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Detailed Analysis of Respondents’ Comments on Exposure Draft: Competence Requirements for Audit Professionals 

I. General Statements of Support of Note 

 Comment 

AAT We welcome the focus on capabilities and competence. We also recognise the public interest importance of ensuring the capabilities and competence of those involved in 
financial statement audits. 
 

Union of 
Accountants 
of the Czech 
Republic 

General overview: The Union of Accountants  Czech Republic appreciates the decision of IFAC to start  a new trend – to prepare and publish standards for specific 
areas of the accountancy profession . 

 

CIPFA We welcome the development of international competence requirements for audit professionals and consider that, overall, the proposed standard is beneficial and will serve to 
enhance the standing of the profession and the assurance it can offer to those who rely on the work of auditors.  We believe that the Draft also reflects existing and 
acknowledged best practice in the development of audit professionals, through a combination of educational and experiential learning. The Draft  recognises that, as audit is a 
specialism within accountancy, so particular sectors and jurisdictions will require yet further specialisation.  We are satisfied that the Draft, which focuses on generic 
competence requirements, whilst acknowledging accounting standards specific to the public sector, can accommodate the distinctive nature of audit in this sector. 
 

CNCC & 
CSOEC 

The French professional accounting and auditing bodies welcome the IFAC Education Committee’s initiative to devote a full standard to the definition of the required level of 
qualification and competencies that audit professionals should process in order to carry out their assignments.  We support and encourage the Education Committee in this 
process which confirms its role as a regulatory body and issuer of mandatory high quality standards for all IFAC member bodies. 

 
DNPTF The DNPTF supports the Education Committee’s aim of setting consistent international benchmarks for the education for members of the accountancy profession.  The 

DNPTF also commends the Committee for its acknowledgment of the different stages of development of IFAC member bodies and the range of situations and stages of 
accountancy education throughout the world.  The Task Force acknowledges the need to specify more clearly the education requirements for those members of the profession 
involved in the audit function which prompted the development of this proposed new International Education Standard for Professional Accountants.  We consider the content 
of this Standard to be helpful to accountancy bodies and education providers when designing education curriculums.   

 
NASBA We commend you for your focus on improving audit quality by recognizing the need for qualified auditors.  Qualified auditors are essential for maintaining the integrity of the 

audit that enhances the protection of the public. 
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 Comment 

 
POBA  We welcome the work of IFAC to safeguard the consistent quality of auditing and in particular this Education Committee proposal for a standard for audit professionals. When 

supported by appropriate measurement and monitoring this should be a useful input to our responsibility for the recognition of non-UK audit qualifications for audit purposes 
in the UK. 
 

SAFA At the outset, we compliment the IFAC Education Committee for bringing out the exposure draft of the International Education Standard (IES) 8 Competence Requirements 
for Audit Professionals.  The IES appropriately states distinction between the degree of specialization in roles of a professional accountant and an audit professional and 
proposes additional and specific requirements to be satisfied by professional accountants engaged in audit of financial statements.  The proposed IES also captures the 
emerging order of transnational audits and other pertinent aspects in a wholesome manner. 
 

Public 
Accountants’ 
& Auditors 
Board – South 
Africa 

1.1 Appropriateness of standard 

It is our view that the proposed statement, specific to auditors, is a logical extension of the statements relating to professional accountants, and with IES 1-7 will provide a 
sound basis for education, training, and assessment practices.   

We believe that is appropriate to distinguish the auditor from the professional accountant no only because this is a specialist area of the profession but particularly because of 
the reliance placed on the auditors, directly or indirectly, by most sectors of society.  This role is invariably recognized, inter alia, through statute and there is a justifiable 
expectation by society of appropriate competence and standard of service.  We believe that the proposed International Education Standard, applied in conjunction with other 
IFAC Pronouncements relating to the responsibilities of the auditor in the performance of the audit function, will contribute significantly to meeting society’s expectations of 
the audit profession. 

