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CandidateNumber

EnclosedisyourperformanceanalysisreportfortheSeptember2019CommonFinalExamination
(CFE).ThisreportanalyzesyourperformanceonDay2andDay3only.Day1isreportedon 
separately.

Section Aofthereportcontainsananalysisbyassessmentopportunity(AO)ofyourperformancefor 
eachsimulation.Section Bcontainsadetailedanalysisofyourperformancebycompetencyarea,and
Section Ccontainsasummaryofthereviewers’generalfindingsandananalysisofyourperformance 
byessentialCPAenablingskills,followingtheCPAWay.

Thisreportisintendedtohighlightareasinneedofimprovement,notjusttoexplainwhyyoufailedthe 
examination.Wherethereviewerswereableto,theyprovidedrecommendationsforimprovements, 
whetherornotyoumetthepassingprofilerequirementssetbytheBoardofExaminersforthevarious 
levelsofthefairpassmodel.Thismeansthatyoumayhavereceivedseveralcommentsonanarea 
whereyoumet(butbarely)theminimumstandard.

YouareencouragedtoreadthisreportinconjunctionwithyourtranscriptandtheBoardofExaminers’ 
ReportontheSeptember2019CFE.

Section A: Assessment By Simulation 

SectionAreportsthereviewers’findingsbyAOforeachoftheDay2andDay3simulations.The 
checklistisdesignedtohelpyouidentifywhichofthecommonlyexhibitedweaknessesdisplayedbythe 
candidatepopulationyoupersonallyexhibitedwhilewritingeachsimulation.Thisinformationallowsyou 
toseewhereyoumissedamission-criticalAOcompletelyorwhereyoufellshortoftheentry-level 
requirements.

Tohelpyouunderstandwhichoftheweaknessesyou,inparticular,exhibited,reviewershavemarked 
Xsintherelevantboxes.IfyoudidnotaddressanAOatall,theboxlabelled“Youdidnotaddressthis 
assessmentopportunity”willbemarkedwithanX.IfyouaddressedtheAOanddidnotdemonstrate 
anyoftheweaknesseslisted,theboxeswillbeblank.Ifyoudiddemonstrateaweakness,theboxnext 
totheweaknesswillbemarkedwithanXandacommentwillbeincluded.

Section B: Assessment By Competency Area

TheinformationinSectionBisare-sorting,firstbytechnicalcompetencyarea,andthenbyCPA 
enablingskill,oftheweaknessesnotedinSectionA.TheinformationpresentedinSectionBallowsyou 
toidentifywhetheryouexhibitedmoretechnicalweaknessinoneareathananother.

KeepinmindthatthechecklistofpointsundereachAOinSectionAismadeupofthetendencies 
exhibitedbythecandidatepopulationbasedontheBoardofExaminers’expectationsforacompetent 
response.ByfocusingontheareasinwhichthereareseveralXs,andbyexaminingthereviewers’ 
commentsbycompetencyarearatherthanbysimulation,youwillbeabletoidentifywhichtechnical 
elementsofa“competent”responseyouwerelacking.SeeingtheAO-by-AOweaknessessortedby 
competencyareawillallowyoutogainabetterunderstandingofwhichtechnicalareawasweakestand 
thenatureoftheerrorsthatcontributedtothestandingyoureceived.

Besideeachbox,youwillnoticea“skill”description.Thisskillrepresentsthesortingcategorythatis 
usedtopresentthereviewers’findingsbytheenablingskillsportionofSectionCofyourreport. 
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Section C: General Findings and CPA Enabling Skills

SectionCofthereportisdesignedtohelpyouidentifyyourmajorweaknessesinessentialareassuch
ascommunication,roleplaying,rankingofissues,andotherexamwritingskills,aswellaspresentyou
withare-sortingoftheSectionAresultsbytheCPAenablingskill.

FortheGeneralFindingssub-section,eachofthereviewershasansweredthesamegeneral
questions,andtheirfindingsaresummarizedforyou.Anyquestionsthathavea“NO”responseare
highlighted.Thesearethegeneralareasinwhichyoudemonstratedweakness.

TheCPAEnablingSkillssub-sectionisare-sortingofthereviewers’specificAO-by-AOcommentsfrom
SectionAbyCPAenablingskillsgrouping(followingtheCPAWay).Eachgroupingisclearlydefinedso
thatyouknowinwhichoftheessentialCPAenablingskillsthatunderlieaprofessionalresponseyou
requirefurtherdevelopment.Thegroupingsusedconsistofthefollowing:

AssesstheSituation

Definetheissuescorrectly1.
Identifyanyunderlyingissues2.
Ranktheissues(i.e.,identifythemission-criticalissues)3.

1.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)-Qualitative

Technical(appliesCPA HandbookorTax Actcorrectly,usescorrecttechniquesi.e.cashflow,net
presentvalue,etc.)

1.

Linktheorytocasefacts(i.e.,gobeyondjuststatingtherulesandconsidertheparticularcasefacts
intheanalysis)

2.

Evaluatethealternatives(prosandcons,implicationsofdifferentoptions,validityofoptions,etc.)3.

2.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)-Quantitative

Appliesthetechniquecorrectly1.
Calculatesaccurately2.
Explainassumptionsclearly3.

3.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)-Integratesituation

Integratethesituationalassessmentintoanalyses1.
Integrateanalysisofoneissueintoanother,fromonecompetencyareatoanother,etc.2.

4.

ConcludeandAdvise

Makealogical/practicalchoice–onethatflowsfromtheanalysis1.
Displaygoodjudgmentconsideringthedecisionfactorsidentified2.
Seethebiggerpictureandconsiderimpactofoneanalysisontheoverallconclusion3.

5.

Communication:Provideclearexplanations(viewpointand“thinkingpattern”areevident)6.

Ethics:Exhibitprofessionalism,identifytheneedforaspecialist;knowprofessionallimitations
andresponsibilities

7.
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Section A: Assessment By Simulation
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Section A: Assessment By Simulation
Day 2 Elcar Inc.

Assessment Opportunity #1 (MA)

The candidate analyzes the quantity and price
variances for the platinum costs.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

Your calculations of the quantity and price variances contained
technical errors.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Quantitative

Your interpretation of the results of your calculations lacked
sufficient depth or was not valid.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

Your response on this assessment opportunity was sufficient, having provided a reasonable attempt at 
calculating and interpreting the quantity and price variances for the platinum costs.

Assessment Opportunity #2 (MA)

The candidate discusses whether the K3Press
contract should be cancelled.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

You did not provide a quantitative and/or qualitative analysis of the
K3Press contract cancellation. AssesstheSituation

Your calculation of the cost to continue with and/or cost to cancel the
K3Press contract contained technical errors.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Quantitative

2019 Common Final Examination (CFE)- Day 2 and Day 3

5/56



Your discussion of the qualitative considerations as to whether to
continue or cancel the contract lacked depth.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

You did not provide a conclusion as to whether to continue or cancel
the contract that was consistent with your analysis. ConcludeandAdvise

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

Your response on this assessment opportunity was sufficient, having provided a reasonable attempt at 
calculating the costs of cancelling and continuing the K3Press contract and concluding consistent with 
your analysis.

Assessment Opportunity #3 (MA)

The candidate discusses how to improve the
monthly reporting from Elcar to NHC.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

You did not discuss an adequate number of monthly reporting
improvements in sufficient depth. X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

While you recognized the need to suggest improvements to the existing reporting package from Elcar to 
NHC, your discussion did not sufficiently describe the performance improvements you were suggesting. 
For example, in describing one of the elements, you said "Research and development progression - as 
new technology will be a key success factor for Elcar to be viable, Elcar need to ensure R&D is on the 
right track to ensure future revenue". This metric was not sufficiently explained because the metric 
being suggested is unclear - How does research and development progression get measured/reported? 
While it was not expected that candidates describe all of the improvements in significant detail, it was 
required that they describe those presented in sufficient depth in order to produce a useful set of 
recommendations.

Your discussion of monthly reporting improvements did not
sufficiently consider the performance measures most critical to NHC.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- IntegrateSituation

Your recommendations for monthly reporting improvements were not
practical and/or useful to the user. ConcludeandAdvise
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Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

While you attempted to discuss multiple monthly reporting improvements, your discussion was not in 
sufficient depth to demonstrate competence on this assessment opportunity.

Assessment Opportunity #4 (FR)

The candidate discusses the appropriate
accounting treatment for Elcar’s foreign currency
transactions.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

Your discussion of the foreign currency translation issue lacked
depth.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Your discussion of the foreign currency translation issue contained
technical errors.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

You did not provide a conclusion on the foreign currency translation
issue that was consistent with your analysis. ConcludeandAdvise

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

Your response on this assessment opportunity was sufficient, having included a valid discussion of the 
accounting treatment for the foreign currency translation issue, which included identifying the relevant 
accounting principles and criteria and applying them to case facts, along with an appropriate and 
supported conclusion.

Assessment Opportunity #5 (FR)

The candidate discusses the appropriate revenue
recognition related to the new marketing program.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation
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Your discussion of the revenue recognition issue lacked depth.
X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

While you recognized that Denise required a discussion and analysis of the revenue recognition criteria, 
your analysis of the accounting implications should have included a discussion of the relevant 
accounting principles drawing on the underlying principles of IFRS 15 - Revenue from Contracts with 
Customers. Your analysis concluded on the adjustment to make based only on an analysis of the 
criteria that had little depth and used few case facts. You included a discussion of two performance 
obligations and the amount of revenue to defer. You were on the right path. There were more criteria 
that must be met in order to recognize revenue (identify the contract, identify performance obligations, 
determine transaction price, allocate transaction price to obligations, and determine when to recognize 
revenue) and you were expected to use the case facts to determine whether they were met in order to 
reach a supported conclusion.

