 IAESB Meeting 

24. The IAESB supported the task force’s proposals on: (1) targeting the IESs to IFAC 
member bodies; (2) including a definition of the term, “role” in both the Framework 
document and the Glossary; and (3) referring other comments on definitions (e.g. 
specializations) to the task forces on the revision of the IESs.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments Related to Specific Questions Raised in the Request for Comments 
 

Question 1: Is the revised Framework document likely to be understandable to the 
first-time readers of the IESs? 
 
Related comments in response to exposure draft 

25. Thirty-seven respondents answered question 1. A majority of these respondents 
indicated that the document is likely to be understandable to the first time readers of 
the IESs. None of the respondents indicated that the document should be rewritten. 
Many respondents qualified their support for the document being understandable, by 
providing examples where further clarification was needed.  

 
Task force discussion and recommendation  

26. The task force will consider these suggestions when it addresses comments related 
to specific editorial changes suggested.  

 
Task Force Recommendation 
 
The task force recommends no change to the Framework document and will 
consider these suggestions when it addresses comments related to specific 
editorial changes. 

 
Discussion at the June 2009 IAESB Meeting 

27. The IAESB agreed with the task force’s view that no further changes to the content 
of the Framework document were required subject to the task force accepting 
editorial suggestions from respondents’ comments which improve clarity. 

 
 

Question 2: Is the IPD – CPD terminology understandable? Does it have any 
significant drawbacks? 
 

Requested Action 
 
Do you agree with task force’s recommendations? If you disagree, what 
changes would you suggest making to the Framework document?   
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Related comments in response to exposure draft 
28. Thirty-eight respondents answered question 2. A majority of these respondents 

indicated that the IPD-CPD terminology was understandable and some praised the 
introduction as an improvement. Several other respondents, however, suggested that 
IPD terminology may create more confusion because it does not refer to 
qualification.  Others noted that the IPD definition does not explicitly state when 
IPD commences or ends and asked for clarification. 

 
Task force discussion and recommendation  

29. The task force recognizes that for some member bodies the dividing line between 
IPD and CPD may be defined as the point of qualification.  The task force, however, 
also notes that the IAESB decided to use the terms initial professional development 
and continuing professional development specifically to avoid the confusion caused 
by differences in points of qualification internationally. The revised Framework is 
silent on the starting and ending point of IPD in recognition of these international 
differences; each member body would be able to define the appropriate starting and 
ending points for its members. 

 
30. The task force reviewed the respondents’ comments which requests that the IPD 

definition be clarified and considered the following proposals. 
 

1. Add a brief explanation in the Framework noting the variety of points of 
qualification (and licensing) internationally and noting that each member body 
may define the appropriate link between qualification and IPD for its members. 

2. Do not add detail to the revised Framework, but refer the development of greater 
detail about the term IPD to the appropriate group working on the revision of the 
IESs. 

 
Because of the number of comments received from respondents which requested 
clarifying the IPD the task force recommends the proposal to add a brief explanation 
on IPD to the Framework document.  

 
Task Force Recommendation 
 
The task force recommends adding a brief explanation to the Framework 
document noting the variety of points of qualification (and licensing) 
internationally and noting that each member body may define the 
appropriate link between qualification and IPD for its members. 

 
Discussion at the June 2009 IAESB Meeting 

31. The IAESB supported the task force’s proposal to add a brief explanation to the 
Framework document which acknowledges the variety of qualification points that 
exist globally. The explanation would also indicate that each member body may 
define the appropriate link between qualification and IPD for its members.   