1.2 Scope 

We also agree that the standard should apply to both ‘auditor’ and ‘audit professional.’  In South Africa, and probably in many other jurisdictions, registrations of auditors is 
largely restricted to engagement partners.  There are significant numbers of audit professionals engaged in the audit process who are not registered with the PAAB (regulatory 
authority) and who currently have no obligation to register.  Regulation of these professionals is currently carried out indirectly through the engagement partners.  Inclusion of 
audit professional within the ambit of the standard is appropriate, fistly, because persons substantially involved in financial statement audit but not registered (licensed), 
should be appropriately qualified and secondly, because inclusion of these persons will strengthen the regulatory authority’s ability to regulate these persons directly. 
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II. General Statements of Concern and Related Matters for Consideration 
 

 Respondents Comment Staff Comment (where necessary) 

ACCA Audit Professional 
After consulting with a number of practices, ACCA believes that it would be extremely difficult to apply the definition of Audit 
Professional in practice.  There is no fixed point at which professional bodies could assess the competence of Audit Professionals 
and the concept of continuous assessment is too onerous.  The creation of a new category of team member could also lead to 
litigation issues if the Auditor claims that they relied on the judgement of the Audit Professional.  ACCA is concerned that the 
focus on the Audit Professional might result in the Auditor losing sight of their overall responsibility to maintain quality control 
systems – i.e. the Auditor can effectively pass some responsibility to the Audit Professional.  Use of words like ‘significant’, 
‘substantial’ and ‘material’ are vague and open to interpretation.  ACCA also believes that the definition is highly detrimental to 
Small and Medium Practices (SMPs).   
 
In the UK, the threshold required to complete a statutory audit has been raised; however, anecdotal evidence suggests that many 
organisations continue to choose to complete audits.  Such audits are generally completed by SMPs.  Within SMPs, it is extremely 
common for individuals to hold the position of Audit Professional before they qualify as a professional accountant.  Such 
individuals are often part qualified or qualified by experience.  As the audits completed are relatively low risk, ACCA strongly 
believes this situation is acceptable.  If the draft Standard were to be applied, in its current form, it would effectively prevent these 
individuals from completing audits.  In the UK there is already a shortage of qualified accountants. SMPs provide a valuable 
service by training Auditors and business leaders of the future.  It would be hugely detrimental if this Standard effectively 
prevented SMPs from completing audit work or resulted in a significant increase in the cost of audits for SMEs.   
 
ACCA recommends that the definition of Audit Professional is revised to focus on the point at which professional accountants are 
awarded a licence to audit.  Paragraph 81 states that licence requirements vary between jurisdictions so it would seem more 
appropriate if the Education Committee focuses on creating more consistent standards at this level before trying to address other 
individuals within the audit team.  Such a revision would also be consistent with other IFAC Standards which focus on requiring 
the Auditor to develop systems to ensure that audit quality is maintained.        
 
A divided profession 
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As noted in the accompanying letter, the draft Standard divides the profession into those involved in audit and general 
professional accountants.  ACCA believes this is an unhelpful development and may result in general accountants being seen as 
second class citizens.  It is also inconsistent with the growing focus on those who actually prepare the financial statements; for 
example the growth of corporate governance legislation and the Sarbanes Oxley requirements.  Most of the competences 
described in paragraphs 86 and 87 would also be required by professional accountants involved in managing a reasonable sized 
finance function.    
 

AICPA Output Measures to Assess Capabilities and Competence 
 
We strongly endorse the position taken in paragraph 22 that recognizes the importance of output measures to assure that the audit 
professional has the competences to perform financial statement audits.  This assurance of learning approach measures the 
learner’s knowledge and skills rather than prescribing a specific period to achieve the required competences.  Key learning goals 
should be defined for the audit professional with a substantial role in audit assignments, and appropriate outcomes assessment 
tools or strategies should measure achievement of the learning goals.  The assessment results can then support a continuous 
improvement process for the audit professional as well as for the learning environment. 
  
This approach allows flexibility in developing programs of learning that meet the needs of the profession without requiring a 
highly structured, input-based model.  Work and study programs can be more creative and develop new areas of emphasis that 
will serve the accounting profession well.  
 

• Since the auditor is listed as an “audit professional,” we do not understand the necessity for Section 3, The Auditor, 
which is entirely gray lettering.  Accordingly, we recommend that Section 3 be reduced in scope and be included in 
Section 2. 

