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Committee: International Accounting Education Standards Board  

Meeting Location: CPA Canada Headquarters, Toronto, Canada 

Meeting Date: October 30 to November 1, 2013, beginning 8:30am. 

 

SUBJECT: 

 

Revision of IES 8 – Issues and proposals from the Task 
Force Relating to the Revision of IES 8  (10/13) 

 

INTRODUCTION 

1. The aim of this paper is to assist the IAESB in its discussion of the issues related to the ongoing 
revision of the extant IES 8 ‘Competence Requirements for Audit Professionals’ now renamed 
‘Professional Competence for Engagement Partners Responsible for Audits of Financial 
Statements’.  

  

2. Specifically, the paper will:  

• Provide information on the revision of IES 8 and the discussions of the IAESB at its 
most recent and previous meetings;  

• Outline the recent work of the Task Force;  

• Indicate input received from the September CAG meeting; 

• Identify substantive matters raised by the Drafting Working Group (DWG) in their review 
of latest version of IES; and  

• Highlight matters for discussion to assist the IAESB in the finalisation of the Exposure 
Draft. 

 

3. The agenda item contains the following materials: 

Agenda Item  6- 1 Revision of IES 8 - Issues and Proposals of IAESB Task Force 
Relating to the Revision of IES 8 (10/13) 

Agenda Item 6-2 Revision of IES 8 -  Proposed IES 8 ‘Professional Competence 
for Engagement Partners Responsible for Audits of Financial 
Statements (Revised)’ – Clean Version 

Agenda Item 6-3 Revision of IES 8 - Proposed IES 8 ‘Professional Competence 
for Engagement Partners Responsible for Audits of Financial 
Statements (Revised)’ – Marked-up Version 

Agenda Item 6-4 Revision of IES 8 – Exposure Draft (August 2012) 

 

BACKGROUND 

Project Scope 
4. The revision of IES 8 is part of the larger project identified in the IAESB’s 2010-2012 Strategy 

and Work Plan (and continued in the recently exposed Strategy and Work Plan) that aims to 
redraft and revise all IESs 1-8 by 2013. The IAESB’s original plan in revising IES 8 was to: 
a) Revise the Standard’s use and interpretation of the following key definitions: 

o Significant judgment, audit professional, education and development program, and 
advanced level. 

b) Clarify the Standard’s explanation surrounding: 
o Precise roles in a transnational audit; 
o Acceptance of the need for progression through a variety of roles, over time, whilst part 

of a larger team; 
o How the shared responsibility between IFAC member bodies, firms and regulatory 

authorities should work in practice; 
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o The practical application of an IES that has requirements written primarily to individuals 
who are practicing members of Member Bodies; and 

c) Revise the Standard’s scope to clarify the coverage of the following key areas: 
o Engagement Partner Competences; 
o Specific Industries; and 
o Practical Experience. 

 
5. In addition to the areas noted above, the Task Force, supported by previous discussions at the 

IAESB, proposed moving towards defining the competences for the engagement partner in the 
context of an engagement team. This will likely mean that whilst requirements will be directed 
towards engagement partners, the context within which they operate (i.e. within a team) is likely 
to be covered within the Explanatory Materials section. Additional guidance for other levels 
within the engagement team may also be considered as part of the separate IES 8 Guidance 
project. 

 

Revision Project Timeline 
 
Appendix A outlines a Timeline of IES 8 Revision via the IAESB, CAG meetings as well as the Task 
Force.  
 
In the period since the June 2013 IAESB meeting, the Task Force has had 3 conference calls with 
subgroups working through changes to key aspects of the IES. In addition to the input from the 
CAG, addressed in this Issues Paper, the Task Force has also had substantial direction provided to 
them by the Drafting Working Group.  
 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
The following Issues have been identified by the Task Force for the consideration of the IAESB: 
 

Issue Topic 

1 Consideration of IES 8 Title and Objective 

2 Content, positioning and title of ‘Table A’ 

3 Incorporation of Practical/Professional Experience 

4 Concept of Shared Responsibility 

5 Additional Matters to Bring to the Board’s attention 

  
 
Issue 1: Consideration of IES 8 Title and Objective 
 
IES 8 Title 
 
6. One of the issues which has been raised and discussed by both the Task Force and the DWG 

has been the overall title of the IES.  The title has developed over time as follows: 
 

Draft of IES 8 Title in Use 

Extant IES 8 Competence Requirements for Audit Professionals 

Exposed Draft – IES 8 Dec 2012 Professional Development for Engagement Partners 
Responsible for Audits of Financial Statements (Revised) 

Latest Draft – IES 8 Oct 2013 Professional Competence for Engagement Partners 
Responsible for Audits of Financial Statements (Revised)   

 
7. Task Force members, and those providing input from the DWG, have noted that the 

requirements of IES (and the proposed Objective) make reference to the concepts of CPD and 
also the maintenance and development of Professional Competence.  Decisions made at the 
IAESB following the analysis of comments from the 2012 Exposure Draft, included: 

• Moving the IES in the direction of becoming a role-specific IES focused on the post-
qualification aspect via CPD  
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• Retaining support for the concept of having IES 8 content that built on the foundations 
laid within the elements of professional competence identified within the IES 2, 3 and 4 
IPD levels; and 

• Changing the emphasis of IES 8 away from being a ‘hurdle’ Standard for auditors. 
 

8. Task Force Recommendation: the Task Force has acknowledged that during the drafting of this 
particular IES there has been some confusion around both the title and direction of this IES and 
that there is now a need to spell out in clearer terms that this is a Standard focused on 
Professional Competence (i.e. ‘the ability to perform a role to a defined standard’) but which 
uses CPD as a mechanism to ensure professional competence is developed and maintained. 
The Task Force believes that the need to retain a link with the IPD standards through use of 
Table A and associated content has been made through the creation of learning outcomes 
albeit with an audit focus.  The Task Force proposal is to use a modified title focused around 
the concept of Professional Competence but to make it clear in the relevant Scoping sections 
(and associated Explanatory Materials) that the role that CPD has as the delivery mechanisms.  
As the first Scoping paragraph notes: 
 

‘This International Education Standard (IES) prescribes the professional competence 
requirements obtained through continuing professional development (CPD), for professional 
accountants when performing the role of an engagement partner for audits of financial 
statements.’ 

 
IES 8 Objective 
 
9. Following responses received on exposure of IES 8 and other IPD IESs, the IAESB agreed to 

revise the standard wording used for Objective paragraphs so that the subject of the Objective 
became ‘this IES’ rather than being written to member bodies. At the March 2013 IAESB 
meeting the IAESB agreed with the recommendation of the IES 8 Task Force (following 
feedback on the Exposure Draft) to re-position the IES as one based on Engagement Partners 
rather than aspiring Engagement Partners.  As a consequence of the IAESB discussion, the 
direction of IES 8 shifted from focusing on the professional development required to be 
appointed into the role of engagement partner (i.e. an education hurdle or benchmark) to an IES 
that instead focused on the ability of engagement partners to perform their role. 
 

10. A revised Objective statement was presented to the IAESB at the June 2013 meeting.  IAESB 
Members felt that the version provided was not as clear as it could have been in respect of the 
purpose and subject of the IES and there were also requests to ensure more of a link was made 
to professional competence and the importance of professional work experience/practical 
experience.  The IAESB articulated to the Task Force the need to ensure the Objective 
effectively fulfilled its purpose as a route-map for the whole IES.  The Task Force agreed to re-
review the Objective and to re-consider the Requirements to ensure greater consistency. 
 

