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1 INTRODUCTION 
 
At the outset of this document it is useful to place the Initial Professional Development Committee (the IPD 
Committee) of the South African Institute of Chartered Accountants (SAICA) and the various SAICA qualifying 
examinations (QEs)  in context.  
 

 
The term “QE” refers generally to both professional examinations run by SAICA being: 

 The Initial Test of Competence (ITC); 

 The Assessment of Professional Competence (APC). 
 

This document only deals with matters relating to the APC. 
 
 
The IPD Committee is responsible, through the APC examination sub-committees (APC Examco), for the setting, 
marking/evaluation and adjudication of the APC. Examco, through the powers delegated to it from the IPD 
committee, selects appropriate case studies, tasksand solutions for possible inclusion in the APC, ensuring that 
they are submitted by appropriate persons (including academics and members of the profession either in public 
practice or in commerce and industry).  
  
The IPD Committee approves the process followed for evaluation as presented to them by the APC Examco. 
This committee is empowered to carry out its duties as delegated to it by the SAICA Board. 
 
The decisions pertaining to whether candidates pass, fail or receive honours in the relevant examination or 
assessment is the SOLE responsibility of the IPD Committee (as recommended by the APC Examco) and the 
SAICA Board may not amend or overrule the IPD Committee’s decision in this regard. 
 

1.1 Assessment structure 

 
The Qualifying Examination (QE) consists of the following two parts: 
 ONE: The Initial Test of Competence (ITC), which takes place in January and June of each year; and 
 The Assessment of Professional Competence (APC), which will takes place in November each year 

(effective from 2014).  
 

1.2 Eligibility requirements for the Assessment of Professional Competence 

 
The eligibility requirements for admittance to the Assessment of Professional Competence are as follows: 
 A pass in the Initial Test of Competence; and 
 Completion of a minimum of 20 months under a registered training contract with an accredited training 

office; and 
 Successful completion of an accredited professional programme. 
 
 The 20 months is calculated from the effective start date of the training contract and includes the probationary period as defined in the 

employment contract (if applicable), provided that after expiry of the probation period the trainee enters into a training contract with 
the training office where the probation period was served, as well as the remission for prior learning in respect of previous relevant 
experience not gained under a SAICA registered training contract if formally recognised and approved by the training officer (and 
recorded on TCMS). The 20 months also includes (by way of deducting) any periods of suspension exceeding two months taken in 
terms of the training regulations and recorded on TCMS. The 20 months will be calculated up to the day before the written portion of 
the assessment.. Refer to section 16, 19 and 20 of the training regulation for further clarity on probation, suspension and remission. 

 
 
 



 

 5 

1.3 The nature of the Assessment of Professional Competence  
 
Although there are several established means of assessing competence and capabilities, the Assessment of 
Professional Competence currently take the form of a written assessment. SAICA has chosen to subscribe to this 
assessment methodology for the following three reasons:  
 
1 The International Federation of Accountants (IFAC) requires professional bodies to assess whether 

aspiring professional accountants have achieved the appropriate level of professional competence that is 
needed to perform a role of a professional accountant.  

2 IFAC requires that competencies be assessed in line with the principles of IES 6 (reliability, validity, 
equity, transparency and sufficiency). 

3 A written examination is currently the most objective means of assessing a candidate’s competence, 
given the large number of candidates and the limited number of markers.  

4 Written assessments are considered one of the most appropriate methods for assessing the integration of 
knowledge, skills and professional values.  

 
The Assessment of Professional Competence will assess the professional competence of a CA(SA) at 
point of entry into the profession. This assessment will be the same for all candidates and will not be adapted 
to the elective selected by candidates in their training contracts. This approach is fully consistent with the 
Competency Framework which identifies the competencies that all CAs(SA) should possess on entry to the 
profession. 
 
When setting the assessment, the APC Examco strives to set case studies which will provide candidates with the 
opportunity to demonstrate professional competence at a standard appropriate for entry into the profession.  
 
The Assessment of Professional Competence consists of a single integrated case study which is based on a 
comprehensive real-life scenario and is multi-disciplinary in nature, in that it covers multiple competency areas. 
 
The case study will be assessed within the context of a certain base-line of technical competence (as developed 
through the academic programme and as assessed in both the academic programme and the ITC). The case 
study will also be assessed within the context of any industry, including those that are specifically excluded from 
ITC. Careful attention will be paid in developing the case study scenario to each and every piece of information 
contained therein. Attention will be paid to providing appropriate triggers / signals to candidates in the information 
in the case study scenario. This will assist them with determining the required research or further preparatory 
work to be undertaken during the pre-release period. 
 
The issue of how specific technical competence, already assessed in the ITC, will be covered in the APC will be 
as follows: 
 

  Technical standards and legislation examinable in the ITC will be examined using the most recent 
version of the standard or legislation (e.g. If the revenue recognition standard has been updated and 
issued it will be examinable once issued, even if it has a future effective date). Triggers / signals will be 
provided in the case study scenario.  Interpretation as to how much revision will need to be undertaken 
will depend on the candidate’s current knowledge and the strength of the trigger provided in the case 
study scenario. 

  Technical matters, not included in the ITC examinable pronouncements, but which have very similar 
principles to what is already covered through the ITC examinable pronouncements may be included 
PROVIDED a strong and specific trigger / signal is provide in the pre-release material (e.g. agriculture). 
In this case the trigger / signalling in the case study will direct the candidates to undertake preparation in 
respect of the relevant matter which is part of the life-long learning skills expected to be demonstrated 
by all CA(SA)s. 
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  Highly specialised technical topics will not be included (e.g. performing the valuation of mineral reserves 
and resources combined with a specific trigger indicating that this valuation has already been performed 
and is correct). “Negative” triggers / signals may be provided in this regard to prevent candidates from 
spending too much time on investigating specialised areas during the pre-release period. 

  New technical matters that are topical may be included but only at a very high level (e.g. being able to 
provide an overview of principles of the updates BBBEE codes to a client based on the relevant and 
appropriate triggers / signals being provided in the case study scenario, or being able to identify issues 
in relation to BBBEE fronting). This would not require that a significant amount of time is spent 
understanding the details behind the relevant technical matter. 

  Every effort will be made to keep the scenario as “real life” as possible. 
 
Part of the case study, known as the pre-release material, is provided to candidates five days before the exam is 
written:  

 The pre-release material will be provided to candidates on a Friday morning and the exam will be written 
on the following Wednesday; and 

 The pre-release material will be released to all candidates at the same time through a variety of media 
channels, such as the SAICA website, e-mails and professional provider websites. 

  
Additional information, which will add to and enhance the pre-release information, will be provided to candidates 
on the day of the actual assessment. The tasks, spelling out what candidates need to answer, will also be 
provided on the day of the actual assessment. 
 
The case study is developed in such a way as to represent a “day at work” and is set on the basis that it could be 
completed in less than the 8 hours (ie additional time is built into the exam).  
 
No formal breaks will be given to the candidates during the assessment, however candidates will be allowed to 
take short breaks when needed (after an initial lock-in period). 
 
SAICA considers that candidates who have demonstrated an appropriate level of competence (as evidenced by 
obtaining a Competent or Highly Competent rating overall), as defined by the APC Examco, to have passed the 
Assessment of Professional Competence. 

  
1.4 Principles of assessment 
 
According to International Education Standard 6, Initial Professional Development – Assessment of 
Professional Competence, for an assessment to be effective five principles of assessment, namely reliability, 
validity, equity, transparency and sufficiency, need to be applied.  
 
An assessment activity achieves these principles as follows: 
 
Reliability is achieved if the assessment consistently produces the same result, given the same set of 
circumstances. Reliability is not an absolute measure, and different assessment activities may have different 
levels of reliability. An assessment activity has high reliability if the majority of assessors, acting independently, 
consistently come to the same judgement, given the same set of circumstances.  
 
Validity is achieved if an assessment measures what it was intended to measure. Validity is not an absolute 
measure, and different assessment activities may have different levels of validity. Validity has multiple forms and 
includes the following: 

 Face validity – this is high if the assessment activity is perceived to measure what it is intended to 
measure;  

 Predictive validity – an assessment activity has high predictive validity if the content of the assessment 
activity relates to the particular aspect of professional competence that it is intended to assess; and  
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 Content validity – this is high if the assessment activity provides adequate coverage of the particular 
aspect of professional competence being assessed.  

 
Equity is achieved if the assessment activity is fair and without bias. Equity is not an absolute measure, and 
different assessment activities may differ in their levels of equity. Equity can be improved when those who design 
assessment activities are aware of the possibility of bias.  
 
Transparency is achieved when details of an assessment activity, such as the competence areas to be 
assessed and timing of the activity, are disclosed publicly. A high level of transparency is also relevant when 
considering the entirety of the assessment activities that are undertaken during initial professional development. 
Transparency is not an absolute measure, and different assessment activities may differ in their levels of 
transparency. Clear and accessible communications to stakeholders may lead to a high level of transparency 
being achieved.  
 
Sufficiency is achieved if an assessment activity has a balance of depth and breadth, knowledge, and 
application, and combines material from different areas applied to a range of situations and contexts. A high level 
of sufficiency is also relevant when considering the entirety of the assessment activities that are undertaken 
during the initial professional development process. Sufficiency is not an absolute measure, and different 
assessment activities may differ in their levels of sufficiency.  
 
The following processes and procedures are designed to ensure the reliability, validity, equity, transparency and 
sufficiency of the examinations as an assessment tool, and therefore provide assurance that the examination 
properly discriminates between candidates.  
 

2 ASSESSMENT-SETTING PROCESS 
 
2.1 Overall responsibility and composition of the APC Examco 
 
The overall responsibility and accountability for setting the assessment rests with the IPD Committee, which 
delegates this responsibility to the APC Examco. Members of the APC Examco are CAs(SA) who ensure that the 
case study is set at an appropriate level.  
 

Principles on composition of the Assessment of Professional Competence Examco 

Providers of the professional programme may NOT be members of the APC Examco due to a possible conflict 
of interest. 
 
Academics who are not involved in any way in the professional programme may be members of the APC 
Examco (including facilitators, question setters, markers). 

 
SAICA strives to ensure that the members of the APC Examco responsible for setting the assessment are 
experienced in their particular fields. SAICA also strives to maintain continuity (institutional memory) among its 
APC Examco members, on the one hand, and to develop new people to assist in the assessment-setting 
process, on the other. The APC Examco is also striving to transform its composition to become more 
representative of the racial composition of the population. 
 
The APC Examco will comprise the following persons: 
 

A minimum of five persons from practice and / or commerce with knowledge and expertise in 
the areas of: 

 accounting and external reporting;  

 strategy, risk management and governance;  

 auditing and assurance;  

5 
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 financial management;   

 management decision making and control; and  

 taxation 

A minimum of five members who have experience in academia and who have knowledge and 
expertise in the areas of: 

 accounting and external reporting;  

 strategy, risk management and governance;  

 auditing and assurance;  

 financial management;  

 management decision making and control; and  

 taxation. 

5 

Total APC Exam Committee ** 10 

Secretariat (not part of the committee) 2 to 3 

Total number of persons 12 to13 

 
** At least one of the above members must also be members who serve on the IPD Committee.  
 
Any other consultants / experts to be brought into the committee as and when deemed appropriate by the APC 
Examinations Committee.  
 
