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INTRODUCTION 
1. The aim of this paper is to assist the IAESB in its discussion of the issues related to 

the revision of IES 6. Specifically, the paper will: (1) provide updated background 
information on the revision of IES 6; (2) provide an analysis of comments received 
in response to the Exposure Draft; (3) identify issues for discussion arising from the 
analysis of comments to the Exposure Draft; and (4) present a revised IES 6; 

2. The agenda item contains the following materials: 

Agenda Item 5-1 Revision of IES 6 -  Analysis of comments to the exposure 
draft and Taskforce’s proposals (10/11) 

Agenda Item 5-2 Exposure Draft of Proposed Redrafted IES 6, Assessment of 
Professional Competence 

Agenda Item 5-3 Analysis of Respondents’ Comments on the IES 6 Exposure 
Draft  

Agenda Item 5-4 Marked up draft of IES 6 reflecting Taskforce 
recommendations 

 
BACKGROUND  
3. IES 6, Assessment of Professional Capabilities and Competence was issued in 2004, 

and became effective 1 January 2005.  The revision of IES 6 is part of the larger 
project that aims to revise and redraft all standards IES 1-8.  

 

September 2009 CAG Meeting 

4. At its September 2009 meeting the CAG indicated that the objectives of the revision 
project serve the public interest because the standards target member bodies, 
provide valuable assistance to developing member bodies, and continue to maintain 
standards that are of high quality. CAG members also made the following 
suggestions relating to the standards 
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• Should be principle-based, specify constraints, emphasize process, and consider 
the whole career of the professional accountant; 

• Should first emphasize core competence and then address the competence of 
specializations; 

• Need to consider issues on mobility for professional accountants, this being an 
important concern for the public interest; and 

• Should not become too detailed when identifying the required competence of a 
professional accountant, but that member bodies needed to define the required 
competence for their jurisdictions. 

 

October 2009 IAESB Meeting 

5. The IAESB agreed that for IES 6, the standard would be redrafted to comply with 
the new IAESB Drafting Conventions within the Framework for International 
Education Standards for Professional Accountants.  However, the revision would 
also consider changes in the content of the standard. In particular:  

• A greater emphasis would be placed on the principles of assessment in IES 6; 

• Specific material related to assessment that occurs in other IESs and other 
IAESB pronouncements could be relocated to IES 6; 

• The revision should consider the range of assessments that could be permitted; 

• Assessment throughout the period of practical experience could also be 
included; 

• The scope of the standard could include the assessment of (a) professional 
capabilities and competence, or (b) professional competence alone. 

 

February 2010 CAG Meeting 

6. At its February meeting the Chair of the IES 6 Taskforce updated the CAG on 
progress in the redrafting of IES 6 and sought advice on a range of issues. These 
were as follows: 

• How should assessment be defined? 

• What are the principles of assessment? 

• What should be included in the Explanatory section of the revised standard? 

• Should IES 6 focus solely on principles? 

7. The Chair also outlined the plans for public consultation and sought CAG advice. 
The CAG agreed with the coverage of the issues on assessment but questioned who 
would be the appropriate audience for the public consultation on this standard. The 
consultation questions on the definition and principles of assessment appear to 
require specific knowledge and the context of the entire standard. Thus, the CAG 
agreed that comments on the appropriateness of these definitions might be better 
addressed when they are situated within the entire draft standard.  
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February 2010 IAESB Meeting 

8. The IAESB discussed the advice of the CAG and made the following 
recommendations.   

• The Board reviewed the plans of the Taskforce to engage in some limited survey 
of member bodies, and agreed with the CAG advice that public consultation on 
the principles and their definitions might be better addressed when they are 
situated within the entire draft standard, and directed the Taskforce to consult on 
these issues when the exposure draft of the standard is released.  

• The CAG recommendation on the specific wording of the definition of 
assessment was discussed and the Board directed the Taskforce to consider the 
definition favored by the CAG, as follows: 

All forms of evaluation of professional capabilities and competence, whether in 
writing or otherwise, carried out at any time throughout the period of IPD and 
CPD 

• The Board also directed the Taskforce to consider the following CAG 
comments. 

o Revise the definitions of reliability and validity to accommodate both the 
assessment methods and the assessment process; 

o Review the appropriateness of the proposed transparency principle; 

o Consider the documented experience of member bodies relating to quality 
indicators of assessment; and 

o Reflect a holistic perspective when explaining assessment principles.  

• The Board reviewed the CAG suggestions concerning the types of issues that 
might be addressed in the public consultation and as a result directed the 
Taskforce to look for existing sources of information on how the evaluations of 
professional capability and competences are currently being undertaken by 
member bodies. One source of the data was in the SMO 2 compliance reports. 

• The Board confirmed that the revised IES 6 should focus on principles and the 
other IESs should retain their sections on assessment. 

• The Board agreed that material should be included in the Explanatory section of 
the revised standard only if it assists in providing an understanding or 
interpretation of the requirements or the reasons why certain requirements have 
been included in the standard. Consistent with the Framework document, 
material that assists in the implementation of a standard should not be included 
in the standard.  

 

May 2010 IAESB Meeting 

9. The Board received the following update from the Taskforce in regard to their 
approach to public consultation. The first stage involving the analysis of data from 
the IFAC Compliance program (SMO2) on assessment methods revealed the 
following: 

• Member bodies were undertaking a variety of approaches to assessment.  