 
• There is no definition of those on the audit team not having the “auditor” or “audit professional” distinction. The 

assumption is that they must be “qualified professional accountants or individuals working towards qualification as 
professional accountants”. In the United States, such individuals have job titles of audit assistants or audit staff. 

 
We find the definition of “auditor” and distinctions between “auditor”, “audit professional” and “professional accountant” in the 
Exposure Draft confusing and recommend a reevaluation of the use of these terms.  
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CGA Canada We appreciate the objective of the standard namely, to strengthen the audit profession and provide for a common foundation for 

the competence of audit professionals worldwide. However, the “guidance” in this proposed standard could prove difficult to 
comply with considering the obligations imposed on professional bodies, on accounting firms, and on individuals who wish to 
practice as auditors.  The guidance could be construed as the proverbial “one size fits all” nature which could make it inflexible 
and potentially quite costly to implement.  As with any standard, cost/benefit considerations no doubt play a substantive role in 
assessing the desirability of proposed new rules and whilst, the theory of the standard is well intended success in implementation 
of the standard may prove difficult to achieve. Further, an unintentional result may occur, that is, a division within the accounting 
profession between those who audit and those who provide and perform other kinds of accounting services.   
 
The standard has the potential to impose large costs on IFAC member bodies which may not be easily fulfilled because of limited 
financial and human resources. The standard needs to take account of costs and the practicalities of implementation by all IFAC 
member bodies versus perceived benefits.  
 

 

CICA I commend the Committee for this attempt at establishing competence requirements for individuals who are working as audit 
professionals – either as Auditors or as Audit Professionals. I agree that IES 8 is necessary (Paragraph 2).  I believe the 
Committee has done a good job in articulating the competencies required of an individual in the performance of financial 
statement audit work and in the progression through the stages of Audit Professional, Auditor and Audit Professional in a specific 
industry or environment. 
 

 

CNCC & 
CSOEC 

It appears to us that ultimately only the engagement partner, responsible for the signing of the audit report, should be affected by 
this standard.  He alone is responsible for the set up of his audit team, is in a position to judge their qualifications and 
competencies, defines their level of experience and the additional training required by each one. 
 
               Therefore, we suggest to: 

- Delete § 34 giving a list of different responsibility levels because it fits only to the structure of large audit 
firms; 

- Replace, notably in § 7 & 35, the words “significant audit judgment” by “final audit judgment”  
                
The engagement partner may, of course, use an audit team according to ISA 220 § 6b & 6d.  … ISA 220 does not requires that the 
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team members should be audit professional, that is to say professional accountants (full members of an IFAC member body) plus 
the competencies described in the proposed IES 8. 
 
The word “significant” is too vague and may involve a large number of audit staff members who all contribute to the audit 
opinion but to take the final decision.  Only the person who signs the audit report is clearly identified and should have all required 
competencies.  The audit staff member’s competencies is a question depending only on the audit firm’s internal organization and 
is assessed by the peer review process.  This last point is not part of the Education Committee responsibility. 
 
In France, it is not possible to register  unqualified audit staff members as members of any of the two Institutes, with the 
exception of those trainees carrying out their compulsory three years practical training which they must complete before being 
eligible to take their qualifying final exam either in accounting or in auditing.  Only those, qualified as a professional accountant 
or as professional auditors after an eight year long curriculum, may be registered as full members of our two professional Bodies. 
 
Essential requirements of this Standard are described by purely qualitative and ambiguous attributes which do not allow to assess 
the compliance of IFAC’s member bodies with this Standard, making it impossible for the Compliance Committee to perform it’s 
role with credibility and legitimacy. 
 
If we summarize, the author should master knowledge at an advanced level (§ 42, 47, and 50), be able to apply the professional 
values, ethics, and attitudes before they undertake substantial involvement in audit assignments (§ 58), have a relevant, long, and 
intensive enough practical experience (§ 66) obtained with an organization that can provide suitable audit training (§ 72).  The 
lack of objective and verifiable criteria is very problematic.  It is the weak aspect of the competencies approach. 
 
The 8th European Directive gives an example of objective criterion.  Three years practical experience are at least required, two of 
them at least with an audit firm.  Limiting the scope of this Standard to the auditor responsible for signing the audit report avoids 
the need for a more precise definition of “substantial”.  
 