The APC Examco will be responsible for the following (as per the APC Examco terms of reference): 
 

 Establishing assessment criteria to test the ability of candidates to competently perform their 
professional duties;  

 Overseeing the evaluation of responses (marking) processes of the APC. The IPD Committee may 
appoint such persons as it deems fit to serve on the panel of evaluators (markers); 

 Making recommendations to the IPD Committee regarding the detailed policies, procedures and 
business processes around the setting, assessment and adjudication of the APC.  

 Sole responsibility for the setting and assessment of the APC as from 2014 and to provide significant 
input and have full participation in the adjudication of the APC in conjunction with the IPD Committee. 

 Approving the external case study sitters, external reviewers to be used for the relevant year of 
assessment. 

 The APC Examco is responsible for recommending the following, which decisions are to be approved 
by the IPD Committee: 

o the entry requirements into the APC; 
o final adjudication of the results of the APC;   
o determining and publishing the rules governing the APC; and 
o the exam setting, assessment and adjudication policies relating to the APC. 

 
Setting of the APC includes the following: 
 

 Determining the content of the case study including which competencies will be assessed and at what 
level; 

 Developing and finalising a detailed solution; 

 Developing and finalising a mark grid template; and 

 Developing and refining the “straw man” profile (this continues throughout the evaluation process). 
 

2.2 Assessment-setting and external review process 
 
The APC Examco will decide on the industry, scenario and topics to be examined and will also commission a 
separate setting team, who are specialists in their respective competency area(s) and who have a good 
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understanding of the other competency areas, to commission an appropriate case study and solution for the 
assessment. The team will consist of academics and members of the profession in public practice and / or in 
commerce and industry. Case studies will be commissioned from any person the APC Examco deems to have 
the relevant experience and competence to do so. This could include academics, subject to the above proviso. 

 
In this regard, the following applies: 

 Members in practice who are requested to set case studies by the APC Examco may not be involved in 
any way in preparing candidates for the APC (this includes formal courses and lectures and training 
programmes and support programmes put in place to prepare students for the APC but excludes 
members who perform the normal role of a supervisor, manager or partner on a client); and  

 Individuals who are in any way involved in preparing students for the professional programme 
(this includes formal courses and lectures and training programmes and support programmes put 
in place to prepare students for the APC but excludes members who perform the normal role of a 
supervisor, manager or partner on a client) are PROHIBITED from preparing or reviewing any 
aspect of the case study. 

 
Academics, former academics and/or members of the profession in public practice and/or in commerce and 
industry will also be selected by the APC Examco each year to assist in the external review of the case study. 
These external reviewers will be selected based on their experience and ability.  
 
Anyone involved in the professional programmes may not be engaged by SAICA to perform the role of external 
reviewer. 
 
The involvement of such individuals as external reviewers in the assessment-setting and review process is 
crucial for achieving the quality objective of the assessment. 

 
Where appropriate and where possible, external reviewers will be appointed for a period of at least five years as 
continuity is important. 

 
The external reviewers will have the following tasks: 

 Review of the case study for conceptual problems and consistency in the use of terminology; 

 Indicates whether the relevant case study is set at an appropriate level;  

 Comments on whether the level of competence in accounting and external reporting (underpinned by the 
pervasive skills) is set at an appropriate level; 

 Comments on whether a minimum level of competence in the remaining five specific technical 
competence areas and communication skills is set at an appropriate level; 

 Comments on the provisional suggested solution;  

 Comments on whether the time limit is appropriate (assessment can reasonably be completed within a six 
hour period, including reading time); and  

 Comments as to whether the principles of assessment have been met. 

 
As from 2019 onwards, a cultural review will be conducted on the content provided in the pre-release and 
information on the day. This review will focus on ensuring a multicultural assessment taking into account 
candidates South African cultural context.   
 
Each external review will take place at the time set by the APC Examco, and is to be completed by a specified 
date. 
 
External reviewers will not receive the suggested solution until they have attempted the case study in detail, 
where after they will be sent a solution to which they must compare their answer. External reviewers may make 
recommendations regarding changes to the case study, its solution. Any changes made to the case study, 
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solution subsequent to the external review will be sent back to the external reviewer for final comment and sign 
off.  
 
External reviewers will be required to sign a confidentiality and conflict of interest agreement. The names of the 
reviewers will be disclosed (see par. 2.4 below). While names will be made public, the specific role a certain 
person or group played in the assessment-setting process will not be disclosed. The publication will only mention 
that the relevant persons had been involved in the assessment-setting and review process.  
 

2.3 Use of external case study sitters 

 
The quality and appropriateness of the case study is also monitored by at least two external sitters attempting 
each APC case study. These external sitters are required to provide the APC Examco with a formal, independent 
report in which they comment on the overall case study and suggested solution.  
 

 The sitters write the case study under exam conditions at SAICA offices. The suggested solution will only 
be made available to the sitter(s) once they have completed the case study. 

 The scope of the review will be to focus on the overall balance of the case study and identification of any 
areas of ambiguity. 

 This review will be conducted at the same time as the external review. 

 SAICA applies the following criteria to the selection of sitter(s) (to the extent that is practically possible):  
  One trainee from practice; 
  One trainee from commerce; and 
  One of the above should be an APC honours roll candidate. 

 The sitter(s) will also be required to attend the final APC Examco meeting to provide feedback (as far as 
is practically possible). If the sitter is unable to attend, his / her written feedback will be presented at the 
final APC Examco meeting. 
 

2.4    Afrikaans translation 
 
As from 2019, the APC will only be available in English, as decided and in line with SAICA language policy.  

 

2.5 General 
 
The names of all people involved in the assessment-setting process are to be made known through public 
acknowledgement by SAICA after the assessment has been written. This forms part of the comments document 
prepared by key members of the assessment team, which is published on the SAICA website after completion of 
the relevant assessment. This document will contain a list of names in alphabetical order (no affiliations will be 
noted) of all people who were involved in and had sight of the assessment. The acknowledgement will include an 
explicit statement to the effect that the APC Examco retains the overall and final responsibility for the quality of 
the case study.  

 
3 EVALUATION OF PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE  

(traditionally referred to as marking) 

 
3.1 Overview 
 
The evaluation of professional competence is a significant change from the traditional marking approach that has 
been used by SAICA, as candidates will be ‘evaluated’ (as opposed to being given specific marks) based on their 
overall submission. 
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The primary objective of the assessment process (which includes writing, evaluation and adjudication) is to 
identify candidates who have not yet achieved sufficient professional competence for entry into the profession as 
a CA(SA). 

 
The requirement for passing the APC will be that candidates should have demonstrated competence at the 
overall level with regard to the case study. 

 

3.2 Key roles 
 
3.2.1 The APC Examco 

 
The APC Examco expectations, which are based on those competencies an entry level CA(SA) is expected to 
have developed (refer competency framework), and which are further articulated during the assessment-setting 
process, will be based on the level of difficulty of the case study. The APC Examco expectations relating to levels 
of competence will be reflected at the indicator level, at each task level and at an overall level.  These 
expectations will serve as guidance for the markers at the test pack level.  
 
These underlying expectations will therefore be set at – 

 The indicator level within each task, 

 The competence level achieved by task, and 

 The competence level achieved overall. 
 
These expectations will also have an impact on the marking and adjudication process. 

 
3.2.2 Secretariat  

 
These will be persons from the SAICA secretariat, headed by an administrator, who will co-ordinate the 
administrative aspects relating to the assessment, such as running the marking centre, distribution of the mark 
packs and entering the marks on the database. The secretariat will also co-ordinate the setting of the APC. 



 

 12 

3.2.3 The evaluation team 

 
The following is the structure of the evaluation team for the APC exam: 

 

 
 
3.2.3.1  The umpire: This person will be responsible for overseeing the evaluation process as a whole 

and will be selected from the members of the APC Examco. He may also act as an evaluator / 
arbitrator in the borderline review process. The umpire will be responsible for ensuring that 
evaluation overall is consistent (especially between the mark teams). 

 
3.2.3.2  The team leaders and assistant team leaders: These will be the most experienced markers 

and need not be members of the APC Examco. The team leaders and assistant team leaders 
will be responsible for evaluation within their teams and for ensuring consistency in evaluation 
between markers in their teams. 

 
The umpire, team leader and assistant team leader (being the most senior members of the 
evaluation team) will have some of the final decision-making authority in the evaluation process 
and will need to apply professional judgement (particularly if there is a dispute in the evaluation 
process or in reconciling candidates’ answers). 

 
3.2.3.3 Markers: Markers will be divided into different teams, each headed by a team leader and two 

assistant team leaders. Within each team, markers will either mark as the first marker or the 
second marker per batch of scripts. Marker 1 and marker 2 will be responsible for individually 
marking the allocated batch.  

 
Markers will be selected based on the following: 

 Qualification as a CA(SA); 

 Number of years of experience; 

 Prior evaluation experience; 

 Transformation; and 

 Ability to make the time commitment needed for evaluation process of the APC. 
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The Assessment of Professional Competence is a professional exam, and markers are 
required to exercise professional judgement. Markers therefore need to be suitably qualified 
and have appropriate experience in evaluation. 
 
The evaluation process needs to take into account that many candidates will be writing the 
assessment, that multiple markers from diverse backgrounds and with different experiences 
will participate and that new markers will join the team(s) each year. It is important to try and 
ensure that there are markers from all disciplines represented in each team. 

 

3.2.3.4 Authority levels in the electronic marking tool 
 
The following are the expected levels of authority per role in the evaluation process. This is to be used for the 
purposes of establishing business rules in the electronic marking platform (Certification Enterprise). 

 
Role Access rights Comments 

Administrator  Create an assessment 

 Edit details of the assessment 

 All related aspects of the administration of 
the assessment such as importing 
candidates, markers and mark plans etc. 

 Change password functionality 

 View progress of the overall exam 

 Access to reporting and statistics 

 More than one person needs to have 
administrator rights per assessment 

Umpire  Access to ALL reporting and statistics for 
all the teams 

 

 The umpire cannot mark candidates’ 
answers as first or second marker 

 Can play the role of a TL or ATL in the 
evaluation process and therefore needs 
to be able to be set up with more than 
one role or ID 

 In the case where the person needs to 
have umpire rights, as well as TL rights, 
he / she would need to have 5 login IDs 
(in the case where there are 4 marking 
teams) – one as umpire and one each 
as TL per team. 

 The above role therefore means that the 
umpire can perform reconciliations, 
arbitrations and borderline reviews when 
he/she is allocated the additional role of 
Arbitrator (overall conclusion and 
borderline review). 

 An umpire needs to be set up as a CE 
Administrator, with only the ability to see 
all reporting and statistics, across all 
teams. 

