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Committee: International Accounting Education Standards Board  

Meeting Location: Fiesta Americana Hotel, Merida, Mexico 

Meeting Date: March 7, 2012, beginning 8:00am March 8-9, 2012, beginning 8:30am

 
SUBJECT: 

 
Revision of IES 6 – Issues and Proposals of the 
Task Force (03/12) 

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

the revision of IES 6. Specifically, the paper will (a) provide updated information on 
the revision of IES 6; (b) identify issues for discussion: and (c) present a revised 
draft IES 6. 

2. The agenda item contains the following materials: 

Agenda Item 5-1 Revision of IES 6 -  Issues and proposals of the task force  
(03/12) 

Agenda Item 5-2 Revision of IES 6, Assessment of Professional Competence, 
Clean version (03/12) 

Agenda Item 5-3 Revision of IES 6, Assessment of Professional Competence, 
Marked-up version (03/12)  

Agenda Item 5-4 Revision of IES 6, Exposure Draft (April 2011)  

 
Note: Agenda Item 5-3 shows all changes made between Agenda Item 5-4 (the 
Exposure Draft) and Agenda Item 5-2.   

 
 
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. The Chair of the IES 6 Task Force 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 Task Force 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 Task 
Force 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 Task Force 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 Task Force 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 Task 
Force 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 Task Force 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: 
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• Member bodies were undertaking a variety of approaches to assessment.  

• 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 Task Force 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. The CAG received an update from the Task Force 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.  

• The CAG supported the Task Force 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 Task Force 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 Task Force 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 Task Force 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 Task Force 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 Task Force 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 Task Force 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 (Paragraph 13) 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 Task Force 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 Task Force 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; 
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• Clarify the role of member bodies in developing and maintaining members’ 
competence by stating more accurately in the Objective section and the 
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 Task Force chair.  

 

September 2011 CAG Meeting 

18. The CAG received copies of the Analysis of Respondents’ Comments document and 
an Issues Paper that identified matters for discussion on the revision of IES 6, based 
on a preliminary analysis of comments to the IES 6 Exposure Draft.   

19. In general, the CAG supported the Task Force’s proposal of making no change to 
the scope of proposed IES 6 Exposure Draft (that is, the Scope was to cover 
assessment during IPD and CPD) but to improve clarity by editing with consideration 
of respondents’ comments on the Exposure Draft.  

20. In addition, the CAG made the following suggestions: 

• Clarify the requirements around CPD. 

• Clarify the use of the terms “monitoring” and “assessment” for CPD. 

• More examples are needed in the Explanatory Material to make it clear how to 
apply the Requirements. 

• 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. 

• Requirement 7 may be too general and the Task Force could consider providing 
a list of knowledge, skills as in the current IES 6, Paragraph 12(c). 
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• Paragraph A2 is better cross referenced to Paragraph 7, rather than Paragraph 
6. 

• There needs to be sufficient signalling within the standard to emphasize the level 
of quality within assessment of competences. 

• 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”. 

• 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.  

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

• 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”. 

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

 

October 2011 IAESB Meeting 
21. The Board received an Issues Paper that included Task Force recommendations 

arising from the complete analysis of the public comments to the IES 6 Exposure 
Draft and from the CAG comments provided at the September 2011 meeting.  

22. After reviewing the analysis of public comments, and noting the CAG comments, the 
Board provided the following direction. 

• The Scope of IES 6 should focus on IPD, with IES 7 covering the monitoring of 
CPD.  The Board agreed with the Task Force recommendation based on the 
weight of the arguments from respondents who argued for the scope to be 
limited to IPD. 

• The title of IES 6 needed to change to reflect the more limited scope of the 
standard.  

• The Introduction and the Explanatory Material needs to explain that assessment 
is relevant across both IPD and CPD. 

• In the Objective (Paragraph 6) “formally assess” is used, whereas in the first 
requirement (Paragraph 7) “assess through formal evaluation” is used.  It was 
suggested that “evaluation” implies a summative process so could be the term 
that should be used in both cases. 

• Paragraphs 7 and A5 conflict – “as close as possible towards the end of IPD” 
(Paragraph 7) versus “during and towards the end of IPD” (Paragraph A5). 

• There was no support for the reordering of the principles of assessment, to 
make sufficiency the first principle (Paragraph 8 and in Explanatory material). 

• The IAASB definition of “sufficiency” should be checked to ensure the IES 6 
definition is consistent.  
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• The Explanatory Material (Paragraph A18) includes examples of “integration”, 
but should include some examples of “sufficiency”. 

 

February 2012 CAG Meeting 
23.  The CAG received an Issues Paper that included the complete Task Force’s 

analysis of the public comments to the IES 6 Exposure Draft, decisions of the Board 
at its October 2011 meeting in relation to the revision of IES 6, and Task Force 
proposals for minor revisions of IES 6. (The paragraph numbers below refer to those 
in the IES 6 Exposure Draft.) 