Agenda Item 5.1 
 IAESB Meeting – Cape Town, South Africa, October 25-28, 2011 

 

4 
Prepared by Kim Langfield-Smith, Mandi Olivier, and IES 6 Taskforce 

• Member bodies were using a range of assessment methods to get to the same 
learning outcomes. These included the use of multiple choice questions, case 
studies, technical questions and theses.  

• For the majority of member bodies, a significant proportion of a candidates’ 
final assessment is in written form, or involving both written and oral response.  

The Board agreed that this analysis supported the decision to take a principles-based 
approach to assessment, rather than being overly prescriptive.  

10. In the second stage, the Taskforce will review the findings of the current 
IAAER/ACCA research project “Searching for Best Practice in the Development 
and Assessment of Non-Technical Skills in Accountancy Trainees – A Global 
Study” which is also expected to provide useful information on assessment to 
inform the revision of IES 6. This will be available later in the year. 

• The Board agreed that the final stage of public consultation would involve a 
series of questions related to the exposure draft of IES 6. 

• The Board agreed that the title of IES 6 be changed from Assessment of 
Professional Capabilities and Competence to Assessment of Professional 
Competence. This change is consistent with the new Framework, and the new 
definition of competence.  

• The Board agreed that the revised IES 6 will be broader than the “final 
assessment” to encompass principles of assessment across IPD and CPD, and 
that it cannot be assumed that having a single final assessment at the end of IPD 
is the only model for member bodies. 

 

September 2010 CAG Meeting 

11. At its September meeting the CAG received an update from the Taskforce and the 
CAG provided advice on a number of issues.  

• The CAG agreed that the scope of the planned Exposure Draft public 
consultation is appropriate. (See the three stages of public consultation as 
outlined until point 8.)  

• The CAG supported the Taskforce proposal that the revised IES 6 should focus 
on competences rather than capabilities, and that the name of the standard be 
changed accordingly. 

• The term “final assessment” can be interpreted in different ways. This includes a 
final formal examination or an evaluation of competence prior to admitting and 
individual to” the profession”.  A range of different comments were provided by 
the CAG, but no clear view emerged. Comment include the following: 

o The critical issue is the quality of assessment not the timing of assessment, 
so cumulative assessment over IPD could provide a valid test of competence. 

o The requirement for a “final assessment” should be retained, based on the 
need to be seen to maintain the quality of entry into the profession 
(consistent with what happens in other professions), and to maintain the 
quality of the profession.  
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o A final assessment provides a way to confirm that candidates have met the 
defined level of competence. 

o It is the responsibility of member bodies to demonstrate that they have in 
place the processes to confirm that professional accountants have achieved 
the required competencies.  

o The key issue was not that there was a final assessment, but the need for 
candidates 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.  

• The CAG supported the Taskforce approach that IES 6 should focus on 
principles of assessment. 

• The CAG supported the proposed timetable for the presentation of the first draft 
standard at the next IAESB meeting.  

 

September 2010 Advice from the Drafting Conventions Workgroup  

12. On 24 September 2010, members of the Drafting Conventions Workgroup of the 
IAESB, who had reviewed an earlier version of the draft IES 6, held a 
teleconference with the Chair and Secretary of the Taskforce to discuss a range of 
specific issues relating to drafting style and terminology, as well as content. These 
comments have been incorporated into the first draft of the standard. Some 
suggestions that were raised in the teleconference are included in the discussion 
below.  

 

November 2010 IAESB Meeting 

13. The Taskforce presented an update of the progress in revising IES 6 and presented 
the first draft of the revised IES 6 to the Board for comment. The discussion and 
recommendations of the Board were as follows:  

• The Board directed the Taskforce to refocus the Objective using the same style 
as that of the revised IES 7.  

• The Board suggested the requirement for assessment during IPD be separated 
from the requirement relating to CPD to reflect  

o During IPD the focus of assessment is to confirm that individuals have 
attained the appropriate level of professional competence prior to their 
admission to membership;  

o During CPD (consistent with the revised IES 7) the focus is on member 
bodies verifying that professional accountants develop and maintain 
professional competence.   

• The Board directed the Taskforce to reword the requirement for “assessment in 
recorded form” to reflect “verifiability of assessment processes and records”. 
Having assessment in “recorded form” is one way of achieving verifiability.  
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February 2011 CAG Meeting 

14. The CAG received the first draft of the revised IES 6 and the Taskforce sought the 
advice of the CAG on a number of issues. The CAG agreed with the three 
suggestions/directions of the Board as listed above in Point 10 and gave strong 
endorsement to the sufficiency of the requirements of the draft revised IES 6.  In 
addition, the CAG provided the following suggestions, which were subsequently 
included in the second draft of the revised IES 6: 

• The revised standard should refer to an appropriate level of professional 
competence, rather the appropriate level of professional competence. 

• The reference to “develop and maintain” professional competence during CPD 
be extended to include “further development” of professional competence.  
[Note that this change was not acted on as it would put IES 6 in conflict with the 
revised IES 7.] 

• Some minor rewording is needed in the explanatory material.  

• Revised wording for the requirement for verifiability of assessment activities 
and processes.  

 

March 2011 IAESB Meeting 

15. The Taskforce presented the second draft of the revised IES 6 and the Board 
provided the following comments and direction. 