 
 

Question 3: Are there any other terms within the Framework document which 
require further clarification? If so, please explain the nature of the deficiencies. 
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Related comments in response to exposure draft 
32. Thirty-seven respondents answered question 3. Thirteen respondents indicated that 

no further clarification of terms was needed. Most of the respondents, however, 
indicated that there were terms which required further clarification. These already 
defined terms included: 
• Professional Accountant  
• Accountancy Profession 
• Professional Accounting Education 
• Education 
• General Education 
• Competence 
• Capability 
• Practical Experience 
• Training   
• Learning and Development  
• Initial Professional Development 
• Assessment 
• Output measures  

 
In addition, the following terms were suggested as requiring definitions:  
• University 
• Best Endeavours 
• Attitudes 
• Diligence 
• Liability 
• Knowledge 
• Process Measures 
• Learning 
 
Task force discussion and recommendation  

33. The task force reviewed the respondents’ comments which requests that additional 
definitions be provided in the Framework document and considered the following 
proposals. 

 
1. Add a brief explanation to the Framework noting (1) the lack of universal 

definitions of many education terms and (2) the importance of using the 
Glossary to understand how the IAESB is defining terms. 

2. Recognize that comments requesting expansion of definitions for clarification 
would be more appropriate to address in the revision of the related IESs rather 
than in the Framework and refer those comments to the appropriate revision 
groups.  

 
The task force and the IAESB recognize that the definition of terms in the education 
area is particularly challenging.  Almost every term has multiple definitions in use 
in different countries and organizations; there are very few definitions that are 
universal.   

 
Task Force Proposals for IAESB Discussion 
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The task force recommends accepting both proposals such that a brief 
explanation is added that notes the lack of universally-accepted 
definitions and refers to a separate Glossary. In addition the task force 
recommends that when expansion of definitions is required that this work 
be referred to the appropriate workgroup for the revision of the IESs.   

 
Discussion at the June 2009 IAESB Meeting 

34. The IAESB agreed with the task force’s proposals on: (1) including a brief 
explanation in the Framework that notes the lack of universally-accepted definitions 
for many education terms and directs readers to a separate Glossary of IAESB 
definitions of terms; and (2) referring the comments on terms to the appropriate 
workgroups for the revision of the IESs. In addition IAESB members made the 
following suggestions for the Glossary: 
• Ensure that the glossary is not re-exposed each time a new definition is 

introduced by including them in the exposure draft of a pronouncement; and  
• Consider any opportunity to include charts or graphs when explaining 

definitions in the IAESB Glossary. 
 
 

Question 4: Does the revised Framework document adequately reflect those 
viewpoints [from the online survey and focus groups conducted in 2008]? If not, 
what are the significant deficiencies? 
 
Related comments in response to exposure draft 

35. Thirty-two respondents answered question 4. A majority of these respondents 
indicated that the Framework document adequately reflected the viewpoints offered 
in the survey and focus groups. Most of the criticisms raised in responses to this 
question related to the Who question (e.g., inclusion of technicians, accountants in 
business, accountants in the public sector) and were addressed above. There was 
also criticism related to the Where question arguing that employers and professional 
accountants should be addressed in addition to IFAC member bodies; this issue was 
addressed above.  One area of criticism not previously addressed was raised: “The 
survey asked respondents to rank the importance of certain aspects of training.  The 
statements, The competences of those who teach in required programs of study and 
the competences of those who provide continuing professional development 
education received high response rankings as “extremely important” and “very 
important” but did not appear to be specifically addressed in the Exposure Draft.” 

 
Task force discussion and recommendation  

36. The task force accepts this comment and notes that there is nothing in the 
Framework that precludes developing this type of guidance.  

 
Task Force Recommendation 

 
The task force recommends that the IAESB looks for opportunities to 
develop this type of guidance when completing future work plans. 

 
Discussion at the June 2009 IAESB Meeting 
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37. The IAESB agreed with the task force’s proposal to identify opportunities when 
completing future work plans to develop guidance in the area of delineating 
competence for those who teach in programs of professional accounting education 
and continuing professional development. 

 
 

Question 5: Which, if any, IESs do you believe should be high-priority for 
revision in light of the revised Framework document? 
 
Related comments in response to exposure draft 

38. Thirty-eight respondents answered question 5. A majority of these respondents 
indicated at least one IES as high-priority for revision. Five respondents indicated 
that they did not have a priority. Three respondents indicated that no revision should 
occur and the IAESB’s priority should be implementation guidance. Of those 
respondents who indicated a preference for revising the IESs, all 8 of the standards 
were mentioned with IESs 5 and 8 most often viewed as having a higher priority.   