Team leader 
(TL) 

 Access to the TEAM reporting and 
statistics 

 Perform a reconciliation 

 Perform moderation 
o View non-editable first and second 

mark grids on v3 mark grid 

 Team leader cannot mark scripts as first 
or second marker 

 When a person is allocated to the role of 
TL he/she must not simultaneously be 
able to be allocated to the role of marker 

 A person cannot simultaneously be a TL 
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Role Access rights Comments 

o Overwrite task-level conclusions in the  
v3 mark grid, even if the task level 
conclusions agree across mark grids 
1 and 2 

o Overwrite overall conclusions in 
original v1 and v2 mark grids 

 Perform arbitration (add a final overall 
conclusion, where the overall conclusion, 
across v 1 and v2 mark grids do not agree) 

 Perform borderline reviews 

and an ATL – he/she must be one or the 
other 

Assistant team 
leader (ATL) 

 Perform a reconciliation 

 Perform arbitration 

 Perform borderline reviews 

 A person cannot simultaneously be a TL 
and an ATL – he/she must be one or the 
other 

 Can play the role of an ATL AND marker 
in the evaluation process and therefore 
needs to be able to be set up with more 
than one role 

 Does not undertake moderation (TL 
role) 

Marker  Access to mark mark-plans either as 
marker 1 or marker 2. 

 See reconciliation report, showing scripts 
that they need to reconcile, as well as who 
the other marker is, for that script. 

 If marked as marker 1 cannot mark the 
same script as marker 2 

 Marker 1 and marker 2 cannot overwrite 
any component of the original marker 1 
and marker 2 mark grids, once they 
have been submitted. (The only 
exception to this is the overwriting of 
overall conclusions, as permitted, in the 
reconciliation process.) 

 The original marker 1 and marker 2 IDs 
per corresponding two original mark 
grids must not be overwritten at any 
subsequent marking-related process 

 
 

3.2.4 Providers 
 
Training offices/providers, universities and professional programme providers will be asked to comment on the 
case study after the APC has been written. Professional programme providers will also receive the marking grid 
to comment on. Such comments will be incorporated before test pack evaluation commences and the marking 
grid is finalised. 
 

3.3 Steps in the evaluation process 
 

Processes need to be clearly defined to ensure the evaluation process is performed as consistently as possible. 
These will include the following: 
 

 The development of a consistent application of the marking grid among markers before evaluation begins;  

 The double-blind evaluation process which leads to reconciliation at the task level between marker 1 and 
2;  

 Seeding of scripts, in which all markers will receive one pre-marked candidate answer every day (up to 
point of where Team Leader is comfortable with their consistency, with a minimum of 5 days) to ensure 
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their continued consistent application of the marking grid; 

 Moderation of scripts by the Team Leader (TL) throughout the main evaluation process. 

 Regular meetings during the evaluation process: 
o Between the umpire and team leaders (and ATL’s where necessary); 
o Between the team leader and markers in his/her team. 

 
The steps in the evaluation process can be summarised as follows: 
 

 Initial read through of candidate scripts (section 3.3.1) 

 Test pack evaluation process (section 3.3.2) 

 Consistency evaluation process (section 3.3.3) 

 The main evaluation process (section 3.3.4) 
o Marker 1 and 2 

 Indicator attainment 
 Section level conclusion 
 Overall conclusion 

o Seeding process (markers) (section 3.3.4.3) 
o Moderation and review (TLs) (section 3.3.4.4) 
o Reconciliation (task level conclusions between marker 1 and marker 2) (section 3.3.4.5) 
o Arbitration (overall conclusion where marker 1 and marker 2 do not agree) (section 3.3.4.6) 

 Preliminary review of the main evaluation process (section 3.3.5) 
o Presentation of information (section 3.3.5.1) 
o Selection of candidates for borderline review (section 3.3.5.2) 

 Borderline review (section 3.3.6) 
 

 
3.3.1 Initial read through of candidate scripts 

 
The umpire, team leader and assistant team leader will be involved in an initial read through and discussion 
using the selected test pack answer books (see below). It is also important that there is APC Examo participation 
in this process to fully explain how the case study and its related solution mark grid and “straw man” profile were 
developed. 

 
The document used to record the outcome of the evaluation process, which is initially developed by the APC 
Examco as part of the assessment setting process, is known as the mark grid template (M version 1).  
 
The manual version of the mark grid template and the full solution will now be amended and updated based on 
this read through process (this will become M version 2 of the mark grid template). This mark grid template will 
serve as a guide on which to base the decision as to the level of competence displayed by the candidate in the 
test pack process. 
 
This part of the process will also consider the provider comments, by taking relevant comments into account in 
finalising the mark grid template and preparing the appropriate response to these comments. 
 
A preliminary discussion is held on candidate performance based on the initial read through. Initial changes are 
made to the straw man profile if appropriate. 
 
3.3.2 Test pack evaluation process 
 
The umpire, team leaders and assistant team leaders will be involved in the test pack evaluation process.  
(NOTE: markers are not involved at this stage in the process.) It is also important that there is APC Examo 
participation in this process to fully explain how the case study was developed. 
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They will use E version 2 of the mark grid template as updated by the read through process above (Manual mark 
grid template (M version 2) becomes an electronic mark grid template (E) at this point.) 
 
Objectives of the test pack evaluation process 

 The primary objective is to identify any amendments to M version 2 of the mark grid template (changes 
would be for errors, additions, alternative ways of doing things, etc.) and to finalise the mark grid template 
and detailed solution for consistency and main marking purposes;  

 Secondary objectives include: 
o  To identify any significant issues in the case study itself which may have impacted on candidates’ 

ability to successfully complete the case study and therefore the need for potential adjudication later 
in the process; 

o  To familiarise team leaders and assistant team leaders with the case study, detailed solution and 
mark grid; and 

o  To further refine the “straw man” profile. 
 

Overview of the test pack evaluation process 

 An appropriate test pack sample will be selected and reviewed before actual evaluation commences. 

 The sample will then be selected in relation to the number of candidates from each provider using 
statistical sampling techniques.  

 All markers, assistant team leaders and team leaders are to be included in the test pack process.  

 Attendance at the test pack evaluation process is compulsory for ALL. 

 Each candidate’s answer will be evaluated for test pack purposes using double-blind evaluation.  

 Test pack answers books will need to be reconciled between the two markers at the task level. 

 The test pack process will be carried out on the electronic marking tool (Certification Enterprise (“CE”) 
using E version 2). 

 The outcome of the test pack process is an updated mark grid template (now version 3 E and M). 

 Although further changes are not likely to be made to this version of the mark grid template or to the 
detailed solution for evaluation purposes once the test pack evaluation process has been completed, 
there is provision for updating the mark grid template after the consistency evaluation. 
 

3.3.3 Consistency evaluation process 
 

The umpire, team leaders, assistant team leaders and all markers will be involved in the consistency evaluation 
process.  They will use E version 3 of the mark grid template as updated by the read through and test pack 
evaluation processes above. 
 
This is the first point at which markers become involved in the evaluation process. Markers will be provided with 
the case study, draft solution and mark grid for review and requested to do their own background research 
reading prior to attending the marking centre. 
 
Objectives of the consistency evaluation process 

 The objective of this process is to gain consistency in the application of the mark grid template prior to 
commencing with the final evaluation of candidates’ attempts. 

 This process is done AFTER the test pack process but BEFORE the main evaluation process 
commences on a different sample of scripts. 

 
Overview of the consistency evaluation process 

 A minimum number (20 candidates) of the same candidates’ scripts will be evaluated by each of the 
markers. 

 These 20 are selected and are first evaluated by the umpire, the team leaders and assistant team leaders 
(the senior mark team) before the consistency evaluation process commences. This outcome of this will 
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be used as the “benchmark mark grid” to which individual markers responses will be compared. 

 This will be done as follows: 
  An initial ten – these will be evaluated manually through discussion within the team (attendance 

here is compulsory), and 
  A further ten – these will be evaluated using the Certification Enterprise (CE) system (a separate 

“exam” will be set up in CE to manage this process). 

  

 The marker training and consistency marking will be used to train markers to identify what the profile of a  
competent (C) candidate would represent and having markers apply their judgement based on 
understanding each task and understanding what a competent candidate would represent in each of 
these tasks. This will be derived from the experience the senior markers obtained during test pack and 
consistency marking, that they were able to consistently mark without reference to the straw man profile. 

 Markers may not commence with final evaluation (go-live) until they have completed both parts of the 
consistency evaluation and the team leader is satisfied, having reviewed each markers’ performance, that 
they are able to mark consistently.  

 It will be the responsibility of the team leader to check marker performance across his/her mark team. 
This will be done on a marker by marker basis by reviewing the markers’ performance in relation to the 
benchmarked scripts and completed mark grids. 

 It will be the responsibility of the umpire to check that team leaders are only allowing markers to go-live 
once they are evaluating on a consistent basis. 

 
It is possible that further amendments to the mark grid template could be identified at this point in the process 
and if so, an updated version of the mark grid template will be created (E version 4) and communicated to the 
markers. 

 
 
3.3.4 The main evaluation process 

 
The main evaluation process commences after both the test pack and consistency evaluation processes have 
been completed and is undertaken by the markers under the direction of their team leaders. Markers will 
evaluate a candidate’s entire attempt at the case study. Thus individual tasks will not be evaluated by different 
markers; rather the entire effort will be evaluated by one marker before the review by the second marker. 

 
3.3.4.1 Process guidelines 

 
 Evaluation will be done by markers using an electronic tool (CE). 

 The evaluation will be undertaken on a mark grid template (blank).  
  The mark grid template (refer annexure 4 for a suggested format) will contain a list of three types 

of indicators being -  
o Primary indicators;  
o higher level application indicator; and  
o communication indicators. 

  Each indicator will also be linked to a specific competency area. 
  The number of indicators will vary for each task of the case study. 
  The number of indicators evaluated as having been achieved is not directly linked to the overall 

conclusion as to the level of competence per task (i.e. a minimum number of indicators is not 
required to reach a specific conclusion on the level of competence at the task level). 

  In addition, the electronic mark grid template will provide a separate space where markers can 
comment on specific areas within each task. 

 Each candidate’s answer will be independently evaluated twice (i.e. the second marker will not see first 
marker’s marking grid), known as double blind-evaluation. 
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 An overview of the independent evaluation process that will be undertaken is as follows: 
  Each marker will first perform a read through of the task then provide an evaluation of the level of 

competence for that task.   (this provides evidence in support of the overall conclusion). 
o After assessing the task level of competence, markers will determine whether 

candidates identified the relevant indicators in addressing that task. (this provides 
evidence in support of the level of competence allocated on initial reading of the 
answer) 

o The marker considers again the intial task conclusions reached and whether this is 
still appropriate.The business rules require that both markers must reach the same 
conclusion for each task within the case study. 

o Where the two markers are not in agreement at the task level, the candidate is 
flagged by CE and a reconciliation process is carried out.  

 The same levels of competence will be used to determine the overall conclusion on the competence of 
the candidate in the APC as a whole.  

o Should there be doubt on the overall level of competence after evaluating each task 
and looking at the summary for each section, then the marker should perform a 
further read through of the entire paper to assist in giving an overall level of 
competence. Each marker will be required to come to an overall conclusion on the 
candidate’s competence; and 

o If the overall conclusion reached by marker 1 and marker 2 do not agree (after the 
reconciliation process) the script then needs to be flagged for the arbitration process 
which will be undertaken by a senior marker (Team leaders, assistant team leaders 
and selected senior and experienced markers will be identified for this). 