• The Board agreed that the IES should cover assessment of professional 
competence during IPD and CPD, and suggested specific amendments to the 
Objective and Requirements and Explanatory Materials to reflect this focus; 

• The IAESB agreed that Scope of the standard should be amended to reflect that 
IFAC member bodies are the intended audience, but that the standard is helpful 
to other interested stakeholders who support learning and development of 
professional accountants. 

• The Board agreed that the five assessment principles were sufficient to cover 
assessment and when applied by a member body would provide confidence in 
the assessment process. 

• The Board agreed that IES 6 would specify the general principles of assessment 
and that IES 2, 3, 4, 5, 7 and 8 would specify aspects of assessment that are 
relevant to their area of focus within IPD and CPD. 

• The IAESB agreed that IES 6 requires verifiable evidence as the basis for 
member body’s assessment of professional competence. 

16. The Taskforce prepared the third draft of the revised IES 6 to reflect the above 
directions. The Board then undertook a page-by-page review and agreed the 
following amendments: 

• Ensure consistency with the Framework (2009) document by indicating that IES 
6 prescribes assessment of professional competence by member bodies and other 
interested stakeholders; 

• Clarify the role of member bodies in developing and maintaining members’ 
competence by stating more accurately in the Objective section and the 
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Requirements section what is appropriate assessment activity for a member body 
during IPD and CPD; 

• Revise terminology to improve understanding and ensure consistency with other 
IAESB publications, including definitions and explanation of the following 
terms: reliability and reliable assessment, validity, predictive validity, face 
validity, content validity, equitable assessment, transparent assessment, 
sufficient assessment. 

• Improve clarity and conciseness by deleting wording from the proposed draft 
which was viewed (1) as not adding any significant value or (2) redundant 
because their meaning had been expressed in other documents; 

• Improve clarity by simplifying complex language found in the Explanatory 
Materials section to enable ease of translation into languages other than English; 
and 

• Include bold-level sub-headers in the Explanatory Materials section to improve 
clarity and comprehension of content in the Scope, Objective and Requirements 
sections. 

17. Subject to the Board’s editorial suggestions as outlined above, the IAESB approved 
the content of the redrafted IES 6 for release as an Exposure Draft. The Exposure 
Draft was released to obtain public comment over a 90-day period, ending 28 July, 
2011.  In preparing the Exposure Draft, the redrafted IES 6 underwent a Plain 
English Review and formatting. Any significant changes in wording were approved 
by the Taskforce chair.  

 

Responses to the Exposure Draft 

18. Thirty-seven comments on the Exposure Draft were received. All of the comment 
letters are posted on the IFAC website at 

http://www.ifac.org/Guidance/EXD-Outstanding.php 

The thirty-seven comments can be classified into the following stakeholder groups.  

• IFAC Member Bodies and Associates 23 

• Public Accounting firms    6 

• Regulators     3 

• Other Professional Organizations  2 

• Individuals and Others    3 

19. It should also be noted that some of the responses represent multiple organizations. 
For example, the Fédération des Experts Comptables Européens (FEE) represents 
43 professional institutes of accountants and auditors from 32 European countries, 
including all 27 EU Member States.  

20. The IAESB also consulted on the Exposure Draft of IES 6 through presentations at 
concurrent sessions of the South African Accounting Association 2011 Conference 
and the American Accounting Association 2011 Annual Meeting. Comments from 
these presentations were generally supportive of the exposure draft with participants 
suggesting the need to clarify the scope of the standard with respect to IPD and 
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CPD, and the need to develop implementation guidance to illustrate the assessment 
principles.  

21. In Agenda Item 5-3, Analysis of Respondent Comments on the IES 6 Exposure 
Draft, the content of the comment letters have been organized into the following 
categories: 

• General statements of support of note 

• General statement of concern and related matters for consideration 

• Responses to specific questions 

• Comments on other matters. 

22. The Taskforce has also analyzed and summarized the responses to the specific 
questions issued with the Exposure Draft and this is presented in Appendix 1 to this 
Item.  

 

September 2011 CAG Meeting 

23. The Chair of the Taskforce presented some issues arising out of a preliminary 
analysis of comments to the Exposure Draft.  

The Scope of IES 6  

24. The Chair stated that while many of the comments support the revised scope of IES 
6, some commentators expressed concern. The comments relate to two issues:  

• The coverage of IES 6 across both IPD and CPD; and  

• The decision to include the general principles of assessment in IES 6 and 
specific assessment requirements in other IESs.  

25. The Taskforce offered three options for consideration by the CAG:  

Option 1: If IES 6 was to focus only on the five principles of assessment (para 9), the 
requirement for a formal evaluation for IPD (para 7) could be moved to IE2 and IE3 
as well as IES 4 and 5; IES 7 would contain requirements for CPD. If needed, IES 8 
would cover only assessment that goes beyond what is required in IES 7.  

Option 2: The requirements and discussion that relates to CPD could be removed 
from IES 6, so that the requirements and the explanatory material in IES 6 would 
relate solely to IPD.  

Option 3: Make no change to the scope of the exposed IES 6, but edit IES 6 in line 
with ED comments to aid clarity.  

26. The CAG provided strong support for Option 3.  The CAG also stated  

• The role of the standard was to drive change and to raise the level of 
competency through assessment practices. 