11. The table of Objectives shown below demonstrates how the focus and nature of the Objective 
has shifted since the 2012 Exposure Draft, taking into account: 

 Task Force amendments to meet the IAESB requests to improve the clarity of the Objective 
paragraph and include explicit reference to practical experience and use of the term 
‘professional competence’.  See revised objective paragraph below. 

 Strong support from the CAG for the revised Objective developed by the Task Force with a 
recommendation to focus on ‘maintain, and continue to develop’ rather than ‘maintain and 
develop’ and inclusion of the word ‘audit’ before engagement partner to ensure greater 
clarity.  The task force agreed to use ‘maintain and continue to develop’ but decided that 
the inclusion of the work ‘audit’ prior to use of the term engagement partner reduced the 
clarity of the IES. 

 The CAG also suggested using ‘to establish the minimum learning outcomes’ but the Task 
Force felt that this re-opened up the Objective statement to becoming more of a 
restatement of the originally exposed Requirements around appointment of an engagement 
partner rather than the central aim of this particular IES which was to focus on the ability of 
engagement partners to perform their role (having already been appointed). 
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IES 8 Version Objective Paragraph 

Exposure Draft of IES 8, 
Dec 2012 

‘The objective of an IFAC member body is to provide 
engagement partners with the professional development 
required to perform their role.’  
 

IAESB Board Meeting, 
June 2013 

‘The objective of this IES is to establish the requirements for the 
learning outcomes related to the continuing professional 
development of technical competence, professional skills and 
values, ethics and attitudes, required to perform the role of an 
Engagement Partner.’ 
 

Task Force Proposed 
Version, Oct 2013 

‘The objective of this IES is to establish the professional 
competence that professional accountants need to maintain and 
continue to develop through continuing professional 
development, including practical experience, in order to perform 
the role of an audit engagement partner.’ 
 

 
 

Action Requested: 
 

1. Do you support the revised title of IES 8?  If not, what improvements do you 
recommend? 
 

2. Do you believe the Objective as it is proposed articulates an appropriate direction for the 
IES – principally an IES focused around professional competence using CPD as the 
means to achieve this? 
 
 
 

 
Issue 2: Content, positioning and title of ‘Table A’ 
 
12. Content Changes: The IAESB has continued to make refinements to the IES 8 Table A 

Learning Outcomes following recent Task Force meetings, input from the CAG and the Drafting 
Working Group (DWG).  At prior IAESB meetings there was agreement to differentiate IES 8 as 
a CPD-standard with the identified Competence Areas and Learning Outcomes by removing the 
concept of Proficiency Levels. Further contributions and amendments were proposed following 
the Exposure Draft comments and earlier discussions at the IAESB.   
 

13. Prior to the October 2013 IAESB meeting, the Task Force: 
 

• Made minor tidying amendments based on Task Force & IAESB June 2013 comments 
• Invited and incorporated comments from the CAG  
• Invited and incorporated comments from the DWG – see Appendix B for detailed 

reviewed of DWG comments and changes agreed with Task Force 
 

14. The following substantive changes have been made to Table A since June 2013: 
• Improving word changes were made in parts of Table A, including using terms from the 

ISAs (i.e. use of ‘experts’ rather than ‘specialists’) and also to move away from implying 
that partners should be assessing every action of their audited entity part. 

• Eliminating an unnecessary learning outcomes within financing. 
• Wording changes to make clearer the requirements being placed on partners.  
• The DWG also suggested a number of improving amendments – many of which have 

been taken on board by the Task Force (as can be seen in Appendix B to this paper). 
 

15. Positioning Discussion: The Task Force and IAESB has had some discussion on the nature 
of Table A and whether the Table itself needs to be repositioned within Explanatory Material or 
retained as part of the Requirements.  The CAG broadly supported retention of Table A within 
the Requirements and the Task Force agreed with this proposition, also noting that this was 
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consistent with the IPD IESs treatment of equivalent Table A contents and that on exposure, 
there had been little or no support for moving the Table into the Explanatory Materials.   
 

16. During the CAG meeting a suggestion was made that the section on Professional Values, 
Ethics & Attitudes should be the first section that the reader sees within Table A.  The Task 
Force has taken an alternative view that there is a greater benefit to demonstrating the build on 
the earlier IESs (2, 3 & 4) and would recommend retaining the order of Technical Competence, 
Professional Skills and Professional Values, Ethics & Attitudes. 

 
17. Title of Table A: The Task Force took on board comments from the June IAESB meeting and 

in subsequent Task Force meetings considered differentiating the Table by:  
• Considering eliminating the ‘Table A’ reference so that it set IES 8 apart from the IPD 

‘hurdle’ IESs 
• Providing a revised title for Table A – which had included use of the term Competency 

Map. 
  

18. Members of the CAG indicated a preference for retaining a link back to the IPD IESs by 
continuing to use the Table A reference.  Following Task Force discussion, the Task Force 
agreed to draft the following title that builds on the earlier IESs: 
 
‘Table A: Learning Outcomes for Professional Competence of Engagement Partners’ 
 

Action Requested: 
 

3. Are there any additional areas of Table A content that you would like to see revised or 
amended? 
 

4. Do you support retention of Table A as part of the Requirements rather than Explanatory 
Material? 
 

5. What are your views on the proposed change of Table A to ‘Table A: Learning Outcomes 
for Professional Competence of Engagement Partners’? 
 
 

 
Issue 3:  Incorporation of Practical/Professional Experience 
 
19. IAESB discussions and feedback from respondents indicated the need to emphasise that IES 8 

was primarily focused around a particular type of Professional Accountant role – that of an 
Engagement Partner. As a consequence, the IAESB has been keen to ensure that the 
professional competence identified within IES 8 comprised elements of IPD (IESs2, 3, 4), CPD 
(IES 7) and emphasised the concept of Practical Experience (IES 5) as part of this role. This is 
based on the concept that for CPD to be effective, the nature, extent and timing of that CPD 
should to be role-specific, and that practical experience, in an outcomes based approach has to 
be incorporated as part of the Objective of the IES.  The CAG also supported this direction of 
travel at the September 2013 meeting. 
 

20. Extracts of the proposed Requirements have focused on the concept professional competence 
(which itself is defined ‘…as the ability to perform a role to a defined standard’): 
• ‘…the learning outcomes for professional competence of those professional accountants 

who perform the role of engagement partner.’ 
• ‘…to undertake CPD that maintains and continues to develop the professional competence 

needed for the role of an engagement partner.’ 
   

21. Within the explanatory materials, IES 8 has also built on the concept of practical experience 
within the context of professional competence.  The Task Force had considered use of a 
diagram, but following discussions within the Task Force and also with the CAG, agreed that a 
visual representation was not necessary.  The Task Force also considered using the term 
‘professional experience’ rather than ‘practical experience’ in order to differentiate the nature of 
this on the job experience when performing the role of engagement partner from the earlier 
practical experience outlined in IES 5.  One danger of highlighting practical experience, 
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especially in the objective paragraph, is that it can be seen as a subset of professional 
competence (which is already defined and does not currently include practical experience 
explicitly within the definition).  The Task Force has included the concept in the Objective but 
will await comment from the IAESB at the October 2013 meeting. 
 
 

Action Requested: 
 

6. Do you agree with how the concept of practical experience has been covered in IES 8 
(over an above what is already covered for professional competence in IESs 2, 3 & 4)? 
 