 
3.3.4.2 Levels of competence 
 
Competence will be assessed in following three steps: 

 Indicator level (displayed or not displayed) 

 Task (level of competence) 

 Overall (level of competence) 

 
1. Indicator level 
There will be a number of indicators for each task of the case study.  Each indicator needs to be marked as 
“Displayed” or “Not displayed”. The below table provide some guidance to how each type of indicator will be 
viewed. 
 

Indicator type Attribute Not Displayed Displayed 

1.1 Primary 
indicators 

Specific technical 
competence areas: 

 Strategy, risk 
management and 
governance 

 Accounting and 
external reporting 

 Audit and assurance 

 Financial management 

 Management decision 
making and control 

 Taxation 

Fundamental misconceptions; 
and/or 
Little evidence of knowledge 
displayed; and/or 
Knowledge displayed without 
clear application; and/or 
Technical skills demonstrated to 
a limited extent. 

Displays relevant technical 
knowledge at an appropriate 
level within the context of the 
case study scenario and 
required. 

Personal attributes: 
Manages time effectively 
(demonstrated through whether 

Did not complete the task or 
only partially completed the task 
within the required time for the 

Completed the task within the 
required time given for the 
assessment. 
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the task completed or not) assessment. 

Professional skills: 
Obtains information, business 
awareness, research 

Not all triggers have been 
identified; and/or  
Insufficient information has been 
obtained and appropriately 
researched (eg unreliable 
source). 

Correctly identified most of the 
triggers; and  
Obtained sufficient information 
undertook the appropriate 
research. 

Professional skills: 
Identification and prioritisation of 
issues 

Failed to identify some or many 
of the key issues; and/or 
Unable to prioritise the issues 
identified (i.e. mind dump). 

Identified most or all of the key 
issues; and 
Is able to prioritise or 
differentiate more the important 
issues. 

Professional skills: 
Examines and interprets 
information and ideas critically 
(critical thinking) 

 

In SAICA’s view, critical thinking 
is the process of actively 
conceptualizing, applying, 
analysing, synthesizing, and/or 
evaluating information. It is 
evidenced by clarity, accuracy, 
precision, consistency, 
relevance, sound evidence, 
good reasoning, depth and 
breadth. 

Limited or no evidence of critical 
thinking 
 

 

Sufficient evidence of critical 
thinking. (Includes application of 
information in the scenario and 
integration of facts) 

Professional skills: 
Solves problems and makes 
decisions 

Unable to find an appropriate 
solution(s) to the problem 
identified; and/or 
Makes inappropriate 
recommendations. 

Finds an appropriate solution(s) 
to the problem identified; and 
Makes appropriate 
recommendations. 

1.2 Higher level 
application 
indicators 

This is represented by indicators that show - 

 a significant depth of technical knowledge; and 

 synthesises effectively; and 

 provides insightful comments 
 
Expected to be demonstrated by candidates who are highly competent 
Integration of the attributes described in the primary type indicator described above. 
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Professional skills: 
Examines and interprets 
information and ideas critically 
(critical thinking) 

In SAICA’s view, critical thinking 
is the process of actively 
conceptualizing, applying, 
analysing, synthesizing, and/or 
evaluating information. It is 
evidenced by clarity, accuracy, 
precision, consistency, 
relevance, sound evidence, 
good reasoning, depth and 
breadth. 

Limited or no evidence of critical 
thinking 
 

 

Critical thinking skills for higher 
level application indicators are 
evidenced by appropriate 
conceptualisation, application, 
analysis and evaluation of 
information. 

1.3 
Communication 
indicators 

Professional skills - 
Communication skills: 

 Clarity of expression 
(sentence structure and use 
of technical vocabulary) 

 Presentation (technically 
correct formats) 

 Appropriate style 

 Logical argument 

 Layout and structure 
(paragraphing and other 
ways of indicating points 
and subsections) 

 Appropriate length of 
answer in relation to what 
the required asked 

Expression is generally or often 
unclear; and/or 
Formats are rarely or seldom 
appropriate; and/or  
Style is completely or often 
inappropriate for audience and 
context; and/or  
Little or no attempt has been 
made to structure logical 
argument where required; 
and/or  
Lacks appropriate layout and 
structure. 
Provides a response that is 
significantly longer that required. 

Expression is clear in most 
instances; and/or 
Formats are appropriate in most 
instances; and/or  
Style is generally appropriate for 
audience and context; and/or 
A reasonable attempt has been 
made to provide well-structured 
and logical argument where 
required; and/or  
Uses appropriate layout and 
structure. 
Provides an appropriate length 
answer (in relation to what is set 
out in the task). 

 
 
2. Task level conclusion: 

 The next step in the main evaluation process is to reach a judgement as to the level of competence at 
each task level.  This will be informed by the indicators identified for each task as “displayed / achieved / 
attained” or “not displayed / achieved / attained” by each marker. THIS TASK LEVEL CONCLUSION IS 
NOT BASED ON THE NUMBER OF INDICATORS, i.e. IT IS NOT A QUANTITATIVE MEASURE. 

 The determination of which level of conclusion to award for each task will depend on what is being 
required in each task and will be discussed in more detail as part of the test pack and consistency 
processes. 

 These levels of competence awarded at the task level will serve as the basis for the reconciliation process 
(see par. 3.3.4.5).  

 
The following levels of competence will be used at the task level: 

 

NA No attempt 

NC Not competent 

LC Limited competent 

BC Borderline competent 
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C Competent 

HC Highly competent 

 



 

 22 

 
3. Overall conclusion: 

 
The overall conclusion is to be assessed as follows: 
 

NA No attempt 

NC Not competent 

LC Limited competent 

BC Borderline competent 

C Competent 

HC Honours roll 

 
 The determination of which level of conclusion to award overall will depend on what is being required in 

each task and will be discussed in more detail as part of the test pack and consistency processes. The 
“straw man” profile will be used to guide this process. 

 These levels of competence awarded at the overall conclusion level will serve as the basis for the 
arbitration process (see par. 3.3.4.6).  

 
While the above seeks to clarify the difference between the task level and overall conclusions of competence 
that can be awarded, this understanding will be gained largely through expectations defined by APC Examco, 
and in developing an understanding of this through the various steps prior to main marking commencing. 

 
3.3.4.3 Seeding process 
 
The objective of the seeding process is to ensure that consistency in evaluation continues throughout the main 
evaluation process. The outcome of the evaluation undertake as seeding do not form part of the overall results 
(used exclusively for ensuring that assessment remains fair and that marker consistency is managed throughout 
the evaluation process). 
 
This process requires that all markers and assistant team leaders will receive one pre-marked candidate answer 
every day (up to point of where Team Leader is comfortable with their consistency, with a minimum of 5 days) to 
ensure their continued consistent application of the marking grid.  This will need to be done by physically 
photocopying a selected number of candidates’ scripts which are evaluated before the time by the team leaders 
and which are allocated to mark teams on a daily basis. Markers who are away from the mark centre for more 
than two days will have to start with a seeded script when returning to the mark centre. 

 
3.3.4.4 Moderation and review 

 
The objective of the moderation process is for team leaders to assess the performance of markers in their team 
during the evaluation process. This is mainly for purposes of identifying areas where team leaders can be further 
educate and develop their markers and will be achieved by the team leader by undertaking regular reviews of 
their markers performance through the reports provided by CE. 
 
TLs will have the ability to edit (overwrite) any of the task-level conclusions (regardless of whether they agree or 
not), as well as overall-level conclusions for mark grids 1 and 2. Scripts / batches can only be selected for 
moderation once both mark grids have been completed. 
 
This includes a review of scripts marked and reconciled across the combinations of markers. 
 
Team leaders who identify when markers or combination of markers are doing their evaluation either too leniently 
or too strictly are to review batches of scripts from these markers to see whether correctional steps need to be 
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taken by discussion with the marker(s) or whether to advise the admin team which markers should no longer be 
paired together. 

 
3.3.4.5 Reconciliation (marker level) 
 
The objective of the reconciliation process is to get agreement on the level of competence at the task level 
between markers. 
 
Where the two markers are not in agreement on the evaluation for any of the tasks, a reconciliation must be 
performed (at these task levels only). Such candidates’ answers will be flagged automatically by the electronic 
marking tool – CE (to go into the reconciliation process).  

 
 Reconciliation will take place at the task level only. 

 Reconciliation will be undertaken as follows (on a third version of the electronic mark grid): 
  Between first and second markers; OR 
  By the team leaders or assistant team leaders (done to assist in completing the marking process 

and in the interests of time); OR 
  In cases where the two markers cannot agree, these are referred to the team leaders or umpire for 

resolution. 
 The third mark grid will be prepopulated for the tasks where the markers agree on the level of 

competence achieved for that task and only tasks where the level of competence did not agree need to be 
reconciled. (Indicators, initial task level conclusions and comments for each task for each of the markers 
will be made visible for the purpose of undertaking the reconciliation exercise.) 

 The overall conclusion initially awarded by each marker will also be reflected on the third version of the 
populated mark grid and markers can elect, having had the discussion in the reconciliation process, either 
to stick by their original overall conclusion or they may amend this conclusion before submitting the third 
version of the mark gird.  

 Markers are not required to reach agreement on the overall conclusion. [Note: The overall conclusions 
still do not need to agree at this stage.] 

 
3.3.4.6 Arbitration (TL and ATL level) 
 
The objective of the arbitration process is to reach agreement on the level of competence achieved at the overall 
conclusion level. This is considered to be more appropriate to be performed by senior markers in the process, i.e. 
the team leader, assistant team leaders and specifically identified senior markers. 
 

 Arbitration will take place at the overall conclusion level only. 

 Arbitration will only take place once the reconciliation process has been completed on all scripts (i.e. 
marker 1 and marker 2 have reached agreement on each of the task levels of competence). 

 Arbitration will be undertaken as follows (on a fourth version of the populated electronic mark grid): 
  Will be undertaken only on scripts where the overall conclusion for marker 1 and marker 2 are not 

in agreement. 
  The people undertaking the arbitration process will need to undertake a complete read-through of 

the identified candidate’s script. 
  Indicators, initial task level conclusions and comments for each task for each of the markers will be 

made visible for the purpose of undertaking the arbitration exercise. 
 
ON COMPLETION OF THE ARBITRATION PROCESS, ALL TASK LEVELS BETWEEN THE TWO 
COMPLETED MARK GRIDS SHOULD BE IN AGREEMENT AS WELL AS AT THE OVERALL CONCLUSION 
LEVEL. 
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3.3 5 Preliminary review of main evaluation process  
 
3.3.5.1 Presentation of information required for an preliminary review of the main evaluation process  
  
In order to make an informed decision regarding further evaluation that is required, the following information is 
disclosed to the APC Examco: 
 

 Consideration of the candidate population (background information on the candidate population that may 
have had an impact on the results); 

 Comments received from the programme providers relating to the assessment; 

 Comments by the umpire, team leaders and assistant team leaders on the marking process; 

 Distribution of competency levels achieved by candidates; 

 Statistical analysis of results; and 

 Other relevant information which may require a review of certain candidates scripts (e.g. a borderline 
review). 

 
It should be emphasised that at this point, the distribution of competency levels achieved overall and the 
resulting pass rates are not disclosed (this is only done after the final adjudication process has been completed). 
The pass rate is decided upon independently of any pass rates sought. This is consistent with the adjudication 
principle which states that adjudication is not an attempt to achieve pre-determined pass rates.  
 