• The standard should focus on good practice, not accommodate current practice.  

• The Taskforce needed to clarify the requirements around CPD. 

• Need to clarify the use of the terms “monitoring” and “assessment” for CPD. 
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Taskforce response 

27. The Taskforce agrees that these issues need attention if the scope of IES 6 is to 
continue to span IPD and CPD.   

The clarity of the principles-based standard  

28. The Taskforce asked the CAG if they could suggest specific changes to the wording 
of the Requirements or Explanatory Material that might assist clarity of the revised 
IES 6 and to help ensure that the intended outcomes of the standard are achieved.  

• The CAG made the following suggestions: 

a. More examples are needed in the Explanatory Material to make it clear how to 
apply the requirements. 

b. In Paragraph 10 it is not clear if the focus is IPD or CPD. Consider whether 
paragraphs that apply to IPD should be distinct from those applying to CPD. 

c. Requirement 7 may be too general and the Taskforce could consider providing 
a list of knowledge, skills as in the current IES 6, Paragraph 12(c). 

d. Paragraph A2 is better cross referenced to Paragraph 7, rather than Paragraph 
6. 

e. There needs to be sufficient signaling within the standard to emphasize the 
level of quality within assessment of competences. 

f. The priority/ordering of the five principles in Paragraph 9 could be considered. 
It was suggested that “sufficiency” could be more important than other 
principles and should be listed first. This could be followed by “equity”. 

g. It was noted that high “transparency” is not always desirable as it could lead to 
a level of predictability in the content of assessment activities and hence could 
lead to a reduction of quality.  

h. As well as trade-offs between “reliability” and “validity”, acknowledge trade-
offs between other principles, such as “equity” and “validity”. 

i. Reword the three examples in Paragraph A14 to improve clarity. The third dot 
point should be reworded “... so that requirements can be met in environments 
of limited opportunity”. 

j. In paragraph A12, reword so that it is not providing convenient reasons for not 
complying with certain requirements or delete the paragraph. 

Taskforce response 

29. The Taskforce is appreciative of the detailed comments provided by the CAG to 
improve the clarity of the revised IES 6. The IES 6 Exposure Draft has been edited 
to accommodate suggestions c, d and f.  The other suggestions will be taken into 
account when the full analysis of the Exposure Draft comments is complete.  

 

Recent Taskforce Activity 

30. Following the CAG meeting, the members of the IES 6 Taskforce worked 
individually to finalize the review and analysis of the responses to the specific 
questions contained in the Exposure Draft and other feedback from respondents. 



Agenda Item 5.1 
 IAESB Meeting – Cape Town, South Africa, October 25-28, 2011 

 

10 
Prepared by Kim Langfield-Smith, Mandi Olivier, and IES 6 Taskforce 

31. The Taskforce met by phone conference on October 5 to discuss the CAG advice, 
the responses to the ED, to finalize the key issues and agree on proposed 
recommendations for the Board for the October meeting. 

 

DISCUSSION 
32. The Taskforce’s discussion and recommendations are presented below under the 

following headings:  

• Comments related to the general matters of support and concern  

• Comments related to specific questions raised in the Request for Comments 

The Taskforce’s detailed analysis of comments is in Appendix 1. 

 

Comments Related to the General Matters of Support and Concern  

33. Fourteen responses provided general comments of support, and included the 
following: 

• Support for the IAESB project to redraft and revise IES 6. 

• Support for the adoption of the principle-based approach. 

• Support for the focus on improving clarity and consistency with the new 
framework. 

34. Nineteen respondents voiced general concerns, which included the following: 

• The changed scope of IES 6 across IPD and CPD may not be appropriate. 

• The principle-based requirements and the Explanatory Material as drafted 
provide too much latitude, too much flexibility and not enough guidance to 
member bodies. 

• The wide choice of assessment methods and approaches could encourage 
differences rather than consistency across member bodies and perhaps lead to 
differences in levels of competence of professional accountants globally.  

• The lack of a specific requirement for a final integrative assessment before the 
end of IPD could signal a decrease in standards, which could decrease the level 
of competence of professional accountants. It is also stated that the removal of 
this former requirement may not be in the public interest. 

 

Taskforce discussion and recommendation 

35. The Taskforce welcomed the positive support from respondents and noted the areas 
of concern.  

• The Taskforce’s recommendation for Scope will be presented once the detailed 
specific responses to Question 1 of the Exposure Draft have been considered 
(see Paragraph 44).   

• Some commentators supported the adoption of the principles-based 
requirements, but some others saw it as potentially weakening the standard by 
providing too much flexibility and lack of guidance. These comments of concern 
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were not unexpected and are fundamental to the broader debate between the 
rules-based versus principles-based approach to writing standards.  

• In the case of activities and the processes used to assess professional 
competence in accounting (subject to the parameters set by the Requirements) 
the Taskforce believes it is important to allow flexibility in the activities and 
processes adopted by member bodies. Variations in the contexts of IFAC 
member bodies limit the introduction of input-based requirements being 
prescribed for all member bodies.  

• The issue of a specific requirement for assessment of competence towards the 
end of IPD will be considered in the analysis of the detailed responses to 
Question 2 of the Exposure Draft (see Paragraph 49).   

36. The Taskforce makes no specific recommendations for revision of IES 6 based on 
the general comments, but will revisit these issues in the recommendations below.  