7. Are there any improvements you would like the Task Force to make in respect of 
practical experience? 
 

 
 
Issue 4: Concept of Shared Responsibility Diagram  
 
22. One issue that has been a consistent consideration for  both the extant IES 8 and the revised 

IES 8 has been how best to articulate the shared responsibilities and inputs that stem from the 
framework within which Engagement Partners are appointed and operate, and in particular 
those specific responsibilities highlight by: 
 
• ISA 220/ISQC1 requirements – consideration of competence 
• Role of member bodies – reviews of CPD 
• Role of firms – internal reviews of competence/CPD, and 
• Role of regulators – regulatory framework. 

 
23. As part of the IAESB discussions, a diagram has been proposed for inclusion within the 

Explanatory Material that supports the Scoping section of IES 8.  The diagram has been 
provided at earlier IAESB meetings and has been modified based on input from the Board.  
Additional comments from the CAG in September 2013 also indicated support for the diagram 
but that there were concerns about the need to: 
• Making the engagement partner role a subset of the Professional Accountant role 
• Clarify how this related to different countries  
• Consider the role of the regulator and how this translates across jurisdictions 
• Clarify in the title and in the text how the diagram is to be used. 

 
24. The Task Force has taken note of the feedback provided by the CAG and IAESB and has made 

the following changes: 
• Changed references to IFAC member body 
• Moved the regulator in between IFAC member bodies and the firms (retaining use of the 

word ‘oversight’) 
• Changed the colour and shape of the regulator to indicate a difference in role compared to 

other stakeholders 
• Included footnoted text to identify how the diagram is only indicative of a potential set of 

relationships within a jurisdiction:   
‘This diagram is designed to indicate generally, the relationships that exist among 
all stakeholders sharing responsibility for the professional competence of audit 
engagement partners. It may not be completely indicative of all jurisdictions. 
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Action Requested: 
 

8. Do you find the diagram (see Appendix C) helpful as an articulation of how the IES sits 
within the wider stakeholder environment? 
 

9. Do you have any final changes or improvements to make to the diagram? 
 
 

 
 
Issue 5: Additional Matters to Bring to the Board’s attention 
 
Learning Outcomes  
 
25. Members of the DWG have asked whether it is appropriate for a CPD IES (i.e. IES 8) to have 

‘learning outcomes’ on the basis that there is no outcome, but only ongoing learning.  The Task 
Force has taken an alternative view on this, noting: 
o A preference to retain to the link to the language used in the earlier IESs 
o That the learning outcomes do not relate to CPD (which is merely the vehicle used to attain 

professional competence) but instead the learning outcomes demonstrate the professional 
competence of someone in the role of engagement partner (i.e. can they perform their role). 

 
26. The DWG also expressed a view on the nature of the different competence areas shown in IES 

8, and in particular, whether there was a need for there to be closer alignment between the 
Competence Areas shown in IES 8 and those in IESs2, 3 and 4.  The Task Force performed a 
review and noted that most of the Competence Areas could be traced through to the IESs 2, 3 
and 4 Table A competence areas – when this was different, the Task Force felt that there was a 
legitimate reason for the difference (i.e. as a response to comments on exposure or in the 
IAESB board meeting contributions over the past 18 months). 

 
Standard Paragraphs 
 
27. A question raised by the DWG was whether the ‘standard’ paragraphs (especially in respect of 

the Objective Explanatory Materials in para A18) was sufficient for the purposes of this IES.  
The Task Force performed a review of para A18 and noted that there were significant 
differences with the similar paragraph in IESs – however, the Task Force noted that given the 
audit focus of IES 8, that this was deliberate and had a clearer construction which was more 
applicable to the readers of IES 8. 

 
28. An earlier question by the DWG challenged whether para 6 in the Scoping section should 

contain the headings of each of the IESs.  The Task Force felt that it was important that all 
readers of IES 8 could put the standard in context of the other IESs and noted that many 
readers (especially from the regulators, audit firms etc) might not be as familiar with the IES 
content. 

 

Action Requested: 
 

10. Do you have any views on how the Task Force has outlined their thoughts in respect of 
Learning Outcomes and Standard Paragraphs?  
  

11. Are there any improvements you could recommend? 
 
 

 

PROPOSED WAY FORWARD 
  
29. If IAESB members are in agreement with the proposed amendments made by the Task Force in 

response to IAESB, DWG, and CAG comments and suggestions, it is proposed that the IAESB 
undertake a page-by-page review of the draft of the revised IES 8 as shown in Agenda Item 6-2, 
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Continuing Professional Development for Engagement Partners Responsible for Audits of 
Financial Statements (Revised). 

 
30. Following a page-by-page review, the IAESB will consider whether it is appropriate to vote on the 

approval of the final revised content of the exposed IES 8 document in accordance with the 
IAESB’s Terms of Reference.  

 
31. After approving the final revised content of the exposed IES 8 document, the IAESB votes on 

whether there has been substantial change
1
 to the exposed document such that re-exposure is 

necessary. Agenda Item 6-4 provides a copy of the Exposure draft of the revised IES 8 (August 
2012).  

 
32. If re-exposure is not necessary, the IAESB is requested to vote on the withdrawal of extant IES 8 

as of its effective date, in accordance with the IAESB’s Terms of Reference. 
 
33. In preparing IES 8 for release, the final draft will be forwarded to IFAC for the usual Plain 

Language Review, the DWG Chairperson check, and formatting. Any changes will be reviewed by 
the IES 8 Task Force Chair to ensure that content has not changed. Then, the final version of IES 
8 is submitted to the PIOB for approval of due process. 

 
  

                                                 

1
  Situations that constitute potential grounds for a decision to re-expose may include, for 

example: substantial change to a proposal arising from matters not aired in the exposure 
draft such that commentators have not had an opportunity to make their views known to the 
PIAC before it reaches a final conclusion; substantial change arising from matters not 
previously deliberated by the PIAC; or substantial change to the substance of a proposed 
international pronouncement. 
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APPENDIX A 
Timeline of IES 8 Revision 
 
The table below identifies the key activities and decisions made in respect of IES 8 at previous 
IAESB meetings. 
 

February 2010 Meeting – New York 

 Public consultation issues paper 
considered 

 Reviewed public consultation 
questions 

 CAG comments were discussed 
 

 Amendments to wording of public consultation wording 
were agreed 

 Clarifying amendments were made to the public 
consultation questions 

May 2010 Meeting - Copenhagen 

 Progress report provided by chair 
of IES 8 team 

 Public consultation period still 
ongoing 

 Feedback from consultations with 
Forum of Firms and FEE was also 
presented  
 

 IAESB members indicated that several issues relating 
to the revision of IES 8 were relevant to other revision 
projects 

 CAG provided input on an information paper 
(September 2010) asking Task Force to consider role of 
EQCR and potential widening of scope to other 
assurance activities 

September 2010, CAG meeting 

A short information paper was also provided to the CAG for their comment and input (during 
September 16-17, 2010). Feedback from CAG was that there was support for the need to apportion 
responsibility towards the Engagement Partner. CAG also wanted the IAESB to consider the role of 
the Engagement Quality Control Reviewer. The CAG also had further discussion, although not a 
majority view, about whether the scope of IES 8 should be expanded to include other assurance 
activities. 

