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Committee: International Accounting Education Standards Board 

Meeting Location: IFAC Headquarters, New York, USA 

Meeting Date: April 20-22, 2015, beginning 8:30am. 

 

SUBJECT: 

 

Criteria for New and Revised Standards (04/15) 

 
INTRODUCTION 

1. At its October 2014 meeting, the IAESB asked that a paper be drafted on establishing a set of criteria 

for deciding whether or not to develop new or revised standards.  

 

2. Therefore this issues paper sets out; (1) the purpose of establishing such criteria, (2) what those 

criteria might be, (3) some potential topics against which the criteria might be tested by the Board, 

and (4) what a necessary process for this might be.  The IAESB Criteria for New and Revised 

Standards Task Force would welcome comments on the proposals, with the objective being to agree 

such an approach in principle at the April IAESB meeting, for discussion with the CAG, further 

refinement and final approval at the November 2015 IAESB meeting.  

BACKGROUND 

3. The Board has agreed that any Standards it develops or revises should have currency, clarity and 

coherence to the wider accountancy and auditing community. In that context, we have reproduced 

an excerpt from a UK regulator’s (the Financial Reporting Council) report to government regarding 

the revised IES 7, and this is set out at Appendix I. It is instructive to see how one key external 

stakeholder perceives and responds to one of the redrafted IESs, and that, they have found the 

revised IES 7 fit for purpose in the sense of being understandable, applicable and proportionate. This 

might, therefore, serve as a useful exemplar for the development of helpful criteria:    

Issue 1 – Purpose of Criteria  

4. The project (now completed) to revise and redraft the eight extant IESs shows that, from time to time, 

any standard might benefit from updating to take account of changing circumstances and advances 

in professional education. Relevant examples of such developments include significant regulatory 

changes in the audit environment and a shift towards output measures and learning outcomes.     

5. The revision project had three clear objectives: 

 improving clarity; 

 ensuring consistency with concepts of the revised Framework document; and 
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 clarifying issues resulting from changes in the environment of accounting education and the 

experience gained from implementation of the Standards by IFAC member bodies. 

An assessment of the necessity of redrafting was made by the Board at the overall level of  the body 

of standards. However, it was undertaken without the benefit of reference to an agreed, coherent and 

overarching set of criteria against which the necessity for each individual revision and/or redrafting 

has been established.    

6. The benefits of establishing such criteria in this instance would be threefold, to: 

 Establish the necessity of the work stream 

 Ensure the adoption of a coherent approach to the development of IESs  

 Develop a better understanding of (i) the impact of the regulation and (ii) scope of work that is 

needed 

 

7. This proposal is intended to introduce the idea of moving towards an “evidence-based policy” 

approach when setting IESs. The critical issue is to identify evidence in the “market environment of 

professional education” that suggests new standards may be needed. With this in mind the examples 

set out in this paper can be used as illustrations of what evidence might be gathered to rationalize 

the need for a new education standard. 

Issue 2 – Proposed Criteria 

8. This issue suggests that criteria should be developed in two aspects, to assess the necessity for the 

revision of extant standards and the creation of new standards. There follow some suggested draft 

criteria for the consideration and development by the Board: 

 With regard to the potential revision of standards, is the extant IES:   

o fit for purpose?  

o necessary?  

o continuing to add value to or impact on the profession? 

o are there sufficiently significant developments in professional education that risk making the 

standard obsolete?   

 

 With regard to the creation of a proposed new standard, is the topic justified in terms of: 

o The protection and furtherance of the public interest 

o stakeholder demand? 

o sufficiently significant developments in the accountancy profession? 

o the rectification of an anomaly or omission in the current standards?  

Issue 3 – Potential New Standards 

9. In the 2014-2016 SWP we refer to the PIOB’s suggestions for future Board work when we say:  

 

“The IAESB will also consider the need for any additional IESs, for example considering the PIOB’s 
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views in relation to the learning and development required for professional accountants working on 

audits of financial institutions and financial instruments, for continuing professional development, 

and for integrated reporting. “ 

 

As the work program has progressed, a number of stakeholders have also argued for additional 

education standards or the realignment of the current suite in addition to those suggested by the 

PIOB. These suggestions have included new specialist standards for: 

 

 banking and capital markets 

 management accounting 

 public financial management 

 

10. We should also note here that, in respect of the current suite of IESs, some stakeholders and Board 

members have continued to argue for the closer alignment of standards relating to IPD and CPD, up to 

and including formally combining them. 