 

Comments Related to Specific Questions Raised in the Request for Comments. 

Question 1: Is the change in the scope of IES 6 to assessment across Initial Professional 
Development (IPD) and Continuing Professional Development (CPD) appropriate? 

37. There were 33 responses to this question.  While many of the comments support the 
new scope of the revised IES 6, other respondents expressed concern. The main area 
of concern is IES 6 covering assessment across both IPD and CPD, while a related 
concern is the inclusion of general principles of assessment in IES 6 and specific 
assessment requirements in other IESs.  

38. Even when respondents supported the revised scope covering IPD and CPD, the 
detailed comments of the respondents (summarized in Appendix 1) imply that 
changes made to the Requirements and Explanatory Material to accommodate the 
broader scope may have reduced the clarity of the revised standard.  

39. The Taskforce offers three options for consideration.  

Option 1: If IES 6 was to focus only on the five principles of assessment (para 9), the 
requirement for a comprehensive assessment for IPD (para 7) could be moved to 
IE2 and IE3 as well as IES 4 and 5; IES 7 would contain requirements for CPD. If 
needed, IES 8 would cover only assessment that goes beyond what is required in 
IES 7.  

Option 2:  The requirements and discussion that relates to CPD could be removed 
from IES 6, so that the requirements and the explanatory material in IES 6 would 
relate solely to IPD. Assessment relating to CPD would be covered in IES 7 
(KPMG, POB, CICA, CIPFA, DTT, ICAEW, AICPA, DTO, IDW, JICPA, PWC, 
PACPO, IRBA, SAICA). 

Option 3:  Make no change to the scope of the exposed IES 6, but edit IES 6 in line 
with CAG and ED comments to aid clarity. (AAT, BDO, CAI, CGA-Canada, CPA 
Australia, CNDCEC, CSOEC-CNCC, CPA-Ireland, EFAA, EYG, FEE, GT, ICAS, 
ICPAS, MIA).  

40. The CAG at its September 2011 meeting after viewing and discussing the 
preliminary analysis of the comments supported Option 3.  However, the Taskforce 
notes that this was based on the preliminary analysis of the ED comments. 
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41. The Taskforce has since completed the final analysis of the ED comments, and note 
that while many respondents supported the need for professional competence to be 
assessed across IPD and CPD, they were strong arguments against the scope of the 
revised IES 6 covering assessment across IPD and CPD (see Appendix 1).   

• It is difficult to employ the same criteria for assessment at all stages of an 
accountants’ career (ICAEW, CICA);  

• The assessment requirements for CPD are already dealt with in the revised IES 
7, and inclusion of CPD requirements in both IES 6 and 7 creates confusion 
(CICA, KPMG, AICPA, DTO, JICPA, PWC, POB); 

• The inclusion of the requirement of a formal assessment for IPD could imply to 
some stakeholders that this is what IES 6 intends for CPD (DTT, DTO): 

• The requirement for “monitoring” of CPD does not provide a way of assessing 
whether professional accountants are developing and maintaining professional 
competence - assessment is a different concept from monitoring. (DTT, FEE) 

42. Several comments seem to be based on the belief that the principles relating to 
assessment during IPD are different to those relating to assessment during CPD.  
The Taskforce believes the principles of assessment are the same for IPD and CPD, 
but we do note the confusion that is created when IES 6 covers both IPD and CPD 
and when IES 7 already has assessment requirements.   

43 There are also comments that it is in the public interest to encourage learning and 
development as an ongoing process across professional life (AAT, CPA Australia). 
The Taskforce notes that including assessment requirements for IPD and CPD in the 
one standard is not the only way to achieve this objective.   

 

Taskforce recommendation 

44. The Taskforce recommends Option 2 be adopted, that is, the scope of the revised 
IES 6 be limited to assessment requirements during IPD. Assessment relating to 
CPD would be covered in IES 7.  Adopting this focus leads to the following changes 
to the IES 6 Exposure Draft:  

• Requirement 8 is deleted as this requirement relates to CPD. 

• The need for lifelong learning is emphasized in Paragraph 3 and assessment of 
competence at the end of IPD will be linked to the development and 
maintenance of competence during CPD.   

• A further explanatory paragraph (a new paragraph A2) is included to provide 
background to the need for lifelong learning across IPD and CPD. 

• Explanatory Material that relates to CPD is deleted. 

 Agenda Item 5-4 shows the impact of these changes on the IES 6 Exposure Draft. 
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Question 2: Does this change accommodate the different approaches taken by professional 
accounting organizations?  

45. The 33 responses to this question were generally very positive. However, some 
respondents expressed concern that the move to greater flexibility could be viewed 
as weakening the requirements for assessment over those that are in the extant IES 
6.  In particular, the lack of a requirement for a formal final assessment at the end of 
IPD was seen by some as a weakness of the revised standard (e.g. CICA, CIPFA, 
PWC, IDW, IRBA, PACPO). In contrast other respondents stated that the revised 
standard provides sufficient guidance for member bodies in this particular area. 
Some comments also echoed those observed in Question 1, concerning whether 
specific assessment requirements for IPD and for CPD should be separated.  