 

November 2010 Meeting - Singapore 

 Full presentation of results from 
consultation 

 A summary paper on consultation 
paper responses 

 Verbal update from chair with a 
series of questions for the IAESB 
to consider 
 

Areas agreed by IAESB: 

 To focus the Requirements on member bodies but to 
set out implications for other stakeholders in 
Explanatory Materials 

 Focus on engagement partner of historical financial 
statements 

 Greater clarity rather than an increase in scope of IES 8 
(i.e. to clarify the ‘who’ question) 

 Eliminate term ‘advanced level’ 

 Focus on ‘good practice’ not ‘best practice’ 

 Ensure Requirements do not go beyond those in 
ISAs/ISQC1 

 Content of IES 8 to focus on ‘education’ principles 
common to all audit engagements 

 Any knowledge content required is directly linked to 
nature of entity being audited 

 Impact of revised IES8 to be considered as part of 
consultation process 

March 2011 Meeting - Geneva 

 IAESB provided with written 
update by chair of recent progress 
on development of IES8 

 Presented initial diagrammatic 
representation of IPD/CPD 
progression from professional 
accountant to role of engagement 
partner 

Feedback from the IAESB included: 

 Any revised IES to re-emphasise professional judgment 
and professional skepticism 

 There was to be no diminution of IPD elements once 
the status of professional accountant had been attained 

 Avoidance of use of the term ‘entry-level engagement 
partner’ 

 Some concern that focus on engagement partner might 
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mean the involvement of others in the engagement 
might be overlooked 

 Encouragement for IES 8 team to work with other Task 
Forces particularly in respect of any identified 
framework to ensure consistency 

 Encouragement for IES 8 Task Force to continue to 
identify matters to be included in future IES 8 guidance 

 A request to avoid any inherent assumption that ‘large’ 
clients necessarily equated to ‘complex’ 

May 2011 Meeting - Toronto 

 Issues Paper presented by 
secretary of IES 8 Task Force 

 Re-presented revised progression 
diagram (see below) 

 Introduced concept of ‘aspiring 
engagement partner’ 

 Asked for feedback on positioning 
of a competence matrix 

 Continued support for focus on engagement partner 

 Recommendation that the Task Force consider a matrix 
of competences 

 Agreed that focus of this IES 8 is on the CPD required 
to become engagement partner (‘aspiring’) 

 IAESB on balance favoured inclusion of a matrix within 
the Requirements 

 Advice from the IAESB to be careful in respect of 
bright-lines concerning period of practice experience (to 
avoid any specific length of time within the 
Requirements being added on to that to become a 
Professional Accountant) 

 Agreed to withdraw reference to holding of 
undergraduate degree or equivalent 

 General support for drafted objective with drafting 
working group suggestions 

October 2011 Meeting – Cape Town 

 Issues Paper presented by Chair 
of the IES 8 Task Force 

 Presented new diagram to be 
incorporated within the Scoping 
section of the IES 

 Discussed the Table A Taxonomy 
of Aspiring Engagement Partner 
competences 

 Support for inclusion of an IES 8 progression diagram 
within the Scoping section of the IES 

 Advice on suggested improvements in respect of 
wording within the Table A Taxonomy 

 IES 8 Chair to continue to work with Chairs of IES 2 
and 3 in order agree levels of proficiency and to 
harmonise categories within respective taxonomies. 

 Continued support for placement of professional 
judgment and scepticism within the revised IES. 

 Include definitions section in the Explanatory Materials. 

March 2012 – Merida 

 Issues Paper presented by Chair 
of the IES 8 Task Force 

 Presented revised diagram to the 
IAESB 

 Presented revised definition of 
Aspiring Engagement Partner 

 Presented latest draft of IES 8 

 Presented proposed format in 
respect of proficiency levels, and 
outcomes table 

 Suggestions made in respect of improved wording on 
both the requirements, scoping and explanatory 
materials. 

 IES 8 Chair and Secretary to continue to work with the 
Chairs and Secretaries Working Group to harmonize 
language between the IESs 

 Diagram reworked based on IAESB feedback 

 Support for IES 8 Table A maintained with requests for 
improved wording around specific learning outcomes  

June 2012 – New York 

 Issues Paper presented by Chair 
of the Task Force 

 Recommended requirements on 
CPD for partners 

 Recommended removal of 
overlapping assumptions 

 Recommended improvements for 
Table A learning outcomes 
 

The IAESB agreed to: 

 Include specific CPD requirements for serving 
engagement partners and related explanatory material 

 Wording amendments following a page by page review 

 Table A changes: combining auditing learning 
outcomes into one competence area, consistent re-
labelling of competence areas to be in line with other 
IESs were appropriate 

 Additional paragraphs on standard concepts – 
professional competence, learning outcomes, 
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competence areas  

 Vote for exposure of IES 8 for a 90 day period 
 

October 2012 – London 

 IES 8 out for exposure until 
December 2012 

N/A 

March 2013 – New York 

 Issues Paper presented by Chair 
of the Task Force 

 Presented analysis of comments 
received on exposure 

o Aspiring engagement 
partner 

o Consideration of move 
towards CPD standard 

o Comments in respect of: 
 SMPs 
 Objectives 
 Table A 
 Requirements 

IAESB agreed to: 

 Potential elimination of the role and requirements 

around ‘aspiring engagement partner’  

 Elimination of proficiency levels within Table A 

 Need for further review of learning outcomes to Table A 

(checking for completeness) 

 IES to articulate the responsibility and interdependency 

of other stakeholders, in particular referencing ISQC 1 

and ISA 220  

 Review the IES in the context of a CPD standard 

 Consult with IAASB and others in respect of key 

changes and Table A. 

 

June 2013 – New York 

 Issues Paper presented by Chair 
of the Task Force 

 Presented latest working draft of 
IES 8 and associated Task Force 
working papers in respect of: 

o Revised requirements 
(following on from 
decision at March meeting 
to remove Aspiring 
Engagement Partner 
concept) 

o Updated Table A to reflect 
changes in the Task 
Force thoughts and March 
2013 Board meeting 
comments   

 
 

Feedback and direction from the IAESB, included: 

 Continue with the revision project of IES 8 

 Provided direction to the Task Force to reflect and 
reconsider the Objective paragraph which effectively 
mapped out the direction of the revision 

 Retain use of the stakeholder/landscape diagram within 
the IES 

 To improve the articulation of the shared relation and 
relationship between ISQC1, ISA 220, IES 7, IES 5 and 
member bodies. 

 To consider some form of practical experience 
dimension for inclusion within the revised IES to build 
on the notion that practical competence  = IPD + CPD + 
practical experience. 
 

Sept 2013 – CAG Meeting 

 Issues paper presented by Chair 
of the Task Force 

 Presented extracts from latest 
working draft of the Task Force 
which included a specific 
emphasis on: 

o Revised objectives 
o Content, positioning and 

heading of Table A 
o Emphasis on practical 

experience  
o Feedback on the 

stakeholder diagram 

Feedback and advice from the CAG, included: 

 Strong support for the revised Objective with additional 
wording improvements 

 Minor wording changes recommended on some 
learning outcomes 

 Suggestion to reconsider the ordering of Table A 

 Advice on the title of Table A 

 Support for the emphasis being placed on practical 
experience as a role-based IES 

 Support for the output-based emphasis of IES 8 

 Support for the diagram with some recommendations 
for improvements & explanatory material 

 Need to consider impact of referencing SMOs on other 
IESs. 
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APPENDIX B 
 
The table below identifies the key recommendations put forward by the Drafting Working Group and 
indicates how these have been resolved by the IES 8 Task Force, or incorporated within the latest 
draft of IES 8 for the IAESB October meeting: 
 

DWG Point IES 8 Task Force Response/Outcome 

Glossary of Terms/Definitions 
 
It is correct that these are not terms in the extant 
Glossary, but all will be included in the redrafted 
Glossary , and have already been exposed as new 
terms in the EDs for other standards.   
The revised Glossary is also going to be discussed 
at the Board meeting in October.  So will need to 
confirm how to refer to these terms in this ED.  
 