Your discussion of the revenue recognition issue contained technical
errors.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

You did not provide a conclusion on the revenue recognition issue
that was consistent with your analysis. ConcludeandAdvise

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

While you attempted to discuss the treatment of the revenue recognition issue, your discussion was not 
in sufficient depth to demonstrate competence on this assessment opportunity.

Assessment Opportunity #6 (FR)

The candidate discusses the appropriate
accounting treatment for the K3Press contract and
the future dismantling of Elcar’s battery
construction facility.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

You did not address either the K3Press contract issue or the battery
construction facility issue.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative
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Your discussion of the K3Press contract issue and/or the battery
construction facility issue lacked depth.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Your discussion of the K3Press contract issue and/or the battery
construction facility issue contained technical errors.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

You did not provide a conclusion on the K3Press contract issue
and/or the battery construction facility issue that was consistent with
your analysis.

ConcludeandAdvise

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

Your response on this assessment opportunity was sufficient, having included a valid discussion of the 
accounting treatment for the K3Press contract issue, which included identifying the relevant accounting 
concepts and principles and applying them to case facts, along with an appropriate and supported 
conclusion, and a reasonable attempt at the battery construction facility issue.

Overall Comments

Was the response well organized with a logical flow? Yes

For the Common section, your response was well organized and easy to follow. You used headings 
appropriately and separated your discussions by each issue addressed, which was a logical way to 
respond to this case.

Did the candidate understand their role?
Yes

Not applicable for the Common section of the Day 2 response.

Was the response easy to read and understand?
Yes

For the Common section, your response was written efficiently and was easy to read and understand. 
You used complete paragraphs which allowed you to provide thoughts that were complete and clear.

Did the candidate focus their response on the appropriate issues?
Yes

For the Common section of your response, you did a good job focusing on the significant requests and 
issues and your response did not contain any unrelated issues.
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Did the response appear balanced?
No

Your response was heavily weighted on the Common section. Specifically, the calculations for 
Assessment Opportunities 1 and 2 were very detailed and look like a significant amount of time was 
spent preparing them.
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Day 2 Elcar Inc.
Assessment Opportunity #7 (AS)

The candidate discusses the appropriate
accounting treatment for the artwork investment.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

Your discussion of the artwork issue lacked depth.
X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

You recognized that the artwork investment required a discussion and analysis of the appropriate 
accounting treatment. In your discussion, you identified a relevant standard from the Handbook, as you 
referenced the Conceptual Framework for Financial Reporting – Definition of an asset, but you did not 
clearly apply or link all the criteria to the case facts that were available. It was not clear which criteria 
you thought were met or violated, or how the case facts supported your conclusions. For example, after 
providing the Handbook criteria, you said "Likely to generate future economic benefit: Elcar is expected 
to sell at higher value to generate profit. Elcar gave up cast in exchange of the artwork, represents a 
change a economic benefit." This is not sufficient because you did not provide all of the criteria for 
recognition of an asset and you did not clearly apply case facts to each criterion. You may find it helpful 
to address each criterion individually by stating clearly if it is met and describing the case facts that 
support this conclusion.

Your discussion of the artwork issue contained technical errors. AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Your discussion of the artwork issue did not consider appropriate
alternatives. X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

While your response included a discussion of the appropriate accounting treatment for the artwork 
investment under the Conceptual Framework for Financial Reporting – Definition of an asset, your 
analysis did not consider other accounting alternatives that were available. As there is no specific 
guidance for how to account for artwork under CPA Canada Handbook, Part I, you were expected to 
identify alternative Handbook guidance that could be considered and then apply case facts to all 
identified alternatives to reach a supported conclusion on the appropriate accounting treatment for the 
artwork investment.

You did not provide a conclusion on the artwork issue that was
consistent with your analysis. ConcludeandAdvise

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

2019 Common Final Examination (CFE)- Day 2 and Day 3

11/56



While you attempted to discuss the appropriate accounting treatment of the artwork investment, your 
discussion was not in sufficient depth and your analysis did not consider other accounting alternatives 
available. Therefore, you were unable to demonstrate competence on this assessment opportunity.

Assessment Opportunity #8 (AS)

The candidate drafts the audit planning memo.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

X AssesstheSituation

Your discussion of the audit planning memo lacked depth. AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Your discussion of the audit planning memo contained technical
errors.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

You did not provide conclusions in your audit planning memo that
were consistent with your analysis. ConcludeandAdvise

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

On the requirements page for the Assurance role, Denise asks you to “draft an audit planning memo." It 
is not clear if you ran out of time or lacked the technical knowledge to address it. Ensure that you read 
the case carefully and highlight any key requirements that you identify so that you have the opportunity 
to address them, and refer back to the Handbook if you are unsure or unfamiliar with the issues that are 
being presented.

Assessment Opportunity #9 (AS)

The candidate discusses audit procedures for areas
with errors or control deficiencies.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

You did not provide sufficient coverage of the areas with errors or
control deficiencies. X AssesstheSituation

2019 Common Final Examination (CFE)- Day 2 and Day 3

12/56



Your response included some valid procedures for the areas with errors and/or control deficiencies, 
including procedures on the platinum inventory and the payroll expenses. However, you did not attempt 
a sufficient number of them. There were several other errors and control deficiencies requiring 
procedures, including the foreign currency transactions, the revenue from car sales under the new 
marketing program, the K3Press contract, the future dismantling of Elcar’s battery construction facility, 
and the high-value artwork. Candidates were not expected to provide procedures for all of the areas 
with errors and control deficiencies, but they were expected to address a reasonable number of them.

Your discussion of the audit procedures for areas with errors or
control deficiencies lacked depth.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

You provided audit procedures for areas with errors or control
deficiencies that were not always practical and/or effective.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

You provided audit procedures for areas with errors or control
deficiencies that were not always focused specifically on the most
significant risks of the errors or control deficiencies identified.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- IntegrateSituation

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

You provided some valid audit procedures; however, you did not provide a sufficient number of 
procedures in your response. The case presented several areas with errors and control deficiencies, 
and it was necessary to provide procedures for a reasonable number of them in order to demonstrate 
competence on this assessment opportunity.

Assessment Opportunity #10 (AS)

The candidate discusses the audit procedures
required for the updated cash flow forecast.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

You did not provide sufficient coverage of the assumptions used in
the cash flow forecast. X AssesstheSituation

Your response attempted to provide some procedures for the assumptions used in the cash flow 
forecast, including procedures on the sales volume. However, you did not attempt a sufficient number of 
them. There were several other assumptions used in the cash flow forecast requiring procedures, 
including the inflation rate, the exchange rate, the platinum price, the labour costs, the technical 
feasibility of the G1 battery being fully functional by November 2019, the capital expenditures, and the 
line of credit. Candidates were not expected to provide procedures for all of the assumptions, but they 
were expected to address a reasonable number of them.
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Your discussion of the audit procedures for the updated cash flow
forecast lacked depth. X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

You provided some procedures for the updated cash flow forecast, but they were not always sufficiently 
specific. For the procedure to be a useful audit procedure, it should have articulated what document 
was to be obtained, what the auditor would be looking at it for, etc. For example, related to the 
procedure to verify the sales amounts included in the cash flow forecast, you said "A recalculation of 
sales to estimate sales income." This was not sufficiently specific because your discussion was missing 
an explanation of the evidence to be obtained. A better response would have explained that the 
evidence to be obtained would be market research or contracts for sales orders already placed.

You provided audit procedures for the updated cash flow forecast
that were not always practical and/or effective.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

You attempted to provide some audit procedures for the updated cash flow forecast. However, some of 
your procedures were not sufficiently specific and you did not provide a sufficient number of procedures 
in your response. The case presented several assumptions used to create the cash flow forecast, and it 
was necessary to provide procedures for a reasonable number of them in order to demonstrate 
competence on this assessment opportunity.

Assessment Opportunity #11 (AS)

The candidate discusses the procedures to be
performed for an audit engagement to report on
compliance with an agreement.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

X AssesstheSituation

You did not provide sufficient coverage of the conditions specified in
the provincial government agreement. AssesstheSituation

Your discussion of the audit procedures for the conditions specified
in the provincial government agreement lacked depth.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

You provided audit procedures for the conditions specified in the
provincial government agreement that were not always practical
and/or effective.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative
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Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

On the requirements page for the Assurance role, you are informed that “the provincial government 
requires an audit report on compliance with an agreement that Elcar has with the government” and 
“Denise asks you to document the procedures that an external auditor will need to perform for this 
engagement.” Appendix IV (Assurance) then provided you with the conditions that related to the 
provincial government grant. It is not clear if you missed this issue or lacked the technical knowledge to 
address it. Ensure that you read the case carefully and highlight any key requirements that you identify 
so that you have the opportunity to address them, and refer back to the Handbook if you are unsure or 
unfamiliar with the issues that are being presented.

Assessment Opportunity #12 (AS)

The candidate discusses internal control
deficiencies related to the platinum inventory and
Elcar’s activities.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

You did not identify a sufficient number of valid internal control
weaknesses. AssesstheSituation

Your discussion of the internal control weaknesses lacked depth.
X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

You discussed some internal control deficiencies, but your discussions sometimes lacked depth as you 
did not always sufficiently explain the repercussions of the deficiency. For example, when discussing 
that there is weak overall oversight of Elcar, you said "Board of director only have one member, should 
have 5 independent members to help oversee management decision." This is not sufficient because 
you did not explain the repercussions of Elcar having a Board of Directors with only one member. A 
better response would have explained that the decisions being made at Elcar may not be in line with 
NHC’s desires as the parent company.