46. In relation to the lack of a specific requirement for a final assessment, some 
respondents claimed that it may be against the public interest to not have this 
specific requirement in the revised standard (AICPA, NZICA, IRBA). The 
Taskforce notes that in the extant IES 6, the relevant paragraphs that deal with this 
issue (Paragraphs 5, 6 and 23) are in “grey letter”, so are not formal requirements. 
Further, those paragraphs in the extant IES 6 do not indicate that a final assessment 
is mandatory, but clearly some respondents have interpreted this as such.  

47. Also, some respondents argued for that assessment to occur as close as possible to 
the end of the IPD period, as stated in the extant IES 6 (extant paragraph 12 (d)) 
(CIPFA, DTT, GT). Paragraph 7 in the revised IES 6 indicated that the formal 
evaluation of competency should take place “before the end of the IPD” which 
seems to be viewed as not as strong as “as close as possible to the end of the IPD 
period”. 

48. The need for a final assessment to test the integration of knowledge is also seen as 
critical to meeting the public interest (PACPO).  The extant IES 6 standard has the 
following black letter paragraph: 

7 The IFAC member body shall apply an assessment process that ensures 
individuals: 

 ..... 

(g) can integrate diverse areas of knowledge and skills; 

  And grey letter paragraph: 

  21 Candidates also need to demonstrate that they can integrate all the 
various elements across a range of situations and apply them in the 
context of a professional accountant at work.  

Action requested: 
1) Do you support the Taskforce recommendation that that scope of the 

revised IES 6 be limited to assessment requirements during IPD 
(option 2)?  

2) If not, what do you suggest?  
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 In the revised IES 6, the principle of “sufficiency” includes “integration” and this is 
elaborated in Paragraphs A16 and A17.  

 

Taskforce recommendation 

49. The Taskforce recommends that amendments be made to Paragraphs 6 and 7 in the 
revised IES 6, to accommodate the above suggestions, as follows: 

• The Taskforce is particularly persuaded by the arguments around the public 
interest in the call for an additional requirement for a final assessment, and seeks 
the advice of the Board on this matter. 

• Paragraph 6 has been amended to specify “formally assess” competence. Note 
that Paragraph 7, remains as “assess, through formal evaluation”. The Taskforce 
seeks the advice of the board as to whether the wording in the two paragraphs is 
now inconsistent. 

• Paragraph 7 has been amended to specify the evaluation should take place “as 
close of possible to the end of IPD”. Note that Paragraph 6 still includes the 
phrase “during IPD” and paragraph A4 has been amended to “during and 
towards the end of IDP”. The Taskforce seeks the advice of the board as to 
whether the wording in the three paragraphs is now inconsistent. 

• “Integration” is already included in the Requirements through the principle of 
“sufficiency”, and this is explained in Paragraphs A16 and 17 so no amendments 
will be made. 

 Agenda Item 5-4 shows the impact of these changes on the IES 6 Exposure Draft.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Question 3 - Are the principles of assessment sufficient? 

50. There were 32 responses to this question. The principles of assessment outlined in 
the exposure draft were generally considered to be sufficient although some 
respondents commented that the Explanatory Material could be improved to assist 
the reader in understanding the requirements. Specific suggestions were made for 
improvements in the definitions and examples of the principles.  There were several 
comments about confusion between the principles of assessment for IPD and those 
for CPD. (AICPA/PCEEC; ICAEW; IDW; KPMG; SAICA).  

51. Several comments emphasized that integration is a critical aspect of learning and 
development for aspiring professional accountants (CICA, ICAS). However, some 
respondents queried why examples of integration – a component of sufficiency - 
were provided instead of examples of sufficiency (DTT, ACPAS, PWC). One 
suggestion was for integration to be regarded as an additional principle.  

Action requested: 
3) Do you support the need for a new Requirement for a final 

assessment? 

4) Do you support the changes made to Paragraph 6 and 7?  
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52. The CAG at its September 2011 meeting strongly supported the adequacy of the 
five principles of assessment. The CAG also suggested that the priority/ordering of 
the five principles be considered. It was suggested that “sufficiency” could be more 
important than other principles and should be listed first. This could be followed by 
“equity”. They also made suggestions for rewording of definitions and specific 
paragraphs in the Explanatory Material.  

 

Taskforce recommendation 

53. The Taskforce has considered the specific comments of respondents and suggestions 
of the CAG and makes the following recommendations:  

• Reorder the five principles so that “sufficiency” is listed first in the 
Requirements and Explanatory Material. This impacts on Paragraph 9 and order 
of the relevant paragraphs in the Explanatory Material;  

• Revise Requirement Paragraph 9 to include “individual assessment activities 
and the overall assessment process”, and Para A17 to include “real world 
situations”. 

Agenda Item 5-4 shows the impact of these changes on the IES 6 Exposure Draft.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

54. There were 33 responses to this question. The two concerns raised were: how or if 
CPD should be included in the revised IES 6; and the final sentence in Paragraph 6 
should be deleted (AIPCA/PCEEC; CICA; DTT, ICAEW; IDW; PWC, IRBA).  

 

Taskforce recommendation 

55. The Taskforce has already recommended that the scope of IES be limited to 
assessment during IPD.  Thus, the second dot point in Paragraph 6 has been deleted. 
In addition, the Taskforce has deleted the final sentence in Paragraph 6, “Applying 
the principles of assessment in this standard provides confidence in this process”, 
which is not an objective but is explanatory to the objective.  