If [Assurance] retained then I suggest we need a 
Glossary definition for  both assurance services and 
audit, although look to the IAASB Glossary – neither 
term is defined but many closely related terms are 
e.g. assurance engagement, audit opinion etc. 
 
 

 

 To retain existing paragraph in draft IES 
8 awaiting resolution of Glossary status 
at IAESB October Board meeting 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 TF removed the word ‘assurance’ to 
eliminate confusion with the term ‘audit’ 
of which is a subset of assurance.  

Title of IES 8 
 
Consider revision of title as objective covers 
professional competence and CPD 
 
Presumably this IES could/should be addressed to 
“Professional Accountants responsible for Audits of 
Financial Statements”?  Or is “Engagement Partner” 
code for a Professional Accountant who is at 
“Master” level? 
 
But the title of the standard only makes reference to 
CPD. 
 
Delete “professional competence” here, and in para 
9? 
 
 

 TF changed title to refer professional 
competence (previous Exposure Draft 
called it ‘Professional Development for 
Engagement Partner Responsible for 
Audits of Financial Statements’) for 
which CPD is the tool in order to be 
able to achieve the learning outcomes 
that demonstrate professional 
competence 

 Original ‘professional development’ title 
was developed to acknowledge that IES 
8 was a hurdle IES required as part of 
appointment process (and it could also 
be completed as part of IPD and/or 
CPD in some jurisdictions) 

 TF is minded to retain emphasis on the 
Engagement Partner within the title. 
Preference was to focus on a particular 
type of professional accountant and to 
be explicit about the ‘role’ hence use of 
the term Engagement Partner  

Formatting  
 
Change font size to be consistent throughout 
 
Include the subheadings for these sections in the 
table of contents (see final version of IES 4 for an 
example). 
 
Include full titles of ISAs and make reference to both 
SMOs in the initially scoping paragraphs (para 2) 
 
Make header row repeat in Table B and Table A 

 
 

 Agreed – to update in version 
presented to the IAESB for October 
meeting 

Assurance v Audit 
 
Suggestion to remove distinction between Assurance 

 TF removed the word ‘assurance’ to 
eliminate confusion with the term ‘audit’ 
of which is a subset of assurance. 
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DWG Point IES 8 Task Force Response/Outcome 

and an Audit (which is a type of Assurance service) 
 
When performing the role of an engagement partner 
in conducting audits of financial statements. 
 

Avoid starting para 2 with "Although", for stylistic 
reasons.  Here, the first clause masks the main point 
of the para, so can we delete it?  Sentence would 
start: "This IES is intended to be..." 
 

 Agreed by the TF & incorporated in 
latest draft 

Para 2: Wording Issues 
 
I don’t think you mean respectively as that would 
relate back to some other concept earlier in the 
sentence.  ‘Collectively’ perhaps? 
 
Avoid assurance in ‘quality assurance review’ and 
change to ‘control’ matching ISA 220 and ISQC 
wording of titles. 
 
 
Use of the word ‘review’ – change to ‘This process 
includes the review of…’ 
 

 Agreed by the TF to use ‘collectively’, 
‘control’ and suggested wording 
regarding ‘review’ 

Para 3 – responsibility of IFAC member bodies 
 
No they don’t.  Para 3 of IES 7 clearly states that: 
It is the responsibility of the professional accountant 
to develop and maintain professional 
competence by undertaking relevant CPD activities, 
It then goes on to say what the IFAC member bodies 
responsibilities in relation to CPD are.  You will need 
to refer back to IES 7 and redraft.  (and I see you 
actually quote this in the EM at A6). 
 
This section sounds like they have a choice and the 
‘expectations’ piece sound like a get out: IFAC 
member bodies may consider local legal and 
regulatory requirements, and the expectations of 
other stakeholders when applying this IES. 
 
 

 TF agreed to redraft the paragraph to 
reinforce the actual responsibility for 
IFAC member body aligned with IES 7  

 TF agreed to redraft the paragraph to 
remove the implied choice that IFAC 
member bodies had 

Para 4 – suggested rewording: 
 
"This IES can also assist IFAC member bodies 
develop guidelines for CPD for engagement 
partners, which is required by SMO 1". 
 

 TF agreed with change and made 
amendments to the draft for the IAESB 
meeting  

Para 5 – suggested deletion: 
 
Delete the first three lines.  Point being made is: 
“IFAC member bodies or other stakeholders may 
also choose to apply the requirements of this IES to 
other assurance engagements." 
 
Final line: ‘non-audit engagements’ 
Is this specific enough, or do we mean other 
assurance engagements? Non-audit engagements is 
everything other than audit. 

 TF agreed with change and made 
amendments to the draft for the IAESB 
meeting 

 
 
 
 

 TF changed to ‘other assurance 
engagements’ 



Agenda Item 6-1 
 

Prepared by Eileen Walsh (Task Force Chair), Greg Owens, Andrew Barry IES 8 Task 
Force, October 2013 

 

15 

DWG Point IES 8 Task Force Response/Outcome 

 

Para 6 
 
Better, I suggest, to put the ref to IES 7 in the first 
sentence (“This IES specifies the CPD for 
engagement partners, while IES 7: Continuing 
Professional Development specifies the 
requirements for CPD for professional 
accountants.").  Then "The requirements to be met 
by aspiring professional accountants at the end of 
Initial Professional Development are set out in IESs 
2, 3, 4, 5 and 6."  No need to list all the titles here?  
Or just put in a footnote? 
 

 TF agreed with change to the wording  
on the first sentence, but disagreed with 
elimination for full titles for other IESs 
as the Board had earlier directed the TF 
to retain these in order that a new 
unfamiliar reader to IES 8 could see the 
context in which the other IESs are 
written (especially as IES 8 is an 
unusual IES which might have  different 
readership compared to the other 
IESs). 

Date amendment - Why15 July, rather than 1
st
? 

 
 To confirm dates with David McPeak 

Objective 
 
Same issue re title of IES and the opening para and 
this objective – is it prof comp + CPD + prof 
experience? Or is it just prof comp via CPD? 
 
As per para 1 professional competence is not 
mentioned in the title, and yet this objective para 
elevates professional competence above CPD as the 
focus of this standard – professional competence is 
the outcome, and CPD is the vehicle to get there. 
 
 

 
 

 Title and opening para in scope 
amended as above 

Challenge about use of the phrase practical 
experience: 
 
This statement is interesting and merits further 
discussion.  In the IAESB’s definition of CPD we 
don’t explicitly mention whether it includes practical 
experience – although it is implied by the reference 
to learning and development in the definition.   
So, are we calling out practical experience 
specifically here, because of a shortcoming in the 
current definition of CPD?  Otherwise it seems odd 
to have to specifically emphasize it. 
 

 TF inserted this particular phrase 
following comments from the IAASB 
Steering Committee, and comments 
from CAG about the need to ensure this 
IES acknowledged the emphasis that 
needs to be placed on practical 
experience gained within the specific 
role 

 TF to retain the emphasis on practical 
experience but to raise in the issues 
paper for the October board meeting – 
see Issue 4 of Issues Paper. 

Might be a theological point, but can one have 
“learning outcomes” for CPD which, by definition, 
does not have an end point? 
 