You did not always provide recommendations to address the internal
control weaknesses that were practical and/or effective. X ConcludeandAdvise
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You provided recommendations for the control deficiencies you identified, but some of your 
recommendations were not effective. For example, when discussing the fact that inventory counts are 
completed infrequently, you said "Elcar should perform frequent count and tighten security around 
platinum inventory." This is not effective because you have not recommended what frequency of 
inventory counts would be appropriate for Elcar. A better recommendation would have been for Elcar to 
complete an inventory count either monthly or weekly. Also, when discussing the fact that a friend of the 
payroll processing clerk was paid for two months last year but was not actually an employee, you said 
"Elcar management should increase review procedure to ensure payroll expenses are calculated 
correctly and approved by manager and not paying faticious employees." This is not effective because 
it does not describe what review procedure Elcar management should perform each pay period. A 
better recommendation would have been to ensure that an individual other than the payroll processing 
clerk reconcile the payroll amounts to approved timesheets or reconcile the list of individuals paid each 
pay period to the master list of employed personnel.

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

You provided some internal control deficiency discussions. However, you did not explain the implication 
of and/or you did not provide specific recommendations for some of the other internal control 
deficiencies you identified to demonstrate that you fully understood the deficiency and could address it 
with a valid recommendation. As a result, you were unable to demonstrate competence on this 
assessment opportunity.

Assessment Opportunity #13 (AS)

The candidate discusses whether each
environmentally responsible actions statement can
be verified by an independent party, including how it
could be verified or what challenges the statement
may pose.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

You did not provide sufficient coverage of the environmentally
responsible actions statements. AssesstheSituation

Your discussion of the ways to verify the environmentally responsible
actions statements and/or the challenges the statements may pose
lacked depth.

X
AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative
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You provided some procedures to verify the environmentally responsible actions statements, but they 
were not always sufficiently specific. For the procedure to be a useful audit procedure, it should have 
articulated what evidence was to be obtained, what the independent party would using it for, etc. For 
example, related to the procedure to verify that employees print an average of less than five sheets of 
paper daily, you said "Elcar may track employee ID using the printing fuction, and see if this goal is 
met." This was not sufficiently specific because your discussion was missing an explanation of the work 
to be performed. A better response would have explained that the work to be performed would be to 
calculate the average pages per day per employee using a log of documents printed from the 
company's printers and compare this to the stated average of less than five.

You provided ways to verify the environmentally responsible actions
statements that were not always practical and/or effective.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

You provided challenges that the environmentally responsible
actions’ statement may pose that were not always applicable. X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

You provide some challenges in verifying the environmentally responsible actions statements, but they 
were not always applicable. For example, with regards to the statement that Elcar reduces waste by 
hauling 10% less waste from the plant than in the prior fiscal year, you said "This goal may not be 
reasonable as Elcar cannot indefinitly reduce waste year over year." However, this is not an appropriate 
challenge because it does not challenge whether the statement can be verified, but rather it discusses 
whether Elcar will be able to achieve the statement in future years. A better challenge would have 
discussed how the waste disposal companies may not track the amount of waste hauled depending on 
the terms and arrangement of the waste disposal contracts, and therefore, the independent party may 
not be able to obtain evidence of the amount of waste hauled each year in order to recalculate the 
change year over year. Also, with regards to the statement that Elcar will reduce its electricity usage per 
square foot by 20% by the year 2021, you said "This goal may not be reasonable as Elcar is projecting 
higher production in the following year when new car sales become steady. In addition, the new battery 
production may also create more spoilage in the early years." However, this is not appropriate because 
it does not describe why the statement is not verifiable, but rather discusses why Elcar may not be able 
to achieve the goal as written. A better response would have discussed how this statement is forward-
looking and therefore cannot be verified with certainty at this point in time as the event has yet to occur.

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

You provided some discussions on ways to verify the environmentally responsible actions statements 
by an independent party and the challenges present in verifying the statements. However, some of your 
other procedures were not sufficiently specific and some of your discussions of challenges were not 
applicable, and therefore you were unable to demonstrate competence on this assessment opportunity.

Overall Comments

Was the response well organized with a logical flow? Yes

For the Assurance section, your response was well organized and easy to follow. You used headings 
appropriately and separated your discussions by each issue addressed, which was a logical way to 
respond to this case.
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Did the candidate understand their role?
Yes

For the Assurance section, you appeared to have understood your role and addressed Denise’s 
requests appropriately.

Was the response easy to read and understand?
No

For the Assurance section of your response, point form was used and this sometimes limited the depth 
of your discussions. For example, you wrote: "A recalculation of sales to estimate sales income." This 
was an insufficient discussion as you did not provide both the evidence to be obtained and the work to 
be performed. You should ensure that you always provide a complete discussion to clearly present your 
thoughts, even when using point form.

Did the candidate focus their response on the appropriate issues?
Yes

For the Assurance section of your response, you did a good job focusing on the significant requests 
and issues and your response did not contain any unrelated issues.

Did the response appear balanced?
No

You appear to have run out of time in the Assurance section of your response, since you only provided 
headings for some of Denise's requests throughout your response. This prevented you from addressing 
all of the requirements in the case. It is important to plan your time on each case and ensure you 
allocate a sufficient amount of time to each of the significant issues.
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Day 3-1  StillGood Food (SGF)
Assessment Opportunity #1 (MA)

The candidate analyzes the two sales pricing
options.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

You did not provide a quantitative analysis of the two sales pricing
options. AssesstheSituation

You did not include a sufficient number of elements in your
quantitative analysis of the sales pricing options.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Quantitative

Your quantitative analysis of the two sales pricing options contained
technical errors.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Quantitative

You did not provide a qualitative analysis of the two sales pricing
options. AssesstheSituation

Your discussion of the qualitative factors that needed to be
considered in the decision between the sales pricing options lacked
depth.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

You did not provide a supported recommendation for which sales
pricing option would be best for SGF. ConcludeandAdvise

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

Overall, your response on this assessment opportunity was well done. You provided a thorough 
discussion of the qualitative and quantitative factors to consider as well as a supported 
recommendation for Jakob. This would have provided Jakob with helpful information that he could use 
to understand the implications of both sales pricing options.
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Assessment Opportunity #2 (FIN)

The candidate determines the amount of outside
financing required to cover the monthly cash
requirement for the first six months of the RSS
initiative.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

You did not provide a quantitative analysis to determine the amount
of outside financing required. AssesstheSituation

You did not include a sufficient number of elements within your
analysis to determine the amount of outside financing required.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Quantitative

Your analysis of the financing required did not address the variations
in monthly cash flow needs during the first six months operation
and/or the significant upfront costs.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Quantitative

Your analysis to determine the amount of financing required
contained technical errors.  

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Quantitative

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

Overall, your response on this assessment opportunity was well done. You provided a useful analysis of 
the cash flow for the first 6 months and the financing required. This would have provided Jakob with 
helpful information that he could use to understand the implications of the RSS initiative.

Assessment Opportunity #3 (GOV)

The candidate discusses the strategic fit and other
decision factors to consider for the RSS proposal.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation
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You did not provide a balanced discussion of the strategic fit and
other decision factors to consider.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Your analysis of the strategic fit and/or other decision factors lacked
breadth.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Your analysis of the strategic fit and/or other decision factors lacked
depth.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

Overall, your response on this assessment opportunity was well done. You provided a thorough 
discussion of the qualitative considerations of the RSS proposal (strategic considerations and other 
decision factors) and were able to communicate the implications to Jakob effectively. This would have 
provided Jakob with helpful information that he could use to understand the full implications of the RSS 
proposal.

Assessment Opportunity #4 (TAX)

The candidate discusses the tax rules for home
office expenses and the deductibility of the
expenses.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

You did not adequately consider the overall tax rules for home office
expenses (eligibility and limits). AssesstheSituation

You did not adequately consider the tax rules for specific home office
expenses.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Your analysis of the tax rules for home office expenses (eligibility and
limits) and/or the rules for specific home office expenses contained
technical errors.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative
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Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

Overall, your response on this assessment opportunity was well done. You provided a thorough 
discussion of the tax implications and were able to communicate the implications to Jakob effectively. 
This would have provided Jakob with helpful information that he could use to understand the tax 
implications of home office expenses as an employee.

Assessment Opportunity #5 (FIN)

The candidate discusses the investment options.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

Your discussion of the investment options available to SGF lacked
breadth (i.e. did not consider the range of options available) AssesstheSituation

Your discussion of the investment options available to SGF lacked
depth. X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

You recognized some valid points in your qualitative analysis of the investment options, but some of 
your discussion points lacked depth. Specifically, some of your discussion points were not focused on 
the most important elements of the investment. For example, your discussion stated that "Option 1 is 
not suitable as SGF may need to access this fund early." While this was a valid comment, you needed 
to specifically link the fact that the funds were locked in for three years meant it would not meet the 
timeline for the building 24-36 months). Similarly, for option 2 you stated: "allows SGF to withdraw fund 
when need and should be selected" which was correct but you needed the integration to the fact that 
this flexibility would meet the timeline for the building.