DNPTF We support the Education Committee in its aim to enhance the consistency of education requirements for the profession.  
However, we are concerned that in its present format, the proposed standard will create an unnecessary and undesirable two tiered 
profession between professional accountants and audit professionals, and also restrict access to the auditing profession to a 
privileged few who are able to afford and gain access to study for an undergraduate degree.    
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Grant Thornton The stated objective of the standard is to “prescribe the competence requirements for audit professionals and auditors 

(engagement partners), including those working in specific industries and environments.”  The proposed standard defines a new 
professional designation, audit professional, and a new educational, experience and assessment requirements necessary to attain 
that designation. 

We believe that the fundamental issues are whether there is a need for a new professional designation and whether an IES is the 
appropriate forum for creating a new professional designation to describe attributes that have traditionally been considered within 
the scope of professional competence within the existing literature of a professional competence.  The objective of this proposed 
standard could be restated as assuring the professional competence of the staff working on an assurance engagement.  The IFAC 
Code of Ethics, International Standards on Quality Control (ISQC) 1 and International Standard on Auditing (ISA) 200 address 
professional competence.  We believe that the existing literature on professional competence better address the objective of the 
proposed standard than possibly arbitrary requirements for university degrees and years of experience.  The new standard risks 
introducing confusion into the exercise of professional judgment of competence by introducing a separate classification based on 
a checklist of education, experience and assessment requirements that are not articulated into the existing literature. 

We suggest that creation of a new professional designation of audit professional separate from that of the professional accountant 
constitutes a fundamental change in the structure of the profession.  Such a change could affect the way that regulatory bodies in 
the United States and other countries license professionals and the way that firms manage.  We believe that such a fundamental 
change in the structure of the profession should be addressed in a broader forum to ensure full articulation into the border 
professional literature of the Code of Ethics ISQC and ISA.  Only after the new designation has been defined and approved in 
those contexts would it be appropriate to issue an IES with guidelines for attaining the new designation. 

 

 

ICAEW Overall, we are happy with this proposed Standard.  However, we could not help noticing that the requirements for this Standard 
are more rigorous than for IES 1 – 6.  The knowledge requirements all state that the knowledge content for audit professionals is 
“deeper than that expected of individuals qualifying as professional accountants outside… audit.”  We disagree with this 
approach.  We believe that it is important to establish that IFAC, through IES 8, does not state or give the impression that non-
auditors, such as financial accountants, do not and should not have to meet comparably exacting requirements in their fields.  
Individuals who train in financial accountants, for instance, may go on to become finance directors and will require just as much 
depth of knowledge and breadth of skills as those conducting audits. 
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ICAS Significant Proposals 
 
The audit professional  
There is a difficult conflict between those who are defined as audit professionals (and by definition also professional accountants) 
contributing to the overall audit opinion, compared with those who in many circumstances provide important audit judgements 
relied upon at arriving at the audit opinion in areas such as pensions and taxation who may not be professional accountants.  The 
auditor requires to rely on these individuals, in the same way as the auditor relies on audit professionals.  The language of the 
proposed IES needs to acknowledge this.  The key point is that the auditor who ultimately decides on a “true and fair view” needs 
to take account of the professional background of all those involved in the collective process of undertaking the audit.  The 
Committee may wish to consider setting some comment on this area within Section 3: The Auditor, perhaps in the section with the 
sub heading Competence Requirement for the Auditor.   
 
Paragraph 11 - 14 
Whilst we agree that the Standard should concentrate on audit professionals, we do think that there needs to be greater mention of 
the likely capabilities of competencies which the auditor will need to review in considering key audit judgements made by other 
professionals in the engagement team.  The Committee might wish to consider ISQC1 definitions for the engagement team, 
suitably qualified external persons, staff, etc.  We would not be suggesting that the auditor seeks to abrogate responsibility by 
solely relying on advice in an unthinking fashion.  We would however expect that the auditor would apply appropriate quality 
control considerations in engaging with other professionals, considering their evidence, and acting upon it in consequence.  
 

