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Detailed Analysis of Respondents’ Comments on Exposure Draft 
 
I. General Statements of Support of Note 
 Respondent’s Comment 
BDO We support the IAESB’s project to redraft and revise all of the IES’s in accordance with the clarity drafting conventions as set out in 

the Framework for International Education Standards for Professional Accountants. 
 

CGA-
Canada 

We appreciate the role of the International Federation of Accountants (IFAC) in ensuring the rigour of global education standards of 
accountants through development and advancement of International Education Standards. As evident by the objective of IES 6 – 
assessment of the competence of professional accountants both prior to and following admission to the profession – assessment is 
a critical element of the education standards. CGA-Canada welcomes the opportunity to offer some insights into changes in the 
field of measurement and assessment as they pertain to this Standard.    
 

CAI In overall terms we commend the IAESB for the proposed revision which we believe reflects the aims of the new Framework and 
the desire to apply the envisaged “clarity” approach.  
 

CIPFA In general, The Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy (CIPFA) welcomes the redrafting of International Education 
Standard 6, Assessment of Professional Competence. 
 

CNDCEC CNDCEC supports the IAESB’s project to improve the clarity of its standards and is pleased to provide its comments on the 
Proposed IES 6 (Revised) Assessment of Professional Competence. 
 

CPA-
Australia 
 

We endorse the overall purpose of the revision of this standard. 
 

CSOEC-
CNCC 

The French professional bodies, the Conseil Supérieur de l’Ordre des Experts-Comptables (CSOEC) and the Compagnie 
Nationale des Commissaires aux Comptes (CNCC), welcome the IAESB consultation regarding the revision of its body of 
standards, more specifically IES 6 “Assessment of Professional Competence”.  
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EYG We support the efforts of the Board to set requirements for IFAC member bodies to impose on their members regarding assessment 
of professional competence.  
 

FEE FEE supports the IAESB’s project to improve the clarity of its standards including the proposed IAESB revision of IES 6 issued in 
April 2011.  
 

HKICPA In general, we support the proposed revisions of the IES 6, which aim to adopt a principles-based approach and to extend the 
requirements for the assessment of professional competence over the career of a professional accountant, that is, across Initial 
Professional Development (IPD) and Continuing Professional Development (CPD) career stages. 
 

ICPAS The Institute of Certified Public Accountants of Singapore greatly appreciates the IAESB’s focused efforts in revising the IESs in 
accordance with the new clarity drafting conventions and its 2009 Framework.  We strongly support this initiative to enhance the 
understanding of educational standards and making them more user-friendly.  As highlighted in our earlier IES 4 commentary, we 
find the approach taken by the IAESB to redraft all its IES according to the new clarity drafting conventions methodical, and the 
continuous efforts to make implementation of standards more practical a laudable objective.  
 

IDW We support commencement of the clarity project for the International Education Standards (IESs) of the IAESB because it is 
important that the member bodies of IFAC have clarity as to what the purposes of the standards are through the expression of the 
objectives, what the requirements are with which member bodies must comply, and what represents additional guidance in the 
explanatory material beyond the specified requirements.  
 

POB The POB welcomes the IAESB’s project to clarify the International Education Standards (IESs) and the opportunity to comment on 
the exposure draft of IES 6. 
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PWC 
We recognize that IES 6 is intended to serve the public interest in establishing standards to better ensure the competence of 
professional accountants. We welcome the redrafting of this standard as part of the IAESB project to revise and redraft IESs 1 – 8, 
building on the concepts and principles of the Framework for International Education Standards for Professional Accountants (the 
Framework) and the IAESB Drafting Conventions (the Drafting Conventions) and aiming to ensure consistent application by 
reducing ambiguity about the requirements imposed on an IFAC member body.  We also recognize that in redrafting the standards 
the IAESB intends to clarify issues arising from changes in the environment of accounting education and the experience gained 
from implementation of the IESs by IFAC member bodies. 
 

  
 
 
II. General Statements of Concern and Related Matters for Consideration 
 
 Respondent’s Comment Staff Comment 

(where 
necessary) 

ACCA ACCA agrees that the principles of assessment methodology should apply to both IPD and CPD.  As such the 
assessment scope and approaches must be more flexible to take into account the differing needs of initial 
learners and those validating or updating their knowledge in continuous professional development as members.  
An example of this would be the need to have more reflective learning at the CPD stage.  
 
We felt that the extant version was too detailed in its content and effectively involved a lot of repetition with 
content within IES 2, IES 4 and IES 7.  The fact that this is recognized in the revised document is therefore to 
be welcomed. 
 

 

CICA We understand that the IAESB is proposing to adopt a principle-based approach to assessment of professional 
competence in initial professional development to recognize that Member Bodies undertake a variety of 
approaches to assessment during initial professional development and are using a range of assessment 
methods “to get to the same learning outcomes” and not just a final written examination. 
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As a general comment, we agree with this objective of the IAESB.  But as you will see in our detailed 
comments, we believe that the principle-based Requirements in combination with the Explanatory Material as 
drafted provide too much latitude, too much flexibility and not enough guidance to a Member Body to explain 
the expected standard.  As written we are concerned that it could lead to a lowering of the assessment 
standard. 
 
The IAESB is further proposing to extend the Requirements of a Member Body to apply the same principle-
based approach to assessment of professional competence over the life cycle of a professional accountant i.e. 
as part of continuing professional development (“CPD”).  
 
As you will see in our detailed comments, we believe that the expanded Requirements of the revised IES 6 re: 
the assessment of professional competence during CPD, are not clear.  Moreover, we believe that the objective 
of Member Bodies with regard to monitoring the continuing professional development of its members is already 
aptly covered by IES 7 Continuing Professional Development: A Program of Lifelong Learning and Continuing 
Development of Professional Competence. The additional Requirements included in the revised IES 6 are not 
necessary and if adopted would be a significant challenge for Member Bodies to implement. The IAESB should 
re-consider the need for this revision to IES 6. 
 

CICPA Basically, CICPA support and agree with the revision and redraft of IES6, and it’s in the interests of member 
bodies and other interested stakeholders of IFAC.  We believe the new IES6 is helpful to promote consistency 
in implementation by member bodies.  The new IES6 required IFAC member bodies to enhance the 
assessment of the competence of professional accountants, and we believe this is very important to maintain 
and develop the professional competence of accountants. 
 
CICPA understands that IES6 expands its scope from IPD to the whole career of professional accountants.  
CICPA has always been devoted to promoting the continuing development of CPAs, and to maintaining and 
developing CPAs’ principals of assessment, and is helpful for IFAC member bodies to understand and 
implement. 
 
We hope IFAC could further research the ways of assessment in key periods of professional accountant’s 
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career, and provide specified and detailed advice and guidance.  We also hope IFAC should also specify that 
member bodies must maintain consistency in ways and standards of assessment when developing members 
globally.   
 

CPA-
Australia 

Assessment over the Life Cycle of a Professional Accountant  
CPA Australia endorses a principles-based approach to the assessment of the professional competence of 
professional accountants, including both IPD and CPD.  This approach provides for continuous assessment of 
professional competence which is necessary in the rapidly changing environment in which accountants operate  
 
Confirmation of Professional Competences prior to Qualification 
CPA Australia endorses a principles based approach to the formal evaluation of competence during Initial 
Professional Development (IPD) prior to professional certification based on verifiable evidence.  We believe 
that it is important to allow member bodies the opportunity to undertake evaluation of aspiring professional 
accountants in the way that best suits that body’s professional and educational environment, 
 
Principles of Assessment 
CPA Australia endorses the broadened principles of assessment in the revised standard. We believe these 
principles reflect the ethical basis of the member bodies more strongly than did the previous principles. 
 

 

DTT In our comment letter on the exposure draft of the proposed redrafted IES 7 we expressed concern about the 
use of the phrase ‘prescribes good practice’ in the first paragraph of the Scope section in positioning the 
requirements of the IES for IFAC member bodies.  We are, therefore, pleased to see improved, stronger 
language in the corresponding first paragraph of IES 6,  no mention of ‘good practice’ and encourage the Board 
to continue to adopt this approach for the revisions of other standards. 
 
In a number of areas we believe that the drafting of IES 6 can be improved and we have set out detailed 
comments in the section ‘Specific drafting points’ below.  In general we believe that consistency in use of 
terminology and structure could be improved, in particular: 
 

• Consistent use of terminology regarding assessment – currently the proposed standard uses the terms 
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‘assessment’ ‘assessment process’ and ‘measurement’ interchangeably; 

• The Explanatory Material on the principles of assessment should be reviewed to ensure that: 

• The terms are consistently explained – for example some are positioned as not being absolute 
measures, but not all.  In our view all the principles are relative concepts. 

• The examples provided are presented consistently, currently all are presented as ways to increase 
the level of the specific principle, but many simply represent good practice.  It may be simpler to 
present these as examples of good practice in achieving a high level of the specific principle. 

 
EYG We are in general agreement with the Standard. However, we are somewhat concerned by the fact that 

competence in our profession may be too focused on technical competence. Some of our proposed 
amendments are addressing this concern, both in the answers to the questions asked in the invitation for 
comments and in section 2, where we have added some other comments and proposed other changes to 
emphasize the need for professional competence to be viewed more broadly and encompass the three aspects 
of technical knowledge, skills and attitudes. 
 

 

ICAA We note the intention of the IAESB to move towards assessment of professional competence throughout the 
career of an accountant and endorse this ED’s proposed requirement for systematic verification of CPD 
requirements for accountants.  We also support this ED’s recognition of broader approaches to confirming 
professional competence prior to qualification beyond the “single final assessment model” to encompass 
assessment across IPD and CPD career stages. 
 

 

ICAEW We note the intention to view assessment of professional competence as required over the life cycle of a 
professional accountant. While we fully endorse life-long learning, we have significant concerns over the 
proposed method set out in this exposure draft. It would be very difficult in practical terms to employ the same 
criteria to assessment at all stages of a professional accountant’s career. Moreover, there is a substantial 
difference in the burden of evidence required to prove that someone is sufficiently competent to qualify as a 
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professional accountant, and the evidence required to confirm professional accountants are continuing life-long 
learning. For this reason, we do not think that it would be an appropriate or workable step for member bodies to 
extend the scope of IES 6 beyond IPD to CPD. 
 
We welcome the exposure draft’s recognition that assessment may have different forms and providers. We 
agree that there may be important advantages, including synergies and efficiencies, to allowing more than one 
mode of assessment – for example employers being authorised to attest to competences. However, written 
examinations set and marked by member bodies should remain an essential part of the quality assurance of a 
professional qualification programme and we would caution that there is a risk to standards if too great a focus 
is placed on continuous assessment or devolved forms of assessment, for example bullet point 3 in paragraph 
A3. 
 

ICAS It was surprising that there is no Requirement or guidance in the Explanatory Materials that those responsible 
for assessment should consider the totality of the assessment process and its underlying individual components 
across IPD to ensure that the whole process meets the principles and has the appropriate degree of integration 
and real life application. 
In addition, in view of the fact that CPD is referred to specifically in both the Objectives and Requirements 
paragraphs, the reference in paragraph A6 back to IES7 is not particularly helpful to those implementing the 
IES. 
 

 

ICPAS We would like to commend the team on the dedicated efforts and commitment to align the new standard with 
the IAESB Drafting Conventions and its Framework document (2009). In particular, the use of clearer 
terminology, for examples “competence”, predefined in the Framework document, instead of “capabilities and 
competence” in the extant IES 6 and the revisions of some definitions (page 8) included in the Proposed 
Conforming Amendments to the IAESB Glossary of Terms should aid better understanding of the new 
statement. 
  
The extension of the standard to cover assessment of professional competence post-qualification, and 
throughout the career of a professional accountant, is a more holistic approach.  We fully endorse this 
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approach in view of the constant need to maintain professional competence amid changing business 
environment and the different challenges a professional accountant encounters during his/her career.  
 
The Explanatory Materials are well written and easy to read, with the inclusion of appropriate sub-headings to 
sectionalise the list and relevant cross referencing of paragraphs.  We particularly appreciate the sub-headings 
which were not provided in IES 4. 
 

IDW We note that, unlike the exposure draft to IES 7, this exposure draft speaks of a “proposed revised” standard, 
as opposed to a “proposed redrafted” standard. Under the clarity conventions, a redraft implies taking the 
existing standard and redrafting it in clarity format without substantive changes, whereas a revision involves 
making substantive changes to the standard. Our comments are therefore made with a view to what appear to 
us to represent issues of concern, regardless of whether or not those matters are substantially changed in the 
draft compared to the original standard. 
 
On the whole, we believe that including monitoring of CPD within an assessment standard actually designed for 
IPD does not appear to work. We also note some difficulties with the interaction between the requirements and 
the definitions that require some additional attention by the IAESB. 
 

 

IRBA The IRBA considers this IES to be of utmost importance for influencing the manner in which programs for the 

development of professional competence are conducted. Assessment practices have a direct influence on the 

standard, scope and form of the programs that prepare candidates for the accounting profession. While we 

agree with the flexibility of approach demonstrated in the standard, we would like to see more emphasis being 

placed on integrated, comprehensive assessment at or near the end of the Initial Professional Development 

period.  

 

Refer to Q#2 for 
further comments 
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KPMG Overall, we support the Exposure Draft and its aim to expand on the principles of assessment over the life cycle 
of a professional accountant. However, we believe there is confusion brought about by the expanded scope, 
particularly as it relates to the objectives and the requirements of the standard.  
 

 

Maresca In most jurisdictions in the USA , accountants must take a formal curriculum which has a balanced 
mix of all elements below : 
o Elementary, Intermediate and Advanced Financial Accounting Theory and Practice    
o Cost Accounting theory and practice  
o Municipal Accounting 
o Individual and Corporate Taxation including specialized taxation issues like Subchapter S Corporations and 
Partnerships 
o Business Law, Case Analysis and the Uniform Commercial Code and the English Common Law 
o Financial Auditing, flowcharting, elements of IT Auditing and Ethics 
o Probability and Statistics 
o Basic Computing 
o Quantitative Analysis- PERT, Inventory Models, Linear Programming use 
o Managerial Sciences 
 
Areas of Electives may include: 
o Elementary and Advanced Operations Research 
o IT Auditing 
o Basic and Advanced Computing 
o SEC Accounting Practice 
o Organizational Dynamics 
 
After all of the above has been completed successfully in an Accounting Program, a degree in Accountancy is 
issued.  This degree could be a Bachelor of Arts in Accounting , Bachelor of Science in Accounting , Masters in 
Business Administration in Accounting or higher degree or professional certificate.  
 
Most if not all jurisdictions require the taking and passing of the Uniform CPA Examination which essentially 
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tests all of the above over a period which has varied from 14 - 19 hours. Once the candidate has passed the 
Uniform CPA Examination, the results are presented to the Board of Accountancy in the State .  The experience 
requirement is completed and evaluated.  A licensure fee is assessed  and paid.  Lastly, a certificate in 
Accountancy is issued by the State.  CPE is completed continuously.  
 
Programs in Accountancy are administered by the States. The curriculum is set forth to coincide with 
professional licensing requirements as is done in any other profession like Law, Actuarial Sciences etc. 
 

NZICA The Institute supports the aims and objectives of the International Accounting Education Standards Board 
(IAESB) in producing this ED.   
 
We do have some concerns that the proposed standard as exposed for comment may not achieve the Board’s 
objectives as described in the explanatory memo: in our opinion the wording of the proposed standard falls 
short of prescribing requirements to achieve the Board’s objectives of assessment over the life cycle of the 
professional accountant.   
 
We do have some concerns that the objective set out in paragraph 6 – where the Board applies the concepts of 
‘assessment’ and ‘monitoring’ to IPD and CPD respectively, is inconsistent with the Board’s intention to expand 
IES 6 to encompass the assessment of competence throughout the life cycle of a professional accountant. In 
our opinion, the wording within the proposed standard seeks to achieve a different outcome to that stated in the 
standard’s scope. 
 

 

PACPO I have general comments regarding issues that relate to many of the specific questions asked. These are as 
follows: 
 
1. IPD 

 
There is significant debate today on the breadth and depth of specific competencies that a PA should have 
gained from the IPD process. There is general agreement that the required competencies can be learned 
through a combination of formal and informal learning, experience and self-study. The assessment process 
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undertaken by member bodies to satisfy themselves that a PA has acquired the necessary competence for 
qualification as a PA needs to be rigorous and objective.  
 
The proposed IES 6 introduces a more principles-based assessment process that extends the assessment 
process over the life of the PA. However, it proposes techniques that do not contribute to achieving a 
reliable and objective assessment process. This point is discussed further in the point 3 below on 
assessment. 
 

2. CPD 
 
CPD is essential to supplementing the entry level competencies that have been attained by a PA on 
qualification. CPD may in some ways be even more important today than in the past due to the accelerated 
pace of changes occurring for knowledge requirements in the workplace, the increasing complexity of 
business transactions and the increasing expectations of stakeholders. The challenge for the PA to stay 
current with these changes and to manage the effort required to deal with the increasing layers of oversight 
from regulatory bodies and quality control programs is significant. 
 
However, it is neither desirable nor necessary to extend additional forms of assessment to CPD for the 
following reasons. First, the competencies of PAs are now assessed through in-house quality control review 
programs, external regulatory review programs and ultimately the consumer. Second, as competencies 
continue to become more specialized, the effort required to assess them on a formal, continual basis is 
impractical and unrealistic. Finally, the more specialized the competencies, the more sophisticated the users 
of the services delivered by the PAs with these competencies. The sophisticated users determine who they 
are prepared to deal with in resolving complex issues thus exercising important quality control. 
 
I believe it is necessary to continue with compulsory CPD, but the current internal and external assessment 
processes that are now in place are sufficient to monitor the effectiveness of the CPD as reflected in the 
practising competencies of the PAs. 
 

3. Assessment Methodology 
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Prior to the preparation of this comment letter, I asked Dr. Ed Weinstein of The Brondesbury Group to 
review the paper and to give me his reaction to the proposed assessment methodology for IPD and CPD. 
Ed is the assessment expert who the Council has relied on in its evaluation of the substantial equivalence of 
the public accounting standards of the member bodies in Ontario. Rather than attempting to summarize 
Ed’s reaction to the Proposed IES 6, I have attached his response as Schedule A. 
 
You will see that Ed expresses concern at the lack of reliable, adequate, coherent and coordinated 
assessment of the competencies of a PA. 
 
My own conclusion is that all of the elements of generally accepted assessment activities during IPD and 
CPD are covered in pages 11 and 12 of the proposed IES 6. My concern is that the latitude and flexibility 
provided for in the Principles Guiding Assessment Activities and Processes will result in a potential lowering 
of assessment standards, particularly for the IPD. Not to mix my responses to this IES 6 with IES 7, but 
some of the points noted here on assessment relate also to the suggestions made for verification in IES 7 
for the Output-Based Approach. 

 
POB Regrettably we found that the proposed revisions do not result in an improved standard. This is because: 

• A  key point in the current IES 6 relating to ensuring that a range of capabilities is assessed has 
been lost; 

• We are not convinced that the attempt to combine in a single standard the assessment of both Initial 
Professional Development (IPD) and Continuing Professional Development (CPD) has added to 
IES6’s clarity or usefulness; 

• The objective in relation to CPD fails to consider the outcome of CPD; and 
• We do not agree that competence levels for IPD should be influenced by individual’s work 

experience or work environment.  
 
We explain our views more fully below and we also include some other specific observations on more detailed 
points.  
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The range of capabilities to be assessed during IPD 
The current IES 6 states at paragraph 12 (c) that …’the assessment of professional capabilities and 
competence should, inter alia, cover a sufficient amount of the whole range of professional knowledge, 
professional skills, and professional values, ethics and attitudes for the assessment to be reliable and valid’. 
 
The requirement that students should be assessed on, and be able to demonstrate competence in, a breadth of 
knowledge, skills and professional values and ethics is absent from the Requirements of the Revised Standard 
but remains important in relation to IPD and, we believe, should be retained in IES 6 .  
 
The objective in relation to CPD is limited 
The Objective of the Revised Standard at paragraph 6 covers both IPD and CPD but we are not convinced that 
this has added to the clarity of IES 6. Whilst we see the importance of considering competence over the life 
cycle of a professional accountant, in our view the Revised Standard does not achieve this. 
 
In respect of IPD the objective of a member body is to assess the attainment by aspiring professional 
accountants of an appropriate level of professional competence. The objective in respect of CPD is much less 
rigorous being merely to monitor the efforts (far less the completed CPD) of its professional accountants to 
maintain and develop appropriate levels of professional competence that are relevant to their work roles and 
therefore falls short of the Revised Standard’s objective. Further it appears the objective is considerably weaker 
than the Objectives in the Revised IES 7 Continuing Professional Development which includes ensuring that 
member bodies monitor and enforce a systematic process to ensure that their members meet the requirements 
of the standard. 
 
We appreciate the difficulties in assessing the outcome of CPD and therefore recommend that the standard 
either focuses on assessing IPD or is enhanced to provide more rigorous criteria and explanatory material and 
guidance for member bodies and the employers of professional accountants in respect of CPD.  
 
Competence levels for IPD  
The Requirements of the Revised Standard include at paragraph 7 that member bodies shall assess, through 
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formal evaluation, that aspiring professional accountants have attained an appropriate level of competence by 
the time IPD is completed. Some of the factors relevant to determining an “appropriate” level of professional 
competence are listed at paragraph A2. 
 
The factors in A2 have as their underlying rationale that professional accountants should match their training 
needs with the nature, complexity and level of responsibility of the professional work they do. The factors 
appear to be generic referring to the expectations of others of accountants in general. While these are relevant 
factors when assessing the relevance of an individual’s CPD, they do not seem appropriate for assessing the 
competencies of aspiring professional accountants. If, as we suggest, the Revised Standard focuses on IPD 
(leaving IES 7 to deal with CPD) then the relevance of the factors in A2 could be explained more clearly.  
 
We believe that if IFAC wishes to maintain a generic professional accountant qualification it is important for IPD 
that the bodies should assess competence on a reliable and consistent basis which is not influenced by each 
individual’s work experience or work environment. An alternative would be to develop a suite of specialisms and 
for bodies to award specialist qualifications only. 
 
Explanatory Materials 
The following are points where we think that the Explanatory Materials might be improved: 

• Paragraph A1 refers to assessments undertaken by a range of parties such as education providers 
which then subsequently feed into assessments undertaken by member bodies. It is obviously 
important that bodies should apply the principles of reliability, validity, equity, transparency and 
sufficiency when relying on assessment processes carried out by others and accordingly it would be 
helpful to include a clearer cross-reference to the Guidance on these principles at paragraphs A7 to 
A18. 

• A further example of a way that assessment can be designed to increase reliability (paragraph A9) is 
to ensure that the procedures for marking of examination papers include safeguards such as second 
or third marking of borderline papers and an effective and independent moderation process. 