24. The outcomes of the CAG discussions were as follows. The CAG supported: 

a) The Board decision to limit the Scope of IES 6 to assessment during IPD, and 
to proposal by the Task Force to (1) edit the revised IES 6 to ensure that the 
scope is limited to assessment across IPD; and (2) create new paragraphs to 
emphasize the importance of assessment across both IPD and CPD.  

b) The redrafted Paragraphs 1 to 4 and the new Paragraph A2 (see Agenda 
Paper 5-2). 

25.  The CAG provided the following recommendations and suggestions:  

a) Minor amendments to the first Requirement (Paragraph 7) and the associated 
Paragraph A3 were suggested, and these have been taken into account in the 
revised version of IES 6. 

b) There were several comments concerning the examples of “integration” in 
Paragraph A19. The CAG suggested that the examples need to be 
reconsidered to ensure they were satisfactorily illustrating the concept. Specific 
suggestions for improvement were provided. 

c) Some confusion was expressed in regard to the use of integration in 
Paragraphs A17 to A19. The CAG stated that a critical issue was assessing the 
ability of an aspiring professional accountant “to integrate”. The Task Force 
notes that the professional skill to integrate (covered in IES 3) is distinct from 
the use of this term in the definition of sufficiency, which focuses on the 
assessment process including “integration of material”. (See Paragraph 35 to 
38 below for a fuller discussion.)  

d) Attention should be given to Paragraph 25 of the Framework, which explains 
“integration of assessment”, and this could be included in the revised IES 6.  

e) In the definition of “equity”, the inclusion of “fair” could be deleted.  

f) Greater efforts need to be made to tie the Explanatory Material to the 
assessment of the competences of aspiring accountants.  

 

DISCUSSION 
26. The Task Force has prepared a revised version of the IES 6 Exposure Draft, which 

takes into account (a) the detailed comments and suggestions of the respondents to 
the Exposure Draft; (b) the directions of the Board at the October 2011 meeting; (c) 
the feedback from the CAG at the February 2012 meeting; and (d) “common 
paragraphs” used in the revised IESs and some relevant terminology used in IES 7.   

27. A summary of the suggestions of the Board at the November 2011 meeting, and the 
responses of the Task Force are summarized in Appendix 1. 
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Summary of changes to the revised IES 6 Exposure Draft 

28. Major changes that have been made to the draft IES 6, since the October 2011 
Board meeting, include the following (the paragraphs referred to below are those in 
the revised IES 6 in Agenda Paper 5-2): 

a) The Title, Scope, Objective, Requirements and Explanatory Material have been 
amended to reflect that the Scope of IES 6 is now limited to assessment during 
IPD. 

b) Additional material has been included to link assessment during IPD to 
assessment during CPD (see paragraphs 3 and A2). 

c) Changes have been made to reduce any confusion between the terms 
“assessment” and “formal evaluation”. This includes revising the Glossary 
definitions for these two terms, and placing the definition of “formal evaluation” 
in paragraph A5.  

d) Changes have been made to the content of paragraphs A9 to A17, to (i) 
emphasize that each of the five principles is not an absolute measure, and (ii) 
ensure that the examples focus consistently on ways to increase the level of 
each of those principles.  

e) Paragraph A12, in the IES 6 Exposure Draft, has been deleted, following 
comments from the public and CAG that (i) this paragraph provided convenient 
reasons to not comply with IES 6; and (ii) constraints apply to all five principles, 
not just reliability and validity.  

f) Examples to illustrate ways of increasing “sufficiency”, rather than integration 
now appear in paragraph A18. (This is explained further in the following 
paragraphs.) 

 

 

Sufficiency and integration 

29. An issue that the Task Force wishes to bring to the attention of the Board relates to 
the principle of “sufficiency” and the use of the term “integration”. Some discussion 
at the February 2012 CAG meeting focused on the role or use of “integration” in IES 
6. This has also been a topic of discussion in past Board meetings and in the public 
comments. 

Actions Requested: 
 
1) Do you agree with the changes that have been made in the revised IES 6 

to amend the scope to assessment during IPD? If not what changes do 
you suggest? [refer (a) and (b) above] 

2) Do you support the changes that have been made to the relevant 
paragraphs in relation to the “End of IPD”? [refer (c)] 

3) Do you agree with the changes made to Paragraphs A8 to A17? [refer (d)] 
4) Do you agree with deletion of Paragraph A12? [refer (e)] 
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30. The ability of an aspiring professional accountant to “integrate” is a competency that 
is covered in IES 2 and IES 3. The Draft Competence Framework for Professional 
Accountants, which is included in the Agenda Papers for IES 2 and IES 3, specifies 
“integrate” as a verb that describes advanced competencies in certain knowledge 
areas for an aspiring professional accountant.  

31. In contrast, the use of “integration” in IES 6 is as an aspect of the principle of 
sufficiency that applies to the design of an assessment activity. 
An assessment has high sufficiency if it has a balance of depth and breadth, knowledge 
and application and, where appropriate, integration of material from different areas 
applied to a range of situations and contexts. (Paragraph A17) 

This is a different orientation to that captured in IES 2 and IES 3, which is focused 
on the level of competence of a professional accountant.  