 

Professor 
Gerard Vinten 

7. Corporate Governance 

Corporate governance is mentioned in section 91 for transnational audits, but should have been mentioned throughout the 
IED, not just here. 

 

 

NASBA While your draft mentions benefits for the “audit professional” concept, the case for the requirement is not fully developed.  
Recognizing that the requirement for an advanced “audit professional” specialization will have additional costs, what are the 
benefits from such a designation?  Such benefits could include lower cost of capital mobility, risk assessment, and fewer audit 
failures and may be difficult to quantify.  Nonetheless, such a cost-benefit analysis should be completed before initiating this type 
of program.   
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Furthermore, the exposure draft does not address the requirement for fraud recognition.  Audit competency is incomplete without 
fraud recognition skills and such skills should be included within the educational platform, knowledge content and professional 
skills portions of your draft. 
 
Finally, the draft is necessarily vague as to how assessments are accomplished since it is international in scope.  However, the 
draft is unclear as to whether this is intended to be general guidance or whether formal certification and licensing is contemplated.  
Currently in the U.S., formal certification and licensing occurs initially.  Then, individual firms decide career progression and 
responsibilities. Is that sufficient assessment to satisfy IFAC?  This requirement should be clarified.  If an additional certification 
process is contemplated, the costs of such a process would be substantial and should be justified by a cost-benefit analysis.  
 

POBA  While we have a responsibility for ensuring that audit qualifications recognised in the UK meet the requirements of our 
Companies Acts it is not for us to comment on the level at which IFAC may choose its own standard. We would comment 
however that a distinction should be made between aspects of competence for audit professionals that could have an impact on the 
public interest and those which may only impact the profitability of firms.  In our view only the former have a place in regulatory 
standards.  Most of the proposal is in the former category but paragraph 86 refers to ‘the ability to retain clients and secure new 
clients’ and perhaps this is something best left to the firms. 
 

 

Glenn Sullivan  Non-Retrospective application 
I must strongly recommend that any resulting standard should not be retrospective with regard to existing accountants practicing 
as auditors. A clause should be added exempting existing auditors as at the date of the enactment of the eventual standard from 
having to comply with the standard or at least exempting them from section 38(c). Existing continuing professional development 
requirements and competency requirements should suffice to prevent pre-existing auditors from practicing in an incompetent 
manner. An exemption of this nature will ensure that an existing base can train new auditors and that existing practitioners are not 
subject to removal of their livelihoods and subjected to onerous periods of restudy. 
 
The membership would be ill served if an exemption of this nature was overlooked. 
 
Specialisation; 
The overall thrust of this standard is to introduce specialisation into the field of accounting as an educative requirement. I do not 
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doubt that there are many specialised accountants overseas and also in some of the larger firms in New Zealand’s cities. However 
I am also sure that there are many auditors like me in small towns all over the world. I believe that many members will be 
disadvantaged if specialisation should become prescriptive, because there is a demand for multi-disciplined accountants in both 
the smaller firms and in the provincial areas of many countries. The typical small town auditor will undertake a variety of other 
work as well as audits in order to supplement their income. This is definitely the case in the small town where I am based. Audit 
services need to be offered in provincial areas due to the proliferation of charitable trusts, incorporated societies, tribal authorities, 
schools, banks, credit unions, local bodies and medium sized companies in these areas, and it is desirable for local accountants to 
provide these as local performance of services helps maintain the local micro economy. Migration of audit services to specialists 
in the cities would not be in the interest of these provincial areas. On top of this I further believe that members should have the 
right to be multi-disciplined if they desire. 
 
I believe that the all the members the Federation who are located in small towns or rural areas of would be best served if there was 
no splitting of accountants into compulsory specialisation areas. 
 

Wellington NZ 
Public Practice 
Committee 

1.  We believe the Education Committee has exceeded its proper role and this standard has strayed outside its proper sphere of 
education into policy formulation for the practice of the profession of accountancy. 
 
 
The exposure draft has extended the role of the Education Committee beyond that envisaged in the Framework for International 
Education Standards  from a promoter of education to a standard setter for the practice of accountancy.  This document goes 
further than developing education standards and usurps the proper role of the IFAC board in developing a de facto policy of 
specialisation within the profession.    Earlier IES’s deal with education leading up to entry into professional associations and with 
continuing professional development.  This proposed standard sets out to establish a separate category of Audit Professional 
within the larger set of Professional Accountants.  As such it will diminish and weaken the value of the Professional Accountant 
designation and brand. 
 