(a) Consideration of the candidate population 
 
At this point, the APC Examco considers whether there are any further factors which may have a bearing on the 
results achieved resulting from a change in the composition of the candidate population from previous years.  
 
The APC Examco assumes that the candidate population has remained unchanged unless the Committee is 
aware of changes in circumstances brought to light by the monitoring process or any other means.  
 
This implies that if the APC Examco has not identified any factors that may have resulted in a difference in the 
candidate population, the fluctuation in raw scores must be explained with reference to the assessment itself.  
 
The Committee makes its determination as to changes in the candidate population without reference to pass / fail 
statistics. 
 
(b) Comments received from the programme providers relating to the assessment 
 
Feedback is to be provided by the Umpire as to the nature of the comments received by the providers and how 
these responses were incorporated into the test pack mark grid template. APC Examco to satisfy itself that all 
valid comments received were incorporated into the mark grid template before marking commenced. 
 
(c) Comments by the umpire, team leaders and assistant team leaders on the marking process 
 
Each team leader is to prepare a report on the performance of his/her mark team and to provide their comments 
on the evaluation process overall and as experienced by the specific mark team. 
 
(d) Distribution of indicators by type and competency area 
 
Various reports to be provided. 
 
(e) Statistical analysis of results 
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A statistician will be consulted as part of this process. 
 
(f) Other relevant information which may require a further review of specifically identified candidates 

scripts (borderline review) 
 

i. Ambiguities in the case study and requirements 
 

The APC Examco makes every effort to ensure that the assessment is free of ambiguities either in the 
case study itself or the tasks. However, it is not always possible to identify every factor which may give 
rise to difficulties in interpreting the case study or ambiguities in the wording of the case study and 
requirements. Given the nature of the assessment, such difficulties may only be identified after the 
evaluation process has been completed. 

 
When the case study requirements are ambiguous, candidates will not have been afforded a fair 
opportunity to demonstrate the full extent of their professional competence. For this reason it is justifiable, 
and in fact necessary, for adjudication to ensure that the competence levels awarded properly reflect 
actual competence demonstrated. 

 
The APC Examco will thus consider whether there were any other factors which may have given rise to 
ambiguities in the assessment and which may consequently have resulted in candidates being awarded 
levels of competence which are lower than the actual competence demonstrated in the assessment.  

 
ii. Inappropriate requirements 

 
The APC Examco makes every effort to ensure that the case study accords with the underlying 
competency framework which is used by candidates and institutions providing the programmes to prepare 
candidates for the assessment (training offices; providers of the professional programme).  

 
The case study should be of a level of difficulty which in the APC Examco’s opinion, is appropriate and 
which will enable exceptional candidates to demonstrate high levels of competence and will result in 
candidates who do not demonstrate competence being assessed accordingly. Ultimately, given the 
objective of the assessment, the APC Examco must ensure that the case study is of a standard which is 
appropriate at entry point to the chartered accountancy profession.  

 
In instances where specific case study requirements are unreasonable, bearing in mind the point of 
professional development at which the assessment takes place, candidates will not have been afforded a 
fair opportunity to demonstrate the full extent of their professional competence.  

 
For this reason it is justifiable and in fact necessary for adjudication to ensure that the competence levels 
awarded properly reflect the candidates’ competence.  

 
The APC Examco will thus consider whether there are any other factors which may have resulted in the 
case study requirements being inappropriate, given the syllabus and the point of professional 
development at which the assessment takes place.   

 
iii. Translation inconsistencies 

 
The APC Examco makes every effort to ensure that translation of the case study and requirements is 
accurate. Where it becomes clear that candidates may have been misled by errors or omissions or 
ambiguities arising from translation, they will not have been afforded a fair opportunity to demonstrate the 
full extent of their professional competence.  
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The APC Examco considers whether there were any inconsistencies in translation and, if so, whether they 
had a negative effect on the candidates’ ability to demonstrate competence.   

 
iv. Standard of the case study 

 
The APC Examco makes every effort to ensure that the case study is of an appropriate standard. 

 
Where it becomes clear that the standard of the case study and requirements are inappropriately high, 
candidates will not have been afforded a fair opportunity to demonstrate the level of professional 
competence expected of them.  

 
For this reason it is justifiable and in fact necessary for adjudication to ensure that the competence levels 
awarded properly reflect the competence of candidates. 

 
The APC Examco considers to what extent the standard of the case study and requirements was too high 
and, if so, whether this had a negative effect on the candidates’ ability to demonstrate competence.   

 
v. Alternative solutions 

 
While the APC Examco makes every effort to ensure that the solution is accurate and complete, the 
nature of this form of assessment is that competence may be demonstrated through very different 
responses. Every effort will be made in the test pack process to identify the full range of possible 
responses to each required but it is likely that unforeseen responses will be identified during the marking 
process. It is possible that unforeseen responses can be accommodated in the marking process but if this 
is not possible then candidates will not have been afforded a fair opportunity to demonstrate the full extent 
of their professional competence. 

 
In conclusion, it is for this reason that it is justifiable and in fact necessary for adjudication to take place to 
ensure that the competence levels awarded properly reflect actual competence demonstrated. 

 
The APC Examco will at this point provide specific guidelines for the borderline review which addresses 
the factors identified in (i) to (v). The determination of these guidelines is subjective and is an inherent 
component of assessments of this nature. It calls for experienced members of the APC Examco to apply 
their judgement to the particular assessment and to the factors identified throughout the process.  

 
3.3.5.2 The identification of candidate answers for the borderline review 
 
In order to pass the assessment, candidates need to achieve an assessment of competent (or highly competent). 
Any lower assessment is equivalent to a fail.  
 
The criteria awarded at the overall level will serve as the basis for the identification of candidates who are subject 
to a borderline review. Other analyses may further lead to further identification of candidates who may also be 
subject to a borderline review. 
 
However, to ensure that no candidate who is competent receives a fail result, all candidates who received a 
Borderline Competent (BC) evaluation will be selected for further review. Thus BC will be the initially be the level 
applied to identify candidates who need to be re-evaluated.  
 
3.3.6 The borderline review 
 
The final review of answers of candidates which are assessed initially as having an overall BC conclusion will be 
undertaken under the direction of the APC Examco, while the umpire and team and assistant team leaders (and 
other senior markers) will undertake the actual evaluation. 
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The objective of the borderline review is to - 

 Re-evaluate candidates for whom the overall conclusion is initially either not a clear fail or clear pass (i.e. 
BC); 

 Re-evaluate candidates for whom the overall conclusion is a pass or fail, however the statistics and straw 
man profile point to an alternative assessment 

 Further define all BC overall conclusions as either C or LC; and 

 Come to a final conclusion based on the final overall levels of competence. 
 

Based on the candidate profile APC Examco agreed should be subject to a borderline review in the pre-

adjudication meeting, extract data on these candidates (mark version 5 via CE Tool). Pull out scripts and rebatch 

for independent review (from marker 1 & 2)  - SAICA Secretariat  

SAICA Secretariat will also ensure that scripts allocated to particular Senior Markers do not include scripts 

already evaluated by them either as marker (ATL) or moderator (TL/Umpire). 

 Approach for borderline review will include: 

 - senior markers first undertake a review of the tasks to confirm task level conclusions, especially  where a 

candidate has many BCs or where M1&M2 differ by 2 or more competence levels for that task. Read the 

candidates response to that task and marker comments made for that task and confirm or change the originally 

allocated level of competence. Senior markers are required to make necessary comments to assist in the 

understanding of why the task level conclusion changed.  (Mark version 5, will allow senior marker to select a 

revised level of competence for the applicable task, along with comments) 

 - senior markers then apply straw man profile created for borderline review, as approved by APC Examco, to 

identify overall conclusions of C or LC.   This might require a read through of entire script and consulting SAICA 

secretariat on reporting relating to number of indicators.    Number of indicator guidance is used based on the 

average number of indicators for candidates evaluated as LC and C overall.  

 - should senior marker at this point be unable to come to an either C or LC overall conclusion, another senior 

marker can be consulted to make the overall conclusion.  

 
Criteria for determining candidates for the borderline review 
 

Overall conclusion on 
level of competence 

Status Action 

HC Pass Consider for honours roll 

C Pass No re-mark 

BC Borderline Re-mark 

LC Consider for borderline 
depending on outcome of 
the preliminary review 

Possible re-mark 

NC Fail No re-mark 

NA Fail No re-mark 

 
After the borderline review on all “BC” scripts the decision is made to conclude on the overall level of 
competence of the candidates as either “LC” or “C”. In other words the category “BC” is no longer an option. 
(This will be managed manually as no programmatic changes can be made to CE to accommodate this) 
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4 THE ADJUDICATION AND FINAL APPROVAL PROCESS 

 

4.1 Overview  
 
In spite of the rigour of all of the above processes, it is commonly found that after the event further factors 
become evident which may have influenced the candidates performance in the completion of the case study.  
This would include factors that could not have been avoided and for which no adjustment could be made through 
the evaluation process such as a bomb scare or fire, prolonged power outage, excessive noise in the 
assessment venue etc. 
 
It should be emphasised that these factors affect neither the reliability nor validity of the assessment and that 
discrimination between candidates has, owing to the rigorous evaluation procedures (see par. 3.4), already been 
achieved. This implies that when the original evaluations are tabled the best candidates were assessed as HC 
and the poorest candidates assessed as not competent (NC). However, due to the existence of one or more of 
the factors identified above, an overall conclusion of BC does not necessarily imply that the candidate should fail. 
Thus, without any further adjustment to the original assessment, an overall conclusion of BC could result in 
competent candidates failing the assessment. This may lead to the situation where candidates who were initially 
assessed as BC may be competent but did not receive that assessment because of the influencing factors. What 
is required, therefore, is a reconsideration of the original assessment which would ensure that the final 
assessment is a better reflection of the actual competence demonstrated.  
 
It is accordingly reasonable and in fact necessary that, with the benefit of hindsight, the IPD Committee 
reconsiders the outcome in light of the existence of any extraneous factors. Such an approach is common 
practice among both education and professional institutions across the world.  
 
 
4.1.1 Adjudication guidelines 
 
Adjudication is an inherent part of any assessment and is widely practised by education and professional 
institutions both locally and internationally. Adjudication is not a lowering of the required standard; it is simply an 
acknowledgement that assessments are seldom if ever perfect and that initial assessments are not necessarily 
an entirely accurate reflection of competence. The adjudication procedure enables a fairer measure of a 
candidate’s true competence to take place.  
 
In determining the nature of adjudication the following principles are applied: 
(a) Adjudication must be fair to all candidates. No candidate should be advantaged over others. 
(b) Adjudication should not be an attempt to achieve pre-determined pass rates. 
(c) Adjudication should be based on educationally sound principles taking due cognisance of the rigour of the 

entire evaluation process followed. 
(d) Adjudication should take into account all factors that result in the overall evaluation (see par. 3.4.4) not being 

an accurate reflection of competence.  
(e) No downward adjustment should be made as a result of adjudication. This is so because candidates would 

have adjusted their responses to align with the case study and requirements as they were stated. 