• We found the first bullet point in paragraph A14 a little unclear. The equity of offering on-line 
examinations is grounded on improving access to an accountancy qualification for students in 
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remote areas or with demanding work and family commitments for example, not simply students with 
slow speed computers. If students are to be permitted to complete assignments or examinations 
using computers rather than pen and paper then equity dictates that the bodies must keep close 
control over the software that the students are permitted to use during this work.  

 
PWC We believe that the redrafted IES 6 appropriately focuses on the responsibilities of IFAC member bodies.  We 

note that the requirements in the Exposure Draft provide greater flexibility in assessment processes for IFAC 
member bodies and, subject to our comments about the redrafted requirements below, we believe that the 
requirements of this standard serve the public interest.  We believe that the more important issues to consider 
in finalizing redrafted IES 6 are: 
 

• whether the principles-based approach and the wide range of assessment techniques presented in the 
standard will encourage differences rather than consistency between IFAC member bodies, 

• whether CPD should be included in the scope and requirements,  
• whether the list of constraining factors to achieving reliability and validity in assessments (Para A12) 

undermines the related requirement (Para 9), and  
• the precision and clarity of parts of the explanatory material regarding the principles of assessment. 

 

 

SAICA While SAICA concurs with the flexibility and principle based approach demonstrated in the standard, we would 
like to see more emphasis being placed on some integrated, comprehensive assessment taking place at or 
near the end of the IPD period as SAICA is of the opinion that the assessment practices directly influence the 
standard of the programmes provided to prospective professional accountants entering the accounting 
profession (refer our comments below).   
 

 

   
 
 
III. Responses to Specific Questions  
 Question 1: Is the change in the scope of IES 6 to assessment across Initial Professional Development 

(IPD) and Continuing Professional Development (CPD) appropriate?  
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AAT We support and welcome this move, as it helps to emphasize the importance of CPD and the member body’s 

role in promoting CPD.  By linking IPD and CPD in this way, the idea of a continuum of learning and 
development is reinforced; the proposed IES 6 therefore helps to position learning and development as an 
ongoing process throughout professional life, rather than it being seen as critical during IPD and optional during 
CPD.  We believe that the proposed IES6 has achieved this principle without putting in place unnecessarily 
prescriptive requirements for the assessment of CPD, which would have been problematic.   
 

 

ACCA Yes, this is a sensible logical approach, simplifies matters considerably and is consistent with the lifelong 
learning ethos. 
 

 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

We believe that the change in scope may not necessarily add useful information or clarity. The proposal notes 
that the scope of this standard is general principles of assessment, while other standards will provide relevant 
principles for assessment of various competences or career stages. We would thus pose the question whether 
there is a need for an International Education Standard to state those general principles. It is possible that the 
standard could be viewed as redundant to principles expressed in other standards, e.g. the requirements in 
paragraph eight of this proposal and the requirements in IES 7, Continuing Professional Development. We are 
also concerned that there may be differences between the assessment of IPD and the monitoring of CPD -- a 
distinction noted in paragraph six of the proposal. We are not convinced that there is a general principle of 
assessment that includes both IPD and CPD nor, if there is, whether that principle has been clearly stated in 
the proposal. Self-assessment, for example, is more appropriate for CPD than for IPD. In general we believe 
that assessment for CPD and IPD are best discussed separately and incorporated in the relevant standards, 
including IES 2, Content of a Professional Accounting Education Program or IES 3, Professional Skills and 
General Education, and IES 7, Continuing Professional Development.  
 

 

BDO Yes, we believe the expansion in scope to cover all the career stages of a professional accountant to be 
appropriate. However, we believe consideration should be given to providing guidance on the frequency of CPD 
assessments for a professional accountant.  Additionally, we perceive the assessment of CPD to be a 
requirement which may be challenging to implement for member bodies with lesser amounts of resources—and 
we note that although some CPD regimes currently specify a level of assessment, many do not. 
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However, given that the scope section indicates that IES 6 covers assessment methods in both IPD and CPD, 
we consider it confusing to see a reference in paragraph A6 to another IES (in this case IES 7, for ‘assessment 
during CPD’).  From a reader perspective this means that not everything is in one place and, as the elements of 
assessment are spread throughout the ED of IES 7, it will likely be problematic for the member body to readily 
see the link with IES 6. In our earlier comment letter on the exposure draft for IES 4, we observed that an 
electronically integrated set of IESs would facilitate navigation between the IESs. 
 

CAI The extension of the standard to include IPD and CPD makes sense.  Member bodies will remain responsible 
to determine the minimum standards of competence required at completion of IPD.  The CPD assessment will 
have to accommodate the varied careers of professional accountants and include regulatory requirements as 
appropriate.  
 

 

CGA-Canada CGA-Canada believes that the change in scope of IES 6 to incorporate a requirement for member bodies to 
employ a systematic process for verifying that professional accountants meet Continuing Professional 
Development (CPD) requirements is appropriate.  
 

 

CHA Yes. 
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CICA No.  
 
We believe that the responsibilities of the individual professional accountant and the Member Body re: 
continuing professional development are adequately addressed in IES 7.  
 
Under IES 7, Member Bodies require CPD to be an integral component of a professional accountant’s 
continuing membership; they are required to monitor and enforce a systematic process to ensure their 
members meet the requirements of the standard and they provide assistance to individual professional 
accountants to develop and maintain their competence.  
 
The competence of many professional accountants, and certainly those in high-risk areas of practice is subject 
to review and assessment by their organizations, by external regulatory authorities and by Member Bodies. 
Member Bodies have quality assurance review programs for Firms and individual professional accountants, 
which may include CPD and of course, investigation and disciplinary regimes for misconduct. 
 
To go beyond that by requiring Member Bodies to monitor that competence development is relevant and 
appropriate to a role and to assess the assessment processes in continuing professional development is 
unnecessary. 
 
Moreover, Member Bodies may not have the capacity or the capability to implement such a requirement. 
Professional accountants today are expected to continually develop their skills and competence to meet the 
demands of their roles/positions. In addition, professional accountants work in complex industries e.g. banking 
and finance, extractive industries, technology and telecommunications and insurance or complex environments 
e.g. transnational audits. A requirement for a Member Body to monitor that a professional accountant’s 
continuing professional development  is appropriate to their work roles and to “establish or rely on” a specific 
element of the learning and development process for members i.e. assessment, on an ongoing basis, is 
unrealistic.  
 

 

CIPFA It is a positive move to increase the scope of IES 6 to include the whole of the IPD period, and therefore 
recognize that the assessment of professional competence need not be confined to the final assessment before 
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qualification.  
 
There needs to be a clearer distinction between assessment prior to qualification and CPD. The latter is 
covered in IES 7, and it would be more appropriate for IES 6 to focus on assessment up to qualification only.
 

CNDCEC Yes, in general, we believe so. The broadening of the scope of the standard, as well as the concept of 
“assessment of professional competence” have to adequately take into account all the education stages of a 
professional accountant. However, we would like to highlight the need to trace a precise boundary line between 
the moment the professional qualification (or the first level qualification) is obtained and the educational path 
previously followed (IPD), as an aspiring professional. It is important to exactly define the moment when the 
person qualifies as a professional, so being allowed to practice the profession not only in the country of origin 
but also in other countries, both EU and non-EU  (subject to mutual recognition regulation). Such moment shall 
be distinguished by strictness and impartiality (as it happens in Italy with the State exam, which is not under the 
responsibility of professional chapters but of Universities).  
 
There is also need to maintain a clear distinction between the different levels of qualification (where allowed by 
law or professional regulations) and the criteria of advancement and development. In introducing the concept of 
“extended” rather than “final” exam, it is however appropriate to trace some clear boundaries, especially in case 
reserved activities are provided for, and in order to foster the transparency and clearness of the information 
provided to the national or foreign receiver of the service.  
 
The educational path can be structured in different ways specific to the single jurisdictions; the exam itself and 
the assessment can vary according to the different countries and jurisdictions and we agree that the 
assessment of each candidate shall take into account his/her whole educational path.  
The standard should focus on the methods for the assessment of knowledge and competence acquired during 
the whole educational path.  
 
With reference to paragraph 8 (page 11), we believe that the proposed “extended” assessment could be 
adopted where different levels of qualifications exist while evolving from one level to the following one. 
Otherwise, we believe that such aspects should be dealt with in the standard on the continuing professional 
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education.  
 

CPA-
Australia 

CPA Australia believes the change in the scope of IES6 to assessment across the life cycle of a professional 
accounting career is a positive change We believe that the public interest is best served by ensuring ongoing 
assessment of learning throughout the career. 
 
Since both the IPD and CPD are assessed, CPA Australia believes that IES 6 may improve its clarity if it 
amends the Objective  in paragraph 6 to: 

• formally evaluate the attainment by aspiring professional accountants of an appropriate level of 
professional competence during IPD. 

 
Paragraph 7 can be similarly expressed as: 

Member bodies shall formally evaluate that aspiring professional accountants have attained an 
appropriate level of competence by the time IPD is completed. 

 

 

CPA-Ireland It is the view of this Institute that the scope the proposed IES 6 is appropriate.   
 

 

CSOEC-
CNCC 

The objective of the revised IES 6 to combine initial professional development (IPS) and continuous 
professional development (CPD) to make the two aspects of the training inseparable and complementary is 
crucial. The French professional bodies, CSOEC and CNCC, are supportive of such an approach.  
 
Traditionally France pays great attention to initial education and qualifications. The concept of continuous 
learning is quite recent in France, unlike in English-speaking countries, and emerged visibly in 2004 in the Loi 
de Modernisation Sociale [Social Modernisation Act].  
 
The CSOEC and the CNCC were already of the opinion that professional learning does not end up with the 
“Diplôme d’Expertise Comptable” (DEC) or the “Certificat d’aptitude aux fonctions de commissaire aux 
comptes” (CAFCAC, auditing practice certificate, which is currently uncommon and in the process of reniew to 
achieve greater use), but continues throughout the professional career. Although the continuous learning 
obligation continues to exist in the profession, the training offered each year by the professional bodies to their 
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members is mainly made up of one or two-day courses which are not certificated. However, there are also 
some long-term learning procedures that meet some educational criteria with the verification of the knowledge 
acquired and the issue of a professional certificate (in French the word diploma (“diplôme” is only reserved to 
universities). The intention is to develop these professional career paths. 
 

DTT No, we do not believe this change of scope is appropriate. 
 
Although this question and the covering information in the Explanatory Memorandum suggest that the proposed 
standard takes a consistent, principles-based approach to the assessment of competence in both IPD and 
CPD, there is actually a significant difference in the proposed standard between the requirements for IPD and 
CPD.  In IPD the proposed standard requires IFAC member bodies to undertake formal evaluation of attainment 
of professional competence.  In contrast in CPD the proposed standard requires IFAC member bodies to 
monitor that professional accountants continue to maintain and develop competence.    
 
We presume that the use of the word ‘monitor’ rather than ‘assess’ is intentional and that ‘monitoring’ is not, 
therefore, intended to involve a formal evaluation of maintenance and development of competence during CPD.  
In our view therefore the scope of IES 6 in respect of CPD duplicates, but does not extend, that of the recently 
exposed proposed IES 7 on CPD,  which requires IFAC member bodies to ‘require all professional accountants 
to develop and maintain competence’ and  to ‘establish a systematic process to monitor whether professional 
accountants meet the CPD requirement’.  Such duplication could result in a number of issues including: 
 
1) Confusion between the requirements of IES 6 and IES 7 in respect of CPD 

2) Some stakeholders may presume that the nature of assessment required during IPD (formal evaluation) is 
what the proposed IES 6 intends for CPD. 

We strongly encourage the Board to reconsider the scope of the proposed standard and refocus it back on 
assessment during IPD, and allow IES 7 to stand alone in addressing the requirements for CPD. 
 

 

EFAA We believe that the change in scope of the ED from the prescription of requirements for the final assessment to 
assessment across all the career stages of a professional accountant is appropriate.  We agree that the critical 
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issue is the quality of the assessment not necessarily the timing of that assessment.  The ED emphasises the 
process thus considering the entire career of a professional accountant and we agree with this approach. 
 

EYG Yes, we find this requirement to be appropriate. While IPD is naturally understood as requiring assessment, 
there is no reason why CPD would not equally be measured. CPD comprises the majority of the formal learning 
and development activities of a professional accountant over the professional accountant’s career and 
contributes significantly to his/her professional competence. In that respect, we fully support requirements to 
assess professional competence over the life cycle of a professional accountant and agree with a principles-
based approach to performing that assessment. 
 

 

FEE FEE agrees with the proposed change. However, we would make the following comments:  
  
 The qualification of a professional accountant remains a break point which makes assessment especially 
relevant for the attainment of the professional competence. Nevertheless, in a life long learning approach, it is 
not always easy to decide when IPD ends and CPD starts.  
 
  Paragraph 6 seems to introduce a difference in the objective when using “assess” concerning IPD and 
“monitor” concerning CPD. This difference also appears in the wording of respectively paragraph 7 on IPD and 
paragraph 8 on CPD. We note that requirements under IES 7 and ED IES 7 (redrafted) only use the word 
“assess” with respect to the output-based approach. IES 6 should not have the indirect effect of changing this 
requirement. 
 

 

GT We agree it is appropriate to establish principles of assessment that apply across both IPD and CPD, therefore 
the change in scope is considered appropriate. 
 

 

HKICPA We agree that the development and maintenance of competence should take place throughout the career 
stages of a professional accountant.  Learning and development is an ongoing process which spans an 
individual's career.  Given a constantly changing work environment and the need to perform the various roles of 
professional accountants, it is essential for professional accountants to engage in learning and development 
activities, on a continuous basis, so as to acquire, maintain and renew competence at an appropriate level 
throughout the IPD and CPD career stages.  This is needed in sustaining public confidence.  In this regard, the 
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proposed change in the scope of IES 6 is appropriate. 
 

ICAEW Not as described. We do not believe that this particular change in scope as described in the exposure draft (eg 
paragraph 9) is appropriate or workable. Firstly, as paragraph A6 highlights, IES 7 is the extant, dedicated 
international education standard for CPD which clearly sets down the requirements relating to assessment for 
member bodies in this post-qualification area. IES 7 should remain the clear repository for the CPD 
requirements. Secondly, assessing CPD across often large and varied memberships requires a more flexible 
approach to assessment than is appropriate at the IPD stage where the focus is on a common body of aspiring 
professional accountants who are completing the same or similar qualification programmes.  
 

 

ICAS Yes, the change in the scope of IES6 to assessment across IPD and CPD is appropriate and is more likely to 
be a better reflection of practice in many IFAC member bodies. 
 

 

ICPAS Yes, we are in full support of the revised standard to expand the scope of assessment across IPD and CPD. In 
today’s fast changing work environment, knowledge and competence gained during IPD may not be relevant 
and sufficient to address increasingly complex business issues in our dynamic environment. Professional 
accountants are expected to demonstrate commitment to lifelong learning and constantly renew or expand their 
competence gained throughout the life cycle of their career. Hence, it is essential to include assessment of 
professional competence across IPD and CPD to measure the effectiveness of learning and development by a 
professional accountant. 
 

 

IDW Our review of the standard indicates that the objective in the second bullet point of paragraph 6 refers to the 
monitoring – not the assessment – of CPD by member bodies. Likewise the requirement in the draft in 
paragraph 8 states that “Member bodies shall monitor that professional accountants continue to maintain and 
develop competence relevant and appropriate to their work roles”. We therefore question whether there really 
has been a change in scope to IES 6 to cover assessment of CPD. Rather the change in scope appears to 
have been extended to monitoring of CPD by member bodies. At a principles-based level, we agree with an 
objective and requirement for member bodies to monitor CPD, and question whether assessment of CPD as 
proposed in the definitions is appropriate.  
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We also ask ourselves how assessment, rather than monitoring, would fit together with the requirements of 
proposed IES 7, in which CPD is not assessed, but rather CPD activity is “measured” using input or output 
based approaches, or a combination thereof and compliance with the CPD requirement (whether input, output 
or both) is required to be monitored. It is not clear how the requirements of the draft interact with the 
requirements in proposed IES 7.  
 
For these reasons, we strongly recommend that assessment or monitoring of CPD be removed from IES 6 and 
that requirements in relation to the measurement and monitoring of CPD be confined to IES 7 (and IES 8, if 
necessary).  
 

IRBA Response: 

• The proposed standard applies to assessment of competence in both IPD and CPD. Although the principles 

of assessment are applicable to both IPD and CPD the application of such assessment may be significantly 

different. 

• The output based approach to assessment is highly appropriate during IPD whereas other approaches to 

assessment may be best suited to CPD.  

• The proposed IES is not useful with regards to assessment of CPD. We note that there are inconsistencies 

in interpretation in the standard.  

• It is our view that assessment within the context of IPD and CPD requires significantly different 
applications. It is, therefore, useful to separate the two with regards to assessment.  

 

 

JICPA Since the revised IES 6 sets out the requirements for the assessment of professional competence across IPD 
and CPD by focusing on the professional competence required for professional accountants, we do not 
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disagree with the proposed change of the scope of the assessment.  
 
However, since the targets of IPD and CPD are different, and what is expected of them, that is, what is 
expected of the individuals in IPD stage with the aim of becoming a professional accountant, and what is 
expected to the professional accountants during CPD are not the same, we suggest separating the assessment 
requirements for IPD and CPD. More specifically, we suggest removing the CPD related requirements from IES 
6, and move all CPD related requirements to IES 7 in order to make the standard as a whole more 
understandable. 
 
 

Juvenal In relation in the scope of IES 6 to assessment across Initial Professional Development and Continuing 
Professional Development I think that idea are similar, but the fact of used is different, in this case the 
procedure is related with a professional development and I observed that don´t have modifications in this 
aspect the principal objective is regulated an appropriate level of professional competence and to maintain 
develop appropriate levels of professional.  
 
 I think that is very difficult because related what´s is procedure for identify specialist knowledge and 
professional judgment, how´s make the control in the certain stakeholders, this standard cannot modifications 
in the issues for professional ethical, is very important to observed this impact, this issues will be integrated.  
 

 

KPMG In scope paragraph 1 it sets out that this standard “prescribes assessment of professional competence” over 
the career of the professional accountant, including both IPD and CPD.  
 
However, in the objectives paragraph 6 it explicitly separates IPD and CPD:  referring to IPD, the objective is 
stated as “to assess the attainment… of… professional competence” and referring to CPD, the objective is 
stated as “to monitor the efforts… to maintain and develop… professional competence”. 
 
The same distinction between assessing competence during IPD (paragraph 7) and monitoring the 
maintenance and development of competence (paragraph 8) is made in the requirements. This distinction is 
emphasized in paragraph A6 which states that the “requirements relating to the assessment during CPD are 
set out in IES 7”.  
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We believe that scope paragraph 1 causes confusion by referring to the assessment of professional 
competence for both IPD and CPD, whereas IES 7 in fact deals with the assessment of professional 
competence for CPD. 
 

Mahadevan IPD AND CPD are covered in scope and hence they are appropriate. 
 
Para 1 mentions career of a professional accountant it can be changed to life cycle of a professional 
accountant as assessment is over the life cycle of a professional accountant even after retirement from a 
career when he continues as professional accountant as an individual. 
 
Para 3 
Development of professional competence can be changed as improvement of professional competence as 
development can relate to new competence only. 
 
Para 4 
Mention ies 1 also. 
Para a1 
Assessment by professional accountants themselves the word themselves goes against the spirit of monitoring. 
Otherwise the word monitoring in para6 and para 8 may be changed 
 

 

MIA Yes, the scope clearly covers broader and wider view of assessments that can be made throughout all career 
stages of a professional.  It gives more explanation as to the activities and which stage the competency of a 
professional accountant can be assessed.   
 

 

NZICA In our opinion the proposed standard, as drafted, does not require assessment across both IPD and CPD.  
Paragraph 8 requires member bodies to “… monitor that professional accountants continue to maintain and 
develop competence relevant and appropriate to their work roles.”  The proposed standard makes a distinction 
between ‘assessment’ (in IPD) and ‘monitoring’ (in CPD).  In our view, this distinction is appropriate as a 
change to requiring formal assessment of CPD would represent a significant shift in policy and result in another 
layer of potentially unnecessary administration on the part of the member body and regulatory authority.    
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Furthermore, the explanatory materials in the proposed standard make a distinction between assessment of 
competence in IPD and CPD – paragraphs A3 to A5 discuss only IPD, and paragraph A6 refers to IES 7 for a 
discussion on assessment/monitoring of CPD, which in our opinion is appropriate. 
 
Therefore, we are comfortable with the approach taken in the proposed standard, as drafted; however believe 
this differs from the discussion of the Board’s objectives presented in the explanatory memo accompanying the 
ED.  
 

PACPO The short answer to this question is “No”, as more fully explained throughout this letter. 
 

 

PWC The explanatory paragraph that accompanies this question requests input regarding  greater flexibility in the 
timing and methods used in assessing satisfactory completion of IPD.  That is, removing the requirement for a 
comprehensive final assessment "as near as practicable" to the end of IPD.  Extant IES 6 already recognizes 
that there may be variations in assessment timing and assessment methods during IPD (Para 17, 18).  We 
support a   change in the requirement permitting greater flexibility in the timing and methods of assessment for 
IPD albeit with some reservations regarding the extent of change in redrafted IES 6.  The implications of this 
change will depend on the quality of adherence by IFAC member bodies to the requirements of redrafted IES 6.  
See further comment under Question 2 regarding the risks.  
 
The other change in scope in redrafted IES 6 is the inclusion of assessment of CPD.  The new requirement is 
that the member body monitor their members' continuing development and maintenance of competence (Para 
8).  Para A6 explains that the requirements relating to assessment during CPD are set out in IES 7.   
 
We support the principle in the Framework for IESs that the IESs address both IPD and CPD (Framework Para 
21).  However, we do not interpret this to mean that each IES must address both IPD and CPD.  Taken 
together, IES 6 and IES 7 do currently address both IPD and CPD.  Para A7 indicates that the requirement in 
IES 6 simply restates the requirements already in IES 7.  We therefore believe that the proposed Para 8 
requirement in redrafted IES 6 is redundant and unnecessary.   
 
Further, we believe that the inclusion of monitoring CPD in a standard on assessment poses conceptual 
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problems.  For example, Para 9 requires that member bodies apply the principles of reliability, validity, equity, 
transparency and sufficiency when establishing or relying on assessment processes.  If monitoring CPD is an 
assessment process, how do these principles apply?  We note that IES 7 requires that member bodies 
adopting an output-based approach gather reliable evidence using a valid assessment method, with no mention 
of equity, transparency and sufficiency.  For member bodies adopting an input-based approach all that is 
required is verifiable measurement.   
 
Should the requirement in Para 8 remain in the final IES 6, we strongly recommend that the explanatory 
sentence referring to IES 7 (Para A6) be moved into Para 8 to become part of the requirement.  This would 
diminish the risk of other interpretations of the requirement which might chose to ignore the explanatory 
material.  Should stakeholders who use or rely on the standard focus solely on the requirements in redrafted 
IES 6, particularly Paras 8 and 10, the implications for assessing competence relating to CPD could be more 
wide reaching than what redrafted IES 6 appears to intend.  
 