 

Issue 4 – Process 

 

11. Going forward, the Board is asked to consider how best potential new standards might be identified, and 

then assessed against the agreed criteria. One way to address this would be to institute a standing item 

for each Board agenda, whereby any member or stakeholder could propose a topic, along with a rationale 

set out against the criteria for consideration by the Task Force or Steering Group prior to the relevant 

Board meeting. Board members might wish to consider whether this is an area where there could be 

some interaction with the Standards Improvement Project that the DWG are proposing elsewhere on the 

agenda.  

 

12. In the DWG proposal the DWG would filter requests/recommendations for change and bring to the Board’s 

attention anything that represents more than immaterial change (and so would be out of scope for 

‘improvements’) – at that point such items would fall into this process to evaluate potential revisions, and 

this could happen by the DWG sharing any such items up during this proposed agenda item. 

 

13. Should a proposal receive the support of the Board, a discrete Task Force would be established and 

asked to prepare an issues paper for an appropriate subsequent meeting of the Board, taking into account 

any necessary CAG and PIOB input and oversight. 

 

14. All of the above, of course will need to be considered in the context of the Board’s available resources 

and capacity at any particular point in time. 

 

 

DISCUSSION 
 

15. The taskforce requests the IAESB’s input on the following questions. 
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PROPOSED WAY FORWARD 
 

The Taskforce will consult with the IAESB CAG at its September meeting and then prepare an Issues paper that 

summarizes the taskforce’s proposals on criteria for new and revised standards for discussion by the IAESB at 

its November 2015 meeting.  

  

ACTION REQUESTED: 

 

1. Do Board Members agree that it is helpful to establish a set of 
criteria for helping to decide whether or not to establish future 
new or revised standards? And if so:  

 
What changes would you make to the proposed criteria for future 
new or revised standards? Are they: 
 

 Adequate (do they cover the range of foreseeable 
eventualities)? 

 Accurate (are they self-explanatory)? 

 Appropriate (will they enable the Board to take timely and 
effective decisions regarding its future work programme)? 

 
2. At this stage, does the Board wish to support or add to the list of 

potential new or revised standards? 
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Appendix I 

UK Financial Reporting Council’s Report, REPORT TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR 

BUSINESS, INNOVATION AND SKILLS (2012) – Extract Regarding the Redrafted IES 7 

Continuing Professional Development 

2.29 The Companies Act requirement is that a body must have rules and practices designed to ensure 

that persons eligible under its rules for appointment as a statutory auditor continue to maintain an 

appropriate level of competence in the conduct of statutory audits. All RSBs satisfy this requirement 

through their CPD scheme and monitoring of CPD. The revised International Education Standard (IES) 7 

Continuing Professional Development also requires bodies to establish a systematic process to (a) 

monitor whether professional accountants meet the body’s CPD requirements and (b) provide 

appropriate sanctions for failure to meet these requirements.  

2.30 Our work on CPD was limited to a review of how the bodies monitor the compliance of their 

members with the CPD regulations. (This was not therefore restricted to statutory auditors and we 

included the actuarial profession in this work, as the issues are comparable.) They do this by requiring 

a sample of members to submit evidence to demonstrate compliance with the body’s CPD 

requirements. Members who are statutory auditors are sometimes excluded from this sample because 

their CPD will be reviewed on a regular basis as part of an audit monitoring visit.  

2.31 The bodies take different approaches to CPD – ‘output’ based (i.e. on learning outcomes relevant 

to their needs), ‘input’ based (i.e. number of hours of relevant CPD), or a combination of the two. This 

makes comparisons between the bodies more difficult. Except for some points of detail, we found that 

the bodies generally carry out their monitoring function properly and take regulatory action against 

those members who fail to co-operate. An ‘output’ based system has many advantages but bodies 

that have such a system can find it difficult to monitor compliance effectively. In particular it is difficult 

for those reviewing records to understand the competence requirements of the many varied roles 

undertaken. Typically members do not describe their job functions in any detail and staff may not 

have sufficient knowledge to assess whether the CPD undertaken by members in the sample is 

relevant to the competencies and skills that these members require to carry out their role within the 

firm. 

2.32 We also considered certain bodies’ processes for the accreditation of employers for CPD purposes. 

Such accreditation means that a member working for an accredited employer who complies with 

employer’s training requirements also meets his professional body’s CPD requirements. These 

members submit their in-house records if selected by their professional bodies for CPD review. We 

consider that this is an effective way of ensuring that these members meet their CPD requirements. It 

is important, however, that the bodies monitor accreditations regularly and are prepared to remove 

an accreditation where the employer fails to meet the expected standards. Neither the ICAEW nor the 

Institute and Faculty of Actuaries run an employer accreditation scheme for CPD. 

 

https://www.frc.org.uk/Our-Work/Publications/POB/Report-to-the-Secretary-of-State-for-Business,-(3).pdf