32. However, the Task Force believes that the examples provided in Paragraph A19 of 
the IES 6 Exposure Draft, focus on the aspiring professional accountant’s ability to 
integrate material, not the assessment activity’s “ability” to integrate as an aspect of 
sufficiency.  

A19. Examples of integration include: 
• extracting from various discipline areas the knowledge required to solve a complex 

problem; 
• solving a problem by distinguishing relevant information from irrelevant information 

in a given body of data; 
• identifying, analyzing and prioritizing problems and developing options in multi-

problem situations; and 
• appreciating that there can be alternative solutions to a problem, and understanding 

the role of judgment in assessing each solution by applying knowledge and ethical 
requirements. 

 

Thus, it is proposed that the above paragraph be deleted and a new paragraph 
providing examples of ways to increase sufficiency be inserted. (See the new 
Paragraph A18 in the revised IES 6.) 

  

 

PROPOSED WAY FORWARD 
 
33. The Task Force will develop a final draft of IES 6 for approval of the Board. 
 
 

Actions Requested: 
 
5) Do you agree with the examples of sufficiency now included in the new 

explanatory paragraph?  
6) Do you agree that the examples of integration should be deleted from IES 

6? 
7) Are there any other issues that you wish to identify in the revised IES 6?  
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Appendix 1 
 

IAESB Comments and Suggestions on IES 6 Issues 
25-28 October 2011, South Africa 

 
The paragraph numbers referred are those in the Draft Revised IES 6, dated October 2011. 
 

Board Comments and Suggestions 
 

Taskforce Response 

1. The scope of IES 6 should focus on IPD, with 
IES 7 covering the monitoring of CPD.  The 
Board agreed with the TF recommendation 
based on the weight of the arguments from 
respondents who argued for the scope to be 
limited to IPD. 

 

Agreed. The scope of the Exposure Draft IES 6 
has been changed to IPD. 

2. The title of IES 6 needs to change to reflect 
the more limited scope of the standard. 

 

Agreed. The proposed new name is Assessment 
of Professional Competence during Initial 
Professional Development.  

3. The Introduction and the Explanatory 
Material needs to explain that assessment is 
relevant across both IPD and CPD. 

 

Agreed. A new Paragraph A2 has been included. 
In writing this paragraphs and editing Paragraph 
3, consideration was given to the wording used 
in the final version of IES 7  
. 

4. In the Objective (para 6) “formally assess” is 
used, whereas in the first requirement (para 
7) “assess through formal evaluation” is 
used.  It was suggested that “evaluation” 
implies a summative process so could be the 
term that should be used in both cases.  

 

The amended Glossary definitions that were 
included in the IES 6 Exposure Draft are as 
follows.  
Assessment 

All forms of evaluation of professional 
competence carried out during Initial 
Professional Development and Continuing 
Professional Development. 

Formal evaluation 

The summative evaluation of professional 
competence conducted before the end of Initial 
Professional Development drawing on the 
outputs of one or more prescribed assessment 
activities. 

 
The Taskforce now suggest the following new 
definitions 
Assessment 

All forms of evaluation of professional 
competence carried out during Initial 
Professional Development  

Formal evaluation 

The evaluation that professional competence 
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has been achieved, which occurs at the end of 
the IPD. This evaluation draws on the outputs of 
one or more prescribed assessment activities. 

 
The amended Glossary definition of “formal 
evaluation” is now included in para A5  
 
Refer below for comment on both points 

5. Paragraphs 7 and A5 conflict – “as close as 
possible towards the end of IPD” (para 7) 
versus “during and towards the end of IPD” 
(para A5).   

 

The issue here is that we “assess” during IPD 
and “evaluate” at the end of IPD. Note also that 
Para A20 includes “by the end of IPD”. The 
expression “by the time IPD is complete” was 
preferred by some Board members.   
 
See response to the above comment. 
 

6. There was no support for the reordering of 
the principles of assessment, to make 
sufficiency the first principle (para 8 and in 
Explanatory material). 

 

The order of the principles (in Para 8) have been 
changed to that used in the IES 6 Exposure Draft 
‐ reliability, validity, equity, transparency and 
sufficiency.  

7. The IAASB definition of “sufficiency” should 
be checked to ensure the IES 6 definition is 
consistent.  

The Task Force has checked the ISAs and the 
only definition found was in relation to audit 
evidence (ISA 500) which states: 
 
Sufficiency (of audit evidence) – The measure of 
the quantity of audit evidence. The quantity of 
the audit evidence needed is affected by the 
auditor’s assessment of the risks of material 
misstatement and also by the quality of such 
audit evidence. 
 
This does not seem relevant to IES 6.  
 

8. The Explanatory Material (para A18) 
currently includes examples of 
“integration”, but should include some 
examples of sufficiency. 

Agreed.   This has now been included in para 
A18. 
 
 

 
 