 Use of the learning outcomes 
phraseology was borrowed from that 
used on the earlier IESs & on the need 
to ensure consistency to ‘build’ on what 
was in IES 2, 3 & 4.   

 TF to retain subject to Board 
comments. 
 

Requirement on learning outcomes: In the content in 
the scope, we’ve specifically qualified this with ‘and 
providing assurance services for audits of financial 
statements’.  Consider if this is also needed here. 
 
 
To delete unnecessary qualifier (at a minimum) in 
the IPD standards. 
 

 TF removed the word ‘assurance’ 

 

 Agreed to delete ‘at a minimum’ 
wherever it appears 
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DWG Point IES 8 Task Force Response/Outcome 

Competency Map for Engagement Partners 
 
To reconsider this title - is it really a 'map'? or should 
the IES follow on from the earlier IESs with their 
focus on Table A - Learning Outcomes for 
Professional Competence etc? 
 
Why the new term ‘Competency Map’?  Why not 
‘Table A for Professional Competence of 
Engagement Partners’ to be consistent  with the IPD 
standards? 
 
 

 TF changed the title to ‘Table A: 
Learning Outcomes for the Professional 
Competence of Engagement Partners’ 
in response to this comment and a 
similar comment from the CAG 

Table A/Competency Map subheadings: 
Have not cross checked, but these sub headings are 
identical to IDP, or should be? 
 

 TF has used the sub-headings as far as 
was possible given the depth being 
used in this IES some areas were 
added to (agreed at 2012 meetings pre 
ED) – to raise in issues paper 
 

A) Audit of Financial Statements, Part (v) - Is this a 
separate learning outcome? Have added an (a) and 
(b).  Is this right? 
 
 
A) Audit of Financial Statements, Part (viii) 
Suggest this edit to improve.  Otherwise it’s a list and 
should be reworked as:  Evaluate significant 
deficiencies, material weaknesses in internal control, 
and other matters… 
 
 

 TF agreed with proposed change 
 
 

 TF agreed with proposed change 

(b) Financial Accounting and Reporting part (iii) - 
Whose understanding? 
 
What does “understanding of the business” mean? 
 

(iv) An area of judgment wouldn’t necessarily be a 

transaction though.  Consider being more specific in 

this para: ‘Evaluate the accounting treatment and 

disclosure of transactions, including identifying and 

documenting indicators of possible management 

bias in management’s estimates and other areas of 

judgment. ‘ as accounting estimates are just one way 

in which management can bias the financial 

statements. 

 
 
 

 TF to clarify wording to ensure that this 
is the eng partner’s understanding 
 
 
 
 

 TF clarified wording 

( c) Governance & Risk 
 
Part (ii) Why are ‘tools’ included? Doesn’t seem to fit 
with the other 2 items here. 
 
Part (iii) as part of the assessment of risks of 
material misstatement of the financial statements. – 
is the clarification necessary/needed? 
 

 
 

 

 TF agreed to eliminate  

Why no part (d)?  TF to renumber/letter the competence 
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DWG Point IES 8 Task Force Response/Outcome 

areas 
 

(e) Business and organizational environment; 

Economics; Business management  - Odd phrased 

title, can it be simplified?  

 

Feels like the concept of information is missing from 
this:  ‘Formulate auditor expectations using relevant 
information on industry.’ 
 
‘Of ‘or ‘in’ ? ISA 315 refers to ‘in the financial 
statements’   
Need to check throughout the document as crops up 
a number of times. 
 
 

 TF simplified wording 
 
 

 TF amended 
 
 
 

 TF amended to be consistent with ISA 
315 

(i) Finance and Financial Management 
 
Part (i) The” effect on the entity” of what?   
 
 
Part (ii) Why the qualifier.  Sets up an expectation 
there won’t be any, and the overall definition of FIs is 
very broad, such that most entities will have 
something  e.g. a loan; Not convinced by this para – 
it seems odd that we draw attention to the financial 
instruments of an entity (which are only one means 
of measuring financing) – would stick with part (i) 
and (iii) only here. 
 
Part (iii) – wording amendment 
 
 

 Removed wording, also in response to 
CAG comments 
 

 TF had already considered deleting this 
segment given how broad FIs actually 
are in practice. 
 
 
 
 
 

 TF supported addition re ‘the going 
concern assumption’ 

(j) management accounting -  Odd term ‘cost and 
management control’.  Not seen these 2 concepts 
combined like this before.   
 

 TF eliminated to avoid confusion 

(k) intellectual part (i) Why would entity management 
be making judgments on audit matters.  This is the 
province of the auditor. 
 
 
 
(k) part (ii) Either remove the lettering from this list or 
use it consistently through the list.  Given this is 
already point (k) (ii) I would: agree 
 

 TF changed to refer to ‘accounting 
matters’ 

 TF to remove lettering to avoid 
confusion 

(I) Personal, part (i) Why the need to provide a 
reason for this particular learning outcome?  This 
isn’t the only learning outcome in this list that will 
assist in achieving these aims. 
 

(I) Personal, part (ii) remove specific:  in respect of 

developing professional competence.  

 
 

 TF agreed to eliminate the additional 
text 

 
 

 TF agreed to eliminate the additional 
text 

(M), part (i) A very adversarial description ‘defend’.   TF amended to ‘support’  
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DWG Point IES 8 Task Force Response/Outcome 

Suggest using ‘justify’ instead. 
 
 
(M) part (ii)  I feel that probably the last way you will 
resolve conflict is through a formal written 
communication!  For me this should be about the 
effective use of interpersonal skills. 
(M) part (iv) ‘Manage negotiations effectively with the 
audited entity’. – have generally just referred to ‘the 
entity’ elsewhere 
 

 
 
 

 TF amended to be consistent 

(N) organizational (part i) - Sounds like it should be 
in section (a) and then is possible duplicative of 
some existing outcomes there. 
 

 TF to leave as is, as it was exposed as 
is and did not receive adverse feedback 

(O) commitment to the public interest, part (i) 
consider changing to: Assess audit quality and the 
effect on the public interest, the profession, and 
wider society 
 
This last part of the sentence reads strangely.  Why 
‘a specific course of action’?  What is they just did 
something general, that couldn’t be described as a 
specific course of action?  And why ‘in relation to the 
audit’?  Do we need to limit scope here? 
 
 

 TF agreed to amend  

(P) Professional skepticism, part (i) rather than 
‘adopt’ which sounds like we're doing this for one-off 
events, change to 'maintain' 
 
Careful here.  In the current climate we need to 
make clear the auditor should always have a 
skeptical mindset, and this is suggesting some sort 
of consideration about how skeptical you need to be. 
 

(part ii) including (a) determining and assessing risks 

of material misstatement of the financial statements, 

(b) designing and executing audit procedures, and 

(c) reaching conclusions on which to base an 

auditor’s opinion.   - I don’t think there is a need for 

this list, and could be self defeating as it may 

exclude other areas of activity within the audit. 

 

(part iii) What does “engagement and continuance” 
mean? 
 
 
(part iii) – use of auditor’s expert 

 Make change throughout the text to use the ISA 
term  (auditor’s expert) rather than ‘specialist’ 

 Suggest calling out as a separate learning 
outcome.  The others in this list are engagement 
level activities. This could be very account 
balance specific. 