 
 

Task force discussion and recommendation  
39. This question was asked because the 2007-2009 IAESB work plan includes a 

project on revision of the IESs and seeks to find an understanding of the priority of 
revisions of the IESs.  

 
Task Force Recommendation 

 
The task force recommends that the comments received related to the 
revision of standards be forwarded to the Steering committee to inform 
on suggested project priorities for future work plans. 

 
Discussion at the June 2009 IAESB Meeting 

40. The IAESB supported the task force’s proposal to forward the respondents’ 
comments on the revision of standards to the Steering committee. The comments 
will assist the Steering Committee to set priorities and schedule resources for the 
revision of the Standards. 

 
 

Question 6: Do you agree with the suggested effective date of December 31, 2010? 
If you do not agree, please provide an explanation of how you would revise the 
effective date or transitional provisions to achieve that balance. 
 
Related comments in response to exposure draft 

41. Thirty-nine respondents answered question 6. A majority of these respondents 
indicated that they agreed with the suggested effective date of December 31, 2010. 
Three respondents requested an earlier effective date because no new requirements 
were identified as a result of the issuance of the Framework document. Four 
respondents indicated the suggested effective date might be difficult to meet in 
developing and emerging countries because of the level of communication and 
discussion required by affected parties and any governance issues those parties may 
need to address.  
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Task force discussion and recommendation  
42. The task force discussed the respondents’ comments and concluded that, on balance, 

the proposed effective date appears workable. The task force noted that there were 
no new requirements resulting from the revised Framework document.   

 
Task Force Recommendation 

 
The task force recommends that the effective date of implementation 
remain 12 months from the date of issuing the publication.     

 
Discussion at the June 2009 IAESB Meeting 

43. The IAESB agreed with the task force’s proposal to set an effective date of 
implementation that is 12 months from the date of issuing the publication. IAESB 
members indicated that the work plan needed to reflect possible revisions to the 
International Education Practice Statements as a result of the work to the 
Framework and Standards. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Other Matters 
44. Two additional questions were asked to help inform the IAESB about challenges 

faced in developing nations and potential translation issues.   
 
Related comments in response to exposure draft 

45. Ten respondents commented on developing nations. Respondents expressed a wide 
range of comments, including:  
• A reminder that developing nations have identified a need for acknowledging 

the education, training, and continuing professional development of accounting 
technicians;  

• The Framework does not address the needs of developing nations or at least the 
public sector in such nations with respect to developing an effective program of 
education and training of professional financial management skills for the public 
sector; 

• The lack of consensus in some accounting environments to accept the member 
body’s participation in issues that are considered the exclusive domain of the 
University; 

• A concern for developing nations that don’t have the education structures in 
place. 

• No foreseeable difficulties in applying the Framework in a developing nation 
environment.  

 

Action Requested 
 
Do you agree with task force’s recommendations? If you disagree, what 
changes would suggest making to the Framework document?   
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46. Twelve respondents commented on translation issues. Several respondents indicated 
that did not foresee difficulties in translation. Of those respondents who identified 
translation issues the following were noted: 
• The terms professional accountants, accounting education, and evaluation do not 

necessarily have the same meaning in other languages and/or other socio-
geographic realities that uses the same language (eg. the Spanish in Spain or in 
Central America). 

• The term, accountant, can create confusion in some countries because two 
professions, bookkeepers and auditors, may exist and the level of competency is 
different for both professions.  

 
Task force discussion and recommendation  

47. The task force has addressed most of these issues above (roles and sectors 
addressed; inclusion of accounting technicians; differences in definitions; 
addressing standards to IFAC member bodies versus all providers of accounting 
education).   