SAICA The proposed standard applies to the assessment of competence in both the IPD and CPD. We are of the view 
that output measures are the most appropriate approach for the assessment of learning and development in 
the case of IPD (see point 2.2). We recognise, however, that other measures are also appropriate, and in some 
cases may be more appropriate, in the case of CPD. 
 
We find that the proposed IES 6 is not helpful with regard to assessment of CPD. We do not argue that the 
principles of assessment apply to both IPD and CPD, but hold the view that the application of the principles in 
circumstances which could be vastly different, could result in difficulties of interpretation of the proposed 
standard. 
 
We note that those who drafted the proposed standard experienced these difficulties. For example: 
• Paragraph 8 refers to ‘monitor’ rather than ‘assess’ (in the context of CPD). 
• Paragraph A3 refers only to IPD. 
• Paragraph A4 refers to both IPD and CPD, yet includes no examples of an input approach to assessment 

despite the fact that the input approach is widely used in CPD. 
• Paragraph A5 refers to both IPD and CPD and while its relevance to IPD is clear, this is not so in the case 

of CPD. 
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• Paragraph A6 appears to indicate that reference should be made to IES 7 for assessment of CPD, 
implying that IES 6 is not particularly relevant to CPD. 

 
We understand that an attempt has been made in the proposed IES 6 to address assessment in general and to 
identify the principles of assessment. Our view, however, is that the nature of IPD and CPD, and assessment in 
these contexts, can be significantly different and therefore, even though common principles may apply, 
separation of the two with regard to assessment would aid understanding. 
 
 

   
 Question 2: Does this change accommodate the different approaches taken by professional accounting 

organizations?  
 

 

AAT We very much welcome this change as it accommodates the assessment methodology used by AAT and many 
other member bodies who use modular assessment.  The recognition of various credible forms of assessment 
other than a final written examination reflects developments in assessment methodology and brings the IES up 
to date.  AAT, for example, uses various assessment forms including workplace evidence, simulation, computer 
based assessment, discursive exam questions etc.  Students may approach the assessments (one for each 
learning area) in whichever order suits them according to their learning program, and the new IES6 allows for 
this. 
 

 

ACCA As mentioned above, consistent with amending the IES to cover lifelong learning, the standard must take a less 
prescriptive approach than contained within the extant standard. It is also appropriate to recognize within the 
standard that there are many different assessment approaches which can achieve the same objective of 
assessing the attainment of professional competence of aspiring professional accountants. 
 
To be consistent with the content of the IES 4 Exposure Draft we suggest that A4 includes reference to 
assessment of the reflective activities listed in paragraph A17 of IES 4 e.g. record of learning, reflective record, 
personal development portfolio or critical incident diary. This would also better accommodate CPD assessment, 
which may well have more emphasis on reflection than IPD. 
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AICPA-
PCEEC 

This proposal attempts to achieve the objective of accommodating the different approaches to IPD taken by 
professional accounting organizations, and offers some useful examples. However, in general we believe that 
accommodations for different assessments of IPD are best discussed separately and incorporated in the 
relevant standards, including IES 2, Content of a Professional Accounting Education Program.  
 
For example, we note that paragraph three refers to different approaches to professional certification, including: 
� A single multi-disciplinary examination conducted at the end of IPD;  
� A series of examinations that focus on different areas of competence, conducted throughout or at the end of 
IPD; � An evaluation at the end of IPD of the outcomes or a series of formal education workplace performance 
assessment activities.  
 
The third bullet might be overly broad. For example, paragraph A4 includes within the scope of assessment 
activities self-assessment activities and workplace performance assessments, both of which might be more 
appropriate for assessment of CPD than assessment of IPD. We are concerned that an assessment of IPD that 
relies heavily on self-assessment would not be in the public interest, and that a professional accountant who 
completes IPD based on such a process would not meet global public expectations regarding the preparation of 
a professional accountant. 
 

 

BDO We believe the change takes into account the different approaches for assessment of professional competence 
by professional accounting organizations, but we are concerned that the change will allow for a potentially very 
wide range of approaches when the IES is put into practice. For example, we believe consideration should be 
given to providing guidance as to whether the same method of assessment (for example, workplace 
performance assessment by an employer) would be recommended on an ongoing and continuing basis, versus 
use of a variety of methods over a period of time. 
 

 

CAI The proposed structure for assessments is sufficiently flexible to accommodate the differing approaches in the 
workplace and in the education/assessment process.    
  
The standard does not make any reference to global mobility an increasing challenge for member bodies in 
terms of assessing skills and competencies achieved in different countries.  Additionally the role of regulators in 
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relation to regulated activities is increasingly evident and might receive greater emphasis.  
 

CGA-Canada CGA-Canada believes that this change recognizes the validity of a broad set of assessment approaches. This 
change expands the opportunities for assessment and increases flexibility, which CGA-Canada supports.   
 

 

CHA Yes. In our view, the flexibility described accommodates the national professional organisations in the 
implementation of the revised IES 6.  
 

 

CICA The extant IES 6 as noted by the IAESB “focuses on the formal assessment of competence using a 
comprehensive final examination just before qualification” whereas the proposed standard recognizes that the 
assessment may be achieved in several ways.  It provides as an example of “other ways” e.g. assessment 
activities over IPD that includes written examinations and assessment of workplace performance. 
 
We do not believe that the extant IES 6 precluded these “other ways” as written. 
 
It is the responsibility of IFAC member bodies to have in place assessment procedures that ensure candidates 
admitted to membership are appropriately qualified. A series of continual assessments might be made leading 
up to the final assessment of capabilities and competence. (Paragraph 5, extant IES 6). 
 
In fact, it refers to the use of “a series of parts spread over an individual’s pre-qualification program” (Paragraph 
23).  
 
We know of no Member Body that relies solely “on a single multi-disciplinary examination conducted at the end 
of IPD” for admission.  Some form of pre-requisite assessment e.g. successful completion of university courses 
or a professional education program including examinations, precedes a final examination. Most Member 
Bodies already rely on a series of examinations/assessments that focus on different areas of competence, 
conducted throughout or at the end of IPD.  
 
What the extant IES 6 does prescribe and what has been eliminated from the revised IES 6, is the need for 
some form of final assessment (written) before qualification, allowing for “an evaluation at the end of IPD of the 

See Q#6 of this 
section for further 
info 
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outcomes of a series of formal education and workplace performance assessment activities” (Paragraph A3).
 
Yes, this change would accommodate any Member Body that does not include examinations at the end of IPD.  
But we do not believe it reflects the approach that is taken by most professional accounting organizations in 
initial professional development today nor does it explain the implications of not including examinations at the 
end of IPD. Most Member Bodies include some form of capstone final evaluation before qualification, precisely 
because it is an effective way to ensure the assessment principles noted in the revised IES 6 are met. It is THE 
generally accepted testing methodology. Without a final examination, it still will be incumbent upon a Member 
Body to demonstrate that their approach meets the assessment principles for IPD – something that may be 
more difficult to do. See our discussion below re: including a discussion of the impact of assessment choices on 
reliability and validity, in Explanatory Material (Other Comments- 2 (a), (b) and (c)).   
 

CIPFA Yes (but reducing emphasis on a final assessment raises issues, which are discussed under ‘further comments’ 
below) 

See Q#6 of this 
section for further 
info 

CNDCEC We believe that such approach reflects the differences existing in the various countries and professional 
organizations. In Italy, for example, the exam to qualify as a professional is not directly under the responsibility 
of the professional chapters, but it is managed by the Universities. According to a very recent Framework 
Agreement between CNDCEC and the Italian Ministry for Education, University and Research, an aspiring 
dottore commercialista or esperto contabile will have the possibility to be exonerated from one of the three 
written exams, if he/she has followed an educational path agreed between the University and the competent 
professional chapter1. We believe that this example reflects the approach proposed by IAESB. The standard 
should take into account that professional bodies may have different levels of involvement in the exam’s 
management.  
 
The following modifications to the standard could be introduced: 
 

 In paragraph 7, a reference to paragraph A5 should be added as the topics are consistent. 
 

 

 
1
 Convenzione Quadro  fra il  Ministero dell’Istruzione, dell’Università e della Ricerca ed il Consiglio Nazionale dei Dottori Commercialisti e degli Esperti Contabili, 13 October 2010. The document can be downloaded at www.commercialisti.it  
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 It would be useful to split paragraph A4 in examples of assessment activities of IPD and CPD. For example 
it is difficult to link ‘self-assessment activities’ to IPD or ‘a review of a portfolio of evidence of completion of 
workplace activities’ to CPD. As an example of IPD assessment activity, we can additionally suggest 
drafting research papers. 

 
CPA-
Australia 

This change is in line with the varying approaches taken by professional bodies to the assessment of 
competency of professional accountants. CPA Australia believes that assessment can be achieved in several 
ways and not only through a final assessment. 
 

 

CPA-Ireland The approach taken by this institute is accommodated within the draft IES. 
 

 

CSOEC-
CNCC 

The DEC or the CAFCAC mark the end of the initial professional development (IPD). They include a series of 
final exams sanctioning the theoretical knowledge acquired over the 5 years of study (master grade) as well as 
the professional experience gained over the mandatory 3-year training period. These exams are a mixture of 
theory (course questions) and practice (case studies), written and oral exams, including in the case of the DEC, 
an oral defense of a subject relating to the accountancy or auditing profession. The candidates draw inspiration 
from their experience during the training period in order to identify a dissertation subject. The best dissertations 
are archived at the Ordre and of the Compagnie documentation centers and form a very large-scale 
documentation base that can be consulted by the public at large. 
 
The examination subjects are set by commissions made up of professionals and academics. The exam juries 
are equally composed by professionals and academics. 
 
The development of IES 6, which recommends the mix and variety of methods for assessing knowledge and 
competences, is a movement in the direction of the French system of accountancy and auditing education. 
 

 

DTT We are not able to comment on many and varied approaches taken by professional organizations to 
assessment and therefore note the responses from IFAC member bodies on this point are particularly 
important.   
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We do, however, note that the wording of the proposed standard is such that any approach which meets the 
definition of ‘formal evaluation’ (for IPD) and is based on ‘verifiable evidence’ would be permitted.  We believe 
this principles-based approach to setting requirements for assessment, and hence permitting a wide range of 
different formats, is appropriate. 
 

EFAA We believe so.  Professional accounting organizations currently assess in different forms and the ED 
recognises and accommodates these different forms thus enabling member bodies to define their own 
requirements. 
 
The ED considers the range of assessments that could be permitted and we believe that this is more fitting to 
the variety of approaches currently undertaken. 
 

 

EYG Yes. We believe that setting principles rather than specific assessment activities helps to promote consistency 
in the objectives to be achieved by member bodies. In particular, given that CPD activities can be delivered in 
many ways, focusing on principles allows member bodies to select the best assessment method in the 
circumstances. It also helps to consider the various constraints that different member bodies may have 
depending on access to technology, cultural approaches to assessment, and so on. 
 

 

FEE We believe it does but we have the following observations on the text of the draft:  
  
 In paragraph 7, a reference to paragraph A5 should be added as the topics are consistent.  
  
 It would be useful to split paragraph A4 in examples of assessment activities of IPD and CPD. For example it is 
difficult to link “self-assessment activities” to IPD or “a review of a portfolio of evidence of completion of 
workplace activities” to CPD. We can additionally suggest as example of IPD assessment activity, drafting 
research papers.  
 
  It would be helpful to reintroduce the requirement to assess communication skills as foreseen in the extant 
IES 6 paragraph 7.   
 

 

GT We are unable to comment on behalf of all professional accounting bodies to which the Exposure Draft applies.  
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However, we believe this change will accommodate the different approaches taken by major professional 
accounting bodies such as ICAEW, ICAS and ACCA. 
 

HKICPA We believe that the assessment activities for evaluating professional competence can take many different 
forms and the scope should be broad.  The more embracing approach adopted by the proposed revised IES 6 
should accommodate the different forms of assessment activities undertaken by professional accounting 
organizations. 
 
Using an "output-base approach" for assessing competence, professional accounting organizations can 
undertake a variety of approaches to assessment and use a range of assessment methods to achieve the 
same learning outcomes.  This should provide more flexibility to professional accounting organizations in 
designing their assessment activities during IPD and CPD. 
 
The proposed change introduces a number of assessment activities which are subjective in nature such as self-
assessment and workplace performance assessment by employers.  Judgment would need to be exercised in 
selecting the varied assessment activities to achieve desirable results.  It is suggested that paragraph A4 of the 
Explanatory Materials be expanded to include specific guidance for the selection of assessment methods and 
the proposed mix of different assessment activities so as to suit the particular competences being evaluated.
 

 

ICAEW In part. We support the move to recognise that there may legitimately be more than one method for 
assessment during the IPD stage (such as devolved workplace assessment) but we do not support the 
proposal that the same principles and methodology of assessment can and should apply to the CPD stage as 
to the IPD stage. 
 

 

ICAS Yes, the suggested change does appear to accommodate the many different approaches to assessment taken 
by professional accounting organizations. 
 

 

ICPAS The change is more flexible and should accommodate the different approaches taken by professional 
accounting bodies.  The focus of assessment during IPD and CPD has also been clearly defined (para 3), i.e. 
attainment of professional competence during IPD, and maintenance and development of professional 
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competence during CPD.  Member bodies’ requirements are clearly specified in para 8 for IPD and in para 9 for 
CPD. 

We believe that the revised standard is more holistic in terms of the requirements for the assessment of 
professional competence over the life cycle of a professional accountant. Para 3 clearly states that assessment 
includes all forms of evaluation of professional competence carried out during IPD and CPD.  

Regarding the Explanatory Materials, A3 to A5 seem to relate to IPD, rather than what the Sub-heading 
suggests – IPD and CPD.  Many professional bodies apply quite different rigor, and hence different assessment 
activities, for IPD assessment versus CPD assessment, as the former is the gatekeeper to becoming a 
professional accountant, which in a number of jurisdictions is part of a statutory requirement.  It may be clearer, 
therefore, to separate ‘Forms of Assessment Activities’ given in the Explanatory Materials (page 11) to refer 
solely to IPD (just explaining para 7).  That is, by organizing A3 to A5 under the sub-heading ‘Forms of 
Assessment Activities during IPD’, leaving explanation for CPD (para 8) under a separate ‘Forms of 
Assessment Activities during CPD’ sub-heading.   

In addition, Explanatory Material A6 makes reference to IES 7 for the requirements relating to assessment 
during CPD. It would be helpful to the reader and for completeness, to amend A6 to contain a summary of the 
forms of assessment activities covered in IES 7.  
 

IDW On the whole we believe it to be appropriate to accommodate different approaches to assessing professional 
competence. In particular, we recognize that the requirement in extant IES 6.12 (d) requiring that the formal 
assessment be made as near as practicable to the end of the pre-qualification education program may not be 
necessary, in that different parts of formal assessment can be undertaken at different stages in a program in 
different ways.  
 
However, the requirements as they are written in draft appear to be misleading: it appears to be possible to 
dispense entirely with formal assessment outside of the assessment of professional experience (i.e., it could be 
argued that, under the proposed requirements in the draft, assessment of work experience alone would suffice) 
and self assessment. In our view, the principles expressed in the first sentence of extant IES 6.11 together with 
those in extant IES 6.12 (a) to (c) continue to remain appropriate. This would not preclude member bodies from 
using assessment of professional experience (workplace performance assessment) and self-assessment 

See Q#6 of this 
section for further 
info 
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activities for significant or important parts of assessment of professional competence. Nevertheless, the 
principles in the first sentence of extant IES 6.11 that competence be formally assessed prior to qualification, 
and in IES 6.12 (a) and (c) that a significant proportion of candidate’s responses be in recorded form and cover 
a sufficient proportion of IES 2 to IES 4 for the assessment to be valid and reliable should be retained as 
requirements in some form in the draft (this could, in part, be solved by changing the definitions: see our 
response to Question 6 below). 
 
It is also unclear to us how the requirements for integration (see proposed IES 4 and the agenda papers for 
proposed IES 2 and 3) that are also covered in the proposed definition of “sufficiency” can be addressed 
without some form of comprehensive assessment near the end of the IPD. 
 
We make some suggestions in our comments in this section on paragraphs 7, 9 and 10 to strengthen the 
requirements in that way. 
 

IRBA Response:  

• It is considered appropriate that that a flexible approach is adopted with regards to assessment. However, 

we believe that there should be a specific requirement for comprehensive and integrated assessment at the 

end of IPD.  

• Should the IAESB be “accommodating” different approaches adopted by professional bodies or should it be 
setting standards in the public interest? It is our view that the IAESB must determine best practice, in the 
interests of protecting the public, and lead the profession through appropriate standards. 
 

 

JICPA Yes, we believe that the proposed revised IES 6 accommodates different approaches taken by professional 
accounting organizations, since it follows principle-based approach, and describes a variety of ways that 
member bodies can undertake when conducting a formal evaluation of professional competence. 
 

 

Juvenal I think that professional accounting organizations will could make if this issue for integrated in the professional  



 Proposed  International Education Standard 6 (Revised) - Comment Analysis   
  Agenda Item 5-3 

October 2011  Page 38 of 114 

ethical, because is very difficult for audit and observed many different forms, I have doubt for this application for 
your control.  I suggest in this case make exam for specific study, which will be included with others tests used 
for AICPA and ICAEW for example.   
 

KPMG We believe the different approaches taken by professional accounting organizations are accommodated as the 
standard is not prescriptive in that it allows professional accounting organizations the flexibility to adapt the 
requirements to their environments and methods. 
 

 

Mahadevan Assessment of workplace performance should permit individual certification also. individual professional should 
be punished for false certification under the code of conduct. 
 

 

MIA Yes, the different approaches improve clarity and provide options. This is consistent with the change in the 
focus of education and professional training i.e. from examination based to more experience based. Indeed, it 
is important to recognize the importance professional and soft skills in addition to the technical skills. 
 

 

NZICA We have a concern that in standard setting the Board appears to have made a decision to deviate from a 
significant principle based only on current practice amongst member bodies.  We do not believe that current 
practice, in itself, to be an appropriate or sufficient justification for a change on policy – in this instance the 
requirement of a final assessment.  The Board should be focussing on prescribing ‘good practice’ to uphold the 
public interest, as opposed to reflecting current practice.   
 
Notwithstanding that we believe there needs to be some form of final assessment prior to a student becoming a 
professional accountant, we acknowledge the importance of appropriate assessment throughout the qualifying 
program and the need to appropriately assess the full range of competence required of a professional 
accountant.   
 
The New Zealand Institute of Chartered Accountants currently operates a final integrative assessment prior to 
qualification as a professional accountant.  We believe this is both best practice and in the best interest of the 
public to whom our members will be offering their services, and will continue to structure our programme in this 
way.  
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PACPO The proposed change certainly could accommodate the different approaches for assessment taken by 

professional accounting organizations, and on that basis, my answer would be “Yes”. However, it seems to me 
the question should have been worded such as “Will this change result in an effective and reliable method of 
assessment of competence?” 
 
To this revised question my answer is an equivocal “No”. The comments above from Dr. Weinstein on 
assessment methodology are particularly relevant to the answer to this question. 
 
It is difficult to give an unequivocal answer to this question. As I understand the proposals for the new IES 6, 
accounting organizations would be required to continue with some form of assessment of the effectiveness of 
the education and experience for the development of competence for a PA. Most accounting organizations that 
I am currently familiar with have varying paths to becoming a PA. I do believe the model that is most effective 
places the final assessment of competence in a comprehensive evaluation(s) that, among other things, 
effectively tests the integration of the knowledge learned. Integration is a pervasive quality that is critical to 
meeting the public interest. It is the ability to incorporate the specific competencies and the pervasive qualities 
when making judgments in public accounting. 
 
The difficulty I have with the proposed assessment process is that it includes such a wide-ranging choice of 
assessments varying from self-assessment (nearly useless), to workplace assessment (one person saying that 
someone is competent), to a review of a portfolio of evidence of completion of workplace activities, to an 
undefined sample of work that is perhaps too narrow. If the sample of work is narrow enough, many assessors 
can come to the same judgment about the work, but the value of the judgment is likely to be trivial. There also 
appear to be readily available escape clauses from a proper assessment of reliability and validity when 
allowance is made for constraining factors such as cost benefit considerations, resource constraints, time 
limitations and regulatory constraints. 
 
In summary, “this change” as referenced in question # 2 is not clearly defined, provides questionable 
alternatives for assessment, and accordingly is difficult to assess its effectiveness and reliability. 
 

See Q#2 of this 
section for further 
info 
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PWC The change of allowing more flexibility in the timing and methods of assessment during IPD does 
accommodate a wider range of approaches.  We understand that data from the IFAC compliance program 
indicates that member bodies currently use a variety of approaches and methods for assessment.   It therefore 
appears that this change in scope better accommodates the different approaches currently in use.  We defer to 
the more informed responses of IFAC member bodies on this point. 
 
As indicated in our response to Question 1, we have reservations about the proposed degree of flexibility in 
timing and methods of assessment.  Our reservations are based on the possible impacts of redrafted IES 6 on 
the quality of assessment processes for the accounting profession.   
 
 IFAC member bodies have very different access to internal and external specialists in designing, testing and 
implementing assessment processes.  The wide range of assessment techniques discussed in IES 6 require 
specialist knowledge to achieve the principles of assessment at the appropriate level for qualification to a 
profession.  Some IFAC member bodies may reduce their efforts in this regard given the greater 
accommodation to approaches provided in the standard.   
 
Also, it would now be within the letter of the standard that a member body could rely solely on techniques such 
as self-assessment and job performance evaluation that aspiring professional accountants have attained an 
appropriate level of competence by the time IPD is completed.  By presenting these as assessment activities in 
Para A4, the redrafted standard implies that they satisfy the five principles of assessment.  Our experience with 
these techniques indicates otherwise.  We believe that these concepts should be revisited in drafting the final 
standard.  We have commented further on self-assessment in “Other Comments” below. 
 
Paragraph 4 of the Framework for International Education Standards for Professional Accountants lists 
desirable outcomes from developing and implementing IESs including, “reduction in international differences in 
the requirements to qualify and work as a professional accountant” and, “provision of international benchmarks 
against which IFAC member bodies can measure themselves”.  The principles-based approach used and the 
wide range of assessment techniques presented in redrafted IES6 may result, rather, in more international 
differences and less international benchmarking in assessment processes.  If so, this will detract from the other 
desirable outcome mentioned in the Framework:  “facilitation of the global mobility of professional accountants”.
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We strongly recommend that the IAESB consider these possible consequences in finalizing redrafted IES 6.  
We also recommend that the IAESB monitor member body adoption of this standard and revisit this standard if 
necessary to support the desirable outcomes mentioned in the Framework. 
 

SAICA This standard accommodates SAICA’s approach to assessment in the IPD period. Refer above for our 
comments and concerns on assessment of CPD. 
 