2.  We do not agree with the standard that audit professionals involved in specific environments and industries require 
professional knowledge and experience in those industries and environments.    Professional accountants with audit experience 
should have the ability and flexibility to utilise their skills across a range of industries and environments.  The standard is 
restrictive and raises competition issues which could bring the profession into conflict with national regulatory authorities. 
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III. Other Comments 

ACCA Paragraphs 43 (a), 48 (a), 51 (a) and 54 (a) imply that professional accountants do not need to be as knowledgeable as Audit 
Professionals - this is not necessarily the case.  In larger entities financial reporting can be highly complex and involve managing multi 
location consolidations.  ACCA recommends that these paragraphs are deleted.   
 
Divided profession 
As noted above, the draft Standard divides the profession into those involved in audit and general professional accountants.  Paragraph 
90 creates a further divide by requiring additional competences to be demonstrated by those involved in transnational financial 
statement audits.  Most of the knowledge requirements described in paragraph 91, however, would need to be demonstrated by 
financial accountants preparing the financial statements for transnational entities.  Paragraph 91 a, c, d and e would apply to any audit.  
ACCA believes that the division of the profession in this way is unhelpful and unnecessary.  The definition of a transnational audit is 
very near to that of a public interest entity.  ISA’s separately address risks related to public interest entities so it is questionable whether 
this standard is required.  
 

 

ICAS Professional Values, Ethics and Attitudes  
 
Paragraphs 58 – 65 
We agree with the content.  In paragraph 63 we note that there is no mention of independence and its categorisation as a corner stone 
of auditing.  We appreciate that the IFAC Code of Ethics sets the wider framework but given that this is a Standard on auditing 
competence requirements, a full and practical understanding of the issues surrounding independence and related ethical questions 
would be appropriate 

 

DNPTF TRANSITION PERIOD AND IMPLEMENTATION GUIDANCE 
 
We note the proposed effective date for this standard of January 1, 2008.  We agree this is an appropriate effective date for an 
international standard of this nature, but suggest some allowance be made for transition arrangements for the profession in developing 
and emerging economies to make the necessary changes.  Our constituents who are IFAC member bodies generally have very limited 
staff resources and volunteer time is also scarce, so the time needed to implement change is longer than for IFAC’s more mature 
professional bodies in the developed world.  We fully support the underlying approach to the IFAC Member Body Compliance 
Program which focuses on member bodies using their best endeavors to comply with IFAC standards.  This approach encourages and 
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supports the challenge many professional bodies face to implement change, and acknowledges the body’s commitment to work 
towards convergence to international standards.   We believe clarification of this point in the explanatory material accompanying this 
standard would be helpful. 
 
We would also encourage the Committee to develop implementation guidance in the form of an International Education Guideline or 
Paper to assist professional bodies to implement the standard.  Guidance regarding the approaches taken to implement this standard in 
different countries would be helpful.  Further support in the form of examples of assessment approaches, licensing regimes, etc would 
also be highly desirable. 
 

PwC Implementation of the requirement to hold an undergraduate degree 
 

IES 8 requires that audit professionals hold an undergraduate degree. Should this requirement be in the final standard, we 
believe that detailed implementation guidance should be provided. This should include our assumption that the requirement is 
not retrospective. (There are audit professional within PwC member firms – including ‘auditors’ as defined in IES 8 – who are 
appropriately qualified, skilled and licensed but who currently do not hold an undergraduate degree). 
 

• The standard should include a formal definition of ‘transnational audits’. It should be clear whether complex, national audits 
(which are not cross border yet require additional auditing skills) are included in the definition. 