Your discussion of the investment options contained technical errors. AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

You did not provide a supported recommendation on which
investment option was the most appropriate for SGF. ConcludeandAdvise

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

2019 Common Final Examination (CFE)- Day 2 and Day 3

22/56



Although you attempted to address the investment options, your analyses were not tailored to 
specifically address the most important aspects of Jakob's situation. It was important to evaluate the 
proposed options from a finance perspective, but it was just as important to apply this knowledge to the 
specific business situation presented, in order to provide a useful analysis for the client.

Assessment Opportunity #6 (FR)

The candidate discusses the appropriate
accounting treatment for the different contributions
received by SGF.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

Your discussion of the accounting treatment for contributions lacked
breadth. AssesstheSituation

Your discussion of the accounting treatment for contributions lacked
depth (i.e., did not sufficiently consider the specifics of the case). X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Although you attempted to explain the accounting treatment for contributions to Jakob, your response 
lacked depth as it did not provide an adequate explanation to the user. Although you incorporated some 
case facts your explanation did not provide Jakob with enough information to clearly understand the 
accounting methods for contributions. For example, you stated: "If using restricted fund method: 
Restricted donation for opening new stores will be recognised under restricted fund. Subsequent 
expenses related to new store will be recorded under restricted fund." To provide more depth and more 
useful information to Jakob you could have for instance explained he had a choice between the 
restricted fund and deferral method. Additionally, in your discussion of the restricted fund method you 
could have noted when the contribution can be recorded as revenue. (i.e. the full amount can be 
recognized as revenue if there's a restricted fund set up). The information as quoted above would not 
have provided enough detail for Jakob to clearly understand the accounting method.

Your discussion of the accounting treatment for the contributions
contained technical errors.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

Although you attempted to explain the accounting treatment for the different contributions received by 
SGF, your explanations lacked depth as they did not provide enough information for Jakob to have a 
better understanding.
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Assessment Opportunity #7 (FR)

The candidate discusses the accounting treatment
for the equipment lease.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

Your discussion of the accounting treatment for the lease lacked
breadth.  X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

There are three criteria to assess when determining if a lease is an operating or capital lease: the 
existence of a bargain purchase option, the length of the lease term compared to the useful life of the 
equipment, and the present value of the lease payments compared to the fair market value of the 
equipment. Your analysis included only brief discussions of the lease term and the present value of the 
minimum lease payments. Your analysis would have provided better information if it had included all of 
the relevant criteria to consider when determining the appropriate accounting treatment for the lease. In 
addition, the two criteria you did note were not clearly explained as your guidance and analysis ran 
together when you stated: "Not met. Over 75% useful life : 4 years of 6 years which is 67%." A stronger 
response would list each of the criteria under the relevant guidance and then apply case facts to 
determine if the criteria have been met or not.

Your discussion of the accounting treatment for the lease lacked
depth.  

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Your discussion of the accounting treatment for the lease contained
technical errors.  

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

You did not provide a supported recommendation on the appropriate
accounting treatment for the lease. ConcludeandAdvise

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

Although you attempted to address the accounting treatment for the equipment lease, your analyses 
was incomplete as you did not fully consider the technical criteria.
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Assessment Opportunity #8 (AS)

The candidate discusses the issues that could
jeopardize an unmodified audit opinion, suggests
improvements, and discusses how each
stakeholder may react if an unmodified opinion is
still not possible.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

You did not discuss the issues that could jeopardize an unmodified
audit opinion. AssesstheSituation

You did not identify improvements that could be made to the
processes within SGF. AssesstheSituation

You did not discuss how the stakeholders may react if an unmodified
audit opinion is not possible. AssesstheSituation

Your discussion of the issues that could jeopardize an unmodified
audit opinion lacked breadth.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Your discussion of the improvements that could be made to the
processes within SGF and/or the reaction of the stakeholders to an
unmodified audit opinion lacked depth.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

Overall, your response on this assessment opportunity was well done. You provided a sufficient 
analysis of the issues with the existing processes, recommended improvements, and discussed the 
stakeholder reactions in sufficient depth.

Overall Comments

Was the response well organized with a logical flow? Yes
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Your response was well organized and easy to follow. You used headings and separated your 
discussions by assessment opportunity, which was a logical way to respond to this case.



Did the candidate understand their role?
Yes

You appeared to have understood your role as an advisor for Jakob and SGF and addressed his 
requests appropriately.

Was the response easy to read and understand?
Yes

Your response was written efficiently and was easy to read and understand. You used complete 
paragraphs which allowed you to provide thoughts that were complete and clear. One area to improve 
would be to number your excel analyses with either Exhibit or Appendix numbers. It makes it much 
easier to reference them within your word memo. (i.e. See Exhibit 1 for a comparison of the two pricing 
options). This would make your response easier for the reader to follow instead of you stating: "see 
exhibit" or "see calculation" as you did in your response.

Did the candidate focus their response on the appropriate issues?
Yes

You did a good job focusing your response on the significant requests and issues in this case, and your 
response did not contain discussions of unrelated issues.

Did the response appear balanced?
Yes

Your response was well-balanced, and you appear to have allocated an appropriate amount of time to 
each of the assessment opportunities.
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Day 3-2 Veza Eye Centre Limited (VEC)
Assessment Opportunity #1 (MA)

The candidate reviews the product line analysis and
revises the cost allocation.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

Your product line cost allocations did not include a sufficient number
of elements. AssesstheSituation

Your product line cost allocations contained technical errors.
X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Quantitative

Although you addressed revenue, salaries, cost of sales, rent, utilities, depreciation, advertising, 
insurance, and office & other, some of your calculations contained technical errors. For the Non-
Management Salary, Appendix I of the case mentioned that Michelle spends 60% of her time to eye 
exams, Abby spends 10% of her time to eye exams, 80% to prescription eyewear and 10% to 
sunglasses and Kevin spends 60% of his time to eye exams, 30% to prescription eyewear and 10% 
sunglasses. Since time spent is a reasonable cost driver for salary, you were expected to use these 
percentages to allocate non-management salaries of $71,000 (Michelle – 60% * $80,000 + Abby – 10% 
* $50,000 + Kevin – 60% * $30,000) to the eye exams, $49,000 (Abby – 80% * $50,000 + Kevin – 30%
* $30,000) to the prescription eyewear and $8,000 (Abby – 10% * $50,000 + Kevin – 10% * $30,000) to
the sunglasses departments accordingly. Your calculation was not correct as you did not allocate salary
to the sunglasses line.

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

While you attempted a revised product cost allocation, your response contained too many errors in your 
product cost allocation. Accordingly, you did not provide Michelle with a complete revision, making your 
response less useful to Michelle than her initial allocation. Ensure you provide a reasonable analysis.

Assessment Opportunity #2 (MA)

The candidate calculates the impact on VEC's
profitability of eliminating the sunglasses line.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation
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You did not provide an analysis (quantitative or qualitative) of the
impact on VEC's profitability of eliminating the sunglasses line. X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Quantitative

Michelle asked that you determine whether there is support for eliminating the sunglasses line of 
business and the impact it would have on VEC's profitability. Appendix I of the case mentioned revenue 
attributable to the sunglasses line is $100,000 and that cost of sales attributable to the sunglasses line 
is $82,500 ($330,000 * 25%) for a positive contribution margin of $17,500. As such, you were expected 
to recognize that by eliminating a department with a positive contribution margin would reduce overall 
profitability as a positive contribution margin absorbs some of the costs that would still be incurred 
without the sunglasses department. Your response did not provide a quantitative calculation as you 
incorrectly concluded only on net profitability of the sunglasses division from your revised cost 
allocation calculation. This was incorrect as you did not consider that eliminating a positive contribution 
margin division reduces overall profitability through a quantitative analysis.

Your quantitative analysis of the impact on VEC's profitability of
eliminating the sunglasses line contained technical errors.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Quantitative

Your qualitative analysis of the impact on VEC's profitability of
eliminating the sunglasses line lacked depth. X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

While you attempted to explain the impact on VEC's profitability, your qualitative analysis was not 
sufficient. As Michelle asked you to consider the impact on VEC’s profitability of eliminating the 
sunglasses division, you were expected to provide an explanation that eliminating the sunglasses 
division would not eliminate all of the costs and that the other divisions would have to absorb some of 
the unavoidable fixed costs. Your response stated, "With calculation, Sunglasses line should be 
eliminated due to its creating a loss of $25K. You will experience saving less than 25K for the first four 
years due to the lease contract for space will not change until you renew the lease and potentially pay 
less for smaller space. Also professional liability insurance may not change assuming Sunglass also 
have prescription function and will require liability insurance, however this insurance rate is not 
contingent on the existence of sunglasses production line." As such, it was not clear that you 
recognized where these costs would go and therefore did not adequately understand the concepts of 
fixed and variable costs along with contribution margin. It would also have been useful to consider the 
potential impact on the other areas of business (i.e. eye examinations and sale of prescription glasses), 
if a full product line was not carried. It was important to discuss this concept to demonstrate your 
knowledge of Management Accounting concepts.

You did not provide a supported conclusion on whether VEC should
eliminate the sunglasses line. ConcludeandAdvise

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

Your assessment of the impact on profitability of eliminating the sunglasses line was based on your 
calculation of the revised cost allocations and did not consider the concept of contribution margin and 
the various fixed and variable costs. By doing this you assumed that the entire loss you calculated 
when you revised the cost allocations would be saved by dropping the line. This was technically 
incorrect as you did not consider that some of the costs would be absorbed by the other divisions and 
not eliminated and therefore did not consider Michelle’s request to understand the impact of eliminating 
the sunglasses division on overall profitability.
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Assessment Opportunity #3 (GOV)

The candidate explains how key performance
indicators (KPIs) could be useful to Michelle and
proposes specific KPIs for her to use in her
business.  