We are uncertain, however, of the objective of this question. If the implication is that the proposed IES 6 should 
accommodate the current practices of member bodies, we would argue that this may be an inappropriate focus 
for the standard. We believe that the requirements of the standard should focus on ‘strengthening of the 
worldwide accountancy profession’ (IAESB mission) rather than accommodating practices which may not be 
appropriate. 
 

 

   
 Question 3: Are the principles of assessment sufficient?  

 
 

AAT The stated principles of reliability, validity, equity, transparency, and sufficiency are appropriate in our view.  
There are various different conventions that exist to describe the principles of effective assessment.  For 
example, reliable, sufficient, authentic, valid and current is often the way that assessment principles are framed 
for competence based qualifications.  We believe that the expression of the principles within the proposed IES6 
are entirely suitable and are expressed clearly.  The principles allow individual member bodies to devise 
assessment strategies appropriate to their qualifications whist using a principles based framework. 
 
There is, however, one area, where IAESB might consider adding additional guidance, or even perhaps a 
requirement, and this is in the area of standardization or quality assurance of assessment.  There might 
helpfully be more focus on how a member body can ensure that its assessment is consistent over time, 
between assessments, and between individual markers.  This would help to highlight the importance of this 
aspect of assessment overview. 
 

 

ACCA Yes, the principles of assessment are sufficient and explain the differences between reliability and validity  
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clearly. 
 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

As stated in our previous responses, we believe that the principles of assessment for IPD will in some cases 
differ from the principles of assessment of CPD and would be better addressed in the relevant IES rather than 
in a separate standard that could be redundant or over-general. Paragraph three in the Scope section makes a 
clear distinction between the focus of assessment for IPD (attainment of professional competence) and the 
focus of assessment for CPD (maintenance and development of professional competence). It would seem 
logical that different methods of assessment would follow.  
 

 

BDO We support the identification and use of the five principles of assessment in the draft IES and believe that they 
will be useful and applicable to member bodies that have responsibility for assessment of IPD and monitoring of 
CPD. We recommend, however, that consideration be given to having the explanatory materials indicate that 
the various stakeholders may themselves hold potentially divergent interpretations of the factors to be 
considered in applying the principles of assessment (paragraph A2). 
 
We also note a potential source of confusion for readers. Paragraph 8 is referenced to paragraphs A4 and A5. 
Paragraph 8 addresses ‘monitoring’ for professional accountants whereas paragraphs A4 and A5 address only 
‘assessment’ and are silent on ‘monitoring.’ We do not have a recommendation as to how to rectify the potential 
confusion as we are unclear as to the IAESB’s intent here.  
 

 

CAI The expanded principles of assessment are helpful and clear.    
 

 

CGA-Canada CGA-Canada believes that IES 6 should reflect current thinking and evolving practice around validity. Validity is 
now presented in a unified view rather than by distinct types of validity (e.g., content validity, face validity, 
predictive validity). As documented in the 1999 Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA, 
APA, NCME), and described in recent literature (e.g., Hubley & Zumbo, in press) validity refers to the 
inferences, interpretations, actions, or decisions that are based on test scores. This current definition of validity 
highlights an important concept –it is not the exam or assessment that is being validated but rather the 
inferences (i.e., the meaning) one makes from the exam or assessment scores. Moreover, this current 
definition encompasses the ideas of transparency, sufficiency, and equitability.  
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In terms of transparency, the definition of validity includes obtaining evidence that the assessment measures 
capture what was intended to be measured (i.e., the assessment measures the construct of accounting). In 
addition, this definition includes evaluating the sufficiency of the exam or assessment (i.e., does the exam 
include adequate coverage of the competencies being assessed?). This definition also encompasses the notion 
that the consequences (negative and positive) of assessment decisions and use are an essential part of 
validation. Such consequences include social consequences such as fairness (i.e., being equitable).  
 
Given this new perspective of validity, CGA-Canada encourages the IFAC to consider revising the glossary to 
include the following: “Validity refers to the degree to which evidence and theory support the inferences, 
interpretation, actions, and decisions that are based on assessment scores.”1  
 
CGA-Canada recommends that the word transparent be defined in the glossary. The other four principles of 
assessment referred to in IES 6 – reliable, valid, equitable, and sufficient – are defined in the glossary. 
Including a definition of transparent will provide consistent treatment of the important terms used in the 
Standard.  
 
CGA-Canada further recommends changes to Paragraphs A10 and A11 so that these paragraphs reflect that 
validity refers to the test scores and the inferences and not to the test itself. The strikethrough and bold text 
below are our suggestions for deletions and substitutions to the text in the exposure draft.  
� Paragraph A10 – A valid assessment measures what it was intended to assess. Validity is not an absolute 
measure. The process of validation involves various degrees of evidence to provide a sound basis for 
the proposed score interpretations of assessment activities, not the activity itself.  
 
� The three bulleted points in Paragraph A10 are examples of validity. We suggest that the parenthetical 
phrase “this is called” be replaced with “e.g.” as the former is limiting, and the parentheses include only an 
example of what is described in the bulleted point.  
 
� Paragraph A11. There are many ways to collect evidence to support the validity of the inferences that will be 
made based on the scores. For example:  

 �      An assessment by a supervisor of how well a professional accountant leads a team of auditors 
may be a better indicator of competence in leadership than assessing leadership skills relying on 
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written examination;  
 �     A written examination to test knowledge of the content of a particular accounting standard may 

have greater face validity if the examination draws on a real-life case study rather than a 
hypothetical case study; and  

 �    In designing a multiple choice examination to assess knowledge of information technology, 
construct validity is supported by an assessment in which the content adequately covers the major 
aspects of this field.  

 
1 American Educational Research Association, American Psychological Association, & National Council on 
Measurement in Education. (1999). Standards for educational and psychological testing. Washington, DC: 
American Psychological Association.  
Hubley, A.M., & Zumbo, B.D. (in press). Validity and the consequences of test interpretation and use. Social 
Indicators Research: An International Interdisciplinary Journal for Quality of Life Measurement.  
 
 

CHA Yes.  
 

 

CICA We agree that the assessment principles in Paragraph 9 address the critical elements in establishing or relying 
on assessment processes. As noted below, however, we believe that the explanatory material could be 
improved to better help the reader understand the requirement.  
 
Your question asks about sufficiency – but not about necessity. We do question whether the principles apply 
equally to CPD and IPD (see below). One could manufacture scenarios in which ‘equity’ for example is not a 
necessary principle for assessment in CPD. 
 

 

CIPFA Yes. 
 

 

CNDCEC In general terms they are sufficient.  
We have some doubts as to the “self-assessment activities” and “workplace performance assessment by 
employers”.  
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Such assessments can fit for CPD purposes whereas for the access to the first level they need to be integrated 
with a declaration/representation or “validation” by the competent professional chapter (as it happens in Italy for 
the representations on the activities carried out by the trainee issued by the firm’s supervisor and subject to the 
control of the local chapter). Moreover, we deem important that assessment methods highlight the 
multidisciplinary features and different perspectives on an assessed issue (legal/accounting/taxation etc.) and 
the capability of the aspiring professional to make connections between the various areas of professional 
knowledge.  
 
In addition, we deem appropriate that the exam is structured so as to allow a trainee or a foreign professional to 
take the exam and use and demonstrate the knowledge acquired in the country of origin through appropriate 
systems of compensation or reciprocal recognition. The same should apply also when a trainee or a 
professional has already gained a qualification and wants to obtain the qualification from another organization 
in a strictly related profession, or from a similar professional organization in another country.  
 

CPA-
Australia 

The stated principles of assessment are broad in scope, and provide guidance for sound assessment. The 
breadth of the principles allows for flexibility between member bodies which is necessary given the varied 
environments in which they operate. 
 

 

CPA-Ireland This Institute agrees with the principles included in the draft IES and suggests they should be expanded to 
explicitly include consistency. An example of a useful definition is contained in paragraph 2.2.3 of ‘Assessment 
and Standards (December 2009)’, which is published by the Irish Higher Education and Training Awards 
Council (HETAC) and is available for download via the following link: 
http://www.hetac.ie/docs/Assessment_and_Standards_2009%20Published.pdf. 
 

 

CSOEC-
CNCC 

The CSOEC and the CNCC share the IAESB’s concern to introduce a process for assessing and verifying the 
professional knowledge and competence both on entry to the profession and during the various steps of the 
career, notably on the specific aspects relating to the work. The IAESB cannot dispense with a general 
standard in this area. This standard lays down the principles, gives examples and methodologies, whilst giving 
full latitude to member institutions to define the most suitable methods to achieve this objective. The revision of 
IES 6 is crucial in this respect. 
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In France, the continuous learning obligation is required of all professional accountants or auditors in the same 
way as the code of ethics and quality control. 
 

DTT Yes, we believe the principles of assessment outlined in the proposed standard are appropriate and sufficient.
 

 

EFAA We believe so. 
 

 

EYG Yes, we believe the principles themselves are appropriate but it will be important for them to be well 
understood. In this respect, additional guidance and examples in the explanatory material are especially 
important. More specifically, the principle of validity may require more emphasis. In the case of professional 
competence for a professional accountant, we believe that validity should extend to the whole spectrum of 
technical knowledge, skills and attitudes without an undue focus on the assessment of technical knowledge, as 
may be the case in many circumstances. In that regard, we would suggest that the Standard explicitly refer to 
the three topical IESs (IES 2, 3 and 4) to avoid any misunderstanding. 
 

 

FEE Yes, we believe so.  
 

 

GT We consider the principles of assessment as proposed in the Exposure Draft to be sufficient.  
 
On a related note, the IAESB's Framework for International Education Standards for Professional Accountants 
(the Framework) discusses the relative merits of alternative measurement approaches in assessing the 
effectiveness of learning and development, including input measures, process measures and output measures. 
The Framework notes that output measures are rated as highly valid, whereas input measures and process 
measures traditionally serve as proxies for measuring the development of competence. In addition, the 
proposed IES 7 (Exposure Draft) notes the limitations of input measures (paragraph A14). 
 
The Exposure Draft makes no reference to these alternative types of measurement approach or to their relative 
merits. Further, we consider the Exposure Draft lacks sufficient emphasis on the importance of assessing the 
effectiveness (or outcomes) of learning and development activities. Paragraph A20 does include examples of 
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verifiable evidence for both output measures and input measures. 
 
We recommend guidance be added to the Exposure Draft (Explanatory Materials) so that, in applying the 
principles guiding assessment activities and processes, member bodies are reminded of both the importance of 
measuring outcomes and the limitations of input measures. 
 

HKICPA We welcome that the principles of assessment have been expanded by the proposed revised IES 6 to cover 
reliability, validity, equity, transparency and sufficiency.  The proposed change has extended the coverage and 
we consider it sufficient. 
 
The adoption of principles-based assessment should enhance the quality and credibility of the assessment 
processes which are applied across IPD and CPD career stages.  The principles of assessment, however, are 
not absolute measures and subject to constraints.   As such, there would be trade-off amongst the multiple 
principles of assessments when designing assessment activities and processes. 
 
 

 

ICAEW In part. The principles of assessment are sufficient and work well for the IPD stage in the life cycle of a 
professional accountant (which typically covers a three to five year period of common experiences) but are 
insufficient to deal with the CPD stage (which covers all the following years, including retirement, and applies to 
a considerable diversity of experiences). 
 

 

ICAS The principles identified in the redrafted IES 6, do seem appropriate.  However, there are two areas which may 
require further consideration: 
 
In the Explanatory Memorandum, under the section Significant Issues – Confirmation of Professional 
Competences Prior to Qualification, the fourth sentence states “The IAESB recognizes that candidates need to 
demonstrate their professional competence, particularly in regard to the integration of different areas of 
knowledge and skills and their ability to apply this to real world situations.” Whilst there is reference to 
integration in the suggested definition of the “sufficiency” principle there is no mention of application to “ real 
world situations”, it may be worth considering whether this definition could be expanded to read “…applied to a 
range of real world situations and contexts”.  
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The IES as currently drafted in the requirements section is not sufficiently clear that the identified principles 
should be applied to both individual assessments and to the overall assessment process. 
 

ICPAS The principles of assessment as stated in paragraph 9 are appropriate and in general quite sufficient. 
Explanatory Materials A7 to A16 provide a good explanation of the various principles relating to assessment 
activities and processes.   

A17 emphasizes that a sufficient assessment process is one that has a balance of depth and breadth, and we 
particularly endorse the testing of integrated subject matter.  In terms of emphasis of matter, we would have put 
a heavier weighting on ‘integration’ and make it a principle, so that a more holistic problem-solving approach is 
adopted for assessment of professional competence.  As a casual observation, this would make 6 principles, 
forming an acronym - “STRIVE” – an easy way to remember the 6 good principles.  We note that A18 provides 
good illustration on the examples of integration of knowledge and applications from different situations and 
contexts.  If this is to explain ‘Sufficiency’, perhaps the examples should relate to a balance of the depth and 
breadth of knowledge and applications, eg use of marking grid to objectively map coverage of learning 
outcomes in an assessment activity, rather than illustrating ‘integration’. 
 

 

IDW We agree that IES 6 ought to cover the principles of assessment and that other IESs cover specific aspects of 
assessment relevant to that standard. However, as noted in our response to Question 1, we believe that 
assessment (or measurement and monitoring) of CPD (with the possible exception of CPD related to IES 8) 
ought to be covered in IES 7 rather than IES 6 and that therefore IES 6 be limited to assessment of IPD, rather 
than covering assessment principles across the career stages of an accountant.  
 

See Q#1 of this 
section for 
additional info 

IRBA Response: 

• The principles of assessment are considered to be sufficient.  

• Interpretation and application of the principles may vary significantly across different jurisdictions. 
 

 

JICPA We have no objection to the principles of assessment described in the proposed IES 6. However, it may be  
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helpful to better understand the standard, if those principles could be classified into those that are related 
particularly to IPD or CPD, and those that are related to both IPD and CPD.  
 

Juvenal In the point A7 – A18 described about the principles, I observed that the principles of reliability, validity, equity, 
transparency, and sufficiency relate to individual assessment activities, but I think that will be described in 
relation a specific point and integrated others standards elaborated for IFAC, principally professional and 
ethical standards, that make relation a activities and processes.  
 

 

KPMG With the exception of our concern regarding the confusion relating to the assessment versus the monitoring of 
professional competence during CPD, we believe the principles of assessment in this standard are sufficient.
 

 

Mahadevan Principles of assessment should permit individual professional certification supported by evidence/details 
 

 

MIA Yes, the principles of assessment are sufficient for member bodies to apply in order to assess varieties of 
activities and at the broader careers stages of a professional accountant.  The detail explanations with 
examples provided by the explanatory materials provide guidance to member bodies in implementing the IES 6.
 

 

NZICA We consider the principles of assessment as outlined in the proposed standard to be appropriate for IPD.  
While many of these principles are also relevant to CPD, we believe the wording around CPD needs to be 
tidied, in line with our comments relating to question 1 above. 
 

 

PACPO Yes, for the reasons set out in the answers to the first two questions. 
 

See Qs# 1 & 2 of 
this section for 
further info 

PWC We believe that the principles of reliability, validity, equity, transparency and sufficiency are sufficient. 
 

 

SAICA The principles of assessment are considered to be sufficient, except for our comment below: 
 
• Coverage / scope in assessment 
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We are of the view that assessment in IPD should ensure sufficient coverage (scope) of competence and by 
implication of knowledge, skills, values, ethics and attitudes. Clearly not all competencies will be assessed nor 
do we believe it necessary to do so. We do believe, however, that for assessment to be valid, sufficient 
coverage must be achieved. 
 
It could be argued that coverage (scope) is addressed in the guiding principles through validity (paragraphs 
A10–11) and sufficiency (paragraphs A17–18). However, the examples provided seem to indicate the 
application of these principles to elements of competence and assessment technique rather than to overall 
assessment during the IPD. For example, a specific written examination may be valid and sufficient insofar as 
these principles relate to a specific competence. It is not clear, however, whether these principles apply to the 
totality of assessment in IPD – for overall assessment to be valid and complete, sufficient coverage must be 
achieved in assessment. 
 
We recommend that coverage (scope) be addressed directly in the proposed standard through the 
application of the principles of validity and sufficiency to the totality of assessment. 
 

   
 Question 4: Is the objective to be achieved by a member body, stated in the proposed revised IES 6, 

appropriate?  
 

 

AAT Yes. 
 

 

ACCA Yes, but the final sentence on ‘Applying the principle…’ appears superfluous. It could be re-written as ‘Applying 
the principles of assessment in the standard contributes to public confidence in the competence of professional 
accountants’ or deleted. 
 

 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

We note that paragraph six includes separate objectives for IPD and CPD. We agree with the objectives of 
assessment of an appropriate level of IPD and monitoring of CPD efforts. While there are common elements to 
those objectives, there are also significant differences that might argue against common principles. In general 
we believe that principles for assessments of IPD and CPD are best discussed separately and incorporated in 
the relevant standards, including, IES 2, Content of a Professional Accounting Education Program, IES 3, 
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Professional Skills and General Education, and IES 7, Continuing Professional Development. Given our 
concerns about the potential difficulties in setting forth common elements for assessment of IPD and CPD, the 
IAESB might consider presenting this material in an information paper as opposed to an International Education 
Standard. 
 

BDO We believe the objective to be achieved by a member body, as stated in paragraph 6, to be appropriate and in 
line with the comments we have made in respect of the IES 4 and IES 7 exposure drafts. However, terms such 
as ‘an appropriate level of professional competence’ are potentially subject to diverse interpretation, as what is 
‘appropriate’ to one individual may not be ‘appropriate’ to another. Additionally, we find the last sentence in 
paragraph 6 (Applying the principles of assessment in this standard provides confidence in the process.) 
confusing. 
 
Part of our confusion stems from the fact that we are unclear as to what ‘process’ is being referred to and who 
the ‘applying’ element relates to. In any case, the sentence appears unnecessary and we recommend it is 
deleted to avoid confusion. 
 

 

CAI The stated objective in Paragraph 6 is clear.  
 

 

CGA-Canada CGA-Canada believes the objective of IES 6 – that the member body assess the competence of aspiring 
professional accountants and monitor the continuing professional development (CPD) efforts of its professional 
accountant members – is appropriate. Provincial/Territorial CGA bodies currently require that members report 
CPD annually, recognizing also that assessment is an integral part of the CGA program of studies for aspiring 
professional accountants.  
 

 

CHA Yes. 
 

 

CICA The proposed revised IES 6 includes three objective statements: 
• Assess the attainment by aspiring professional accountants of an appropriate level of professional 

competence during IPD; 
• Monitor the efforts of professional accountants to maintain and develop appropriate levels of 
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professional competence during CPD that are relevant to their work roles; and 
• Applying the principles of assessment in this standard provides confidence in this process. 

 
We believe that the objective of Member Bodies re: IPD is appropriate.  
 
However, as noted elsewhere in this letter, we do not believe the objective re: CPD is appropriate.  
We also believe that if there is some intent in adding the last sentence about “provides confidence”, it should be 
made clear in the explanatory material. Is “providing confidence” an additional objective? Confidence in what? 
Confidence to whom? Does this sentence apply equally to IPD and CPD?  
 

CIPFA Yes. 
 

 

CNDCEC It is appropriate to mention that a difference exists not only in the assessment methods but also in the scope of 
institutional competencies assigned to the different professional organizations (IFAC members) and in the 
related activities carried out by these latter. As already mentioned, in Italy the professional chapter is not 
directly involved in the qualification exam but it participates to some important and crucial steps of the 
educational path. The standard should take into account that there are often shared responsibilities. We 
understand that the standard’s recipients are IFAC member bodies (and not other parties involved in the 
qualification path, which are not IFAC members) but at the same time it has to deal with the involvement of the 
national authorities participating to the qualification process. In the previous wording such aspect was clearly 
mentioned and we deem it should be included again into the standard.  
 

 

CPA-
Australia 

CPA Australia believes the objective stated is appropriate in regard to the requirements of the IAESB Drafting 
Conventions. 
 

 

CPA-Ireland This Institute agrees that the objective to be achieved is appropriate.  
 

 

CSOEC-
CNCC 

The CSOEC and the CNCC consider that the principles stated in the revised IES 6 are applicable by the 
member professional bodies who are likely to share the same concerns. The revised IES 6 has a common 
objective.  

 



 Proposed  International Education Standard 6 (Revised) - Comment Analysis   
  Agenda Item 5-3 

October 2011  Page 53 of 114 

 
For their part, the French professional institutions already take into account these requirements, which also 
appear in European Directive 2006/43/EC on the statutory audits of annual accounts and consolidated 
accounts, which has been implemented into French law.  Professional training in France does not stop when 
the qualification is obtained. The DEC or CAFCAC allow access to the profession but continue throughout the 
professional career. The continuous learning obligation is required in legislation, including recently, for the 
Ordre des Experts Comptables: Decree no. 2007—1387 of 27 September 2007 relating to the code of ethics of 
accountancy professionals, and in the case of the Compagnie des Commissaires aux Comptes, the Loi de 
sécurité financière of 1 August 2003 and the decree of 19 December 2008 concerning professional training for 
auditors. 

DTT No, as per our response to question 1 above we believe that the reference to CPD should be removed from the 
objective.  We also believe that the statement related to  ‘applying the principles of assessment’ does not form 
part of the objective as written and would be better positioned as part of the Scope section of the standard, 
possibly as part of paragraph 3.  
 

 

EFAA We believe so and agree with the objective of assessing and monitoring the attainment of professional 
competence during both IPD and CPD. 
 

 

EYG Yes. We do not have any specific comments regarding the objective to be achieved by member bodies. 
 

 

FEE Yes, we believe it is.  However, in the extant IES 6 there was a clear recognition of the joint responsibility of 
IFAC member bodies and regulatory authorities in the assessment process (reference is made to paragraphs 
11/13/14 of the extant IES 6). This situation exists in various EU Member States and should be recognised in 
revising paragraph 2 of the revised IES 6 or in a separate paragraph under the objective. For instance, article 
32.4 of the EU Directive on Statutory Audit states that the system of public oversight shall have the ultimate 
responsibility for the oversight of the approval and the continuing education of statutory auditors in Europe.  
 

 

GT With respect to IPD, the proposed objective expects member bodies to assess attainment of an appropriate 
level of competence "during IPD". The specific requirement in paragraph 7 refers to assessment, by formal 
evaluation, "by the time IPD is completed" (and paragraph A3 also refers to evaluation of competence "by the 
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time IPD is completed"). Is the intention that member bodies periodically assess whether an appropriate level of 
competence is being achieved at various stages during the IPD period, or is the intention only to assess 
whether the individual has achieved appropriate competence by the end of IPD for the purposes of admission 
to the profession? We request clarification in this respect. 
 
With respect to CPD, the proposed objective expects member bodies to "monitor the efforts" of its professional 
accountants. We believe use of the word "efforts" places emphasis on input measures. In line with the 
Framework, to properly assess the effectiveness of learning and development activities requires an appropriate 
mix of measurement approaches. We further note that paragraph 8 of the Exposure Draft requires member 
bodies to monitor that their members "continue to maintain and develop competence relevant and appropriate 
to their roles". We consider that the wording in paragraph 8 is in fact stronger than the objective stated in 
paragraph 6 (goes further than "monitor efforts"). 
 