 
4.2 Key roles 
 
4.2.1 The IPD Committee 
 
Members of the IPD Committee approve the process followed for evaluation as presented to them by the APC 
Examco. 
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4.2.2 The APC Examco   
 
APC Examco will provide full insight into all aspects of the evaluation followed to this point. These persons have 
the necessary experience and expertise in these matters to enable them to apply their professional judgement 
within the clear guidelines contained in this document, to assess the assessment as a whole. 

 
4.2.3 The evaluation teams 
 
The umpire: This person will act as final evaluator in the borderline competence review. 

 
The team leaders and assistant team leaders: These persons, being the most senior members of the 
evaluation team, will undertake the borderline competence reviews, taking into consideration the guidance given 
by the IPD Committee and APC Examco.  
 
It is a requirement, therefore, that the APC Examco, team leaders and assistant team leaders be present at all 
meetings of the IPD Committee which relate to adjudication.   
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4.3 Steps in the adjudication process 
 
The steps in the adjudication process can be summarised as follows: 
 

 Final adjudication process 
o Presentation to IPD Committee 
o Pass rate disclosed 

 
4.3.2 The final adjudication process 
 
4.3.2.1 Presentation to the IPD Committee 
 

 The APC Examco, umpire and team leaders will present the process followed up to this point to the IPD 
Committee.  

 This is followed by a disclosure of the results of the entire evaluation process (including borderline 
review).  

 After discussion, the IPD Committee will approve the overall results.  
 
At this stage, if satisfied that the above process has been followed, is fair and that all possible factors affecting a 
candidate’s performance have been taken into account, the IPD Committee may approve the outcome of the 
process. If not satisfied, they may require that further processes or adjustments are made to the final outcome.  
The IPD Committee must ensure that the final decision (results) reflects the competence demonstrated by 
candidates. Once they are satisfied they must move to approve the results. 
 
The requirement for passing the assessment overall will be that candidates should have demonstrated 
competence at the overall level with regard to the case study.  
 
For an overall pass or fail: 
 

Abbrev Description Pass / Fail 

n/a Did not attempt FAIL 

NC Not competent  FAIL 

LC Limited competence  FAIL 

C Competent  PASS 

HC Highly competent  PASS 

 
Only the pass / fail decision will be uploaded in iMis. 
 
4.3.2.2  The pass rate is disclosed 
 
Only once all of the above steps have been completed is the pass rate achieved by candidates disclosed to 
members of the IPD Committee.  
 
The IPD Committee should consider the pass rate achieved in the light of previous years. Where there is a 
significant fluctuation, the IPD Committee should examine whether or not there were circumstances that were not 
previously identified and, therefore, were not taken into account in adjudication. Where such circumstances are 
identified, the IPD Committee should revisit the steps listed above in order to ensure that all factors that may 
have affected assessment of candidates have been identified and accounted for.  
 
It should be emphasised that in accordance with the second adjudication principle stated above, the purpose of 
comparing pass rates with those of previous years is not to achieve a desired pass rate. Instead, the purpose is 



 

 31 

to alert the Committee to factors which may have been overlooked in the adjudication process. After 
reconsidering these factors, the present year’s pass rate, even if it differs significantly from previous years, will 
nevertheless be justified. 
 
4.3.2.3  Identification of candidates 
 
All candidates who are assessed as being competent (C and higher) after adjudication, pass the assessment.  
 
An honours roll will be identified each year at the discretion of the APC Examco. The honours roll represents 

candidates who have performed exceptionally in the case study and who have shown insight in their submitted 

responses. 

 

APC Examco, with input from the senior markers (umpire, team leader and assistant teams leaders) will discuss 

and put forward to the APC Pre-adjudication meeting, a “straw man” profile which sets out a profile for 

candidates who should be recognised on the honours roll.  

 

Such “straw man” profile will take the following factors into account: 

• The straw man profile is to be applied to all  
• All tasks must have been answered;  
• Candidates must have achieved a minimum number of HCs at the task level (this number is to be 

determined based on the straw man in relation to each case study) 
• Such list will be further filtered based on other factors to be determined and agreed by the APC Examco 

in relation to each case study (this could include a combination of C and HC for the tasks and in some 
circumstances may include a BC on a very difficult task); and 

• Candidates may not have achieved any NA, NC or LC ratings in any of the sections. 
 

This straw man will then be applied as part of the borderline review process and could include a third review of 
candidates who at least meet the minimum number of HCs agreed to. 
 
 
 

4.4  Adjudication is final 
 
Adjudication is an inherent part of any assessment, and particularly in the written form of assessments. The 
procedure is fair to all candidates and places the assessment within the context of the purpose it serves, namely 
to be an exit assessment of a candidate’s level of professional competence. SAICA is therefore confident that the 
adjudication process defined above ensures that the final mark awarded to candidates in the assessment 
correctly reflects the actual competence demonstrated. 
  
The APC Examco will assess the overall performance of candidates to ensure that the required level of 
competency has been displayed overall. 
 
In light of the rigorous evaluation and adjudication processes followed with regard to the APC, the adjudication 
process will under no circumstances be re-opened or any correspondence on any script be entered into. 

  

5 SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES 
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The following sets out the process for dealing with specific circumstances with regard to the adjudication 
process: 

 
A candidate is dishonest during the assessment: The facts will be reported to the SAICA secretariat. 
A legal opinion will be obtained. If deemed necessary, a disciplinary hearing will be held at which the 
candidate will be given an opportunity to present his/her side of the incident. The panel holding the 
disciplinary hearing will be made up of members of the IPD Committee. Once the facts have been 
presented the panel will decide if the candidate is guilty or not. If found guilty, the candidate will be 
disqualified from the assessment and his/her results will be considered null and void. Regulation 12.5 of 
the Assessment of Professional Competence Regulations, which gives SAICA the right to disqualify that 
person from that and/or any further assessments if that person is not considered a fit and proper 
candidate, would then be applicable. 
 

 
6 ASSESSMENT RESULTS 

 
Each candidate will be informed in writing as soon as possible after the official release of the results as to 
whether he/she passed or failed the assessment. 
 
The overall result will reflect the POST-ADJUDICATION result (this will be reflected as a Pass or Fail). 
 
Under no circumstances will any discussion or debate relating to a candidate’s answer be entered into. 
 
Under no circumstances whatsoever will any application for a remark of any answer be entertained. 
  

7 ACCESS TO CANDIDATES’ ANSWERS 

 
Any candidate who fails the assessment will be entitled to receive a copy of – 

 the official examiners’ general comments on the assessment,  

 his/her assessment at task level and overall, and  

 his/her answer book.  
 
For an appropriate fee, which will be published on the website, candidates will be supplied with a more detailed 
and individual response on their particular answer. 
 
Candidates’ answers will be retained for a period of 150 days after the date of the official publication of results, 
after which time all candidates’ answer books will be destroyed. 
 

#425972 
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Annexure 1: Definition of terms 
 

Academic trainee  means a trainee who participates in SAICA’s academic trainee programme 
and spends the first year of his training contract at a tertiary institution that 
offers an academic training programme accredited by SAICA for this 
purpose; 
 

Academic unit  means a school or department of accountancy within a tertiary institution 
which offers a programme accredited by the IPD Committee;  
 

Accredited programme 
 

 means a CTA or equivalent programme accredited by the IPD Committee;  
 

APC Examco  means the Assessment of Professional Competence (APC) Examinations 
Committee, which is a sub-committee of the IPD Committee; 
 

Assessment room  means the physical room or hall in which candidates write the assessment 
 

Assessment venue  means the geographical locations at which the assessment takes place 
 

Assessment of Professional 
Competence 
 

 means the second part of the qualifying examination, the Assessment of 
Professional Competence (APC), which assesses professional competence, is 
set by the APC Examco and is one of the prerequisites for registration as a 
CA(SA) in terms of SAICA’s constitution;  
 

Double-blind evaluation 
 

 Means the process in terms of which marker 1 and marker 2 evaluates the 
script of a candidate independently of each other.  Marker 2 has NO access 
to the outcome of marker 1’s evaluation until he/she has completed his/her 
marking, after which reconciliation takes place if required. 
 

By-laws  mean the by-laws of SAICA in force from time to time under the 
Constitution; 
 

CA(SA)  means a chartered accountant who is registered as such with SAICA; 
 

Candidate zone  means a designated area within the assessment venue and shall 
include the assessment room, toilet facilities and break area(s) which 
shall be defined before commencement of the assessment by the 
chief invigilator; 
 

Case study  means  

 the scenario (which is pre-released), 

 additional information (which is provided on the day of the assessment), 
and  

 the task(s) (which is provided on the day of the assessment); 
 

CEO  means the Chief Executive Officer of SAICA and shall include the person 
who occupies the position of CEO from time to time, by whatever title he 
may be known; 
 

Constitution  means the Constitution of SAICA, as amended from time to time; 
 

CTA  means a certificate in the theory of accountancy or equivalent and refers to 
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a qualification conferred by a tertiary institution whose programmes leading 
to the qualification as a CA(SA) are accredited and recognised by SAICA as 
a prerequisite for admission to the Initial Test of Competence; 
 

Electronic marking tool 
 

 Means the electronic tool which is used in facilitating the marking process. 
 

Evaluation  means the level of competence candidates will receive (as opposed to 
specific marks), based on the primary requirement that candidates 
demonstrate competence – 

 overall with regard to the case study; 

 specifically in the accounting and external reporting competence area; 
and  

 at a minimum set level in the specific technical competence areas of 
financial management, taxation, audit and assurance, management 
decision making and control, and strategy, risk management and 
governance. 

 
IPD Committee 
 
 
 
 

 means the Initial Professional Development Committee, a committee 
established and empowered by SAICA inter alia to conduct or make 
arrangements for the conduct of the QEs for prospective members of SAICA;  

Initial Test of Competence  means the first part of the qualifying examination, the Initial Test of 
Competence (ITC), which assesses core technical competence, is set by 
the ITC Examco and is one of the prerequisites for registration as a CA(SA) 
in terms of SAICA’s constitution; 
 

ITC Examco  means the ITC Examinations Committee, which is a sub-committee of the 
IPD Committee; 
 

Marker  means suitably qualified persons with the appropriate evaluation experience 
who will undertake the task for evaluation the candidates’ answers. 
 

Mark grid template  means the blank and uncompleted standardised form on which markers 
base the level of competence awarded to a candidate’s answer per task and 
overall. The grids shall contain  

 a list of various indicators by type (primary competence, those of 
higher level application and communication) 

 Space for the required ta conclusion 

 Space for the overall conclusion 
 
Such mark grid will serve as of a measure on which to base the 
decision of whether a particular candidate has demonstrated the 
required level of competence, and in the different areas. 

 
Mark grid  means the completed mark grid template (above), for each candidate. 

 
Professional programme  means an accredited post-graduate programme prescribed by the IPD 

Committee for admission to the Assessment of Professional Competence;  
 

QE  means the Qualifying Examination (consisting of two parts, namely the 
Initial Test of Competence and the Assessment of Professional 
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Competence) which are set by the relevant Examco and is a prerequisite to 
qualify for registration as a CA(SA) in terms of SAICA’s Constitution; 
 

Region  means a region as defined in SAICA's Constitution and By-laws;  
 

Republic  means the Republic of South Africa;  
 

SAICA  means the South African Institute of Chartered Accountants;  
 

SAICA website  means the SAICA website, which can be found at www.saica.co.za; 
 

Straw man profile 
 

 means the profile which is developed during the setting of the case study 
and refined during the various steps in the evaluation process and which 
determines what a competent candidate looks like. This can be compared to 
a rubric. 
 