 

 

 

 

Action requested: 
5) Do you support the above proposed recommendations? 

6) If not what do you suggest? 

Action requested: 
7) Do you support the above proposed recommendation? 

8) If not what do you suggest? 
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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? 

56. There were 33 responses to this question. The responses to this question were 
overwhelmingly positive, with six respondents voicing concern as to whether the 
objective in relation to CPD had been met.  

 

Taskforce recommendation 

57. The Taskforce has no specific recommendation in relation to these comments but 
will consider the specific editorial comments of respondents and suggestions of the 
CAG in undertaking the next revision of IES 6.  

 

Question 6: Are there any terms within the proposed IES 6 which require further 
clarification? If so, please explain the nature of the deficiencies. 

58. The comments and suggestions of respondents will be taken into account in the next 
revision of IES 6.  

 

PROPOSED WAY FORWARD 
59. Following the Board meeting, the Taskforce will prepare the next revision of IES 6 

taking into account the Board directions and the editorial suggestions in the public 
comments to the Exposure Draft.  
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Appendix 1  Taskforce Summary of Comment Letters  

` 

1. General Statements of Support  

Fourteen responses were received (8 member bodies, 3 public accounting firms, 1 other, 1 
regulator) 

Many of the comments received are supportive of the process that the Board is undertaking 
to improve the clarity of the IESs and for the focus on improving the competence of 
professional accountants across IPD and CPD.  

Generally positive comments included: 

• Support for the IAESB project to redraft and revise IES 6. 

• Support the adoption of principles-based approach. 

• IES 6 exposure draft improves clarity and is consistent with the new framework. 

 

2. General statements of concern 

Nineteen responses were received (11 member bodies,4 public accounting firms, 3 
regulators, 1 individual). The main issues are:  

• Whether the scope of IES 6 should include both IPD and CPD.  

o Comments supporting the inclusion of both IPD and CPD within IES 6 
received from ACCA, CICPA, CPA-Australia, ICAA, ICAS, ICPAS, 
KPMG (6 member bodies and 1 public accounting firm). 

o Comments against the inclusion of both IPD and CPD within IES 6 were 
received from CICA, ICAEW, IDW, NZICA, PACPO, IRBA (4 member 
bodies, 2 regulators). 

• Whether more emphasis should be placed on an integrated comprehensive 
assessment at or near the end of the IPD (SAICA, IRBA). 

• Support for the recognition that member bodies may undertake a variety of 
approaches to assessment during IPD to get to the same learning outcomes (CICA, 
CPA Australia, ICAA).  

o As written it could lead to a lowering of the assessment standard. 

• Whether the new standard provides too much latitude, flexibility and not enough 
guidance (CICA, NZICA). 

o The wide choice of assessment methods and approaches could encourage 
differences rather than consistency across member bodies and perhaps 
differences in levels of competency of professional accountants globally. 

• Need for Requirement that considers the totally of the assessment process and its 
underlying components across IPD (ICAS).  

• Expanded Requirements for CPD are unclear and confusing, and need rewriting 
(CICA, KPMG). 
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• Ordering 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.   

• The relevance of factors in A2 needs to be explained more clearly. 

• The list of constraining factors to achieving reliability and validity in assessments 
(Para A12) may undermine the related requirement (Para 9), and the precision and 
clarity of parts of the explanatory material regarding the principles of assessment. 

 

Question 1: Is the change in the scope of IES 6 to assessment across Initial 
Professional Development (IPD) and Continuing Professional Development (CPD) 
appropriate? 

Summary of responses: 

There were 33 responses to this question.  There is support in principle for the scope of IES 
6 covering IPD and CPD, but some respondents who were positive about this change 
questioned whether the revised standard has been written in a way that aids clarity. 

A minority (about one third) of the comments pointed out that IES 6 states that the focus of 
this standard is on the principles of assessment with specific requirements appearing where 
appropriate in other standards, but inconsistently IES 6 includes some specific 
requirements.  The inclusion of requirements for assessment of CPD in both IES 6 and 7 
was noted as redundant and possibly confusing.  A smaller number of comments noted that 
discussion of specific requirements for IPD assessment in IES 6 could better be moved to 
IES 2. 

Examples of comments that address these issues are as follows: 

• 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.  (AAT) 

• 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. (CGA-Canada) 

• 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.  (CPA-Australia)  

• The objective of the revised IES 6 to combine initial professional development (IPD) 
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. (CSOEC-CNCC) 

• 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. (GT) 
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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. (KPMG) 

• The proposed revisions do not result in an improved standard ... 

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

ii. 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; 

iii. The objective in relation to CPD fails to consider the outcome of CPD ...  
(Professional Oversight Board, UK) 

• We believe that the responsibilities of the individual professional accountant and 
the Member Body re: continuing professional development are adequately 
addressed in IES 7. (CICA) 

• 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. (CIPFA) 

• 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: 

a. Confusion between the requirements of IES 6 and IES 7 in respect of 
CPD 

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

• It is difficult to employ the same criteria to assessment at all stages of a professional 
accountant’s career. (ICAEW) 

• 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. ... 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. (AICPA) 
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• 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 ... 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. 
(BDO) 

• 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. (DTO) 

• 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. (FEE) 

• ... 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). (IDW) 

• ... 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. (JICPA) 

• 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. (PWC) 

 

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

Summary of responses: 

There were 33 responses to this question, which were largely supportive. However, some 
concerns were raised in relation to the absence of a requirement for a final integrative 
evaluation/assessment close to the end of IPD. 