HKICPA We consider that the objective as stated in paragraph 6 of the ED appropriate in which member bodies are 
required to undertake a formal evaluation of the adequacy of competence of aspiring professional accountants 
by the time IPD is completed; and have a systematic process to verify whether professional accountants meet 
CPD requirements to maintain and develop competence relevant to their work roles. 
 
However, it is envisaged that some professional accountants may have reservations on the introduction of 
assessment during the period of CPD stage.  The assessment methods, the measurement basis, the frequency 
of assessment and the consequence of not meeting the assessment will be their main concerns.  Member 
bodies may, therefore, face different level of difficulties in implementing the new requirement in terms of the 
compliance issues and the corresponding costs. 
 

 

ICAEW In part. The first bullet point of the objective in paragraph 6 is appropriate and should remain. The second bullet 
is inappropriate and should be deleted. 
 

 

ICAS Whilst the two bullets in paragraph 6 seem appropriate the final sentence “Applying the principles of 
assessment in this standard provides confidence in this process” doesn’t seem to add to the meaning or 
understanding of the objective.  It may be more appropriate to make the link to assessment in the explanatory 
material included at A2. 
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ICPAS We agree that the objectives are appropriate.  Since there are two objectives, ‘objective’ should be changed to 

‘objectives’ and ‘is’ to ‘are’. 
 

 

IDW We believe that, at a principles-based level for IPD, the objective as stated is not appropriate. In particular, the 
objective seems to sound more like a requirement in relation to assessment: the objective is actually to make 
sure that only those with the appropriate competence are awarded the professional accountancy qualification 
(the requirement in paragraph 7 then specifies that this be done by means of assessment).We note that the 
second sentence of the objective is not a statement of objective and should therefore either be moved to the 
explanatory material or be deleted. We also note our responses to Questions 1 and 3, in which we maintain that 
assessment (or measurement and monitoring) of CPD ought to be covered in IES 7.  
 
In relation to the wording, we do not believe that the term “aspiring professional accountant” appropriately 
addresses the individuals meant to be addressed in IES 2 to 6. The term appears to be appropriate in relation 
to IES 1, since IES 1 relates to individuals seeking to commence professional accounting education as part of 
IPD. However, IES 2 to 6 relate to requirements that need to be fulfilled by aspiring professional accountants 
prior to their professional accountancy designation being awarded (i.e., those individuals that are completing – 
not just having commenced – their professional accounting education as part of IPD). For this reason, as in our 
comment letter to IES 4, we suggest that the following term and definition be added to the IAESB Glossary of 
Terms: 
 
Candidate An aspiring professional accountant seeking to complete professional accountancy education as 

part of IPD to obtain a professional accountancy qualification.  
 
Throughout the standard, the term “aspiring professional accountant” should be replaced with “candidate”.  
 
Hence, the objective ought to read as follows: 

“The objective of a member body is to award the professional accountancy qualification only to 
candidates who have the professional competence required to perform the work roles of a professional 
accountant.” 
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IRBA Response: 

 The objective refers to the level of assessment but no guidance is provided for member bodies as to the 

minimum expected level of competence for a professional accountant.  
 It is our view that the inclusion of CPD in this standard may not be useful. 

 

 

JICPA Yes, we believe that it is appropriate, since the objective for the member bodies during IPD and CPD is clearly 
stated. 
 

 

Juvenal I agree with this point, I think that is very important but I observed that will be integrated with others standards 
and laws elaborated of others regulators and IFAC.  
 

 

KPMG With the exception of our concern regarding the confusion relating to the assessment versus the monitoring of 
professional competence during CPD, we believe the objective to be achieved by a member body to be 
appropriate. 
 

 

Mahadevan Objective mentions assessment and monitoring in para 6 the word monitoring may be replaced by evaluation
 
Para a2 mentions level of professional judgment  
level- singular or it should be levels? 
level can be replaced by maturity? 
 
Para a2 
Complexity is mentioned in the beginning and end. They can be combined into one in the beginning 
mention complexity of working environment in the beginning by adding after complexity. 
 

 

MIA Yes, the objective reflects the broader career stages where member bodies would apply the assessment 
process and the explanatory material provides guidance to member bodies in implementing IES 6. 
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NZICA We agree the objective as stated in proposed standard paragraph 6 is appropriate. 
 

 

PACPO The objectives stated are for the member body to: 
Assess the attainment by aspiring PAs of an appropriate level of professional competence during IPD; and 
Monitor the efforts of its PAs to maintain and develop appropriate levels of professional competence during 
CPD that are relevant to their work roles. 
 
I believe the member bodies will understand what is required relative to IPD, although I suggest that the 
alternative assessment methodologies be narrowed to generally accepted testing methodologies that define 
acceptable levels of performance and use measures that truly differentiate among candidates. 
 
The second objective will be very challenging to achieve for both the member body and the PAs. As noted 
above, attainment of competence is now effectively monitored in various, practical, ways. The revised IES 6 
contains too many testing alternatives, some of which are not reliable, and too many potential constraints to 
application of the testing to be applied in any way that yields consistent and reliable results. 
 

 

PWC The Objective section of redrafted IES 6 states:   
"The objective of a member body is to: 
• assess the attainment by aspiring professional accountants of an appropriate level of professional 

competence during IPD; and 
• monitor the efforts of its professional accountants to maintain and develop appropriate levels of 

professional competence during CPD that are relevant to their work roles 
Applying the principles of assessment in this standard provides confidence in this process." 

We believe that the first bullet point is appropriate. 
Consistent with our recommendation to exclude CPD from the scope of this standard, we believe that the 
second bullet should be removed.  Should CPD remain within the scope of this standard, we believe that the 
second bullet should be reworded to align with the wording of the objective of IES 7.   To have different 
statements of objective in an area which has identical requirements can lead to confusion. 
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SAICA Assessment across IPD 

 
Paragraph A3 makes it clear that formal evaluation of professional competence must take place by the time the 
IPD is completed, but that there is no requirement as to whether the assessment should take place at or near 
the end of the IPD period. Although the examples provided in paragraph A3 all refer to assessment at the end 
of the IPD, it is quite clear that assessment can take place at any time, or continuously, during the course of the 
IPD. 
 
It is our view that the flexible approach adopted in the proposed standard is appropriate, but that there should 
also be a specific requirement for member bodies to undertake assessment (written or other forms) at the end 
of the IPD period as it is only at this time that a candidate is likely to be able to demonstrate competence in all 
the work roles of a professional accountant to the defined standard and with reference to the working 
environment that is appropriate in qualifying as a professional accountant. Assessment at this point, that is, at 
the end of the IPD, enables comprehensive assessment with a degree of integration appropriate for the 
‘defined standard and with reference to the working environment’. Put differently, we believe that assessment 
during IPD, while appropriate, cannot address the knowledge, skills and values to a suitably integrated level. 
This can only be done towards the end of IPD.  
 
We regard the proposed change to IES 6 which withdraws the requirement for some assessment at or near the 
end of IPD, to be inappropriate given our understanding of the nature of the overall competence that is required 
of a professional accountant. 
 
We recommend, therefore, that there be a requirement for an element of integrated assessment at or 
near the end of the IPD. 
 
Levels of professional competence 
 
The proposed IES 6 refers to the ‘level’ of professional competence. The use of ‘level’ is consistent with the 
explanation of ‘competence’ in the Glossary of Terms. The Glossary states that the ‘level’ of competence will 
vary, depending upon a number of factors, such as the complexity of the environment, the complexity of tasks 
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and the required specialist knowledge. This suggests that ‘levels’ of competence are fully dependent on matters 
(variables) which may be very different in different jurisdictions and even within jurisdictions. 
 
The proposed IES is consistent with the explanation provided in the Glossary of Terms in that it refers to 
‘appropriate’, ‘expected’ and ‘required’ levels of confidence, thereby reinforcing the implication that ‘levels’ of 
competence may vary considerably. 
 
We understand fully the necessity for flexibility in the standard and for the standard to accommodate different 
levels of competence among member bodies. We observe, however, that the proposed standard provides no 
guidance about the minimum expected levels of competence for a professional accountant and that member 
bodies seeking such guidance would have to find it elsewhere. 
 
Objective (paragraph 6) 
 
It is not clear if this section refers to the objective of the standard, of assessment or of the member body with 
regard to assessment. 
 
We agree with the gist of this paragraph but the wording should clearly identify what is meant by ‘objective’. 
 

   
 Question 5: Have the criteria identified by the IAESB for determining whether a requirement should be 

specified been applied appropriately and consistently, such that the resulting requirements promote 
consistency in implementation by member bodies? 

 
 

 

AAT Yes. 
 

 

ACCA Yes, we feel that the requirements have been applied appropriately and consistently. 
 

 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

As noted in our previous responses, we are not convinced of the need for this standard. Therefore, we do not 
believe that the criteria have been met. 
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BDO Yes, we believe the criteria have been applied appropriately and consistently. 

 
 

CAI The proposed revised standard does meet the identified IAESB criteria. 
 

 

CGA-Canada CGA-Canada believes that the criteria identified by the IAESB for determining whether a requirement should be 
specified has been appropriately and consistently applied, such that the requirements will promote member 
body uniformity, and does not believe that the requirements are unreasonably onerous for professional 
accountants to achieve.  
 

 

CHA Yes. 
 

 

CICA One of the criteria identified by the IAESB in determining the requirements of a Standard is that, “The objective 
stated in the Standard is unlikely to have been met by the requirements of other Standards”.  
 
We believe that CPD is effectively monitored through the requirements of IES 7 and the variety of other quality 
review regulations / obligations re: professional competence established by the Member Body, regulatory 
authorities and other oversight bodies. 
 

 

CIPFA The distinction between ‘assessments’ and ‘assessment activities’ should be clarified. 
 

 

CNDCEC Yes, we believe they are. The wording of the standard is clear but, as to the merits, the above mentioned 
aspects should be taken into account.  
 

 

CPA-
Australia 

CPA Australia believes that the criteria have been applied appropriately. 
 

 

CPA-Ireland The introduction to IES 7 should include an explicit reference to the general principles of assessment, as 
described in IES 6. IES 6 includes a reference in its introduction to IES 7. Cross referencing would support 
consistency in the implementation of both standards. 
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CSOEC- 
CNCC 

The criteria stated by the IAESB to consistently and effectively impose and apply a standard promulgated by it 
seem to be appropriate.  
 

 

DTT Yes, we believe the criteria for requirements have been applied consistently and appropriately.   
 
However, as per our response to question 1 we believe that requirement 8 on CPD should be removed from the 
proposed standard.  We note that paragraph A6 makes clear that ‘requirements relating to assessment during 
CPD are set out in IES 7’ which therefore contradicts the inclusion of requirement 8 on assessment during 
CPD. 
 
 

 

EFAA Yes, we believe so. 
 

 

EYG Yes. The requirements, supported by relevant application material, clearly articulate the key principles of an 
assessment of professional competence expected of the accounting profession by its various stakeholders. 
 

 

FEE Yes, we believe so.  
 

 

GT Subject to completion of the IAESB's clarity project, we agree that the criteria for determining whether a 
requirement should be specified have been applied appropriately and consistently. 
 

 

HKICPA As mentioned in the specific comments to question 2, further guidance for the selection of assessment activities 
and composition of different types of assessment activities should be included in paragraph A4 of the 
Explanatory Materials in order to achieve a consistency in implementation by member bodies. 
 

 

ICAEW In part. The third criterion set by IAESB for determining the requirements of a Standard has not been met. This 
is because IES 7 already satisfactorily addresses the assessment of CPD achievement.  
 

 

ICAS Yes, the criteria appear to have been applied appropriately and consistently and the principles-based approach 
adopted should promote consistency in implementation by member bodies. 
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ICPAS The requirements in relation to formal assessment of competence during IPD, monitoring of maintenance and 
development of competence during CPD, principles of assessment processes and basing assessments on 
verifiable evidence are generally appropriate and consistent with the IAESB Framework. 

We would like to suggest that to support IFAC member bodies’ in their implementation, IAESB could help by 
providing guidance on content of post qualification frameworks and defining competencies for specialisations.  
Competency requirements for IPD are well prescribed but post-qualification competencies are not widely 
available and so it would be good if IAESB can provide the resources to do so, for the benefit of IFAC member 
bodies and as a value-added reference to their members for career advancement.  
 

 

IDW We limit our response to this question to instances in which we believe that a requirement does not meet the 
criteria for determining the requirements of a Standard (see footnote 1 to the Guide for Respondents in the 
Explanatory Memorandum of the Exposure Draft). Based on the criteria noted, we believe that there is a 
reasonable basis for each of the requirements, even though we believe that the description of the nature and 
extent of the requirements needs amendment as described in our responses to Questions 1 to 3 above and in 
our comments by paragraph in Q#5 in this section.  
 

 

IRBA Response:  

• The requirements are considered clear and implementation by member bodies should be consistent.  

• Interpretation by member bodies of the “appropriate level of competence” will differ. 

• Application of the “principles” may require a measure of interpretation and the application of the 

principles will vary.  

 

 

JICPA Yes, we have no objection to the criteria to determine the requirement of the Standard to being a) necessary to 
achieve the objective stated in the Standard, b) expected to be applicable in virtually all situations to which the 
Standard is relevant, and c) unlikely to have been met by the requirements of other Standards. We agree that 
the criteria identified by the IAESB promote consistent implementation of requirements by the member bodies.
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Juvenal I observed that this point is very difficult implementation for IFAC, principally because the monitoring of control 

in others jurisdictions, the problem is the procedure of control in others countries, for example observed the 
points 13-15 of supplement of this proposal that was deleted, this aspect will be observed.   
 

 

KPMG We believe the criteria have been applied consistently and appropriately to promote consistency in 
implementation by member bodies. 
 

 

Mahadevan Para A8 mentions assessment by different assessors it will create problems and complexities 
 
Para A10 
Delete first sentence as it is misleading. 
Face validity can be changed as measure validity or competence validity 
In the glossary verifiable evidence can be electronic and non electronic rather than electronic and written  
Further the word assess can be replaced by measure in para a 10 as assessment to assess is not conveying 
the meaning appropriately. 
 
Para A20 
Competency map can be changed to competency framework 
 

 

MIA It appears that the criteria have been applied appropriately in determining the requirements. 
 

 

NZICA In our opinion, we consider this has been applied appropriately and consistently. 
 

 

PACPO No. See previous comments. 
 

 

PWC We believe that the criterion that the requirements of a standard be necessary to achieve the overall objective 
of the standard has been met.   
 
We believe that the criterion that requirements of the standard are expected to be applicable in virtually all 
situations to which the standard is relevant has been met except for how the requirement to apply the five 

See Q#1 of this 
section for further 
info 
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principles of assessment (Para 9) applies to the monitoring of CPD (Paras 8, A6, A7) as mentioned in our reply 
to Question 1 above. 
 
We believe that the criterion that, "The objective stated in the Standard is unlikely to have been met by the 
requirements of other Standards." has not been met.  The explanatory material (Para A6) indicates that IES 6 
adds nothing to IES 7 regarding the assessment of CPD.  Clearly, therefore, the objective in IES 6 with respect 
to CPD has been met in another standard.  Also, as discussed above in response to Question 1 and Question 
4, there are risks that Para 8 could be misinterpreted.  
 

SAICA The requirements (paragraphs 7–10) are straightforward and implementation by member bodies should prove 
to be consistent. This conclusion is drawn based upon the following reasoning: 
 
Paragraph 7: Member bodies shall assess: Implementation of the requirement to ‘assess’ is simple. The 

interpretation of ‘appropriate level of competence’ will differ from member body to member 
body, but this will not affect consistent implementation of the principle (‘shall assess’). 

 
Paragraph 8: Member bodies shall monitor: As in the case of paragraph 7, the principle is to ‘monitor’ but the 

implication is that it should be done at an appropriate ‘level’ of competence. The former 
(monitor) is easy to implement consistently while the interpretation of the latter (level – 
appropriate, relevant) is likely to differ from member body to member body. 

 
Paragraph 9: As in the case of paragraph 7 and 8: 

‘shall apply’ – this is the principle which can be consistently applied 
‘principles’ – require interpretation and application, and is therefore likely to be achieved 

with varying degrees of success. 
 
Paragraph 10: Implementation should be consistent. 
 

 

   
 Question 6: Are there any terms within the proposed IES 6 which require further clarification? If so, 

please explain the nature of the deficiencies.  
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AAT We have not identified any such terms.   

 
 

ACCA No, the terms are explained clearly. 
 
Other Comments 
Detailed drafting points 
 
A3 – Change ‘and’ in the second bullet point to ‘or’ to indicate that each of these assessment strategies is valid 
in its own right. 
 
A6 – Is this necessary given that paragraph 4 has already explained that specific aspects of assessment are 
dealt with in other standards? If this paragraph is necessary, it should not single out IES 7. 
 
A14 – These examples read rather strangely. Suggest redrafting as follows: 
There are many ways assessment can be designed to increase its equity, including, for example:
 
• Ensuring that assessments which rely on web technology are accessible to all candidates;
 
•Reviewing examinations to ensure that assumptions relating to cultural knowledge not commonly shared by all 
candidates are removed; 
• Designing …. 
 
 

 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

We believe that there should be separate definitions of the term assessment for purposes of assessing IPD and 
for purposes of assessing CPD. We note that the proposal continues a preference for real-life as opposed to 
hypothetical case studies. While certainly a case-study should have relevance and be based on real-life 
situations, we believe that professionally designed case studies that, for example, combine facts from multiple 
real-life situations, change specific facts to protect confidentiality or emphasize certain learning objectives, or 
add information to proxy for unknowns as a teaching and learning tool are generally superior to real-life case 
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studies that may be constrained in what information can be presented due to availability, confidentiality 
requirements, or other legal concerns. 
 
Other Comments:  
� The original standard focused on IPD prior to qualification. Given the difficulty of determining a common 
definition or timeframe for qualification, we are pleased to see an altered approach.  
� Paragraph seven in the Requirements section appears to imply the formal evaluation of competence is only 
relevant in IPD. Is this intended?  
� The definitions of various elements of validity is by necessity abbreviated. A practice statement with greater 
detail would be desirable. 
 

BDO Please see our response to question 4 above. 
 
Other comments 
 
Paragraph 1 
We believe there is an unnecessary ‘that is’ which seems to break up the sentence inappropriately.  We 
recommend the following amendment is made (additions are shown in bold italics and deletions in strikethrough 
text): 
 
...career of a professional accountant, that is, during both Initial Professional... 
 
Paragraph 4 
This paragraph makes reference to a long list of existing IAESB pronouncements.  On an initial read through 
IES 6, the presence of all these references to other IESs can appear overwhelming and out of context, 
especially as this covers six of the eight IESs. We recommend that either the IESs not covered or linked to by 
this draft IES are indicated, or the IESs listed are in a footnote rather than in the main text. 
 
Paragraph A2 
With respect to the reference to a ‘financial report preparer,’ we recommend that for clarity this is amended to a 

See Q# 4 of this 
section for 
additional info 
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‘preparer of financial statements,’ which is a more widely understood concept. 
 

CAI We have a few minor points which may assist the IAESB in its deliberations:  
 
� In Paragraph A9 it states that the assessors have “comparable levels of ability” which presumably refers to 
the assessors as a group rather than in relation to those they are assessing.  
 
� In Paragraph A12 it refers to regulatory “constraints”.  Might the term “requirements” be added for clarity? 
 
� In Paragraph A16 additional activities which add to transparency include the availability of model solutions, 
feedback on performance, and an examination appeals system.  
 

 

CGA-Canada Please see comments above relating to Question 3 regarding validity and transparency.  
  
 Other Comments  
Paragraph 8 of IES 6 uses the phrase “maintain and develop competence” whereas Paragraphs 1, 10 and 15 
of the IES 7 Exposure Draft read “develop and maintain competence”. IES 7 Paragraphs 8 and 12 refer to 
“maintenance and development”; and Paragraph 3 refers to “maintains and develops”. CGA-Canada  
recommends that the phrasing be harmonized between, and within, the standards in order to promote 
consistency of interpretation. This will also aid in translating the standards.  
  
Paragraph A2 refers to “specialist knowledge”; whereas the IAASB common nomenclature refers to “experts”. 
Given the experience of CGA-Canada, and of others, CGA-Canada is supportive of use of the term “expert” 
rather than “specialist”.  
  
CGA-Canada recommends that the fifth bullet in A2 be revised to read “the varied roles of professional 
accountants”. Providing a comprehensive list of examples becomes unwieldy, and a partial list can be limiting; 
therefore, we recommend that the examples be omitted from this point.   
  
Footnote 2 in IES 6 references IES 7, paragraphs 47 and 48. The Exposure Draft of IES 7 does not include 
paragraphs 47 or 48. We suggest this footnote and reference be reviewed.  

See Q#3 of this 
section for 
additional info 
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Paragraph A13 indicates that an equitable assessment is fair and without bias. This paragraph could be 
enhanced by providing examples of bias.   
  
IES 6 Paragraph A20 provides examples of verifiable evidence related to both IPD and CPD. Paragraphs A13 
and A17 of IES 7 provide examples of verifiable evidence, specific to CPD. To the extent that the examples in 
IES 6 pertain to CPD, CGA-Canada recommends that the lists be harmonized. Specifically, the fourth, fifth, 
sixth and seventh bulleted points in Paragraph A20 of IES 6 be revised as follows:  
 
4. “Confirmation by an employer of attendance and participation in an in-house program”  
 
5. “Evaluation of written or published material by a reviewer”  
 
6. “Objective assessments against a competency map developed either by the employer or by the 
professional body to reflect the individual’s level of competence”  
 
7. “attendance record, registration forms, or confirmation of registration from the provider”  
 

CHA Other Comments 
To A2 (Ref: Para 6): 
 
It is welcome that factors relevant to determining an appropriate level of professional competence include the 
required level of professional judgment.  
 
To A3 (Ref: Para 7 and 8): 
 
We suggest the addition of “/and” highlighted in red to the text of A3: 
 

• a series of examinations that focus on different areas of competence, conducted throughout or/and at 
the end of IPD; and  
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In our overall view the revised IES 6 facilitates better understanding of the requirements for a final assessment 
of a candidate’s professional competence before qualification.  
 

CICA We have no specific comments. We have assumed that the proposed additions to the Glossary of Terms use 
wording consistent with other IAESB publications and definitions of these terms as generally used in the 
assessment field. 
 
Other Comments: 
 

1. Confusion between IPD and CPD in all sections of the revised IES 6 
 
It should be stated up front that for clarity, we prefer the structure of the extant IESs. The extant IESs 1 
to 6 describe the Member Body’s responsibility for learning and development in initial professional 
development. Continuing professional development is dealt with in IES 7. Within this structure, the 
objectives, requirements and explanatory material for both IPD and CPD are distinct and relatively clear. 
 