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

Your discussion of how KPIs could be useful to Michelle lacked
depth.  X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Although you recommended KPIs for Michelle to use, you did not explain why KPIs were useful to 
Michelle. The requirement was provided on page 1 of the case, which stated, "Michelle realizes that 
she lacks the skill set and time to perform a detailed financial review. She has heard of business 
owners focusing on only a few key statistics, called ‘key performance indicators’ (KPIs). Michelle asks 
you how KPIs could be useful to her and which KPIs would you recommend and why." Ensure that you 
read the case carefully and highlight the key requirements so that you have the opportunity to address 
the entire requirement.

Your discussion of specific KPIs for Michelle to use in her business
lacked breadth (e.g. financial and non-financial).  X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

You addressed only Financial KPIs in your discussion which provided Michelle with an unbalanced 
analysis. The case provided lots of commentary about the business operations and strategy that could 
be measured. Some points that could be measured included the non-financial KPIs relating to # of eye 
wear sales, # of eye exams performed, average time spent per customer and # of patients seen. While 
your discussion provided financial KPIs, it is important to provide a breadth of valid points for both non-
financial KPIs and financial KPIs to demonstrate your ability to analyze the situation strategically and 
holistically.

Your discussion of specific KPIs for Michelle to use in her business
lacked depth. X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

You addressed some KPIs in your analysis but some of your KPIs lacked depth as they did not 
integrate with case facts or were too generic. For example, your discussion stated that "indicator - debt 
to equity ratio will provide indication if you are incurring additional debt indicator - sales growth year 
over year will provide indication if you are growing business indicator- equity grow year over year will 
provide indication if the business is growing in value indicator - cash flow and net income will provide 
indication that business is profitable. When appraiser using discounted cash flow method to estimate 
the value of the business, it will be in your favour to show strong cash flow," which did not provide depth 
they were not tailored to VEC specifically and could be applied to any company.

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:
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Although you attempted to propose KPIs for Michelle, your analysis focused too much on the financial 
aspects of the business, and therefore your response did not provide Michelle with a balanced analysis. 
In order to fully respond to the request of the client it is important to cover all aspects of the required. In 
this case both financial and non-financial KPIs needed to be addressed. Also, your analysis focused too 
much on financial ratios. While financial ratios can be considered as KPIs there are other financial and 
non-financial KPIs that should have been considered.

Assessment Opportunity #4 (GOV)

The candidate discusses the strategic advantages
and disadvantages of partnering with a second
optometrist.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

You did not understand your role and compared Tom to Michelle,
rather than assessing Tom as a partner. AssesstheSituation

Your discussion did not provide sufficient breadth (i.e. by covering a
range of advantages and disadvantages of partnering with a second
optometrist).

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Your analysis of a potential partnership did not provide sufficient
depth (i.e. explanation, considering the strategic fit). X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Although you addressed the Growth, Initial Costs, Employee vs. Partner, and Compensation factors, 
some of your discussions did not adequately explain the strategic advantages and disadvantages 
between Tom and Michelle. For the initial cost focus factor, Tom has no savings and expects the most 
up-to-date equipment, which could be expensive. Michelle's goal is to expand the business without 
incurring additional debt. Your analysis should have addressed that funding Tom’s goal of the most up-
to-date equipment would likely require debt which Michelle is averse to in this factor, but your 
discussion failed to do so. Your comment of "Personality fit: Michelle will focus steady income and 
increase equity value over time, while time will focus on expanding business for the new family. This will 
create potential conflict for business decision if Michelle and Tom's goal don't align such as purchasing 
new equipment" was not sufficient because you did not support your analysis of the lack of alignment 
with case facts. For the employee versus partner focus factor, Tom's goal is to buy into an existing 
practice rather than be an employee. Michelle hopes to continue working for the next 10 to 15 years, 
and then sell her practice and retire. Your analysis should have addressed the ownership goals in this 
factor, but your discussion failed to do so. Your comment of "Tom were a employee before and never 
run a business, he may lack of skills in operating a business" was not sufficient because you did not 
assess that against his goals or how that would impact Michelle. For the compensation focus factor, 
Tom's goal is to earn a competitive salary. Michelle prefers to take a below-market salary. Your analysis 
should have highlighted that Tom may wish to be paid more than Michelle in this factor, but your 
discussion failed to do so. Your comment of "Tom is a new dad and sole earner of the family, his 
motivation and devotion the business will be high to bring competitive salary home" was not sufficient 
because you did not apply case facts to your analysis.
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You did not provide a supported conclusion on whether to partner
with Tom (i.e. a conclusion that flowed from analysis). ConcludeandAdvise

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

Although you identified several factors of the potential arrangement with Tom, your analysis primarily 
restated case facts and therefore was lacking depth, especially given the information provided in 
Appendix II. Depth of analysis can be achieved by discussing strategic advantages and disadvantages 
between Tom and Michelle in addition to recognizing the potential for conflict within the partnership and 
ultimately providing a recommendation tailored to Michelle's situation.

Assessment Opportunity #5 (TAX)

The candidate discusses the tax implications of the
issues raised by Michelle.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

Your discussion of the tax implications of the issues raised by
Michelle lacked breadth. X AssesstheSituation

The case highlighted a number of taxation questions and while you were not expected to discuss all of 
them, it was important to address a reasonable number of the issues in order to demonstrate your 
understanding of Taxation concepts. You addressed only Mortgage, Income Attribution, and Capital 
Gains Attribution. Other taxation questions that could have been discussed were the Association Fees, 
Cell Phone, and Interior Designer.

Your discussion of the tax implications of the issues raised by
Michelle lacked depth.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Your discussion of the tax implications of the issues raised by
Michelle contained technical errors. X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Although addressed Michelle’s questions relating to VEC and her own tax return relating to the 
Mortgage, Income Attribution, and Capital Gains Attribution, some of the analyses contained technical 
errors. For the mortgage, you should have explained that the portion of interest on funds borrowed for 
investment in income-producing assets (i.e. VEC shares) would generally be a deductible expense and 
that the portion of interest on funds borrowed for personal expenses (i.e. daughters’ school expenses 
and home renovations) are non-deductible. You discussed the mortgage by stating "- mortage interest 
is deductible for business expense. However this is shared with your husband so you are only allowed 
to deduct interest for your portion," which was not technically correct.
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Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

Overall, your response was lacking in both depth and breadth. There were a large number of taxation 
concepts and it was critical that you correctly identify a reasonable number of these items with 
adequate depth of analysis. This would have helped Michelle in understanding and determining the 
taxable concepts, as was requested in the case.

Assessment Opportunity #6 (AS)

The candidate discusses the risks of using ABC
Cloud (ABC) and the controls that should be in
place to address them.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

Your discussion of the risks of using ABC lacked breadth (i.e. risks
and areas of concern). AssesstheSituation

Your discussion of the risks of using ABC lacked depth. AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Your recommendation of the controls that should be in place at ABC
lacked depth and/or were not linked to the risks identified. ConcludeandAdvise

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

Overall, your response on this assessment opportunity was well done. You identified the risks specified 
in the case, addressed the key implications, and suggested recommendations to mitigate the risks. 
Furthermore, you tailored your discussion recognizing that VEC would have to coordinate with an 
external company, ABC for the control recommendations as requested in the case. Specifically, your 
discussion of the Availability risks was strong.

Overall Comments

Was the response well organized with a logical flow? No
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You addressed the revised cost allocations and the impact on profitability of eliminating the sunglasses 
line together which made it difficult to achieve the required level of depth in each of these assessment 
opportunities. It would have been more effective to respond to each of the requirements in separate 
sections. However, you used a relevant structure while responding to the requests. For example, your 
use of the weakness, implication, recommendation structure ensured that you obtained sufficient depth 
in your risk analysis on the ABC proposal analysis.

Did the candidate understand their role?
Yes

You appeared to have understood your role as an advisor at a local accounting firm and addressed the 
client's requests appropriately.

Was the response easy to read and understand?
Yes

Your response was written efficiently and was easy to read and understand. You used both point form 
and complete paragraphs which allowed you to provide thoughts that were complete and clear.

Did the candidate focus their response on the appropriate issues?
Yes

You did a good job focusing your response on the significant requests and issues in this case and your 
response did not contain any unrelated issues.

Did the response appear balanced?
Yes

Your response was well-balanced, and you appear to have allocated an appropriate amount of time to 
each of the assessment opportunities.
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Day 3-3 TinyCo
Assessment Opportunity #1 (MA)

The candidate analyzes the two business models
and recommends a price.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

Your analysis of the business models and price did not include a
sufficient number of elements. AssesstheSituation

Your analysis of the business models and price contained technical
errors. X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Quantitative

Although you attempted to provide a quantitative analysis of the two business models and pricing 
options, your calculations did not provide information that would allow you to address Christopher's 
question, and were therefore not all technically correct or valid. Specifically, you calculated a total profit 
for Model #1 and a total profit for Model #2, but your profit calculations were the total of all three options 
under each model. For example, you calculated the revenue and costs (such as materials, labour, 
design, trailer and the WTHO fee) under Model #1 based on 33 units. If they choose Model #1 with no 
buyer participation, they would not be producing all 33 units but would have to determine whether to 
produce 6 units at $100,000, 11 units at $75,000, or 16 units at $50,000. Therefore, this was not an 
appropriate tool to use in this situation as you were expected to calculate the profit for the six individual 
model/price option combinations. Page 1 of the case asked, "Please help us determine the best model 
given the demand for each selling price, and the selling price we should set for the chosen model.” This 
meant that if they chose Model #1 with no buyer participation, they would have 3 price points to choose 
from. Similarly, if they chose Model #2 with buyer participation, they would have 3 price points to 
choose from. Each of these six combinations should have been assessed individually to determine 
which would be preferable. In addition to the specific request in the case, you could have noted that 
since the options are to sell the exact same house under three different price options, it would not be 
logical that they could sell houses to some customers for $50,000 while others would pay $100,000 for 
the same house. This limited your response as you were only able to answer Christopher’s question 
about which model was best on a total basis (based on the reading error), but not which pricing option 
they should select. A careful reading of the case is crucial in developing an understanding of what is 
being asked of you, in order to provide the user with a relevant analysis and provide them with the 
information requested.