Examples of comments that address these issues are as follows: 
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• 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 chapter. 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. (CNDCEC) 

• 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.  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. (DTT) 

• Yes. We believe that setting principles rather than specific assessment activities helps to 
promote consistency in the objectives to be achieved by member bodies. (EYG) 

• 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.   (CICA) 

• 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. (IDW) 

• 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’. (CIPFA) 
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• Removing the requirement for a comprehensive final assessment "as near as 
practicable" to the end of IPD.  Extant IES 6 already recognises 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. (PWC)  

• ..., we note that paragraph three refers to different approaches to professional 
certification, including:  

o  A single multi-disciplinary examination conducted at the end of IPD;  

o  A series of examinations that focus on different areas of competence, conducted 
throughout or at the end of IPD;  

o 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. (AICPA) 

• 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. (BDO) 

• The proposed change introduces a number of assessment activities which are subjective 
in nature such as self-assessment and workplace performance assessment by employers.  
Judgement 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. (HKICPA) 

• 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. (IDW)  

• 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. (IRBA) 
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• 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. 
(NZICA) 

• 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.   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. 
(PACPO) 

 

Question 3 - Are the principles of assessment sufficient? 

Summary of responses: 

There were 31 responses to this question. The principles of assessment outlined in the 
exposure draft were generally considered to be sufficient although some commented that 
the explanatory material can be improved to assist the reader in understanding the 
requirements. In some cases suggestions were also made as to how to improve clarification 
of the principles provided in the exposure draft and these will be considered by the 
Taskforce. The comment was again raised about the confusion between the principles of 
assessment for IPD and that for CPD. (AICPA/PCEEC; ICAEW; IDW; KPMG; SAICA).  
Some comment highlighted the important of integration and suggested it could be a 
separate principle.  

Examples of comments that address these issues are as follows: 

• There is, however, one area, where IAESB might consider adding additional guidance, 
or even perhaps a requirement, and this is in the area of standardisation 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. (AAT) 

• 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. (BDO) 

• 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 
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makes from the exam or assessment scores. Moreover, this current definition 
encompasses the ideas of transparency, sufficiency, and equitability. (Refer to detailed 
comments for more comments on this point) (CGA-Canada). 

• Have some doubts as to the “self-assessment activities” and “workplace performance 
assessment by employers” (CNDCEC) 

• ...and suggests the principles should be expanded to explicitly include consistency. 
(CPA Ireland) 

• 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. (EY) 

• ...consider the Exposure Draft lacks sufficient emphasis on the importance of assessing 
the effectiveness (or outcomes) of learning and development activities. (GT) 

• ICAEW only agree in part and indicate that 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). (ICAEW) 

• 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”. 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. (ICAS) 

• 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. (ICPAS) 

• Integration is a critically important part of the learning and development activities of 
many Member Bodies (CICA) 

• 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 (PWC) 

• 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. (SAICA) 
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Question 4: Is the objective to be achieved by a member body, stated in the proposed 
revised IES 6, appropriate?  

Summary of responses 

There were 31 responses to this question.  Generally respondents felt that the objective to 
be achieved by a member body was appropriate. Again the most significant concern raised 
was that the principles of assessment could not be covered for both IPD and CPD within the 
same standard because of the differences in achieving IPD versus CPD (AIPCA/PCEEC; 
CICA; DTT, HKICPA; ICAEW; IDW; Juvenal; PACPO; PWC, SAICA).  

Some bodies also refer to the prior standard making more explicit reference to the joint 
responsibility of IFAC member bodies and regulatory authorities and feel this should also 
be made more explicit in the revised standard. (CNDCEC; FEE) 

 

Examples of comments that address these issues are as follows: 

• 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. (AICPA-PCEEC) 

• 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. 
(CNDCEC) 

• 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 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. (GT) 

• 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 
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wording in paragraph 8 is in fact stronger than the objective stated in paragraph 6 (goes 
further than "monitor efforts") 

• 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. (SAICA) 

 

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? 

Summary of responses: 

There were 33 responses to this question. The responses to this question were 
overwhelmingly positive, with six respondent voicing concern as to whether the objective 
in relation to CPD had been met. 

Examples of comments that address these issues are as follows: 

• 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. (AICPA-PCEEC) 

• 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 
(CICA). 

• 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 (DTT). 

• 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 (ICAEW).  
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• 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 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 (PWC).  

 

Question 6: Are there any terms within the proposed IES 6 which require further 
clarification? If so, please explain the nature of the deficiencies. 

There were 32 comments to this question. Some of the comments provided were 
detailed drafting comments, ambiguities and suggested edits, as well as definitions.  

 

Comments on other matters 

Translation 

Some possible translation concerns were noted as follows: 

• 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. (GT) 

• 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. (PWC) 

Developing nations  

No specific comments were noted 

 

Effective date 

While some bodies consider the an implementation date of 12 to 15 months appropriate 
there were bodies who indicated that a longer implementation time be considered (18 – 24 
months) to support the requirements in relation to CPD. 

 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 
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some time after the approval of all of the revised or redrafted standards subject to such a 
consistency check.  (IDW) 

 

************ 
 