Trainee accountant or trainee  means a person who is employed by a training office and who is serving 
under a training contract;  
 

Training contract  means a written contract, entered into on the prescribed form and registered 
by SAICA, whereby a trainee accountant is duly bound to the training office 
for a specified period and is entitled to receive training in the prescribed 
competencies, and which meets the requirements of a learnership 
agreement in terms of the Skills Development Act, 1998 (Act 97 of 1998) as 
set out in the training regulations and which is a prerequisite to quaify for 
registration as a CA(SA) in terms of SAICA’s Constitution; 
 

Training office  means an accredited training office, whether within or outside the borders of 
South Africa, and refers to an organisation in commerce and industry or 
public practice or the public sector, that is approved by and registered with 
SAICA as an organisation where prospective CAs(SA) may be trained; and 
 

Training regulations  mean the training regulations set by SAICA from time to time that govern 
matters related trainee accountants and training offices. 

 
Other useful terms 
 

Term Definition 

Test Pack 
Evaluation 

A process involving the evaluation of a fixed number of scripts, assessed by all members of 
the mark team, aimed at finalising the mark grid template to be used in the consistency and 
main evaluation processes. 

Consistency 
Evaluation 

A process involving the evaluation of a fixed number of scripts marked by all members of 
the mark team, in relation to a benchmark assessment, to ensure that markers are ready to 
enter the main evaluation processes. 

Main Evaluation 

A process involving the actual independent marking of scripts, by two independent markers 
and including the following sub-processes: 

 Reconciliation 

 Arbitration 

 Moderation 

 Seeding. 

Reconciliation 
The reconciliation process takes place within main evaluation and covers the review of 
marker 1 and marker 2 mark grids for a script, where task-level conclusions across the two 

http://www.saica.co.za/
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mark grids differ. The purpose of this process is to ensure that task-level assessments 
agree, once reconciliation has been carried out. Reconciliation is usually carried out by the 
two original markers, but can also be carried out by an ATL or a TL, as required. 

Moderation 

This is a process whereby a TL runs reports to monitor the performance of markers once 
the script has been marked twice (by marker 1 and marker 2) and during the reconciliation 
process and to consult with the markers around areas that need to be addressed in their 
assessment approach. 

Arbitration 

The arbitration process takes place where an ATL or TL reviews original marker 1 and 
marker 2 mark grids, in cases where the overall conclusions still do not agree. The purpose 
of this process is to ensure that overall-level conclusions agree, once arbitration has been 
carried out. Arbitration will only start when both moderation and reconciliation have been 
fully completed. This process will be started by a CE administrator clicking a button to move 
the mark grid version to version 4. 

Seeding 

This is a process whereby a script has been identified for the seeding process and a 
benchmark populated mark grid created for it. On a daily basis, throughout the evaluation 
process, one seeded script needs to be assessed per marker to ensure consistency in 
marking performance. 

Borderline 
Review 

This is a process that takes place once main evaluation has been completed, primarily 
where the overall conclusion for a script is BC. The original marker 1 and marker 2 mark 
grids are reviewed and a final overall conclusion awarded to the script, by a TL, ATL or a 
senior marker selected to participate in the process. The purpose of this process is to 
ensure that overall conclusion per scripts does not have a result of BC and that all BCs are 
deemed either LC or C. 

Indicator 

This is the SAICA understanding of the word i.e. a single item that the candidate has either 
demonstrated /displayed / achieved or not demonstrated /displayed /achieved, in their 
response – in the mark grid, this is the lowest level of assessment item (CE term = 
diagnostic indicator). 

Section 
The indicator groupings in a mark grid, otherwise referred to as the “task-level conclusions” 
(CE term = summative indicator). The assessment conclusions that can be allocated to a 
task will be NA, NC, LC, BC, C, HC. 

Overall 
Conclusions 

The final assessment of the level of competence on the mark grid (CE term = TBD). The 
assessment conclusions that can be allocated overall will be NA, NC, LC, BC, C, HC. 

Indicator Type  
Primary, High-level, Communication. (CE term = taxonomy level). These will be included in 
the mark grid as a field to allow for reporting, as required. The items will consist of P, HLA 
and C abbreviations, rather than the full descriptions. 
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Annexure 2: High level view of the marking process 
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Annexure 3: Format of mark grid 
 
1. Indicators 

 Primary indicators, by competency area 

 Higher level application, by competency area 

 Communication skills 
2. Section/Task level conclusion 

 HC = highly competent 

 C = competent 

 BC = borderline competent 

 LC = limited competence 

 NC = not competent 

 NA = did not attempt 
3. Comment box per section/task for notes 
4. Overall conclusion 

 HC = highly competent 

 C = competent 

 BC = borderline competent (falls away after borderline review) 

 LC = limited competence 

 NC = not competent 

 NA = did not attempt 
5. Comment box for overall conclusion 
 
 

Task a (as set out below for each task, “n” number of tasks per exam) 

Indicators 
“n” number of indicators per task 

Type 

 Primary 

 High level 

 Communication 
 

Competency area 

 Accounting and external reporting 
(ACCER) 

 Audit and Assurance (AA) 

 Taxation (Tax) 

 Financial Management (FM) 

 Management decision making and 
control (MDMC) 

 Strategy, risk management and 
governance (SRM&G 

 Pervasive (PER) 

Not attained 
“Interactive 
button” 

Attained 
“Interactive 
button” 

Competency outcome: (interactive buttons, marker to select, only one can be selected at a time) 

NA NC LC BC C HC 

Comment box 

 
 

Overall conclusion 

Competency outcome: (interactive buttons, marker to select, only one can be selected at a time) 
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NA NC LC BC C HC 

Comment box 

 
There is no additive relationship from indicator to task and from task to overall levels in the mark grid. 
The marker needs to assess each level independently, as indicated above. 
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Annexure 4: Professional vs Technical competence 
 
 
A. INTRODUCTION 
 
 The Initial Test of Competence [ITC] assesses ‘technical competence’ while the Assessment 

of Professional Competence [APC] assesses ‘professional competence’ [Guidelines for the 
Qualifying Examination – APC, page 5].  The SAICA guidelines document defines these 
terms [page 5], however, the APC EXAMCO has found these definitions to be inadequate for 
purposes of distinguishing between the nature of competencies which are assessed in the 
ITC and APC. 

 
 The objective of this paper is to clarify understanding of: 
 - technical competence 
 - professional competence 
 in the context of assessment in the ITC and APC. 
 
B. UNDERSTANDING COMPETENCE 
 
 Literature on this subject is extensive, however, for the purposes of this paper, only 

publications of the IRBA [Accrediting body], the IAESB [International Education Standards] 
and SAICA are considered. 

 
1. IRBA 
 
1.1 Document – The accreditation of professional bodies. 
 Definition - core competence [technical competence]: 
  … the ability to apply the concepts and principles of a defined technical body of 

knowledge, skills and professional values in an integrated and analytical manner to a 
standard that provides a foundation appropriate for further professional development 
[page 53]. 

            Definition - professional competence: … the ability to perform the tasks and roles expected of 
an RA to standards that the appropriate locally and comparable international [page 52]. 

  
            Attributes of candidates – core assessment [page 75] 

 

 The ability to analyse complex situations and to identify and define problems arising from 
it.  

 The ability to integrate knowledge from different technical fields to solve multiple topic 
problems.  

 The ability to identify information relevant to a particular problem by distinguishing it from 
irrelevant information in a given body of data.  

 The ability to prioritise when dealing with multi-problem situations by identifying those 
problems that require immediate attention.  

 The ability to evaluate alternative solutions and to apply professional judgement in 
dealing with such alternatives.  
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 The ability to communicate effectively with particular users by formulating appropriate 
and feasible recommendations in a concise and logical manner.  

 The ability to continue to learn and adapt to change.  
 
 Attributes of students – professional development [page 85] 

 

 An ability to apply the appropriate technical body of knowledge, skills and professional 
values in an integrated and analytical manner to complex situations that are likely to be 
encountered in the multidisciplinary public practice environment.  

 The ability to apply professional judgement in assessing alternatives and recommending 
solutions to situations within the public practice environment.  

 The ability to communicate effectively by formulating appropriate arguments and 
recommendations in a concise and logical manner appropriate to the specific user and a 
particular level of assurance required within the public practice environment.  

 An ability to identify, anticipate and comprehend problems through abstract logical 
thinking, inductive and deductive reasoning and critical analysis and to find acceptable 
alternative solutions through a consultative process.  

 An ability to assume a leadership position in work situations and demonstrate managerial 
skills.  

 An ability to continue to learn and adapt to change.  
 
1.2 Competency Framework – Introduction 

Important aspects of this document include: 
 - Three categories of competence are identified – core competence, professional 

competence, specialist competence [audit] 
 - Competence is defined as the capability to complete a specified task[s] effectively. 
 - Capabilities are required in order to demonstrate competence at all three levels.  These 

capabilities are technical and non-technical. 
 - Competence is achieved along a continuum of learning with progression to new learning 

contexts. 
 - Technical capability for core competence: 
  A sound foundation in each of the four disciplines.  Delineation of the four disciplines 

does not preclude some [limited] integration across disciplines.  Assessment usually 
takes the form of a written examination. 

 - Technical capability for professional competence: 
  No delineation of the disciplines rather consolidation into a coherent whole.  Assessment 

can take many forms. 
 - Non-technical competence should be assessed on relation to learning context [e.g. 

academic, training]. 
 