You did not provide a supported recommendation for the business
model and price. ConcludeandAdvise

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:
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You attempted a quantitative analysis; however, it was not reasonable as it did not use the correct tool. 
Therefore, it did not provide relevant information to answer the request made in the case regarding 
which of the presented price options was best for TinyCo. Taking additional time to read the request 
carefully and to first analyze the situation and select the appropriate tool to use may improve your 
response by ensuring that your quantitative analysis provides the necessary information, and can allow 
you to demonstrate competence.

Assessment Opportunity #2 (FIN)

The candidate discusses the advantages and
disadvantages of the funding sources identified.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

Your analysis of the different funding sources lacked breadth (i.e., did
not contain coverage of most of the funding sources or did not
consider both advantages and disadvantages of the various funding
sources).

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Your analysis of the different funding sources lacked depth (i. e. did
not discuss the potential impact to Tiny Co).  

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

Your response on this assessment opportunity was well done. You responded to Christopher’s request 
by providing an analysis of all five funding sources with a sufficient breadth of relevant factors. You 
recognized the need to provide a balanced response by including both advantages and disadvantages, 
and you included discussions to explain how or why these were advantages and disadvantages to 
TinyCo.

Assessment Opportunity #3 (FR)

The candidate discusses the accounting treatment
for the grant under ASPE.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

Your analysis did not recognize that there were different components
to the grant (e.g. operating and capital) AssesstheSituation

2019 Common Final Examination (CFE)- Day 2 and Day 3

35/56



You did not discuss the accounting treatment for the potential
repayment of the grant. X AssesstheSituation

Page 1 of the case directly asked, "If we choose the grant, how would we account for the funds 
received and potential repayments under ASPE?” Further, Appendix III noted that "Any amounts not 
appropriately spent at the end of four years must be repaid.” Although you did address accounting for 
the grant when received, you did not discuss how to account for any potential repayment. ASPE 
3800.28-.29 provides specific guidance for accounting for grant repayments. Ensure that you read the 
case carefully and that you have a clear understanding of the requests made so that you have the 
opportunity to address all requirements and are able to provide the user with the information they are 
asking for. Providing all requested analyses would have allowed you to provide a more complete 
demonstration of your Financial Accounting knowledge. (INSERT ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 
PERSONALIZED TO THIS CANDIDATE)

Your discussion of the accounting treatment for the grant lacked
depth.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Your discussion of the accounting treatment for the grant contained
technical errors. X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

You discussed the accounting treatment for the operating portion of the grant, but your response was 
not technically correct. There was no indication in your response that you recognized or considered that 
ASPE 3800 Government Assistance should be applied in this case. Instead, you analyzed the issue 
based on revenue recognition criteria and on restricted fund accounting based on not-for-profit 
standards, which did not apply to this for-profit entity. As a result, you did not demonstrate a technical 
understanding of how to record the grant. For example, you suggested, "Initial Recognition: Tiny co 
should setup restricted fund account for government grant. Dr. 550K Grant - restricted asset Cr. 550K 
Grant received - revenue." This was incorrect as it meant fully recognizing the $550,000 as revenue 
upon receipt, while it should have been recorded a deferred revenue. As another example, you 
suggested, "When capital purchase are made: Cr. 200K grant Dr. 200K asset purchased." This journal 
entry was unclear: when you purchase an asset, the entry would be DR Capital Asset and CR Cash, 
and if they had correctly deferred the revenue and were choosing to offset the asset with the grant, they 
would also DR Deferred Revenue-Grant and CR Capital Asset. It was not clear what type of account 
your "Cr. 200k grant" was, and it would not be a valid entry to either grant revenue or deferred grant 
revenue.

You did not provide a supported recommendation on the accounting
treatment for the grant.  ConcludeandAdvise

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:
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Overall, you recognized the need to determine the accounting treatment for the government grant and 
attempted to address Christopher’s question. However, your overall response was not reasonable 
because the response used the incorrect handbook sections and did not address all requests made in 
the case, and therefore you were unable to demonstrate competence on this assessment opportunity. 
Prior to answering the required it is important to take the time to consider if you are using correct 
handbook sections. Going in to the exam, it is important to have familiarity and a good technical 
understanding of the Handbook sections that you are responsible for on the CFE, as there is unlikely to 
be sufficient time while you are writing the exam to read carefully and fully understand the material.

Assessment Opportunity #4 (AS)

The candidate discusses the procedures that would
be performed for the grant agreement requirements.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

You did not provide a sufficient number of procedures for the audit of
the grant agreement requirements.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Your discussion of the procedures for the audit of the grant
agreement requirements lacked depth.

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

The procedures you provided for the audit of the grant agreement
requirements were not always practical and/or effective.  

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

Your response on this assessment opportunity demonstrated that you recognized and understood your 
role in providing audit procedures over compliance with the grant agreement conditions. You included 
audit procedures that were sufficiently explained and addressed several of the individual grant 
conditions.
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Assessment Opportunity #5 (GOV)

The candidate provides an analysis of TinyCo’s
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats
(SWOT).  

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

Your SWOT analysis lacked breadth (i. e. did not contain sufficient
analysis across the SWOT areas).  AssesstheSituation

Your SWOT analysis lacked depth (e.g. did not explain how or why an
item was provided as a SWOT point and the potential impact to Tiny
Co).  

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

Overall, your response on this assessment opportunity was well done. You recognized Christopher’s 
request for a SWOT analysis to accompany the government grant application and provided him with 
good coverage across the four areas (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats). You identified 
a sufficient number of SWOT points from the information provided in the case and included 
explanations as to how and why these were SWOT points for TinyCo. This demonstrated a good 
understanding of Strategy and Governance concepts.

Assessment Opportunity #6 (TAX)

The candidate calculates the net moving expenses
and allowable moving expenses.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

AssesstheSituation

Your analysis of the eligibility criteria and the specific moving
expenses lacked breadth. X AssesstheSituation
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On page 1 of the case, Shawn stated, "Friends said I can deduct all my moving expenses on my 
personal income tax return (Appendix IV). The $5,000 relocation allowance Luxury gave me helped 
cover some of these costs. Are my expenses deductible and is there anything else I should know about 
the eligibility of the move?” There were several items listed in Appendix IV as Shawn’s moving 
expenses as well as facts presented that provided information on "anything else” Shawn should know 
about the eligibility of the move. While you identified and discussed some of these items, Shawn would 
have required a more complete analysis in order to completely understand what he could deduct and 
what other points he should be aware of. You did recognize and address the expenses, however some 
of them were not mentioned in your response. You stated, "Following expense are eligible," and this list 
did not include some of the expenses such as the shipping charges and storage fees. It was unclear 
whether you incorrectly thought that these were ineligible, or whether you did not have sufficient time to 
complete your discussion. It is important to consider the user, who would understand your analysis 
better if you had explicitly stated whether each of them is an eligible expense.

Your calculation of net moving expenses contained technical errors.
X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative

Although you addressed the moving costs and which are eligible for deduction, some of your analyses 
contained technical errors. For example, you concluded that the full month of temporary housing 
($1,500) was deductible, stating, "Logging: you used temporary house, this $1500 is deductible." This 
was not technically correct. Per the Income Tax Act subsection 62(3), "the cost to the taxpayer of meals 
and lodging near the old residence or the new residence for the taxpayer and members of the 
taxpayer's household for a period not exceeding 15 days” is deductible. Therefore, half of the temporary 
housing ($750) should have been included in the calculation. You also concluded that of the $5,250 in 
travel costs, only Shawn’s travel costs were eligible, and he could not deduct the portion relating to the 
wife and children. You stated, "travel included your wife and kids, which are not eligible for moving 
expense as the nature of these expense does not pertains to your move. You should only deduct your 
portion of travel expenses." This was not technically correct since the travel costs for the entire family 
are deductible moving expenses per the Income Tax Act, which defines eligible expenses in subsection 
62(3) as, "travel costs (including a reasonable amount expended for meals and lodging), in the course 
of moving the taxpayer and members of the taxpayer's household from the old residence to the new 
residence.” Therefore, the full $5,250 was eligible. As another example, you stated, "new house 
$352300, this is not deductible for the 350K house price. $2000 legal fee deductible." The $352,300 
also included $300 for a utilities connection fee and it was not clear whether you thought that expense 
was eligible or not. The Income Tax Act defines eligible expenses in subsection 62(3) as, "the cost of 
revising legal documents to reflect the address of the taxpayer's new residence, of replacing drivers' 
licenses and non-commercial vehicle permits (excluding any cost for vehicle insurance) and of 
connecting or disconnecting utilities.” Therefore, you should have indicated that this was eligible. 
Although you also addressed Shawn’s comment regarding "anything else I should know regarding the 
eligibility of the move,” some of your analyses contained technical errors. For example, when 
addressing the limit for deducting moving expenses, you incorrectly stated, "As you earned income of 
$140K, your maximum deduction should be less than this limit as you cannot claim expense to incur a 
loss." In fact, the Income Tax Act states in subsection 62(1) that moving expenses are deductible to the 
extent that "the total of those amounts does not exceed the taxpayer's income for the year from the 
taxpayer's employment at the new work location or from carrying on the new business at the new work 
location”. As a result, Shawn would not have understood that his deduction was limited to the $50,000 
income earned after the move (versus his $140,000 total income for the year.

