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INTRODUCTION 
 
1. The aim of this Issues paper is to assist the IAESB and CAG in further discussion of 

the issues/questions related to the revision of IES 5 on practical experience.   
Specifically, the paper will;  1) provide background information on the revision of 
IES 5;  2)  review activity, inputs, and discussion to date;  3)  present a draft of the 
revised IES 5  (see Agenda Item 7-2;  Agenda item 7-3 presents for comparison the 
marked up changes to the March 2011 version.);   and  4)  identify issues for further 
discussion, consultation,  and board and CAG comments. 

 
1) This agenda item contains the following materials: 
 
Agenda item 7 -1  Revision of IES 5 – Issues and Proposals from Task Force (05/11) 

Agenda item 7 - 2 Revision of IES 5 – Revised draft_clean (05/11) 

Agenda item 7- 3 Revision of IES 5 – Revised draft, marked up from version of 
March 2011_ (05/11) 

 
 

BACKGROUND  
 
2) IES 5 has been reviewed to identify the matters that require redrafting following the 

conclusion of the Framework and Drafting Conventions project in order to consider 
whether content needs to be revised in light of experience, changes in the 
environment, or the need for further clarification and emphases. 

 
3) The review of IES 5 is part of the broad revision project being undertaken under the 

direction of one task force revising IESs 1 – 5.  At the November meeting of the 
IAESB in Singapore, the task force requested further guidance from the Board 
regarding specific questions on the underlying approach, specific content, and the 
use of examples as guidance and explanatory material.   This followed previous 
discussions and consideration of feedback from targeted consultations, input from 
the CAG, and guidance from the Board. 
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4) It had previously been agreed that we move toward a principles based standard 
using an outcomes based approach.  However, flexibility for member bodies was 
also regarded as necessary to a degree.  To address this, the Standard could include 
options for of input and output based approaches, or a combined approach. 

 
5) Preference had been communicated for guidance over rule based approaches, but 

accompanied by a clear statement that member bodies had responsibility to ensure a 
process is in place for measurement and assessment of relevant skills and 
competencies achieved. 

 
6) CAG had broadly agreed with these proposals during their September discussions.  

They welcomed a principles based approach but noted the critical need for 
flexibility.  There was also concern raised about offering a hint that 3 years being 
typically an appropriate amount of time – some CAG members favoring, some 
opposing. 

 
7) During the Singapore meeting the Board was asked to discuss 4 central questions in 

order to give direction to the Task Force’s next steps.  The outcomes were clear:  1)  
The Board agreed to the drafting of a principle based standard with clear 
explanatory material using the input, output, and combined model (consistent with 
the approach used for IES 7);   2)  The Board further agreed that examples could be 
used as guidance;  3)  The Board also agreed that a measure of flexibility must be 
included to assist member bodies in meeting the constraints they face due to 
educational, legal, and/or regulatory constraints they face in various countries;  and  
4)  The Board agreed that “bright lines” could still be alluded to in the standard, 
preferably in explanatory material, with primary emphasis on outcomes and 
competencies and flexibility of choice as to method employed. 

 
8) Subsequent to these outcomes from the Singapore discussions, the Task Force 

drafted a revised IES 5, considered comments from its members, and was also 
assisted greatly by input from Chair Mark Allison.  While reviewing the draft, the 
following issues came to the fore: 

 
i) Given the preference for a principles-based standard elicited by consultation, 

feedback and Board discussion, that is the premise upon which the revised 
draft’s Paragraph 13 is based.  However, with substantial sentiment for 
allowing flexibility for those member bodies needing to use an input method 
(perhaps due to regulatory or legal requirements), Paragraph 14 sections a 
and b sets forth two possible approaches for considering an input approach. 

 
  
ii) Despite the desire for stating flexible options for member bodies , allowing 

choice of output, input, or a combination approach, (with sufficient emphasis 
on outcomes or competencies) Paragraphs 14 and 15 appear more rule based 
than principles based.  Previous Board discussions did conclude that “bright 
lines” could still be alluded to within the context of a principles based and 
flexible Standard. 
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9) Discussions continued at the Geneva meeting on the issues raised above, and others, 

focusing on the following questions/issues: 
i) Concern was raised that there were too many requirements.  Suggestions 

were voiced for combination of some requirements, and also moving some – 
particularly 14 a) and b) -  to explanatory material. 

ii) There was general agreement that terminology needed to be consistent with 
that being used in the other re-drafted standards, especially the usage of 
member bodies shall in the requirements. 

iii) The team offering drafting commentary made numerous suggestions based 
on the IAESB Guide to Developing Publications which the task force further 
discussed after Board discus 

       
10) The following questions were put to the CAG for consideration during the May 2 

conference call: 
i) Does the CAG believe that requirements 14 a) and b) should be moved to 

explanatory material? 
ii) Does the CAG feel that the current requirements as presented are appropriate 

in content and number?   
iii) Are there other inputs the CAG would like to make, concerning Scope, 

Objective, or Explanatory Material, before the next re-draft and further 
discussions at the Board in May?     

 
11. The feedback received was as follows:   

i) The CAG generally agreed that moving paragraphs 14a and 14b (those on 
the input based approach in the numbering used in the draft considered in 
Geneva) should be moved to explanatory material. 

ii) There was some limited sentiment to consider perhaps combining 
requirements 10-12 into one requirement, and also consider moving 
requirements 13-16 to explanatory material. However, there was support 
presented that the current presentation is consistent with IES 7, and 
consultation on that exposure might provide some further input of value. 
There was also recognition that the number of requirements in the Geneva 
draft reflect primarily a separation of multiple requirements stated in one 
paragraph in the current standard, not additional requirements. 
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DISCUSSION 
 
12. The Task force seeks the advice of the Board as follows: 
 
 
Action Requested:   

1. Does the board agree with the movement of original paragraphs 14a 
and 14b to explanatory material where they are now delineated in 
paragraphs A6 - A9?  

 
2. A paragraph on mentors has been retained in Scope (paragraph 6) and 

paragraphs on Mentors and Monitoring have been retained in 
Requirements (paragraphs 15-18).  Does the board agree with these 
placements or favor moving the concepts in these paragraphs to 
Explanatory Material? 
 

3. The objective, paragraph 8, in the current draft is written to be 
consistent with language used in IES 4 and IES 6.  The resulting 
wording puts forth the objective of the member body in complying with 
the standard rather than the objective of the standard itself.  Is the 
board in agreement with this consistent approach? 

 
 
 
PROPOSED WAY FORWARD 
 
13. Subject to the Board’s views on the 12 May draft of the revised IES 5, the Board 

will be invited to approve the revised text as an Exposure Draft for public 
consultation over a 90-day period.  In preparing the exposure draft for release the 
revised IES 5 will undergo a plain language edit and formatting.  Any significant 
editorial changes will require the approval of the Task force chair. 

 
14. The Task force will produce a memorandum to accompany the exposure draft, to 

provide direction for respondents to comment.  After the consultation period, the 
Task force will analyze the comments and make recommendations about addressing 
these, for consideration by the Board at its March 2012 meeting.   

 
  

 