Not so in the revised IES 6. Our reviewers ran into difficulty in the Objectives section, the Requirements 
and the Explanatory Material.  
 
We would suggest that if an IES addresses both IPD and CPD (the recent IES 4 Exposure Draft suffers 
from some of this as well), that it be made very clear as to what applies to what. This could be 
accomplished through sub-headings in each section i.e. Initial Professional Development and Continuing 
Professional Development or by structuring the sections to address IPD first, followed by any CPD 
differences. 
 
Examples of confusion that need to be cleared up: 
 
Objective section: 

• The last sentence stands alone: “Applying the principles of assessment in this standard provides 
confidence in the process.” 
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Does this sentence refer to IPD, CPD or both? It’s not clear. If it is intended to apply to both, we 
are not convinced that it is a true statement for CPD e.g. equity may not be a necessary 
characteristic of assessment for CPD. 
 

 Requirements section 
• Readers might assume that Paragraphs 9 and 10 are CPD requirements as well as IPD 

requirements. There is no indication that they are one or the other – therefore it is assumed that 
they must apply to both. 
 
Paragraph 10 
But we find in the footnote , that Paragraph 10 is NOT a CPD requirement – for that, you need to 
go “IES 7, para 47 and 48”.  
 
More importantly, this paragraph appears to contradict IES 7 (para 33) which does NOT require 
all CPD to be verifiable.  
 
Paragraph 9 
Per Paragraph A6, none of the requirements in the revised IES 6 – including Paragraph 9 - seem 
to apply to CPD.  
 
More importantly, we are not convinced that assessment for CPD does need to meet all of the 
stated principles e.g. equity.  
 

Explanatory Materials section 
• More a general comment here – that the examples provided in the Explanatory Material cover the 

gamut of IPD and CPD and this can lead to confusion or misunderstanding. Member Body’s are 
generally much more interested in the relevant and appropriate examples of assessment for IPD. 
To intersperse ideas that are typically CPD-related e.g. workplace assessments by employers, 
confirmation that employees have attended in-house training or certificates of course completion 
causes confusion in what might be relevant and appropriate for IPD versus CPD and reduces the 
usefulness of the IES.  
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2. Explanatory Material 

 
a) We were surprised at the amount of information from the extant IES 6 that was NOT carried 

forward to the revised IES 6 – information that we believe would provide more context for the 
proposed Requirements, particularly the IPD-related Requirements. We believe that the 
proposed Explanatory Material can be improved. The inclusion of such a variety of examples in 
the proposed Explanatory Material, without appropriate context/explanation, provides little 
guidance to the reader. 

 
b) Paragraph A2 does not in our view provide explanatory material re: the Objective of this IES. It 

explains “the factors relevant to determining an appropriate level of professional competence.” 
This material would be more appropriate for a revised IES 2. We believe explanatory material as 
to what the objective is about can be found in paragraphs of the extant IES 6 e.g. Paragraph 14. 
 

c) Paragraphs A3 to A5 would be significantly enhanced by providing more context for “Forms of 
Assessment”. We would suggest that the IAESB consider materials from the extant IES 6 e.g. 
Paragraph 18 and maybe some of Paragraph 17 and even material from IEP 3 Assessment 
Methods which explains: 

o That assessment will often consist of a selection of types of assessment – 
education-based, work-based or a combination; 

o That selection of the approach and techniques of assessment needs to meet the 
principles of  Paragraph 9 of the revised IES 6;  

o That Member Bodies should use care in their selection  - that there are 
advantages and disadvantages in considering an assessment approach and/or 
an assessment technique (such as those listed in the proposed Paragraph A4); 
and 

o That selection will be made with consideration of the practical considerations of 
cost/benefit, resources, time limits and regulatory constraints (the current 
Paragraph A12). 
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d) Paragraph A4 – The last three bullets of this paragraph are typically considered in a CPD 
situation more than in IPD. The suggestion that “self-assessment activities” has ANY place 
in IPD (which for a Member Body leads to admission to membership) seems particularly 
weak. The inclusion of these last three activities in a list that offers no differentiation in 
effectiveness or how they meet the proposed principles, does not add clarity to the IES. 
 

e) Paragraph A6 – What does this paragraph mean?  It seems to contradict the Objective and 
the Requirements of the revised IES 6 as they relate to CPD. “The requirements relating to 
assessment during CPD are set out in IES 7” i.e. not here in IES 6. 

 
f) Paragraphs A9, A11 A14 and A16 – These four paragraphs include examples to illustrate a 

point. The examples are very specific (one reviewer said ‘random’) and very written-
examination focused and not very explanatory. We do not think the revised IES 6 would be 
harmed by deleting these examples.  

 
g) Paragraph A12 – There is a wording problem here. A cold read might suggest that it is okay 

to constrain reliability and validity. (“Reliability and validity may be constrained”). The point 
that is trying to be made here, we believe, is that assessment techniques have various pros 
and cons e.g. the four bullets in A12. To ensure reliability and validity, the Member Body 
may have to make another selection or find a way to ensure reliability and validity. But 
reliability and validity should never be compromised. It sounds like there is an ‘out’. 

 
h) Paragraph A18 – Integration is a critically important part of the learning and development 

activities of many Member Bodies. Interestingly, we don’t believe that there is a common 
definition of integration amongst those Member Bodies but if there were, we do NOT 
believe that it would include the last three bullets in this paragraph. The last three bullets 
are pervasive skills in their own right – problem solving, identifying, prioritizing and 
professional judgement. 

 
At our Symposium, Leveraging Change – The New Pillars of Accounting Education, held for 
educators in September 2010, Irene M. Wiecek, B. Comm., FCA, Senior Lecturer, Joseph 
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L. Rotman School of Management, University of Toronto, presented a paper on Integration 
in Accounting Education. We believe that her paper may be useful in establishing what is 
meant by integration. It highlighted that there are both breadth and depth aspects to 
integrated accounting education. 
 
“Breadth aspects include: 

1. Interconnection of various business disciplines: accounting, economics, finance, 
organizational behaviour, strategy, marketing, operations management, ethics 

2. Interconnectedness of various sub-disciplines within accounting such as tax and 
assurance 

3. Interconnectedness of topics within accounting sub-disciplines e.g. leases, 
financial instruments, taxes, etc. 

 
Depth aspects include: 

1. Interconnectedness of foundational concepts: these may be foundational to all 
business disciplines and/or specific to accounting. For example, this includes 
concepts such as supply and demand in economics, the reasonable man in law, 
the risk/return tradeoff in finance and the revenue recognition principle in financial 
accounting. 

2. Interconnectedness of foundational models and methods: these may be 
foundational to all business disciplines and/or specific to accounting. Examples of 
these are discounted cash flow models, options pricing models, the accounting 
equation, journal entries, revenue recognition methods such as percentage of 
completion.” 

 
 

i) Paragraph A20 – A very confusing paragraph. There is no distinction here between 
examples of verifiable evidence for IPD versus CPD.  In our view, the first three bullets 
would generally be applicable to IPD. But the last five bullets would typically be related to 
CPD.  
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As noted earlier, some reviewers interpreted the footnote to Paragraph 10 to suggest that 
Paragraph A20 applies ONLY to IPD. (“For CPD, refer IES 7”) so that this list would be 
considered examples for IPD only.  
 
How is a Member Body to know which is which? And, by being listed in Paragraph A20,  is 
the IAESB saying that these are effective examples of verifiable evidence for IPD? How 
reasonable is it to accept “records of attendance at lectures” as evidence of professional 
competence for admission to membership? Such confusion could lead to a significant 
lowering of the standard from the extant IES 6.  
 
Again, we would suggest eliminating this paragraph as being too specific for Explanatory 
Material or we would suggest being more clear on examples of verifiable evidence that 
apply to CPD and examples of verifiable evidence that apply to IPD. 

 
CIPFA The extant standard refers to the final assessment of capabilities and competence normally being ‘in addition to 

purely academic qualifications’ and ‘beyond undergraduate level’. These points appear to have been lost in the 
proposed standard, and this may be interpreted as a lowering in expectations regarding the level of 
assessment. 
 
The wording of paragraphs 6 and 7 (and also paragraphs 12 and 23) in the extant standard indicates that the 
final assessment should be towards the end of the pre-qualification education program. There are benefits to 
this approach, particularly in ensuring that the learning from the breadth of the curriculum, which in some cases 
will have focused on demonstrating knowledge up to that point, can be assessed in a more integrative and 
practical manner. Reducing the emphasis on the final assessment being towards the end of the pre-
qualification period may potentially lead to less assessment of an integrative and practical (or ‘real-world’) 
nature. The final assessment currently applied in the CIPFA professional qualification ensures that there is a 
rigorous test of professional competence immediately prior to qualification, giving the opportunity for a more 
integrative or synthetic style of test, bringing together the range of content covered in previous stages of IPD 
and previous assessments. 
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We would therefore recommend that some reference to the positioning of a final assessment of capabilities and 
competences towards the end of the pre-qualification education program should be reinstated. This could be as 
a recommendation, rather than being mandatory, and is in line with current practice amongst UK professional 
accountancy bodies. One option would be to amend the wording in the second bullet point in paragraph A3 to ‘a 
series of examinations that focus on different areas of competence, conducted throughout IPD and at the end 
of IPD’. 
 
 

CNDCEC We noticed that the definition of valid assessment in paragraph A10 is different from the wording used in the 
2009 revision of the Framework for International Education Standards for Professional Accountants, paragraph 
31 (‘Validity – whether it measures what needs to be measured’). 
 
In paragraph A20, we suggest to clarify the bullet point ‘objective assessment against a competence map 
developed by a member body’. Examples or best practices could be useful. 
 

 

CPA-
Australia 

CPA Australia has not identified any terms that need further explanation.  We believe the words ‘one or more’ in 
the definition of ‘formal evaluation’ are superfluous. We believe that the words ‘and professional responsibilities’ 
should be added in paragraph 6 so that it reads: ‘monitor the efforts of its professional accountants to maintain 
and develop appropriate levels of professional competence during CPD that are relevant to their work roles and 
professional responsibilities’ and thus be consistent with IES 7.    
 
Comments on other matters: 
CPA Australia notes that there will be compliance difficulties in relation to workplace assessment. Paragraph 8 
states that professional accountants shall “continue to maintain and develop competence relevant and 
appropriate to their work roles.” We believe that an assessment of relevance to work roles would be difficult for 
professional bodies, and that this assessment may sit best with employers. Further, we believe that there would 
be significant variation between any workplace assessment conducted by employers, together with an 
associated risk of inconsistency between different employers.  
 

 

CPA-Ireland i Competence / Professional Competence - There is a definition of competence in the IAESB Glossary of  
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Terms. However, ‘professional competence’ is extensively referred to throughout many of the IAESB 
publications (IESs, Practise Statements, etc) although no definition is provided. A definition of ‘professional 
competence’ should be provided. 
 

ii  The sequence of assessments for reliability and validity should be consistent with one another, (see 
paragraphs A9 and A11 on pages 12 and 13). In paragraph A11 It is recommended that that the second 
bullet point be moved to the first bullet point. The new order will then be consistent with the order of written 
and workplace assessment in paragraph A9. 
 

iii It is recommended that the wording of the second sentence in paragraph A13 be replaced to read, 
“Designers of assessment programs or activities should be aware of the possibility of bias and ensure that 
assessments are fair and without bias.” 

 
Other Comments 
2 Insert “as” after “education meets the requirements” 

2 Replace “any” with “all” in “...and any other stakeholders” 

2 Insert “the” after “learning” in ’’...who support learning and development” 

2 Replace “...development for professional accountants.” with development of professional 

accountants, including IPD. 

6 Replace “provides” with “helps to ensure” in “...provides confidence...” 

7 Replace “that” with “whether” in “...through formal education, that aspiring...” 
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7 Replace “is” with “has been” in “... by the time IPD is completed.” 

8 Replace “that” with “whether” in “Member bodies shall monitor that...” 

9 Replace “... apply the principles of reliability, validity, equity, ...” with “... apply all the principles of 

reliability, validity, consistency, equity, ...”  (Consider this in the context of the response, above, to 

Question 3. 

A3 Replace “is” with “has been” in “... by the time IPD is completed ...” 

A9 Insert “that” after “ways” in “There are many ways assessment can be...”  

A9 Insert “by” after “and” in “...levels of ability and providing training...” 

A12 Replace “/” with “-“ in “Cost/benefit...” 

A14 Remove “its” in “...to increase its equity,” 

A14 Replace “offering on-line examinations so that individuals without access to computers with high 

processing speed..,” with “offering on-line examinations at selected locations so that individuals 

without access locally to computers with high processing speed...” 
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A14 Replace “... based on assumptions of cultural knowledge that...” with “...based on knowledge of 

cultural factors that ...”  

A14 Replace “that” with “which” in “... the limited opportunities that...” 

A18 Insert “all the” after “prioritizing” in “...prioritizing problems...” 

A20 Replace “...of completion” with “...from employers on the completion” 

A20 Delete “...by employers” 

 

CSOEC-
CNCC 

The CSOEC and the CNCC welcome the IAESB’s work on definition and do not have any additional requests to 
add to the project. 
 
Opinion of the comments on implementation of IES 6 (“Explanatory Materials”) 
 

- A1 (paras. 1 to 4) 
The CSOEC and the CNCC value the openness and the flexibility recommended by the IAESB to organise and 
implement the assessment methods of their future professionals (IPD) and their members (CPD). 
 
However, in France the professional institutions are not responsible for the certifying sector (IPD). The 
organisation and issue of higher diplomas in accountancy (DCG, Bachelor degree, DSCG, Master degree and 
the DEC Final diploma) are the responsibility of the Ministre de l’Enseignement supérieur. These are state 
diplomas. The profession is closely involved at all stages of the course and its development, it collaborates with 
drafting texts, programmes, regulations, examination subjects, juries etc. Only the part connected with the 
acquisition of professional experience, the compulsory 3-year placement, is fully devolved to the profession and 
under its responsibility. It is the institution which delivers the confirmation of the end of the training period 
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needed to enrol for the DEC or CAFAC exams. 
 
On the other hand, the continuous learning aspect is the responsibility of the professional institutions with the 
particular feature for the Compagnie des Commissaires aux Comptes that some of the continuous learning 
obligation for auditors is defined by a scientific committee under the aegis of the Ministère de la Justice and the 
authority of the CNCC President, made up of members outside the profession. 
 
The French professional bodies each year publish a continuous learning catalogue for their members and 
employees. 
 

- A2 (para 6) and A3, A4, A5, A6 (paras. 7, 8) 
The CSOEC and the CNCC approve these criteria, methods and systems, most of which are already integrated 
into the examination process and are being developed as continuous learning following some successful 
experimentation. This experimentation comprises continuous learning activities in the form of practical 
workshops and the development of e-learning, including assessment tests and group days or remote tutoring 
by specialists in the field. 
 
The French professional bodies may be contacted by the IAESB to discuss these educational methods. 
 
The e-learning tool was successfully tested in 2008 amongst trainees. A good deal of their compulsory training 
programme is now in the form of e-learning. This programme prepares candidates for the DEC exams. 
 

- A7 to A 18 (para. 9) 
The CSOEC and the CNCC believe that the criteria stated in order to strengthen the reliability, equity, 
permanence and transparency of the recommended assessment methods are appropriate. The CSOEC and 
the CNCC agrees to disclose these criteria to their initial training and continuous learning contacts in order to 
improve the existing systems, and to renew and diversify practices. 
 
The inclusion and display of the levels of competence (A17 and A18) is quite a recent aspect in the continuous 
learning environment. The CSOEC and the CNCC drew inspiration from the work in Europe of the “Common 
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Content Project” and the Canadian experience to redefine the training programme in 2006-2007. 
 

- A19 and A20 (para. 10) 
The CSOEC and the CNCC agree on the positive influence of initial and continuous learning of a high standard 
that is verifiable and duly controlled and assessed by it members. This requirement can only reassure the 
opinion of third parties and the general public about the nature and value added of the accountancy and 
auditing professionals.  

 
DTT Yes – we believe the following terms should either be explained in more detail in the standard itself or 

included in the IAESB Glossary: 
 

• Professional competence (throughout proposed standard) 

• Workplace performance assessment activities 

• Objective testing 

• Transparency 

• Assessment process 

• Monitor 

Specific drafting points 
 
In addition to our responses to the specific questions posed in the Explanatory Memorandum, we also provide 
a number of specific comments on the exposure draft together with suggestions for changes to enhance the 
clarity of the final standard. 
 
We note that the approach to providing paragraph references between the main body of the proposed standard 
and the Explanatory material differs from the proposed IES 7.  IES 7 was easier to follow because it used a 
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consistent approach of providing paragraph references alongside the subheadings in both the main body of the 
Standard and the Explanatory Material, providing clear linkage between the two parts of the document.  We 
recommend that this approach is also taken for the proposed IES 6.  

Paragrap
h 

Existing Wording Comments/Suggestions for change

6 The objective of a member body is to: 
• assess the attainment by aspiring 

professional accountants of an 
appropriate level of professional 
competence during IPD; and  

• monitor the efforts of its 
professional accountants to 
maintain and develop appropriate 
levels of professional competence 
during CPD that are relevant to their 
work roles.  

Applying the principles of assessment 
in this standard provides confidence 
in this process. 

We recommend that the reference to 
CPD is removed (see above) and that 
the application of the principles of 
assessment is positioned as part of the 
scope section of the standard rather 
than in the objectives paragraph. 
 
The objective of a member body is to 
assess the attainment by aspiring 
professional accountants of an 
appropriate level of professional 
competence during IPD. 

10 Footnote: 
For CPD refer IES 7, para 47 and 48.

These paragraph references address 
the extant IES7, and will therefore 
need to be updated to reflect the 
recently exposed proposed IES 7.  
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A2 •  the expectations of certain 
stakeholders (such as regulators, 
employers, and the public) relating 
to expected levels of professional 
competence;  

 

Expectations are by definition 
‘expected’ – no need to repeat. 
 
• the expectations of certain 

stakeholders (such as regulators, 
employers, and the public) relating to 
levels of professional competence;  

Paragrap
h 

Existing Wording Comments/Suggestions for change

A2 •  the required specialist knowledge; 

•  the required level of professional 
judgment; 

We recommend more context is 
provided for these 2 bullets.  Who is 
‘requiring’ the specialist knowledge and 
professional judgment, and for what? 

A3 The formal evaluation of professional 
competence by the time IPD is 
completed may be undertaken in a 
variety of ways, including, for 
example, by: 

We recommend changes to improve 
comprehension: 
The formal evaluation that professional 
competence is attained by the time IPD 
is completed may be undertaken in a 
variety of ways, including: 

A4 • Computer-assisted testing; We believe this terminology sounds 
out-dated and suggest changing to: 
 
•  Technology-based testing;  

A4 • Self assessment activities; It is unclear how self assessment 
activities could meet the principle of 
reliability.  We recommend removing 
this from the list. 

A5 • training opportunities provided by We recommend referring to learning 
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employers. and development (in order to be 
consistent with the IAESB Framework) 
rather than just training: 
 
• Learning and development 

opportunities provided by employers.

A8 A reliable assessment consistently 
produces the same result, given the 
same set of circumstances. Reliability 
is not an absolute measure, and 
different assessment activities may 
have different levels of reliability. An 
assessment activity is reliable if 
different assessors acting 
independently come to the same 
judgment, given the same set of 
circumstances. 

As reliability is not an absolute 
measure we recommend avoiding 
reference to ‘a reliable assessment’ or 
to an activity being ‘reliable’.  We also 
suggest avoiding the suggestion that 
high reliability is only achieved when 
assessors always come to the same 
judgment. 
 
A assessment has high reliability if it 
consistently produces the same result, 
given the same set of circumstances. 
Reliability is not an absolute measure, 
and different assessment activities 
may have different levels of reliability. 
An assessment activity has high 
reliability if different assessors acting 
independently consistently come to the 
same judgment, given the same set of 
facts and circumstances.  
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A9 • The reliability of workplace 
performance assessments may be 
increased by selecting assessors 
who have comparable levels of 
ability and providing training for the 
assessment task. 

We recommend being clear that it is 
the assessors and not those being 
assessed who should receive the 
training for the assessment task. 
• The reliability of workplace 

performance assessments may be 
increased by selecting assessors 
who have comparable levels of ability 
and providing them with training for 
the assessment task. 
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A10 A valid assessment measures what it 
was intended to assess. Validity is not 
an absolute measure, and different 
assessment activities may differ in 
their validity. Validity has multiple 
aspects and includes the following:  
•  An assessment activity measures 

what it is intended to measure (this 
is called face validity);  

•  The content of the assessment 
activity relates to the aspect of 
competence that it intends to 
assess (this is called predictive 
validity); and 

•  The assessment activity provides 
adequate coverage of the particular 
competence being assessed (this is 
called content validity).  

 

We recommend changes to the description 
of validity to be consistent with our 
proposed changes to paragraph A8 on 
reliability.  In addition we recommend 
restructuring the bullet points to emphasize 
the titles of the different components of 
validity. 
We also recommend revisiting the definition 
of face validity as it is currently defined to 
be the same as the overall concept of 
validity.  We recommend referring in the 
definition of face validity to the importance 
of perception. 
An assessment has high validity if it 
measures what it was intended to assess. 
Validity is not an absolute measure, and 
different assessment activities may differ in 
their validity. Validity has multiple aspects 
and includes the following:  
• Face validity - An assessment has high 

face validity if the activity is perceived to 
measure what it is intended to measure ;

• Predictive validity – an assessment has 
high predictive validity if the content of the 
assessment activity relates to the aspect 
of competence that it intends to assess; 
and 

• Content validity – an assessment has 
high content validity if the assessment 
activity provides adequate coverage of 
the particular competence being 
assessed. 

Paragrap
h 

Existing Wording Comments/Suggestions for change

A11  There are many ways to design 
assessments to increase the level of 
validity. For example:  
•  An assessment by a supervisor of 

We note that the first and second bullet 
points differ in the type of situation they 
describe.  Bullet one contrasts the 
levels of validity achieved using 
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EFAA We do not believe so. 
 

 

EYG We have not identified any such terms. 
 
Other comments 

We offer the following drafting suggestions for your consideration: 
 
• Paragraph 3: in order to avoid ambiguity, we suggest revising the second sentence to read “…. attainment 

of professional competence at the level of proficiency defined by the relevant IESs”. 
• Paragraph 8: we would add after “… shall monitor that professional accountants” the words “, after having 

completed IPD,” which is too implicit in the current sentence. 
• Paragraph A1: regarding the last sentence, we believe that in many instances, the primary stakeholder in 

the assessment process is a governmental authority and that just saying that they “may provide substantive 
input” does not reflect reality in probably the majority of countries in the world.  We would therefore suggest 
adding a sentence along the following lines: “In some jurisdictions, the input of regulators or governmental 
authorities is particularly important”. 

• Paragraph A2: we suggest adding “In addition to the requirements of other IESs” to the beginning of the 
introductory sentence.  