Your assessment of the eligibility of Shawn’s move lacked depth. AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)
- Qualitative
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Reviewer's additional comments on
strengths/weaknesses and recommendations for
improvement:

You addressed several of Shawn’s moving expenses and correctly determined the deductibility of some 
of these expenses. You also provided Shawn with good explanations of some of the issues relating the 
eligibility of the move. However, your response overall was not reasonable as it did not include enough 
of the individual moving expenses and it contained several technical errors. Therefore, you were unable 
to demonstrate competence on this assessment opportunity.

Overall Comments

Was the response well organized with a logical flow? Yes

Your response was well organized and easy to follow. You used headings and separated your 
discussions by assessment opportunity, which was a logical way to respond to this case. You also 
provided good structure while responding to the requests. For example, your use of sub-headings in the 
SWOT analysis and for the financing options ensured that you obtained sufficient breadth and coverage 
of the required areas. The additional use of sub-headings for "Advantage" and "Disadvantage" for each 
of the financing options further ensured that you provided a balanced approach that covered both the 
advantages and disadvantages, as requested by Christopher.

Did the candidate understand their role?
No

You appeared to have identified the requests made in the case as you attempted to address all six 
requests. However, you did not have a clear understanding of your specific role relating to the decision 
about what model and price options TinyCo should choose. You seemed to have misunderstood the 
request here, as you determined which model as a whole would be preferable, even though it was not 
an option to provide houses at all three price points within each model. A careful reading of the case is 
essential to ensure that you have a clear understanding of the request and can focus your time and 
your response on providing an analysis that directly addresses that request.

Was the response easy to read and understand?
Yes

Your response was written efficiently and was easy to read and understand. You used point form in 
some areas, but your thoughts were generally complete and clear.

Did the candidate focus their response on the appropriate issues?
Yes

You did a good job focusing your response on the significant requests and issues in this case, and your 
response did not contain discussions of unrelated issues.

Did the response appear balanced?
Yes

Your response was well-balanced, and you seemed to have allocated an appropriate amount of time to 
each of the assessment opportunities. Your response was also balanced between quantitative and 
qualitative analysis.
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Section B: Assessment By Competency Area
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Section B: Assessment By Competency Area
Theweaknessesthereviewersidentifiedforeachsimulationhavebeenre-sortedandpresented
here,bycompetencyarea,withthedepthareas(FinancialReportingandManagementAccounting)
shownbeforethebreadthareas(AuditandAssurance,Taxation,StrategyandGovernance,and
Finance).Withineachcompetencyarea,theweaknessesarelistedbyenablingskill.Thedetailed
reviewercommentshavenotbeenrepeatedinSectionB.PleaserefertoSectionAtoseethe
detailedcomments.

Financial Reporting
Day 3-1  StillGood Food (SGF)

Assessment Opportunity #6 (FR)
Your discussion of the accounting treatment for contributions lacked
depth (i.e., did not sufficiently consider the specifics of the case). X AnalyzeMajorIssue

(s) -Qualitative

Assessment Opportunity #7 (FR)
Your discussion of the accounting treatment for the lease lacked
breadth.  X AnalyzeMajorIssue

(s) -Qualitative

Day 3-3 TinyCo

Assessment Opportunity #3 (FR)
You did not discuss the accounting treatment for the potential
repayment of the grant. X AssesstheSituation

Your discussion of the accounting treatment for the grant contained
technical errors. X AnalyzeMajorIssue

(s) -Qualitative

Day 2 Elcar Inc.

Assessment Opportunity #5 (FR)
Your discussion of the revenue recognition issue lacked depth.

X AnalyzeMajorIssue
(s) -Qualitative

Management Accounting
Day 3-2 Veza Eye Centre Limited (VEC)

Assessment Opportunity #1 (MA)
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Your product line cost allocations contained technical errors.
X AnalyzeMajorIssue

(s) -Quantitative

Assessment Opportunity #2 (MA)
You did not provide an analysis (quantitative or qualitative) of the
impact on VEC's profitability of eliminating the sunglasses line. X AnalyzeMajorIssue

(s) -Quantitative

Your qualitative analysis of the impact on VEC's profitability of
eliminating the sunglasses line lacked depth. X AnalyzeMajorIssue

(s) -Qualitative

Day 3-3 TinyCo

Assessment Opportunity #1 (MA)
Your analysis of the business models and price contained technical
errors. X AnalyzeMajorIssue

(s) -Quantitative

Day 2 Elcar Inc.

Assessment Opportunity #3 (MA)
You did not discuss an adequate number of monthly reporting
improvements in sufficient depth. X AnalyzeMajorIssue

(s) -Qualitative

Audit and Assurance
Day 2 Elcar Inc.

Assessment Opportunity #7 (AS)
Your discussion of the artwork issue lacked depth.

X AnalyzeMajorIssue
(s) -Qualitative

Your discussion of the artwork issue did not consider appropriate
alternatives. X AnalyzeMajorIssue

(s) -Qualitative
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Assessment Opportunity #8 (AS)

The candidate drafts the audit planning memo.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

X AssesstheSituation

Assessment Opportunity #9 (AS)
You did not provide sufficient coverage of the areas with errors or
control deficiencies. X AssesstheSituation

Assessment Opportunity #10 (AS)
You did not provide sufficient coverage of the assumptions used in the
cash flow forecast. X AssesstheSituation

Your discussion of the audit procedures for the updated cash flow
forecast lacked depth. X AnalyzeMajorIssue

(s) -Qualitative

Assessment Opportunity #11 (AS)

The candidate discusses the procedures to be
performed for an audit engagement to report on
compliance with an agreement.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

X AssesstheSituation

Assessment Opportunity #12 (AS)
Your discussion of the internal control weaknesses lacked depth.

X AnalyzeMajorIssue
(s) -Qualitative

You did not always provide recommendations to address the internal
control weaknesses that were practical and/or effective. X ConcludeandAdvise

Assessment Opportunity #13 (AS)
Your discussion of the ways to verify the environmentally responsible
actions statements and/or the challenges the statements may pose
lacked depth.

X AnalyzeMajorIssue
(s) -Qualitative
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You provided challenges that the environmentally responsible actions’
statement may pose that were not always applicable. X AnalyzeMajorIssue

(s) -Qualitative

Taxation
Day 3-2 Veza Eye Centre Limited (VEC)

Assessment Opportunity #5 (TAX)
Your discussion of the tax implications of the issues raised by Michelle
lacked breadth. X AssesstheSituation

Your discussion of the tax implications of the issues raised by Michelle
contained technical errors. X AnalyzeMajorIssue

(s) -Qualitative

Day 3-3 TinyCo

Assessment Opportunity #6 (TAX)
Your analysis of the eligibility criteria and the specific moving
expenses lacked breadth. X AssesstheSituation

Your calculation of net moving expenses contained technical errors.
X AnalyzeMajorIssue

(s) -Qualitative

Strategy and Governance
Day 3-2 Veza Eye Centre Limited (VEC)

Assessment Opportunity #3 (GOV)
Your discussion of how KPIs could be useful to Michelle lacked depth.  

X AnalyzeMajorIssue
(s) -Qualitative

Your discussion of specific KPIs for Michelle to use in her business
lacked breadth (e.g. financial and non-financial).  X AnalyzeMajorIssue

(s) -Qualitative

Your discussion of specific KPIs for Michelle to use in her business
lacked depth. X AnalyzeMajorIssue

(s) -Qualitative
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Assessment Opportunity #4 (GOV)
Your analysis of a potential partnership did not provide sufficient
depth (i.e. explanation, considering the strategic fit). X AnalyzeMajorIssue

(s) -Qualitative

Finance
Day 3-1  StillGood Food (SGF)

Assessment Opportunity #5 (FIN)
Your discussion of the investment options available to SGF lacked
depth. X AnalyzeMajorIssue

(s) -Qualitative
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Section C: General Findings and CPA Enabling Skills
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Section C: General Findings and CPA Enabling Skills
Did the response appear balanced?

NoDay 2 Elcar Inc.

You appear to have run out of time in the Assurance section of your response, since you only provided 
headings for some of Denise's requests throughout your response. This prevented you from addressing 
all of the requirements in the case. It is important to plan your time on each case and ensure you 
allocate a sufficient amount of time to each of the significant issues.

NoDay 2 Elcar Inc.

Your response was heavily weighted on the Common section. Specifically, the calculations for 
Assessment Opportunities 1 and 2 were very detailed and look like a significant amount of time was 
spent preparing them.

YesDay 3-1 StillGood Food (SGF)

Your response was well-balanced, and you appear to have allocated an appropriate amount of time to 
each of the assessment opportunities.

YesDay 3-2 Veza Eye Centre Limited (VEC)

Your response was well-balanced, and you appear to have allocated an appropriate amount of time to 
each of the assessment opportunities.

YesDay 3-3 TinyCo

Your response was well-balanced, and you seemed to have allocated an appropriate amount of time to 
each of the assessment opportunities. Your response was also balanced between quantitative and 
qualitative analysis.