 
Discussion at the June 2009 IAESB Meeting 

48. IAESB members indicated that at this point in time they had no concerns on 
translation issues, but indicated that the task forces working on the IES revisions 
should be monitoring this closely. It was also suggested that in countries where 
Universities or Government Ministries control the content of the education 
programs there needs to a focussed approach on addressing these stakeholders to 
ensure awareness of the IESs. 

 
Proposed Final Draft of the Framework 

49. As a result of the IAESB discussion the task force has developed a final draft of the 
Framework document. The final draft of the framework implements the 
recommendations of the Board described above; adopts a number of editorial 
changes suggested in the comment letters to improve clarity; and adds a brief 
explanation of the drafting conventions used by the Board. (See Agenda Item 4-3).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Proposed Way Ahead 
50. CAG comments/advice will be brought to IAESB October meeting to inform Board 

members’ discussion on issues relating to finalizing the Framework for 
International Education Standards. 

Action Requested: 
 
Do you agree with the changes made to the Framework document by the task 
force to address ED respondents’ comments? If not what content and/or 
editorial suggestions would you like to see included? 
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Appendix 1 – List of Respondents 
ACRONYM IFAC Member Bodies & Associates 
AAT Association of Accounting Technicians, United Kingdom 
ACAPRM Association of Professional Accountants and Auditors  

of the Republic of Moldova 
ACCA The Association of Chartered Certified Accountants, United Kingdom 
AICPA American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, United States 
CARK  Chamber of Auditors of the Republic of Kazakhstan 
CECCAR Corpul Expertilor Contabili si Contabililor Autorizati din Romania 
CGA Canada Certified General Accountants Association of Canada 
CHA Chamber of Hungarian Auditors 
CICA Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants 
CIPFA Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy, United 

Kingdom 
CNDCEC Consiglio Nazionale dei Dottori Commericalisti e Degli Esperti 

Contabili, Italy 
FACPCE Federación Argentina de Consejos Profesionales de Ciencias 

Económicas 
HKICPA Hong Kong Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
HTM HTM-Tilintarkastajat RY, Finland 
ICAA The Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia 
ICAEW The Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales 
ICAI The Institute of Chartered Accountants in Ireland 
ICAP Institute of Chartered Accountants of Pakistan 
ICAS The Institute of Chartered Accountants of Scotland 
ICAZ The Institute of Chartered Accountants of Zimbabwe   
ICJCE Instituto De Censores Jurados De Cuentas De España 
ICPAC Institute of Certified Public Accountants of Cyprus 
ICPAI Institute of CPA of Ireland 
IEKA Institute of Authorized Chartered Auditors of Albania 
IFA Institute of Financial Accountants 
JICPA Japanese Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
KICPA Korean Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
MIA Malaysian Institute Of Accountants 
NAAAU National Association of Accountants and Auditors of Uzbekistan 
NASBA National Association of State Boards of Accountancy, United States 
NZICA New Zealand Institute of Chartered Accountants  
Royal NIVRA Koninklijk Nederlands Instituut van Registeraccountants (Royal 

NIVRA) 
SAICA South African Institute of Chartered Accountants 
SCAAK Society of Certified Accountants and Auditors of Kosovo 
TURMOB Turkiye Serbest Muhasebeci Mali Musavirler ve Yeminli Mali 

Musavirler Odalari Birlign, Turkey 
UAA Council Union of Accountants and Auditors, Kyrgyzstan 
 Other Professional Organizations 
AAA APLG American Accounting Association- Accounting Programs Leadership 

Group 
AAA Education American Accounting Association- Education Committee 
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Committee 
CAP Compliance Advisory Panel 
DNC Developing Nations Committee 
FEE Federation des Experts Comptables Europeens 
PACPO The Public Accountants Council for the Province of Ontario 
 Regulators 
IRBA Independent Regulatory Board for Auditors 
 Firms 
BDO 
International 

BDO Global Coordination B.V. 

KPMG 
International 

KPMG International 

RSM RSM International 
 Individuals and Others 
Fawcett Alex Fawcett, FASH Associates Business Consultants 
Goyal Sunil Goyal 
Maresca Dr. Joseph Maresca 
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