• Paragraph A4: we suggest adding, after the first sentence, the following: “The IESs prescribe a variety of 
competencies for which the most appropriate assessment method may vary. As a result, a combination of 
the activities listed below may help in addressing a variety of situations and ensure that all aspects of 
professional competence as prescribed by the IESs are addressed”. 

• Paragraph A8: This paragraph appears to be absolute in stating that the results would always be the same, 
irrelevant of the assessment activity. We propose the following wording to the first and third sentences to 
clarify that this may not always be the case: “A reliable assessment consistently produces the same result 
on a reasonably consistent basis, given the same set of circumstances…An assessment activity is reliable if 
different assessors acting independently reasonably come to the same judgment, given the same set of 
circumstances.”  

• Paragraph A14: the first bullet is not clear. We do not understand how equity is increased by using on-line 
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examinations when accessing high speed internet facilities is difficult. Also, with respect to the third bullet, 
we do not understand how equity is improved by the design of the CPD activity in those environments 
where limited opportunities exist. In our view, it would be more appropriate for the member body to create 
more opportunities for its members, which is a requirement of other IESs (facilitation of access to 
professional development activities). 

• Paragraph A17: we suggest adding a sentence to the end of the paragraph such as “In that respect, it is 
unlikely that only using one single method such as online multiple choice questionnaires would allow a 
relevant integration of topics”. 

• Paragraph A19: we suggest re-wording the second sentence to state “Verifiable evidence increases the 
confidence of stakeholders …” Although we recognize the need to avoid hidden requirements in the 
explanatory materials, we believe this is simply a statement of fact. 

• Paragraph A20: In our view, especially with regard to assessing the achievement of appropriate 
competence at the end of IPD, we believe that examinations remain the most widely used method. 
Accordingly, the importance of examinations becomes lost by simply mentioning it as one of many examples 
of verifiable evidence. We suggest stating “In addition to the outcomes of examinations, other examples of 
verifiable evidence include:” 

 
FEE In the second sentence of paragraph 2, “In addition, this IES will be helpful to…and any other stakeholders who 

support the learning and development for professional accountants”, we question whether this standard is 
useful for such large range of stakeholders. IAESB needs to avoid drafting standards which would go beyond 
its responsibility. Therefore, we suggest to amend the sentence as follows: “However, this IES might be helpful 
to educational organisations, employers, regulators and government authorities”.  
  
It could be useful to add a reference to paragraph 14 of 2009 revision of the Framework for International 
Education Standards for Professional Accountants to clarify the meaning of “appropriate level of professional 
competence” in paragraph A2.  
  
Recognising that this is already mentioned in the 2009 revision of the Framework for International Education 
Standards for Professional Accountants, FEE believes that it would be useful to include in the Explanatory 
Materials, the Public Interest as one of the criteria to consider in the definition of assessment. We noticed that 
the definition of valid assessment in paragraph A10 is different from the wording used in the, paragraph 31 of 
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the 2009 revision of the Framework (“Validity – whether it measures what needs to be measured”).   
  
In paragraph A20, we suggest to clarify the bullet point “objective assessment against a competence map 
developed by a member body”. Example or best practice could be useful.  
 

GT We believe that the following terms require further clarification:
 
"IPD" and "CPD" - The emphasis of the Exposure Draft is that IPD is undertaken prior to achieving 
"professional accountant" status, and that CPD is undertaken thereafter. This presumes a link between 
completion of IPD and admission to membership of an IFAC body. The Framework (paragraph 24) provides that 
"each IFAC member body may define the appropriate link between the end of IPD and the point of qualification 
(or licensing) for its members". The Framework also states (paragraph 25) that IPD is about demonstrating 
competence in the individual's "chosen role" (one result of which "may be" admission to membership). We find 
this confusing and would welcome clarification regarding the point of transition from IPD to CPD. 
 
Paragraph 9: "Transparency" - This term is not defined in the Glossary of Terms (including proposed 
conforming amendments). While paragraph A15 explains the meaning of "a transparent assessment process", 
we recommend that the principle of "transparency" be defined in the Glossary of Terms. 
 
Paragraph 10: "Verifiable evidence" - The Exposure Draft (proposed conforming amendments) defines 
"verifiable evidence" as "evidence that is objective and is stored in written or electronic form". While paragraph 
A20 provides examples of verifiable evidence, no specific guidance is provided regarding the intended 
interpretation or application of "objective" in this context. What is required in order to satisfy the "objective" test 
(particularly for evidence that is prepared and/or reviewed internally by an employer)? Further guidance would 
be welcomed. 
 
Paragraph A10 and A11: "Validity" - Paragraph A10 acknowledges that validity has multiple aspects, and 
paragraph A11 provides examples of ways to increase validity in certain aspects. We believe users would 
benefit from further guidance around the relative importance and/or significance of the various aspects of 
validity, to assist in designing effective assessments. 
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Other Comments 
Para Comment 
1 Paragraph 1 defines the scope of the Exposure Draft as "over the career of a professional 

accountant, that is, during IPD and CPD". As reflected in paragraph 6,  IPD is undertaken by 
"aspiring professional accountants". We therefore suggest the scope in paragraph 1 be extended 
to also include "aspiring professional accountants". 

3 The extant definition of "CPD" in the Glossary of Terms refers to "learning and development that
maintains and develops capabilities …". References to "capabilities" in the extant IES 6 have been
removed in the Exposure Draft as they do not align with concepts in the revised Framework
document. For consistency, we suggest a conforming amendment to the Glossary of Terms that
revises the definition of CPD to refer to 'competences' rather than 'capabilities'. 

n/a The Exposure Draft is not clear about how one documents and maintains assessment information to
satisfy IFAC requirements. Assessment information maintained by employers, for example, is 
currently subject to inspection by professional bodies and regulators. Is it intended that the
documentation requirements become more extensive under the proposed new standard (e.g. submit
to IFAC also)? 

A1 Paragraph A1 states "Although the assessment of professional competence during IPD and CPD
may be the responsibility of IFAC member bodies, ..". For consistency with the requirements of the
Exposure Draft, and also for clarity, should "may be" be replaced with "is"? 

A3 Paragraph A3 provides examples of ways in which evaluation of professional competence by the end
of IPD may be undertaken. If we correctly interpret that the examples listed are intended as
alternative methods (i.e. not all required), we recommend an amendment at the end of bullet 2 of the 
word "and" to "or" (so that bullet 2 reads "…conducted throughout or at the end of IPD; or ".  

A4 Paragraph A4 states that "Assessment activities can be selected that suit the particular competences 
being evaluated". We believe that assessment activities 'should be' selected that suit the particular 
competences being evaluated, and recommend amending paragraph A4 to that effect. 

A5 Paragraph A5 provides examples of factors that may influence the form of assessment. However the
Exposure Draft includes no guidance as to boundaries of acceptability (and any related quality control
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measures), leaving member bodies to form their own judgments as to what may or may not be
acceptable in certain circumstances. We believe additional guidance would assist member bodies in 
making appropriate choices. 

A9 Paragraph A9 (bullet 2) discusses how reliability may be increased by "selecting assessors who have
comparable levels of ability and providing training for the assessment task". We believe that
"comparable levels of ability" is not sufficient as, even with "training for the assessment task", this
sets no expectation regarding minimum competence levels of assessors. We recommend that
"comparable levels of ability" be replaced by "appropriate skills and experience'. 

A10 Paragraph A10 (bullet 1) states that 'face validity' is when "an assessment activity measures what it is
intended to measure". This is the definition of 'validity' per the Glossary of Terms (including
conforming amendments). According to the Glossary of Terms (including conforming amendments),
'face validity' is when "an assessment activity appears to measure what it was intended to measure". 
We recommend that paragraph A10 (bullet 1) is amended in line with the Glossary of Terms definition 
of 'face validity'. 

A11 Paragraph A11 (bullet 2) suggests that face validity may be greater when an examination draws on a
real-life case study, rather than a hypothetical case study. We question whether this statement holds
true. In our view, a hypothetical case study can have equal face validity providing the case study facts
as presented are relevant, realistic and do not contain inconsistent information. 

A15 In order to achieve transparency, paragraph A15 expects member bodies to communicate the
assessment process in a way that is "accepted as credible". We agree that credibility is important in
this respect. However, is the intention that member bodies determine whether stakeholders "accept"
their communications as credible? 

A16 Paragraph A16 (bullet 2) states that transparency in workplace assessment includes "a clearly
defined competency framework against which employees are assessed". We believe member bodies
should be encouraged to provide guidance to help employers who do not currently have an 
appropriate framework. 
 

 

HKICPA The ED does not define end to the period of IPD stage and it may create inconsistency in application among 
each member bodies.  Further clarification is encouraged. 
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It is suggested that the last bullet point in paragraph A2 of the Explanatory Materials be rephrased as “the 
complexity of the working environment and global economy”. 
 
In addition, it would be helpful to clarify the 5th bullet point of paragraph A20 of the Explanatory Materials 
“evaluation of published material by a reviewer”.  By definition, published materials should have been subject to 
public scrutiny.  It may not be necessary for the published materials to undergo another evaluation by a 
reviewer.   
If the published materials are based on a new branch of knowledge, it could pose difficulty to find an 
appropriately qualified reviewer. 
 

ICAEW There are a number of more detailed points we would highlight: 
 

• the clauses of paragraph A3 should be punctuated with ‘or’ rather than ‘and’; 
• the third bullet of paragraph A4 refers to “computer-assisted testing” whereas “electronic assessment” or 

“e-assessment” would be a more contemporary term to use; 
• the reference to “multiple choice examination” in paragraph A11 would be better phrased as “objective 

testing”; 
• paragraph A5 should also refer to legal and regulatory requirements in the home country; 
• the meaning of the first bullet point in paragraph 14 is unclear; and 
• paragraph A17 would be strengthened by the deletion of “where appropriate”. 

 

 

ICAS It would be helpful if clarification could be given to whether the terms “assessment” and “assessment activities” 
are considered to be the same term.  These terms seem to be used interchangeably throughout the 
Explanatory Materials but only “Assessment” is defined in both the new definitions and the existing IAESB 
glossary.  This is highlighted in A1 where the final sentence includes both terms and it is not clear if there is a 
distinction in what is being referred to eg “assessment….may be the responsibility of IFAC member bodies, 
other providers may provide substantive input into the assessment activity”. 
 
Related to this it is not clear from the Exposure draft whether the new definition of “assessment” is retaining the 
same explanation as given in the IAESB Glossary of Terms as no reference is made to input measures; 
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process measures; and output measures in the proposed IES6.  It would be helpful if this could be clarified 
further. 
 
Para 7 Should this be reworded as “…attained an appropriate level of professional competence…” rather than 
the current wording “…attained an appropriate level of competence…” 
 

ICPAS We note that the principles described in para 9 have been defined on page 8 under Proposed Conforming 
Amendments to the IAESB Glossary of Terms.  The new definitions as contained in the ED are clearer and 
more consistent in meaning to the revised standard.   
We observe that one of the principles of assessment, “Transparency”, is not included in the Proposed 
Conforming Amendments nor the IAESB Glossary of Terms. It would be useful to explain this term in the 
Glossary of Terms to ensure consistent application and interpretation of the principles.  

Explanatory Material A4 states that “Assessment activities can be selected that suit the particular competences 
being evaluated….” For clarity purpose, we would like to suggest that the statement be reworded to 
“Assessment activities can be selected to suit the particular competencies being evaluated.”  
Explanatory Material A18 lists examples of integration. We would like to suggest some refinement in the 
sentences below to add clarity:  

• “identifying, analyzing and prioritizing problems and developing options in multi-disciplinary 
situations; and” 

• “appreciating that there can be alternative solutions to a problem, and understanding the role of 
judgment in assessing each solution by applying relevant knowledge and ethical requirements.” 

 

 

IDW As a matter of principle, we welcome that inclusion of the proposed conforming amendments to the IAESB 
Glossary of Terms to the extent such terms are necessary for understanding IES 6 and other IESs. However, 
we do have a considerable number of issues with the terms and definitions proposed and how they interact with 
the requirements.  
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Assessment 
If one substitutes the definition of the word “assessment” (with appropriate grammatical changes to change the 
definition to a verb) into the requirement of paragraph 7, the requirement contradicts itself by referring to CPD in 
a requirement referring only to IPD. To eliminate this contradiction, and because we suggest that the scope of 
the draft be confined to initial professional development in line with our responses to Questions 1, 3 and 4, the 
words “and Continuing Professional Development” ought to be deleted. Furthermore, since the word 
assessment itself can be neutral with respect to IPD or CPD (and IPD is already mentioned in the requirement 
of paragraph 7), we also suggest that the words “carried out during Initial Professional Development” also be 
deleted. Strictly speaking, one can assess anything, which makes reference to professional competence in the 
definition superfluous and even circular when the definition is substituted into paragraph 7, which also 
separately mentions professional competence. Hence, the definition of assessment would read “All forms of 
evaluation”. This begs the question as to whether a definition of the word “assessment” is still needed: one 
could simply replace the term “formal evaluation” with “formal assessment” without any difficulty and define 
“formal assessment rather than “formal evaluation”. We therefore recommend that no formal definition of the 
word “assessment” be made and that “formal assessment”, rather than “formal evaluation”, be defined and 
used. 
 
Formal evaluation 
If one substitutes the definition of “formal evaluation” into the requirement in paragraph 7, the requirement 
becomes circular because the reference is made to assessment and the end of IPD twice (without our 
proposed changes to the definition of “assessment” above, the requirement becomes even more circular). 
Either the definition or the requirement requires amendment to rectify this. In our view, the definition of “formal 
evaluation” is too complex and need not refer to a cumulative (summative) nature, assessment or IPD. In our 
view, an evaluation becomes formal when it is based on verifiable evidence (note our comments on the 
definition of verifiable evidence below). Hence, a formal evaluation (or a “formal assessment” – see discussion 
above on definition of “assessment”) can be defined as: an evaluation based on verifiable evidence. However, if 
the requirement refers to the need for verifiable evidence (see paragraph 10 in the draft), the question arises 
whether this definition is needed at all. 
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Reliability and Validity 
It is unclear whether the definition of reliability and the various definitions in connection with validity are related 
to the reliability and validity of information resulting from an assessment process or the reliability and validity of 
assessment processes. While the two (the definitions related to information and processes) are related, they 
are not the same. We refer to pages 194 to 202 of the unabridged FEE Paper “Principles of Assurance” from 
2003, which investigates these concepts from measurement theory (see also Business Research Methods, 
Fifth Edition by Donald R. Cooper and C. William Emory, Chicago: The McGraw-Hill Companies, Inc., 1995). It 
seems to us that the definitions proposed in the draft tend more towards the process, rather than the 
information. The definitions also appear to be incomplete. On that basis, by applying the definitions in the FEE 
Paper, as amended to be relevant to an assessment of professional competence, we suggest the following 
definitions and sub-definitions: 
 Reliability: the degree to which an assessment process achieves consistent results in congruent2 

circumstances; assessment process reliability consists of: 
 Stability: (also known as test-retest reliability) the consistency of the 

assessment operation itself or the degree to which consistent results 
are achieved in repeated assessment with (a) the same method over 
time or (b) under different conditions 

 Equivalence: the degree to which similar results are achieved under alternative 
forms (parallel forms reliability) of the same assessment operation due 
to different assessors (also known as inter-rater reliability), different 
methods (inter-method reliability), or variations in the sample of items 
chosen for assessment 

  Internal Consistency: the degree to which items chosen by the method are consistent or 
homogeneous and reflect the same underlying constructs 

  Accuracy: the degree to which bias is absent from the assessment process (i.e., 
the lack of systematic variance or error from variation in the 
assessment due to known or unknown influences that tend to cause 
results to tend in one direction more than another or towards 
predetermined results) (some would include this under validity, but it is  

2 Note: the circumstances cannot be exactly the „same“, only „congruent“ for the purpose of considering reliability 
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unclear how) 

Precision: the degree to which random fluctuations in assessment remain after 
having adjusted for systemic variance 

Validity: the degree to which an assessment measures what it purports to 
measure; validity comprises the following concepts, for which reliability 
is a necessary, but not sufficient, condition: 

  Content validity: the degree to which the assessment adequately covers the matter 
being assessed; it depends on the representativeness of the 
information obtained in the assessment, the completeness of the 
information obtained through the assessment, and the following sub-
types of content validity: 

Representation validity (also known as translation validity) the degree to which a theoretical 
construct can be assessed in practice 

Face validity the degree to which an assessment appears to measure what it 
purports to measure (i.e., does the assessment appear to be 
representationally faithful) 

  Criterion-related validity the degree to which the assessment predicts or confirms a criterion; 
it includes:  
Concurrent validity    the degree to which the assessment estimates 
current or past criteria measured concurrently or in the past 
Predictive validity the degree to which the assessment predicts 
future criteria 
Construct validity the degree to which the assessment measures 
the underlying construct (an abstract variable constructed to represent 
important attributes or properties) – that is, how well do the observable 
relations being measured adequately represent the construct that 
embodies certain theorems about these observable relations that can 
be tested empirically; construct validity encompasses: 
Convergent validity the degree to which the assessment correlates 
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with other assessments with which it is expected to correlate 
Discriminant validity the degree to which the assessment does not 
correlate with other assessments with which it is not expected to 
correlate 
 

Equity 
Since lack of bias is already included under reliability (or validity, depending upon the delineation between the 
two), the reference to bias under equity can be deleted. If limited to fairness, the question arises whether a 
separate definition of equity is needed, unless equity goes beyond fairness in some way. Equity can generally 
be divided into horizontal and vertical equity. Horizontal equity means the equivalent treatment of those in 
equivalent circumstances, whereas vertical equity can mean that those with the ability to bear a greater 
educational burden are asked to bear a proportionately greater educational burden, that education be based on 
the relative needs of those being educated, or that education be based on the relative needs of the professional 
role being exercised. The concept of horizontal equity is clearly applicable to assessment of professional 
competence, but it is less clear with respect to the different concepts of vertical equity for a profession. It 
appears that the latter two vertical equity concepts may be relevant to assessment; the first vertical equity 
component appears to be more relevant to IES 1.  
Nevertheless, greater clarity is needed on the concept of a “fair assessment”. We note that the American 
Psychological Association has a Code of Fair Testing Practices in Education and there are Principles for Fair 
Student Assessment Practices for Education in Canada. When drawing on these, care needs to be taken that 
the concepts of validity, reliability, equity are not confused with “fair”, unless “fairness” can be entirely subsumed 
under these and that fairness be delineated from “transparency”. 
 
Sufficiency 
Based upon both the definitions in draft and above on content validity and reliability (particular precision), we 
ask ourselves whether sufficiency is really a separate concept because it would be difficult to argue that content 
validity has been achieved or that adequate precision has been achieved if an assessment does not have 
sufficient breadth and depth, or does not adequately minimize random error, respectively. It appears to us that 
therefore a definition of sufficiency is not necessary and that a discussion on sufficiency might be better placed 
in relation to explanatory material on content validity and reliability (precision).  
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Verifiable evidence 
We are not convinced that the reference to “objective” evidence is appropriate. Rather, since evidence is 
information that supports or detracts from the credibility of other information, evidence needs to be valid and 
reliable to be appropriate. It should also be noted that evidence cannot be stored unless it has been recorded in 
the first place (which addresses the requirement in extant IES 6.12(a)). Furthermore, the ability to verify 
evidence is not only predicated that the evidence be stored in some form, but also that it can be made 
accessible in human-readable form within a reasonable time and that can be understood by an experienced 
accountancy educator within a reasonable time. We therefore suggest the following definition of “appropriate 
verifiable evidence”: 

“Reliable and valid evidence recorded and stored in electronic or written form that can be made 
accessible in human-readable format within a reasonable time and that thereupon can be understood by 
an experienced accountancy educator within a reasonable time.” 

 
Other Comments- Detailed Comments By Paragraph 
1. As noted in our responses to Questions 1, 3 and 4 in this section, we suggest that the reference to CPD 

be deleted. 
 
2. We suggest that the term “accounting education” be replaced with “education in accountancy”, since IPD 

and CPD relate not only to accounting. 
 
3. As noted in our responses to Questions 1, 3 and 4 in this section, we suggest that the reference to CPD 

be deleted. 
 
5. We refer to our response to Question 9 in this section.  
 
6. We refer to our response to Question 4 in this section. As an editorial matter, under the clarity conventions 

used by the IAASB, lists of items that are considered complete should use alphanumeric indicators rather 
than bullet points to indicate that the list is complete.  
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7. In line with our responses in this section, we suggest that the requirement be reworded as follows: 
  “During IPD, but prior to awarding the accountancy qualification, member bodies shall assess whether 

candidates have attained the competence required to become a professional accountant.” 
 

8. While we do not disagree with the content of this requirement, in line with our responses to Questions 1, 
3, and 4 in this section, this requirement should be moved to IES 7. 

 
9./10. In line with our comments to Questions 2 and 6 in this section, we suggest that these requirements be 

reworded as follows: 
  “Member bodies shall assess the professional competence of candidates using reliable, valid, equitable, 

transparent and otherwise fair assessment processes based on appropriate verifiable evidence of those 
assessment processes. To be reliable and valid, such assessment processes shall include assessment 
of the competences required in IES 2 to 4 in sufficient depth and breadth by means beyond the 
requirements in IES 5 and self assessment.  

 
Explanatory Materials 
 Our comments to the explanatory material only address issues that would not be covered by amendments 

arising from the responses in This section that we have made to the questions posed in the Explanatory 
Memorandum and from comments we have made to the requirements. As a general matter, we suggest 
that the subheadings used also be applied to requirements.  

 
A1. The paragraph reference in the subheading should be to paragraph 2. 
 
A2. The paragraph reference in the subheading should be to paragraph 7. In the third bullet, we suggest that 

the word “level” be replaced with “nature and extent”. 
 
A3. We would like to point out that an assessment of CPD is not required by the standard (only its monitoring), 

and that therefore the reference to CPD can be removed from the heading. We suggest that the 
introductory sentence read: “The formal assessment of professional competence during IPD, but prior to 
awarding the professional accountancy qualification, may include:”. The word “single” in the first bullet 
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point is superfluous and can be deleted. It is unclear to us what distinguishes the third bullet point from the 
other two – i.e., they do not appear to be mutually exclusive, which is confusing. 

 
A7. We would like to point out that IES 7 does not require an “assessment” of CPD. 
 
A8. We suggest that since the definitions of reliability, validity, equity, and transparency need to be 

reconsidered, paragraphs A8 to A18 may need considerable revision. We have limited our comments in 
these paragraphs to other matters of concern that came to our attention below. 

 
A12. Not only reliability and validity, but also transparency, equity and fairness are constrained by the factors 

mentioned. 
 
A13. It is not clear to us why a transparent process needs to be accepted as credible to be transparent. Rather, 

a process may be considered credible because it is transparent. 
 
A18. While the second and the fourth bullet points do relate to specific problem solving skills, without the first 

bullet point, each of these do not directly relate to integration. 
 
