
AGENDA ITEM 6-1 
Page 1 of 3 

 

 

 

 
 

Committee: IAESB Consultative Advisory Group 

Meeting Location: Indaba Hotel, Johannesburg, South Africa 

Meeting Date: April 13-15, 2016, beginning 8:30am. 

SUBJECT: IES Usage Study – Issues Paper (04/16) 

 

INTRODUCTION 

1) This paper serves to assist IAESB CAG members discuss the attached Report on the 

International Education Standards (IES) Usage Study. Specifically this paper provides 

background information on the development of the report and identifies issues for discussion by 

IAESB CAG members.  

   

2) This agenda item contains the following materials: 

Agenda Item 6-1 IES Usage Study – Issues Paper (04/16) 

Agenda Item 6-2 IES Usage Study – Report on the International Education Standards 

(IES) Usage Study. (4/16). 

 

BACKGROUND 

Project rationale 

3) The aim of this project was to conduct a baseline study to gain an understanding of the level of 

compliance with the current IES in order to establish Member Bodies (MBs) preparedness to 

adopt the principle-based approach to professional accounting education. In addition, the 

baseline study was intended to provide an information base against which to monitor and assess 

the adoption progress of the IES pre- and post- their effective date. 

 

Project Status 

4) The project is in its final phase which aims to inform and collect feedback on the report’s 

conclusions and recommendations (See Agenda Item 6-2) so that the taskforce can finalize the 

report to the IAESB. 

 

Task Force Activities 

5) Since the last Board meeting the taskforce has: 

i. Enhanced the analysis and interpretation of the findings on the usage of IES 7, Continuing 

Professional Development (2014) as requested by IAESB members at its November 2015 

meeting; 

ii. Agreed a set of conclusions and recommendations from the analysis of findings; 
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iii. Drafted a final report to present the analysis of findings on usage of the IES with focus on 

IES 7, and set out conclusions and recommendations for IAESB consideration.  

 

DISCUSSION 

Taskforce’s Conclusions 

6) As a result of its analysis of findings the taskforce has concluded the following: 

 

i. Based on the limited data available, detailed conclusions on the uptake of IES 7 are 

relatively hard to draw, along with the reasons for the current position. 

ii. The majority of the responding PAOs have implemented IES 7 to varying degrees. 

Furthermore, CPD for the most part is currently based on the number of hours (input 

approach) with a small number moving to an output based approach. 

iii. Approximately 75% of the PAOs appear to be complying with at least one of the “hour” 

requirements of IES 7. Due to data constraints, we are unable to determine how many are 

actually in compliance with both requirements. 

iv. The majority of PAOs also have some monitoring processes in place and provide 

sanctions of some kind.  However, we were unable to determine how robust those 

processes were based on the available data. 

v. Interestingly, those not in compliance with the requirements we evaluated cover a wide 

geographical distribution.  Therefore, it does not appear that “location” plays a significant 

role in the implementation, although PAOs in developing regions have a slightly higher 

likelihood of non-compliance when compared to their membership representation.  

vi. In addition, while having either “no” or “shared” responsibility for establishing CPD 

requirements is clearly more challenging than having sole responsibility, approximately 

two-thirds of those PAOs in this category are complying with at least one of the “hour” 

requirements for IES 7, and almost 100% are complying with the monitoring process.  

However, it is important to note that data constraints prevent us from determining whether 

these PAOs are in compliance with both “hour” requirements of IES 7. 

vii. Other possible factors influencing the implementation may be implementation costs or 

available human resources, but again we do not have the data to be able to determine the 

actual impact (if any).  

 

 

Taskforce’s Recommendations 

7) As a result of these conclusions the taskforce has recommended the following: 
 
i. As it currently stands, the questions in the questionnaire are not written in a manner that 

supports the useful collection of data surrounding the implementation of IES 7.  For 

example, the question on the structure of CPD does not provide an option for an output-

based approach. It is the recommendation of this task force that the questions in the 

questionnaire are revised for this purpose, and those pertaining to the remaining suite of 

IESs are reviewed to ensure that they will meet the future needs of both the IAESB and 

IFAC as a whole.  Given that we are now working with a set of newly-revised IESs, we 

should collaborate with the IFAC Compliance Advisory Panel (CAP) and influence the 

Action Requested: 

A. Do you agree with the conclusions reached by the taskforce, based on the analysis 
provided? 
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design of the questions covering the compliance to the newly revised IESs, so as to obtain 

relevant information on the adoption/implementation of the IESs. This task force 

recommends developing a question list for assessing compliance that could have a 

positive long-term impact.    

ii. Based on the analysis, there is currently no validation or “follow-up” on the data. This 

conclusion was especially evident based on some of the narrative responses.  For 

example, Turkey’s response in a future tense to implementing a monitoring process by 

“January 1, 2008,” even though the year of submission is much after that date.  Therefore, 

we recommend that some validation or review of the data is performed on a regular basis, 

and additional confirmation is undertaken on responses that are illogical or inconsistent. 

iii. Despite IES 7 requiring PAOs to monitor and implement sanctions for non-compliance, 

there are currently no sanctions for PAOs that do not comply with the IESs. Therefore, we 

recommend that sanctions are put in place for PAOs that do not uphold the standard of 

good practice for which IFAC and the IESs’ stand. 

iv. Reviewing the conclusions above, it is not possible to draw a causal relationship between 

the two largest factors that we anticipated might impact implementation of IES 7, which 

were “geographic location” and “responsibility for setting of the CPD requirements” and 

the level of implementation on the ground. While there are likely many factors that we 

could not review that could affect the level of implementation, this task force believes that 

at least part of the issue may lie in PAOs not understanding the importance of CPD to their 

members and the public interest (i.e., seeing CPD as “only a chore” or lacking the 

knowledge or resources to begin implementation). In this regard, we recommend that the 

IAESB, and IFAC, continues and accelerates its outreach programs with a special focus 

on the non-compliant PAOs.  This move should hopefully provide a greater understanding 

of the importance of CPD and to provide implementation support, which could include a 

discussion of potential barriers to implementation. 

v. Again, reviewing the above conclusions, it is recommended that a task force should be 

created to provide additional investigation and to evaluate whether IES 7 is “fit for 

purpose.”  In addition, the IES 7 task force could provide enhancement of 

Principles/Explanatory Material or develop guidance related to IES 7. 

 

 

PROPOSED WAY FORWARD 

8) The taskforce will present the CAG’s comments to the IAESB for discussion at its April 2016 
meeting.  

Action Requested: 

B. Do you agree with the recommendations of the task force? 