 

 TF agreed to amend  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 TF to make amendments in draft for the 
board 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 TF notes that engagement acceptance 
and continuance are pretty standard 
terms in the ISAs and were already 
exposed without comment – no change 
proposed 
 
 

 TF agreed to change to auditor’s expert 
throughout, but leave under this 
competence area as it is not 
necessarily account balance only 

 
 
 

 

(Q) ethical principles, part IV 
 

 

 TF inserted amendment ‘Subject to 
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DWG Point IES 8 Task Force Response/Outcome 

Does this (confidentiality) need to be subject to local 
legal requirements? E.g. money laundering. 
 

local legal requirements…’ 

Develop & Maintain Requirement 
 
‘…who perform the role of an engagement partner…’ 
- In the content in the scope, we’ve specifically 
qualified this with ‘and providing assurance services 
for audits of financial statements’.  Consider if this is 
also needed here. 
 

 
 

 TF agreed to remove final element of 
sentence 

Amendments to para A1 and heading of Table B to 
make them consistent with IES 4 
 
To make amendments to IAASB definitions where 
the definition is the same as the Glossary – to use 
the Glossary as the source; To correct financial 
statements definition; amend subtext about partner & 
firm being read as the same for public sector 
equivalents. 
 

 TF agreed to put through these 
changes 

 

 TF agreed to make these changes 
 
 

Para A3 – text in A3 refers to audit and assurance 
(IES 2 term) – but in IES 8 they use the term ‘audit of 
financial statements’ in Table A – need to consider 
whether to base on IES 8 titles or those in IESs 2-4 
 
 
Para A3 – Intellectual skills and organizational skills 
– DWG note that these are included as ‘intellectual’ 
and ‘organizational’ within IES 8 Table A (not the 
case in IESs2-4). 
 
Para A3 – combined as professional scepticism and 
professional judgment in Table A within IES 8 but 
actually referred to as separate competence areas in 
A3. 
 

 TF to leave as is to be consistent with 
the changes above 

 
 
 

 TF to leave as is and also noted the 
DWG didn’t raise this on IES 3 yet it’s 
the same text 

 
 

 TF amended to remove comma 

Para A4 - In IES 7 this content is presented as a 
separate paragraph (para 5) and is worded slightly 
differently: 
 
In addition to education, practical experience, and 
training, CPD also includes learning and 
development activities, such as (a) coaching and 
mentoring, (b) networking, (c) observation, 
feedback, and reflection, and the (d) self-directed 
and unstructured gaining of knowledge. 
I recommend that splitting out as a separate para 
and using the IES 7 wording for consistency.  This 
will also remove the issue of there being 2 lettered 
lists in the same para. 
 
 
I appreciate this is a direct lift from IES 7 [CPD 
provides continuous development of the (a) technical 
competence, (b) professional skills, (c) professional 
values, ethics, and attitudes, and (d) competence 
achieved during IPD, refined appropriately for the 
professional activities and responsibilities of the 

 
 
 
 

 TF amended accordingly  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 TF amended accordingly  
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DWG Point IES 8 Task Force Response/Outcome 

individual.]  edited to refer now to technical 
competence.  But as a result of the edit, the list now 
no longer works (technical competence and 
competence).    Suggest therefore leaving out (d). 
 

Para A6 ‘one common role within the engagement 
team’ - common role across all engagement teams, 
rather than within a team? 

 TF amended 

 
Para A6 
‘The engagement partner is the person held 
responsible by the regulators and other stakeholders 
within the profession for the quality of an audit’ – 
may unnecessary redefinition  

 
 

 TF eliminated sentence 

Shared responsibility diagram 
 

 When trying to read the following paras in 
conjunction with the diagram, visually I found I 
wanted to start at the top with ISA 220, and 
follow the arrows round, but the content in paras 
A7 to A9 didn’t follow this flow. 

 

 build a link into the EM or even a footnote 
 

 Suggest that someone at the IAASB takes a look 
at this diagram and confirms that we’ve correctly 
articulated how their standards interlink. 

 

 I don’t see any reference to this diagram in the 
EM anywhere.  I think some sort of explanation 
as to what it is showing must be provided. 

 

 Text in the diagram says ‘ensure’ which sounds 
like 100% assurance, not just reasonable 
assurance as per para A8. 
 

 

 TF updated diagram to more accurately 
reflect the content of the standards 
referenced therein, as well as other 
conforming amendments. 

 
 

 TF revised the order of the paragraphs 
that follow to better match the flow of 
the diagram 

Para A8 
 
‘Although it is the responsibility of the individual 
professional accountant to maintain competence by 
undertaking relevant CPD activities, this IES is 
addressed to IFAC member bodies, whose role is 
to…’ 
 

 
 

 TF revised sentence structure 
 
 

A10 
‘Regulators provide oversight for this system of 
quality control’ – consider some sort of caveat to 
explain this might not be the case in all jurisdiction.  
 

 Amended sentence 

A13 
‘In many jurisdictions, legislation, regulation, or a 
regulator (referred to collectively as a “licensing 
regime”)’  - Because of the way this list is set up it 
looks like ‘jurisdictions’ is a part of the collective term 
‘licensing regime’. 
 
 
 

 TF changed wording to: 
o  ‘In many jurisdictions, the 

components of legislation, 
regulation or the role of a 
regulator…’ 

 
 

 

 TF amended sentence 
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DWG Point IES 8 Task Force Response/Outcome 

‘…and other stakeholders involved, may use their 
best endeavors as described in SMO 2…’ 
Does SMO 2 apply to other stakeholders?  This 
suggests it does. 
 
‘…so that it can meet the professional competence 
set out in this IES’ - Another indication that this is 
standard more about professional competence than 
CPD, despite the title. 
 

 
 
 

 Title amended accordingly  

A13 
‘…the partners in the partnership decide who in that 
firm can perform the role of engagement partner…’ – 
should this be subject to the licensing regime? 
 

 Amended  

A14 
Only those professional accountants with a wide 
range of technical competence and professional 
skills – need to include Prof Values, Ethics & 
Attitudes 
 
 
‘…continue to develop and enhance…’ - We usually 
refer to ‘develop and maintain’ – develop and 
enhance sound like the same thing to me. 
 

 

 Amended to ‘professional competence’ 
 
 
 
 

 CAG suggested emphasis on ‘maintain, 
and continue to develop’ to imply that 
partners have already ‘developed’ 
beyond IPD level prior to appointment.   
 

A15 
The term “financial statements” ordinarily refers to a 
complete set of financial statements as determined 
by the requirements of the applicable financial 
reporting framework, but can also refer to a single 
financial statement – no need to repeat this fragment 
of definition from A1 

 TF removed definition 

A17 
Objective EM para was a much shorter piece of EM 
when compared the IPD standards, which provide 
more explanation on the public interest aspects - 
suggest you also revisit IES 2,3 and 4 and compare. 
 

 TF compared to IES 2, 3 & 4 decided to 
leave as is for Board discussion. The 
TF believes that the simplicity and 
emphasis on audit quality are both key 
to raise in Issues Paper  

A18 
Recommend reviewing this whole section 
(professional competence) against the common 
paragraphs included in IES 2, 3 and 4 on learning 
outcomes and competence areas.  Aside from the 
lack of use of proficiency levels in IES 8 I would not 
expect there to be much difference. 
 