A20. Some of the bullet points do not entirely meet the definition of appropriate verifiable evidence as we 

suggested in our response to Question 6 in this section. For example, outcomes of examinations that are 
not recorded and stored and reliable and valid would not qualify as appropriate verifiable evidence. The 
wording of this and other bullet points may need to be adjusted to match the proposed definition. We also 
ask ourselves how records of attendance and certificates of course completion qualify as appropriate 
verifiable evidence of assessment of competence.  

 
IRBA Response 

• Paragraph A7 – the meaning of the “broader assessment processes of IPD and CPD” is not clear. What 

are the broader processes?  
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• IES 6 makes reference to term “professional competence”. The terms “competence” and “professional 

competence” are used interchangeably throughout the document and the IAESB Framework. Consistency 

in the use of these terms should be sought.  

 
JICPA The proposed revised IES 6 uses the term “assessment” when making a reference to the requirements during 

CPD in paragraph A6, but in the IES 7, the term “measurement” is used. We believe that the term needs to be 
aligned, if the intended meaning is the same, in order to avoid confusion for those that need to translate the 
final text. 
 

 

Juvenal Firstly the IFAC must be identify the procedures for control, after related this impact on standards of IFAC for 
finally concluded clarification with identify of deficiencies.  
 

 

KPMG Paragraph 6 states that the objective of a member body is to “monitor the efforts of its professional accountants 
to maintain and develop… professional competence during CPD…”  
 
Paragraph 8 states that member bodies “shall monitor that professional accountants continue to maintain and 
develop competence…”  
 
We question whether “monitoring the efforts” means a focus on the inputs (such as training) to maintain and 
develop professional competence while “monitor that… continue to maintain and develop” means a focus on 
the outcomes of development of professional competence.  
 
We suggest a wording change to align the two paragraphs more closely. 
 
Furthermore, we believe more guidance is required on “monitor the efforts” by providing explanations 
regarding: 

• What does monitoring mean? 
• What processes should member bodies follow? 
• How regularly should they monitor – Monthly? Annually? 
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• What are the consequences of professional accountants not having the expected level of competence 
that the member body expects during the life-cycle of the professional accountant? 

 
We would also like to question the use of the term “verifiable evidence” as it is used in paragraphs 10, A19 and 
A20. We question whether there is not a bias towards the inputs to developing and maintaining professional 
competence, as we believe that assessments such as performance reviews or knowledge tests (outcomes) 
provide better evidence of professional competence. We acknowledge that “objective assessment” (paragraph 
A20) is a form of outcome-measure; however we believe this form of measure should have greater prominence 
and be expanded upon as a form of verifiable evidence.   
 

MIA All terms are clear. 
 

 

NZICA We consider the majority of the terms used in the proposed redrafted standard to be sufficiently explained and 
widely understood.   
 
We would suggest the IAESB ensures there is a definition of the term “monitor” as it is used in the proposed 
standard to make the distinction between monitoring and assessment. 
 
We question the need to introduce the terms “content validity”, “face validity” and “predictive validity”. 
 

 

PACPO None. 
 
Other Comments 
 
Overall, there are three fundamental problems with what is proposed in the context of IPD:   
• Combined adequacy of all performance assessment used to establish professional competency; 
• Lack of differentiation among measures of performance that differ widely in quality; and 
• No attention to assessment practices that bias or negate the value of an assessment. 
 
Combined adequacy of assessment.  The importance of assessment that systematically evaluates breadth, 
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depth and integration of learning in a coherent and coordinated manner is absent.  Course grades do not 
establish that a person preparing for entry into the profession has contemporaneous knowledge of the content 
they have learned over years of courses.  There also needs to be a method for establishing that a potential 
entrant to the professional is capable of integrating what they have learned in order to make professional 
judgments.  Integrated application of learning is a hallmark of professional practice.  Overall, there needs to be 
a plan that shows how different types of assessment complement one another to achieve a complete 
evaluation of professional competency. 
 
Lack of differentiation among performance measures.  Proposed measures of performance differ widely in 
overall quality even under ideal circumstances.  The distinction is ignored with a general principle regarding 
quality that is so easy to circumvent that it is virtually not a principle at all.  Competence can be judged by a 
single person saying ‘X is competent because I said so’ and this is effectively deemed the equivalent of a 
carefully constructed program of assessment including standardized testing. 
 
Practices to avoid. We understand that the document is focusing on the positive aspects of assessment, but 
there is no mention of practices that can bias results or negate the value of an assessment.  This is called 
“Construct Irrelevant Variation (CIV)” and it is a big part of test development these days.  The aim in creating 
any type of assessment is making sure that it only measures relevant competencies and ensuring that it doesn’t 
measure things that are irrelevant. Best practices involve everything from the wording and structure of 
questions to the physical facilities to how an assessment is administered. Anything that affects the performance 
of the examinee without reflecting their underlying grasp of the material you want to assess is Construct 
Irrelevant Variation.  While this is most widely discussed in the context of standardized testing, the same 
principle applies to all forms of assessment. 
 
Now, let us look at some specific quotes from the Supplement that illustrate these points. 
 
(A3) “an evaluation at the end of IPD of the outcomes of a series of formal education and workplace 
performance assessment activities” 
This is typically a very weak and poorly controlled activity for a formal evaluation of professional competence.  
Workplace assessment is heavily affected by personal fit and other characteristics besides competence.  
Assessment in formal education can also be haphazard and not comparable across the same course in a 
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single university or across multiple educational institutions.  There is also little certainty that a candidate 
necessarily recalls all of the necessary material from a course they took years earlier. Neither measure insures 
that they can integrate material to make professional judgements.  Formal education and workplace 
assessments are weak measures of professional competence, but it is reasonable to use them as a 
complement to stronger measures. 
 
(A4) 
• self-assessment activities;  
• workplace performance assessment by employers; and  
• a review of a portfolio of evidence of completion of workplace activities.  
Self-assessment is nearly useless in IPD, since candidates may not know what they don't know and don’t have 
the knowledge to necessarily assess their own capabilities, especially at the borderline of competence.  
Workplace assessment and portfolio are so limited in content that they are not effective for assessing 
preparedness for much more than the exact job that an individual is doing now.  These suggested assessment 
activities cannot provide reliability or validity comparable to testing instruments, but they are acceptable as a 
complement to formal testing.   
 
(A7) The principles of reliability, validity, equity, transparency, and sufficiency relate to individual assessment 
It is fine to talk about the principles, but without defining acceptable levels of performance and using measures 
that truly differentiate among candidates, almost anything is admissible.  The introduction of relatively shoddy 
measures in A3 & A4 makes nonsense of this principle in A5.  There is also nothing that substantively defines 
equity and sufficiency. Lack of definition helps create many of the problems identified in this paper. 
 
(A8) A reliable assessment consistently produces the same result, given the same set of circumstances. 
Reliability is not an absolute measure, and different assessment activities may have different levels of reliability. 
An assessment activity is reliable if different assessors acting independently come to the same judgment, given 
the same set of circumstances.  
If the sample of work is narrow enough, assessors can come to the same judgment about the work, but the 
value of the measure is trivial.  There is no control over the breadth and depth of work that is to be judged, so a 
less competent candidate given easy work may routinely be judged as ‘passing’ by independent judges.  Just 
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because everyone can agree you correctly added 2+2 doesn’t mean you qualify as a mathematician.  Reliable 
measures of performance can sometimes be trivial in importance 
 
 
(A10) An assessment activity measures what it is intended to measure (this is called face validity);  
Validity itself means that an assessment measures what it is intended to measure.  ‘Face validity’ is not a real 
psychometric concept. It just means that ‘it looks good to me’.  Some procedural rigour is needed to make 
‘validity assessments’ in the absence of empirical evidence about candidate performance.  The most 
fundamental approaches are content validity and construct validity.  To assess content validity, subject matter 
experts look at the contents of an assessment and judge how well it matches the content that candidates are 
supposed to learn.  Similarly, construct validity requires rigorous and systematic professional judgments about 
how well the content of an assessment reflects all of the major constructs that are the building blocks of an 
educational or training program (e.g., ethics, risk assessment, communications skills, etc.).  There is also 
criterion-referenced assessment, which identifies observable target behaviours (e.g., correctly adds together 
five 2-digit numbers at least 80% of the time) and can easily be viewed as a subset of content validity.  None of 
these is mentioned in the set of definitions (also not mentioned is concurrent validity), yet these are the 
commonly accepted approaches to judging ‘does it measure the right things’. 
 
(A12) Reliability and validity may be constrained by factors that include  
This whole item looks like an ‘escape clause’… if it costs too much or you don’t have the people, you don’t 
have to seriously assess people or maintain standards. If you have so few people that you can’t do an 
adequate evaluation, it would be better to “piggy-back” on another body’s work. 
 
 
(A19 and A20). Examples of verifiable evidence include… 
There is no problem with the assertion in A19 that assessments should be based on verifiable evidence.  The 
problem I see is that A20 gives examples of verifiable evidence that run the gamut from ‘They are competent 
because I said so’ to carefully constructed tests like the CKE and UFE3.  Treating all of these as substantially 

 
3 The Core-Knowledge Exam (CKE) is the entry level test of knowledge for students of the Institute of Chartered Accountants of Ontario. The Uniform Evaluation (UFE) is the national final 

examination for chartered accountant students in Canada. 
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equivalent trivializes the value of the better measures.  I have already commented on this earlier. 
 

PWC We note that the exposure draft proposes definitions to be added to the IAESB Glossary of Terms for the 
assessment principles of reliability, validity, equity and sufficiency but not for the assessment principle of 
transparency.  The IAESB should consider formally defining transparency for completeness.  We note that the 
explanatory material in the exposure draft contains definitions of all five principles. 
 
We believe that the definitions of reliability and validity proposed for the IAESB Glossary of Terms are 
improvements over the existing definitions in the glossary.  Note that those same definitions should also 
eventually be changed in Para 31 of the Framework. 
 
We suggest that the term “objective testing” (Para A4) be defined at least in the explanatory material to aid the 
reader and to enhance the consistency of translations. 
 
Other Comments 
Para A4 – This paragraph provides examples of assessment activities which can be selected.  Self-assessment 
is included in the examples.  While self-assessment can be a strong learning aid and a useful   method of 
assessment for learning and development purposes, it would be unusual to rely on self-assessment in the 
professional qualification process without corroborating assessment evidence.  We do not believe that self-
assessment meets the Para 10 requirement  for verifiability in the spirit explained in Para A19.  Also, it is difficult 
to see how self-assessment can achieve the five principles of assessment in Para 9 in a robust way.  Para A7 
explains that the five principles do apply to individual assessment activities.  We therefore recommend that self-
assessment be removed from the examples or at least qualified in some way.  
 
Para A10 – We believe that the following changes would make the explanations of the elements of validity 
more accurate (deletions in smaller font parentheses, additions in italics):  

• An assessment activity (measures) appears to measure what it is intended to measure (this is called 
face validity);  

 

—————— 
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• (The content of) Scores from the assessment activity (relates to) are statistically correlated with the 
aspect of competence that it intends to assess (this is called predictive validity) 
 

 
Para A11 - The third bullet point effectively restates the definition of content validity rather than providing a way 
to increase content validity.  It may be that no example is necessary for this element of validity. 
 
Para A12 – This paragraph may be intended to explain why member bodies cannot and should not try to 
achieve 100% reliability and validity in assessments.  If so, we support the intent.  However, that intent is not 
stated and the paragraph as drafted simply presents constraints on meeting the requirement in Para 9.  The 
reader may logically extrapolate that there are similar constraining factors for equity, transparency and 
sufficiency. More importantly, it seems inconsistent for explanatory material in a standard to provide reasons for 
failing to meet a requirement.  We recommend that this paragraph be revised to clarify the intent and the 
message.  
 
Para A13 – The definition provided here and for the IAESB Glossary state that an equitable assessment is 
without bias.  Similar to reliability and validity, assessments are not 100% free of at least minor bias introduced 
by the method of assessment or characteristics of a minority population within the group assessed. A suitable 
qualification such as “statistically significant” should be added to the word “bias”. 
The second sentence of Para A13 seems gratuitous as (a) a similar statement could be made about each of the 
principles and (b) the sentence adds nothing to the definition. 
 
Para A18 – The flow of the explanatory material leads the reader to expect that this paragraph will suggest 
ways to increase the sufficiency of assessments (similar in purpose to A9, A11, A14 and A16 for the other 
principles of assessment).  Rather, this paragraph provides examples of one element of sufficiency 
(integration).  We suggest that this paragraph be revised to align with the other similar paragraphs.  Parts of 
Para A18 can be easily adapted to achieve this. 
 
Paras A19 and A20 - While these paragraphs deal with verifiable evidence, it is also possible to increase 
stakeholder confidence by verifying the quality of assessments (the five principles) during assessment design 
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and testing.  Perhaps this could be mentioned in the explanatory material and discussed in more detail in a 
practice statement.  
 
Para A20 – The list of examples of verifiable evidence includes items which would likely only be suitable for 
IPD, items which would only be suitable for CPD and items which could be used for either.  Redrafted IES 6 
includes both IPD and CPD in its scope and requirements as currently drafted.  Should CPD be removed from 
the final standard, which we recommend, this list should be suitably amended.  Should CPD remain in the final 
standard, this list should be revised to indicate whether each example is suitable for IPD, for CPD or for both. 
This would reduce the risk that the standard be seen to support inappropriate or inadequate methods of 
assessment for these different phases of professional development. 
 

SAICA Terminology – ‘professional competence’ 
 
The proposed IES 6 refers consistently to ‘professional competence’ while the Framework refers to 
‘competence’. A careful reading of the proposed standard suggests that the terms have the same meaning. It is 
also noted that there appears to be no intention to add the term ‘professional competence’ to the International 
Accounting Education Standards Board (IAESB) Glossary of Terms. 
 
Without further clarification the use of the term ‘professional competence’ in the proposed standard may be 
interpreted to imply that there is a difference between ‘competence’ as defined in the Framework and 
‘professional competence’ as used in the proposed IES 6. 
 
It is our view that every effort should be made to ensure that standards are consistent with the Framework, 
particularly with regard to the interpretation and understanding of terminology. It is suggested, therefore, that 
the Glossary of Terms be amended to replace ‘competence’ with ‘professional competence’, a term 
which better describes the ‘ability to perform a work role …’. 
 
Terminology – ‘workplace performance’ 
  
SAICA is of the opinion that the wording “assessment of workplace performance” should be replaced with 
“assessment of professional competence in the workplace”.  
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OTHER SPECIFIC COMMENTS 
 
Measurement approaches for assessment of learning and development 
 
The Framework refers to input, process and output measures as approaches that can be employed to assess 
the effectiveness of learning and development. Although the proposed IES 6 makes no direct reference to 
these approaches, it does provide a list of assessment activities, all of which are output measures, in paragraph 
A4. 
 
It is our view that output measures are generally appropriate in the case of initial professional development 
(IPD) and we are comfortable, therefore, with the list of assessment activities provided for in paragraph A4. We 
recommend, however, that the proposed IES 6 make specific reference to the appropriateness of output 
measures in the case of IPD. Our view is that output measures should predominate in the assessment 
of IPD. 
 
Paragraph A4 
 
We suggest that an additional example of assessment be provided: 
• Completion of assignments/projects. This is a widely used method of assessment. 

 
Note also the editorial error in the last line of paragraph A4. 
 
Paragraph A7 
 
The meaning of ‘… and to the broader assessment processes of IPD and CPD’ is not clear. What are the 
‘broader processes’? If this addresses the point raised by SAICA in section 2.6 it should to be clarified. 
 
Paragraph A11 
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Suggested wording change: 
‘… have greater predictive validity in assessing competence …’. 
 

   
 
IV. Comments on Other Matters 
ACCA Translations— no comments. 

 
Effective Date— We consider an effective date of 12 – 15 months after approval of the final revised standard 
to be appropriate. 
 

 

BDO With respect to translations, we would support continuing efforts to improve the availability of translations in 
respect of exposure drafts and final pronouncements. We have no specific comments on developing nations 
or the proposed effective date.   
 

 

CGA-Canada In closing, CGA-Canada suggests that the 12-15 month implementation timeframe from issuance of the final 
revised standard may be insufficient for some member bodies.   
 

 

EFAA Translation and adoption in all countries, including developing countries, would be assisted by the use of plain 
English.  That said, we believe that the effective date promoted in the draft IES is reasonable. 
 

 

GT Translations - We believe there are possible translation issues relating to the terms "content validity", "face 
validity" and "predictive validity" and their respective definitions. The subtleties of the respective definitions 
and the manner in which these concepts interrelate might not be fully or accurately interpreted by all 
translators. 
 
Effective Date - We believe that the proposed effective date of 12-15 months after approval of the final 
revised standard should provide a sufficient period to support effective implementation of the final IES 6. 
 

 

HKICPA Effective Date: As mentioned in the specific comments to question 4, member bodies may need more time in 
setting up appropriate policies and procedures in order to support effective implementation of assessment 
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during the period of CPD stage.  It is suggested that the appropriate effective date for the standard should be 
18-24 months after approval of the final revised IES 6. 
 

ICAEW As with the exposure draft on IES 4, insufficient time is currently envisaged for the implementation of a 
revised IES 6. The proposed lead time of 12 – 15 months is too tight and at least 18 months should be 
allowed. 
 

 

ICPAS We do not foresee any translation issues arising from the redrafted standard. The proposed effective date is 
reasonable and we do not foresee significant difficulties for developing nations to adopt the redrafted 
standard. 
 

 

IDW Effective Date –We are of the view that the IESs need to be seen as a package and that therefore all of the 
IESs need to articulate with one another. To this effect, we note that the IAASB did not issue its suite of 
clarified ISAs until all of them had been completed in final form after a consistency check had been carried 
out at the very end of the clarity process. Consequently, we would not support issuing any of the IESs 
separately, but only as a package at the same time after such a consistency check has been performed. We 
therefore disagree with the assertion in the Explanatory Memorandum that individual standards be released 
as soon as approved (i.e., without such a consistency check). This means that the effective date would need 
to be some time after the approval of all of the revised or redrafted standards subject to such a consistency 
check.  
 
We would also like to point out that education standards affect a lengthy education pipeline in the various 
jurisdictions that can range to a minimum of some seven or eight years for those jurisdictions requiring an 
university degree (of at least three or four years), a period of practical experience of at least three years, and 
the completion of final examinations. This means that changes to education standards cannot be 
implemented to affect students that have already entered the education pipeline to become a professional 
accountant. The effective date for education standards (with the possible exception of the IES 7 for CPD) 
therefore needs to clarify how the effective date is to be applied in the context of an education pipeline of 
several years’ length.  
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Once the meaning of the effective date in relation to the education pipeline issue has been resolved, we 
expect a 12 to 15 month effective date after the approval of all of the IESs to provide adequate time for the 
implementation of such standards for those jurisdictions not needing to change legislation. For those 
jurisdictions needing to change legislation, one or two more years may be necessary, but this is resolvable 
through the “best endeavors” clause in paragraphs 3 and 4 of SMO 2.  
 
 

Juvenal Translations 
The translations have to make for Institutes of Audit of the countries with authorization from IFAC - IES. 
 
Developing Nations 
I agree, but I think that is very important the Associations of Accountants to integrated of the opinion and send 
for IFAC-IES your comments about process of adopting for this issue.  
 
Effective Date 
If the effective date for IES for financial statements for periods ending on or after December 2013, I don´t 
know if is time for date, must be considered for observations for ethical in the education and your application 
for universities.   
 

 

KPMG Countries which issue the standard in a language other than English will need to translate it into their 
language. Presumably they do this for all such standards, and therefore should have practices and 
procedures in place to accommodate this, however, when issuing a standard or exposure draft it is important 
to allow time for this translation to occur. We recommend that this translation time (e.g., approximately 4 
weeks as is the case for Japan) is taken into account when setting the effective date of a standard and the 
“Request for comments date” for an exposure draft so that they can provide feedback before the comments 
closure date. 
 

 

Mahadevan Effective Date 
Permit earlier implementation also. 
 
Translation 
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Translation in the languages in which examinations are conducted 
Should be mentioned as recommendatory to member bodies. 
 

NZICA The Institute notes the Board’s proposed effective date to be 12-15 months after approval of the final revised 
standard.  To provide member bodies with sufficient time to make alternations to their programmes, we would 
urge the Board to adopt an effective date 15-18 months after approval of the final revised standard. 
 

 

PWC Developing Nations 
Subject to our comments above regarding the recommendations in redrafted IES 6, we believe that the 
requirements of this standard are appropriate for developing nations and have no comment regarding 
implementation difficulties. 
Translation 
The term, “objective testing” in paragraph A4 may not be translated consistently.  We recommend that this 
term be defined, at least in the explanatory material. 
Effective Date 
We do not believe that member bodies who currently comply with the requirements of IES 6 and IES 7 would 
need to change their approach to assessments or monitoring CPD under the redrafted IES 6 and therefore 
that the proposed implementation period of 12 – 15 months appears adequate.   
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ACRONYM 

FULL NAME OF ORGANIZATION  

AAT Association of Accounting Technicians, United Kingdom
ACCA The Association of Chartered Certified Accountants, 

United Kingdom 
AICPA-PcEEC American Institute of Certified Public Accountants’ Pre-

certification Education Executive Committee 
BDO International BDO Global Coordination B.V. 
CAI Chartered Accountants Ireland 
CGA-Canada Certified General Accountants Association of Canada 
CHA Chamber of Hungarian Auditors 
CICA The Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants 
CICPA Chinese Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
CIPFA The Chartered Institute of Public Finance and 

Accountancy 
CNDCEC Consiglio Nazionale dei Dottori Commercialsti e Degli 

Esperti Contabili 
CPA-Australia CPA Australia 
CPA-Ireland CPA Ireland 
CSOEC-CNCC Conseil Superieur de l’Ordre des Experts-Comptables 

Compagnie Nationale des Commissaires aux Comptes + 
DTT Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu 
EFAA The European Federation of Accountants and Auditors for 

SMEs 
EYG Ernst & Young Global 
FEE Federation des Experts Comptables Europeens 
GT Grant Thornton International 
HKICPA Hong Kong Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
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ICAA The Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia 
ICAEW The Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and 

Wales 
ICAS The Institute of Chartered Accountants of Scotland 
ICPAS Institute of Certified Public Accountants of Singapore 
IDW Institut der Wirtschaftsprufer 
IRBA Independent Regulatory Board for Auditors 
JICPA The Japanese Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
Juvenal Denise Silva Ferreira Juvenal  
KPMG International KPMG International 
Mahadevan Ramachandran Mahadevan, CA 
Maresca Dr. Joseph S. Maresca, CPA, CISA 
MIA The Malaysian Institute of Accountants 
NZICA New Zealand Institute of Chartered Accountants  
PACPO The Public Accountants Council for the Province of 

Ontario 
POB Professional Oversight Board (United Kingdom) 
PWC PricewaterhouseCoopers 
SAICA The South African Institute of Chartered Accountants 

 