Was the response easy to read and understand?
NoDay 2 Elcar Inc.

For the Assurance section of your response, point form was used and this sometimes limited the depth 
of your discussions. For example, you wrote: "A recalculation of sales to estimate sales income." This 
was an insufficient discussion as you did not provide both the evidence to be obtained and the work to 
be performed. You should ensure that you always provide a complete discussion to clearly present your 
thoughts, even when using point form.

YesDay 2 Elcar Inc.

For the Common section, your response was written efficiently and was easy to read and understand. 
You used complete paragraphs which allowed you to provide thoughts that were complete and clear.
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YesDay 3-1 StillGood Food (SGF)

Your response was written efficiently and was easy to read and understand. You used complete 
paragraphs which allowed you to provide thoughts that were complete and clear. One area to improve 
would be to number your excel analyses with either Exhibit or Appendix numbers. It makes it much 
easier to reference them within your word memo. (i.e. See Exhibit 1 for a comparison of the two pricing 
options). This would make your response easier for the reader to follow instead of you stating: "see 
exhibit" or "see calculation" as you did in your response.

YesDay 3-2 Veza Eye Centre Limited (VEC)

Your response was written efficiently and was easy to read and understand. You used both point form 
and complete paragraphs which allowed you to provide thoughts that were complete and clear.

YesDay 3-3 TinyCo

Your response was written efficiently and was easy to read and understand. You used point form in 
some areas, but your thoughts were generally complete and clear.

Overall Comments

Was the response well organized with a logical flow?

YesDay 2 Elcar Inc.

For the Assurance section, your response was well organized and easy to follow. You used headings 
appropriately and separated your discussions by each issue addressed, which was a logical way to 
respond to this case.

YesDay 2 Elcar Inc.

For the Common section, your response was well organized and easy to follow. You used headings 
appropriately and separated your discussions by each issue addressed, which was a logical way to 
respond to this case.

YesDay 3-1 StillGood Food (SGF)

Your response was well organized and easy to follow. You used headings and separated your 
discussions by assessment opportunity, which was a logical way to respond to this case.

NoDay 3-2 Veza Eye Centre Limited (VEC)
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You addressed the revised cost allocations and the impact on profitability of eliminating the sunglasses 
line together which made it difficult to achieve the required level of depth in each of these assessment 
opportunities. It would have been more effective to respond to each of the requirements in separate 
sections. However, you used a relevant structure while responding to the requests. For example, your 
use of the weakness, implication, recommendation structure ensured that you obtained sufficient depth 
in your risk analysis on the ABC proposal analysis.

YesDay 3-3 TinyCo

Your response was well organized and easy to follow. You used headings and separated your 
discussions by assessment opportunity, which was a logical way to respond to this case. You also 
provided good structure while responding to the requests. For example, your use of sub-headings in the 
SWOT analysis and for the financing options ensured that you obtained sufficient breadth and coverage 
of the required areas. The additional use of sub-headings for "Advantage" and "Disadvantage" for each 
of the financing options further ensured that you provided a balanced approach that covered both the 
advantages and disadvantages, as requested by Christopher.

Did the candidate understand their role?
YesDay 2 Elcar Inc.

For the Assurance section, you appeared to have understood your role and addressed Denise’s 
requests appropriately.

YesDay 2 Elcar Inc.

Not applicable for the Common section of the Day 2 response.

YesDay 3-1 StillGood Food (SGF)

You appeared to have understood your role as an advisor for Jakob and SGF and addressed his 
requests appropriately.

YesDay 3-2 Veza Eye Centre Limited (VEC)

You appeared to have understood your role as an advisor at a local accounting firm and addressed the 
client's requests appropriately.

NoDay 3-3 TinyCo

You appeared to have identified the requests made in the case as you attempted to address all six 
requests. However, you did not have a clear understanding of your specific role relating to the decision 
about what model and price options TinyCo should choose. You seemed to have misunderstood the 
request here, as you determined which model as a whole would be preferable, even though it was not 
an option to provide houses at all three price points within each model. A careful reading of the case is 
essential to ensure that you have a clear understanding of the request and can focus your time and 
your response on providing an analysis that directly addresses that request.

2019 Common Final Examination (CFE)- Day 2 and Day 3

51/56



Did the candidate focus their response on the appropriate
issues?

YesDay 2 Elcar Inc.

For the Assurance section of your response, you did a good job focusing on the significant requests 
and issues and your response did not contain any unrelated issues.

YesDay 2 Elcar Inc.

For the Common section of your response, you did a good job focusing on the significant requests and 
issues and your response did not contain any unrelated issues.

YesDay 3-1 StillGood Food (SGF)

You did a good job focusing your response on the significant requests and issues in this case, and your 
response did not contain discussions of unrelated issues.

YesDay 3-2 Veza Eye Centre Limited (VEC)

You did a good job focusing your response on the significant requests and issues in this case and your 
response did not contain any unrelated issues.

YesDay 3-3 TinyCo

You did a good job focusing your response on the significant requests and issues in this case, and your 
response did not contain discussions of unrelated issues.
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CPA Enabling Skills
AssesstheSituation

Day3-3TinyCo
AO#3
FR

You did not discuss the accounting treatment for the potential
repayment of the grant. X

Day2ElcarInc.
AO#8
AS

Assessment Opportunity #8 (AS)

The candidate drafts the audit planning memo.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

X

Day2ElcarInc.
AO#9
AS

You did not provide sufficient coverage of the areas with errors or
control deficiencies. X

Day2ElcarInc.
AO#10
AS

You did not provide sufficient coverage of the assumptions used in
the cash flow forecast. X

Day2ElcarInc.
AO#11
AS

Assessment Opportunity #11 (AS)

The candidate discusses the procedures to be
performed for an audit engagement to report on
compliance with an agreement.

YOU DID NOT ADDRESS THIS ASSESSMENT
OPPORTUNITY.

X

Day3-2VezaEye
CentreLimited(VEC)
AO#5
TAX

Your discussion of the tax implications of the issues raised by
Michelle lacked breadth.

X

Day3-3TinyCo
AO#6
TAX

Your analysis of the eligibility criteria and the specific moving
expenses lacked breadth. X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)-Quantitative
Day3-2VezaEye
CentreLimited(VEC)
AO#1
MA

Your product line cost allocations contained technical errors.

X
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Day3-2VezaEye
CentreLimited(VEC)
AO#2
MA

You did not provide an analysis (quantitative or qualitative) of the
impact on VEC's profitability of eliminating the sunglasses line.

X

Day3-3TinyCo
AO#1
MA

Your analysis of the business models and price contained
technical errors. X

AnalyzeMajorIssue(s)-Qualitative
Day2ElcarInc.
AO#5
FR

Your discussion of the revenue recognition issue lacked depth.
X

Day3-1StillGood
Food(SGF)
AO#6
FR

Your discussion of the accounting treatment for contributions
lacked depth (i.e., did not sufficiently consider the specifics of the
case). X

Day3-1StillGood
Food(SGF)
AO#7
FR

Your discussion of the accounting treatment for the lease lacked
breadth.  

X

Day3-3TinyCo
AO#3
FR

Your discussion of the accounting treatment for the grant
contained technical errors. X

Day2ElcarInc.
AO#3
MA

You did not discuss an adequate number of monthly reporting
improvements in sufficient depth. X

Day3-2VezaEye
CentreLimited(VEC)
AO#2
MA

Your qualitative analysis of the impact on VEC's profitability of
eliminating the sunglasses line lacked depth.

X

Day2ElcarInc.
AO#7
AS

Your discussion of the artwork issue lacked depth.
X

Day2ElcarInc.
AO#7
AS

Your discussion of the artwork issue did not consider appropriate
alternatives. X
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Day2ElcarInc.
AO#10
AS

Your discussion of the audit procedures for the updated cash flow
forecast lacked depth. X

Day2ElcarInc.
AO#12
AS

Your discussion of the internal control weaknesses lacked depth.
X

Day2ElcarInc.
AO#13
AS

Your discussion of the ways to verify the environmentally
responsible actions statements and/or the challenges the
statements may pose lacked depth.

X

Day2ElcarInc.
AO#13
AS

You provided challenges that the environmentally responsible
actions’ statement may pose that were not always applicable. X

Day3-2VezaEye
CentreLimited(VEC)
AO#5
TAX

Your discussion of the tax implications of the issues raised by
Michelle contained technical errors.

X

Day3-3TinyCo
AO#6
TAX

Your calculation of net moving expenses contained technical
errors. X

Day3-2VezaEye
CentreLimited(VEC)
AO#3
GOV

Your discussion of how KPIs could be useful to Michelle lacked
depth.  

X

Day3-2VezaEye
CentreLimited(VEC)
AO#3
GOV

Your discussion of specific KPIs for Michelle to use in her
business lacked breadth (e.g. financial and non-financial).  

X

Day3-2VezaEye
CentreLimited(VEC)
AO#3
GOV

Your discussion of specific KPIs for Michelle to use in her
business lacked depth.

X

Day3-2VezaEye
CentreLimited(VEC)
AO#4
GOV

Your analysis of a potential partnership did not provide sufficient
depth (i.e. explanation, considering the strategic fit).

X

Day3-1StillGood
Food(SGF)
AO#5
FIN

Your discussion of the investment options available to SGF lacked
depth.

X
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ConcludeandAdvise
Day2ElcarInc.
AO#12
AS

You did not always provide recommendations to address the
internal control weaknesses that were practical and/or effective. X
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