 TF reviewed and compared to similar 
paragraphs in IESs 2, 3 & 4 

 TF does not believe any conforming 
amendments should be made since this 
is a CPD standard for a specific role – 
not like any of the IPD standards 

A19 
The learning outcomes are expected to be 
demonstrated within the context of a work 
environment – could be perceived to be a hidden 
requirement 

 TF changed to ‘are likely to be 
demonstrated’ 

A20 
Remove reference to ‘minimum learning outcomes’ 

 TF agreed to amend 

A21 
IES 8 notes that additional learning outcomes could 
be added by member bodies – IESs2, 3 & 4 also 
state ‘and competence areas’ 

 TF agreed to amend 

A21  TF agreed to remove reference to 
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DWG Point IES 8 Task Force Response/Outcome 

‘The relative depth and weighting of the learning 
outcomes’  - what weighting are we referring to 
here? There is no weighting in IES 8 so a reference 
to proficiency levels 
 
‘…specified for any competence area may depend 
on the needs of individual’ – recommend ‘may be 
determined by’ 

weighting. 
 
 
 

 TF agreed to change 

A22 
‘..build on the professional competence components 
identified within IPD..’ – DWG suggested we expand 
on ‘IPD’ to be clear that this is IESs 2, 3 & 4 

 TF agreed to change 

A22 
 
DWG suggestion to split up sentence into: 
‘As a result, the development of the learning 
outcomes required in this IES may be achieved, in 
whole or in part, concurrently with the requirements 
of IPD.  Alternatively the learning outcomes may be 
achieved subsequent to IPD, as part of CPD.’   
 

 TF agreed to make amendment 

A22 
IESs 2-5 are focused on an end-point (the end of 
IPD), while IES 8 (like IES 7) set out requirements to 
be met on an ongoing basis.  IFAC member bodies 
may establish an integrated program of IPD and 
CPD designed to benefit aspiring professional 
accountants and professional accountants who later 
go on to specialize as engagement partners. – DWG 
comment was that they struggled to read these 
sentences and asked the TF to re-review and 
consider again. 
 

 TF amended sentences  

A23 
The rapidly changing and complex environment 
within which engagement partners operate may 
prompt IFAC member bodies to regularly review and 
update the learning outcomes. IFAC member bodies 
may consider the guidance in SMO 1 when 
determining a review cycle for the appropriateness of 
the learning outcomes prescribed.  
 

 Agreed to insert extra ‘and’ and remove 
‘prescribed’ 

 TF noted that this is not a program of 
accounting education so the para does 
not necessarily require the same 
treatment as IPD IESs. 

A24 
IFAC member bodies have responsibility under IES 7 
to promote, provide access to, and establish their 
preferred approach to measuring the relevance and 
appropriateness of CPD.  These approaches may 
include the input, output or combination approaches 
as identified under IES 7.   
 
DWG have noted that the wording here is too soft 
 

 TF agreed to remove ‘may’ from the 
final sentence to indicate a choice is 
required.   

Paras A 25 and A26 
DWG have noted that these paras are a direct lift 
from the current framework which have already been 
identified as level 3 issues because of potential 
conflict/confusion with the assessment principles in 
IES6 which include concepts of validity and 
reliability.  Suggest monitoring the Framework 

 TF agreed to keep a watch on the 
Framework development 
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DWG Point IES 8 Task Force Response/Outcome 

project on this topic to see how that material is 
updated. 
 
 

Para A 27 – concern from the DWG re use of the 
phrase ‘the concepts of sufficiency and environment ‘ 
– in particular environment within IES 5 

 TF included the word ‘appropriate’ in 
the requirement for CPD, to better 
provide the link to the responsibility 
(outlined in the EM) of member bodies 
to also consider the appropriateness of 
the CPD in measuring and assessing 
that it has been done 

 TF noted that both sufficiency and 
practical experience environment were 
outlined in para A19 of IES 5 revised – 
TF to retain.  TF original view was that 
environment was especially important 
for practical experience in IES8 due to 
role-based nature of this IES. 

A27 
Consideration of the demands placed on 
engagement partners by their practical experience in 
the work environment is therefore likely.  – DWG had 
concerns about what this part of the EM was trying to 
say. 

 TF had agreed to eliminate this 
statement as it was also a comment 
from the CAG 

A28 – should part (d) say ‘performing the role of an 
engagement partner’? 

 TF amended 

A29 
IFAC member bodies may consider the guidance in 
SMO 1 when determining a review cycle for the 
measurement of the relevance and appropriateness 
of CPD being developed and maintained by 
engagement partners – DWG has taken the view 
that this is a hidden requirement and does not relate 
to a requirement in the IES itself. 
 

 TF included the word ‘appropriate’ in 
the requirement for CPD, to better 
provide the link to the responsibility 
(outlined in the EM) of member bodies 
to also consider the appropriateness of 
the CPD in measuring and assessing 
that it has been done 

A30 
Various assessment activities can be reviewed on a 
test basis by IFAC member bodies and other 
stakeholders in order to assess the professional 
competence of engagement partners in relation to 
technical competence, professional skills and 
professional values, ethics and attitudes – DWG 
have indicated there’s no actual requirement to 
assess the professional competence of engagement 
partners (in this IES) 

 TF included the word ‘appropriate’ in 
the requirement for CPD, to better 
provide the link to the responsibility 
(outlined in the EM) of member bodies 
to also consider the appropriateness of 
the CPD in measuring and assessing 
that it has been done 

A31 
‘Professional Judgment and Professional Skepticism’ 
- DWG have asked what requirement this section 
relates to and have asked whether it would be better 
including within an IES 8 guidance piece. 

 TF took soundings on this section at 
Board, CAG, IAASB and also 
Respondent level following Exposure 
and is firmly of the view that as these 
concepts are critical to the auditing 
profession it was essential that a 
section was retained highlighting these 
concepts.  TF to retain 

A34 (now A16) 
‘Size and Complexity of Audit Firm and Audited 
Entity’ – DWG have challenged whether this section 
should be included earlier on in the Scope section 
 

 TF agreed to move 

A34  TF agrees this is confusing rephrased 
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‘this IES indicates that engagement partners 
continue to undertake CPD appropriate to the 
complexity of the audits in which they serve as 
engagement partners.’ – DWG have challenged 
whether this is indicated other than in the EM. 

to something along the lines of ‘this IES 
has been developed on the assumption 
that eng partners continue to undertake 
CPD appropriate to the complexity of 
the audits in which they serve as eng 
ptrs.’ 

A34 
Change ‘specialist’ to ‘auditor’s expert’ 

 TF amended 

A34 
‘It is critically important that engagement partners 
assuming responsibility for audits undertake 
appropriate CPD, including the ability to integrate 
diverse professional competence and skills within the 
engagement team’ – if critically important then the 
DWG noted this could be seen as being a 
requirement (or if not, then perhaps it should be)? 
 

 TF to reconsidered wording to lessen 
critical importance and to make it more 
of a consideration when individuals are 
planning appropriate CPD to consider 
the nature of the engagement team. 

A35 
‘Certain competence areas and learning outcomes 
prescribed in the Competency Map for Engagement 
Partner may need to be enhanced for an 
engagement partner auditing more specialized 
industries, events or transactions.’ – DWG noted this 
is a potential hidden requirement 
 

 TF reconsidered wording to lessen 
critical importance and to make it more 
of a consideration when individuals are 
planning appropriate CPD to consider 
the nature of the engagement team. 

A36 
Appropriate CPD to achieve greater depth of 
technical competence – DWG noted that it was 
unclear what this concept related to and did not 
seem to directly be related to the sub-section that it 
is currently placed in. 

 TF to agreed to eliminate and include 
as potential IES 8 guidance  
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APPENDIX C 
IES8 Landscape Diagram – presented to the IAESB June 2013  

 
 
IES8 Landscape Diagram – to be presented to the IAESB October 2013  
 
 

 