 Dimensions of complexity standards for core competence 
 

1D 
One-dimensional 

2D 
Two-dimensional 

3D 
Three-dimensional 
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Straightforward application 
of concepts and principles 
to a clearly defined 
problem  

Complex application of 
concepts and principles, but 
within limited parameters  

Complex application of concepts 
and principles with few, if any, 
parameters  

Relevant information is 
readily available  

Information relevant to the 
problem must be distinguished 
from irrelevant information  

Information relevant to the problem 
must be inferred from all the 
information made available  

Usually only a single 
course of action available  

Alternative courses of action 
are available, but only some 
are actually viable  

Various courses of action appear 
viable, but selection requires further 
discernment  

Outcome of problem is not 
dependent upon prior 
conclusions  

Outcome of the problem may 
depend upon a prior 
conclusion, but information 
provides guidance  

Outcome of a problem is dependent 
upon the conclusion reached in a 
previous problem  

Application across a single 
discipline  

Application across at least two 
disciplines  

Application across a number of 
disciplines  

No constraints are 
imposed  

Limited constraints are 
imposed  

A number of constraints may be 
imposed  

Problem requires 
knowledge and 
understanding of basic 
aspects of the subject 
matter  

Problem requires detailed 
knowledge and understanding 
of the essence of the subject 
matter  

Problem requires knowledge and 
understanding of complexities and 
exceptions relating to the subject 
matter  

Demonstrates an 
awareness of the task by 
recognising circumstances 
in which aspects and 
principles would arise or 
be applied, seeking further 
clarification 

Demonstrates an 
understanding of the 
requirements of the task and is 
able to perform a task on a 
preliminary basis, requiring 
further review  

Demonstrates an understanding of 
the task and completes the task, 
reaching appropriate conclusions 
and making meaningful 
recommendations  

Problems to be solved 
require direct application 
of basic calculations  

Problems to be solved require 
intermediate calculations, 
including quantitative analysis  

Problems to be solved require 
complex calculations, including both 
qualitative and quantitative analysis  

Limited integration with 
other areas within the 
subject matter  

Straightforward integration with 
other aspects of the subject 
disciplines  

High degree of integration with 
aspects relating to other subject 
disciplines  

 
 Dimensions of complexity standards for professional competence 
 

1D  
One-dimensional  

2D  
Two-dimensional  

3D  
Three-dimensional  

INDEPENDENCE 

Assists the senior 
assigned to the audit to 
carry out specific aspects 
of a task  

Able to carry out a complete 
task, but the result requires 
substantial review by a more 
senior member of the team  

Able to carry out a complete task, 
requiring only limited review by a 
more senior member of the team  
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Substantial guidance and 
supervision are required to 
complete the aspects of a 
task  

Able to undertake tasks with a 
degree of independence, but 
still requiring guidance, 
supervision and clarification by 
a more senior member of the 
team  

Able to work entirely independently, 
requiring little or no guidance of 
supervision by a more senior 
member of the team  

Review by a senior 
member of the team 
results in a number of 
issues to be resolved or 
clarified  

Review by a senior member of 
the team results in a limited 
number of issues to be 
resolved or clarified  

Review by a senior member of the 
team results in few, if any, queries  

INTRICACY  

The task requires direct 
application of concepts 
and principles, but within 
clearly defined parameters  

The task requires 
straightforward application of 
concepts and principles, but 
within limited parameters  

The task requires the complex 
application of concepts and 
principles, with few, if any, defined 
parameters  

Relevant information is 
readily available and 
properly defined  

Information relevant to the 
problem must be sourced and 
distinguished between 
irrelevant information  

Information relevant to the problem 
must be sourced and, in some 
instances, inferred from all the 
available information  

Usually only a single 
course of action is 
available  

Alternative courses of action 
are available, but identification 
of the most apparent option is 
usually apparent  

Various courses of action appear 
viable, but selection requires 
judgment and further discernment  

Outcome of problem is not 
dependent upon prior 
conclusions reached  

Outcome of problem may 
depend upon a prior conclusion 
and is subject to further 
clarification  

Outcome of problem is dependent 
upon the conclusion reached in a 
previous problem, requiring further 
judgment and discernment  

Application of a single 
aspect confined to a single 
discipline  

Application across various 
aspects of the same discipline  

Application across various aspects 
of the discipline as well as across 
other disciplines  

No constraints are 
imposed  

Limited constraints are 
imposed  

A number of constraints may be 
imposed  

 
 
2. IAESB 
 
2.1 IES 2: Initial Professional Development – Technical Competence 
 Definition - technical competence 
  The ability to apply professional knowledge to perform a role to a defined standard [page 

9]. 
 Definition - professional knowledge 
  … the essential body of knowledge for professional accountants [IAESB Framework, 

page 32]. 
 Definition - professional competence 
  The ability to perform a role to a defined standard [page 9]. 
 Learning outcomes for technical competence 
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 - IES 2 lists learning outcomes and the level of proficiency to be achieved for each 
competency area. 

 - Levels of proficiency are generally at the intermediate level – situations characterised by 
moderate levels of ambiguity, complexity and uncertainty – little integration.  [Financial 
accounting – advanced level – high levels of ambiguity, complexity and uncertainty – 
integration]. 

 
2.2 IES 3: Initial Professional Development – Professional Skills 
 Definition - professional skills 
 Intellectual, personal, interpersonal, communication and organisational skills that a 

professional integrates with technical competence and professional values, ethics and 
attitudes to demonstrate professional competence [page 10 – ED]. 

 
 These skills should be assessed [page 14 – ED]. 
 
 Learning outcomes for professional skills 
 - IES 3 lists learning outcomes and proficiency levels for each competency area. 
 - Professional skills typically lend themselves to workplace assessment rather than 

through written examinations [IES 3 – page 16 – ED]. 
 
2.3 IES 4 : Initial Professional Development – Professional Values, Ethics and Attitudes 
 Learning outcomes and assessment 
 - IES 4 identifies minimum learning outcomes [para 10]. 
 
 These outcomes should be assessed. 
 
2.4 International Education Standard [IES 6]: Initial Professional Development – 

Assessment of Professional Competence 
 - Assessment: IES 6 allows for a wide range of assessments including a single multi-

disciplinary written examination. 
 
 
3. SAICA 
 
3.1 Document: Guidelines for the Qualifying Examination – Assessment of Professional 

Competence [APC] 
 Definition - core competence 
  The ability to apply the concepts and principles of a defined body of knowledge, skills 

and professional values in an integrated and analytical manner to a standard that 
provides for further professional development [page 30]. 

 Definition - professional competence 
  The ability to perform the tasks and roles of a professional accountant which results from 

both education and training [page 31]. 
 
 Inter-disciplinary integration 
  A key feature of the APC [page 13].  [Intra-disciplinary integration is a feature of the ITC.] 
 
3.2 Document: Competency Framework 
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 The Competency Framework sets out the competencies that newly qualified CA(SA) should 
have – professional competence. 

 
 
C. KEY CONSIDERATIONS IN ADDRESSING THE OBJECTIVE OF THIS PAPER 
 
 - Professional competence 
  - The explanation included in IES 3 seems useful 
   - Professional skills + technical skills + values, 
    ethics and attitudes = professional competence 
 
  - SAICA’s Competency Framework 
   - Specific competencies integrated with the pervasive qualities and skills applied 

in ‘real life’ situations which call for an understanding of the inter-relatedness of 
the specific competencies = professional competence 

   - Relies on practical experience and other learning interventions 
 - Core competence 
  - Provides a foundation for the development of professional competence 
   - Focuses on separate disciplines [intra-disciplinary rather than inter-

disciplinary]. 
   - Integrates pervasive qualities and skills to the extent possible. 
   - Relies on an academic programme. 
 
 - Acquisition of core and professional competence 
  - Cannot be conveniently separated. 
  - A continuum of development 
   - Academic programme: 
    - Main focus on core competence but elements of professional 

competence. 
   - Training and other learning opportunities: 
    - Main focus on pervasive qualities and skills, integration and application in 

‘real life’.  Focus on application of specific competencies in practice. 
 
 - The assessment of technical competence can be carried out effectively in a written 

examination. 
 
 - The IAESB, IRBA and SAICA all go to some lengths to describe the scope and level of 

competencies [learning outcomes] to be acquired and assessed at the core [technical] 
and professional levels.  While these descriptions are useful it is acknowledged that their 
application in assessments requires interpretation and the exercising of judgement on 
the part of examiners.  The objective of this paper is to provide specific guidance to 
examiners. 

 
 - The assessment of professional competence is best carried out ‘on the job’ at the end of 

the training period.  For reasons set out in the SAICA document entitled ‘Guidelines … 
APC’ this form and timing of assessment cannot be used exclusively.  The APC has 
been designed to complement ‘on the job’ assessment to the extent possible in a written 
examination and has been designed, therefore, to simulate ‘real life’ as far as possible 
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[pre-released information, information on the day, ‘signalling’, focus on pervasive 
qualities and skills, little time constraint, comprehensive scenario, etc.].  A constraint of 
this examination is that it is not possible to assess all pervasive qualities and skills. 

 
                    While the IAESB, IRBA and SAICA provide some insight into the nature of technical 

and professional competence they provide little practical guidance to examiners 
charged with assessing technical competence (ITC) and professional competence 
(APC). For this reason this paper proposes that a focus on the attributes of 
assessments is far more useful than an attempt to further refine and extend 
definitions of technical and professional competence. Section D of this report 
focuses on the attributes of the assessments.  

 
D. TECHNICAL AND PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE – ATTRIBUTES OF ASSESSMENT 

[GUIDELINES FOR EXAMINERS] 
 The table which follows is derived from the description of competencies found in the IAESB, 

IRBA and SAICA documents referred to in this paper. 
 

   ITC APC 

1. Intragration of specific competencies [CF] Yes Yes 

2. Intergration of specific competencies [CF] Limited Extensive 

3. Comprehensive scenario – addresses several specific 
competencies and has a focus on pervasive qualities and 
skills.  Provides an overview of the entire business. 

No Yes 

4. Limited case studies which usually present information 
related to a single specific competency 

Yes No 

5. Focuses on resolution of technical matters Yes Yes 

6. Focuses on implications of resolution of technical matters Limited Extensive 

7. All information is readily available Yes Seldom 

8. Information must be inferred from the scenario presented 
and from research related to the scenario 

Limited Extensive 

9. Relevant information must be distinguished from irrelevant 
information 

Limited Extensive 

10. Focus on strategy risk management and governance Yes Extensive 

11. Candidates identify the need for additional information and 
source it  

Not applicable Yes 

12. Candidates anticipate challenges/problems inherent in the 
scenario 

Limited Extensive 

13. Where possible information is provided through source 
documents 

Limited Extensive 

14. Required may have different solutions Seldom Often 

15. Focus on complex calculations and analysis on the day of 
the examination 

Yes No 

16. Possibility of candidates performing complex calculations 
prior to examinations [pre-released information] 

Not applicable Yes 

17. Assess ability to identify and research issues related to the 
scenario 

No Yes 

18. Candidates may demonstrate competence through an 
‘incorrect’ answer 

Unlikely Possible 
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19. Candidates identify technical competencies that may be 
required in a professional assignment   

Not applicable Yes 

20. Candidates demonstrate competencies in isolation Yes No 

21. Candidates demonstrate competencies within a 
comprehensive scenario which enables specific 
competencies to be demonstrated in context 

No Yes 

22. Solutions are usually ‘clear-cut’ Yes Seldom 

 
 
E. CONCLUSION 
 
 This paper argues that an understanding of the concepts of technical and professional 

competence is not sufficient to provide the basis for assessment of these competencies if the 
assessment is to be written rather than ‘on the job’. It is argued that definition of these 
concepts, no matter how comprehensive, cannot provide detailed guidance to examiners.  A 
written examination (professional competence) requires the exercising of professional 
judgement on the part of examiners [form, standard, scope] and the development of protocol 
to guide examiners.  Judgement and protocol is informed by an understanding of the 
distinction between technical and professional competence in the context of a written 
examination – it is the implications of this understanding and the attributes of the 
assessments that are the focus of this paper (guidelines for examiners). 

 
 The form of the written examination determines the extent to which professional competence 

can be assessed.  In the case of the APC the form of the assessment (pre-released 
comprehensive case study; information on the day; etc) has been specifically designed to 
assess professional competence. The form of the ITC has been developed over many years 
to assess technical competence and is well understood. The attributes described in section D 
were developed with an understanding of the current form of these two assessments. It is 
likely, however, that the form of these assessments may be further refined over time, perhaps 
influenced by the attributes identified in this paper or perhaps the attributes will be amended 
in accordance with refinements to the assessments made for other reasons. The point of 
importance is that the attributes are likely to be refined and developed  and, therefore, that 
this document should be regularly reviewed.  

 