 
 

 

AICPA Knowledge Content 

In the “Knowledge Content” sub-section paragraphs 43, 48, 51, 54 and 56 contain sections referred to as (a) and (b) which serve to 
explain the term, “advanced level”.  The repetition is distracting.  We recommend defining the term once and referencing that 
definition.  Secondly, the definition is not clear.  It says that the advanced level is “deeper” and “sufficient to enable”.  These terms do 
not help to define the term.  We recommend more explicit language. 
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Glenn 
Sullivan 

Audit Licenses; 
This is mentioned in clauses 81 to 84. Currently in New Zealand members are permitted to sign audit reports once their charter has 
been issued so long as the competence requirements are met. I believe that this should be preserved rather than requiring auditors to be 
licensed, for the above reasons under specialisation. Also this would remove the requirement for an extended period of licensing of 
existing auditors. Should the Federation wish to tighten up this, perhaps the signing of audit reports could be restricted to the holders 
of certificates of public practice as currently stipulated by the New Zealand Auditor General for audits conducted on his behalf, and 
other similar local country regulations. 
 

 

Deloitte 
Touche 
Tohmatsu 

• Transitional Provisions 
The proposed standard is silent with respect to transitional provisions to be applied as the final standard is implemented.  We believe 
that it is critical to provide specific guidance on transitional provisions in order to ensure consistent and appropriate implementation.  
Accordingly, we strongly recommend that additional guidance be developed and exposed prior to issuing the final standard. 
 
• Requirements for audit firms 
We believe that the proposed standard contains insufficient guidance on how to assess, and potentially track, individuals who have 
achieved “audit professional,” “transnational audit professional,” and “industry-specific [transnational] audit professional” status.  We 
do not believe that all of these levels of status are really necessary, and are concerned that the proposed standard is implicitly 
introducing an unreasonable burden on member bodies and/or audit firms to track this information.  We recommend that only “audit 
professional” be retained in the proposed standard. 
 
 

 

Public 
Accountan
ts’ & 
Auditors 
Board – 
South 
Africa 

1.3 Consistency with Auditing Standards 

We note that there is a general lack of consistency between the proposed Education Standard and the IFAC Auditing Standards.  While 
we understand that the proposed Education Standard strives to be consistent with the other Education Standards, we believe that 
wherever possible there should also be consistency with auditing standards.   

We suggest however, that serious consideration should be given to avoiding attempts to provide brief summaries of complex matters in 
the proposed standard.  Paragraphs 25 to 28 (Nature of Audit), paragraph 49 (topics for knowledge content) and paragraph 86 (audit 
process) should in our opinion be abandoned and replaced by reference to relevant auditing standards.  We make this suggestion 
because, firstly, brief summaries invariably require amplification if they are to be properly understood and applied and this requires 
reference to auditing standards.  Secondly, brief summaries run the risk of being incomplete.  For example paragraph 49 omits ‘fraud’. 
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1.4 Relevance of Section 4: Competence required for Audit Professionals in Specific Environments and Industries 

We believe that serious consideration should be given to excluding this section (Para 88 – 89). This suggestion is based upon the 
general principle that any specialized audit assignment requires that the auditor (audit professional) not undertake the engagements 
unless the audit team has the necessary competence.  This approach is emphasized in auditing standards like ISA 330, 315, 220 
(revised) and the Code of Ethics.  We see no reason to depart from this approach.  Paragraph 96 correctly notes that it is not practicable 
to prescribe the additional knowledge required of those in specific industries.  We would contend that this statement also applies in the 
case of transnational audits and that paragraph 91, which details subject areas, is not useful because it provides no insight which would 
not be patently obvious to a qualified auditor (audit professional). 

It is the duty of the auditor to ensure that there is a proper understanding of the business, the relevant regulatory framework and the 
environment in which the business operates.  This applies in all engagements including ‘specific industries’ and ‘transnational audits’.  
It is the auditor’s professional obligation to assemble an audit team which includes all the necessary competencies.  It is the duty of the 
individual auditor and the audit firm with the regulatory authority (IFAC Member Body) having the obligation to regulate accordingly.  
This is done through ‘practice review’ the firsts Engagement Quality Control Reviews, required for all listed company engagements, 
and, if necessary, through the firm’s and profession’s disciplinary processes. 

 
NZICA 1.1 Applicability 

A major omission from the ED is that it does not state to whom the standard would apply.  Directly, it applies to member bodies of 
IFAC but to which individuals should those member bodies apply the requirements of any forthcoming IES? 
 
We would argue strongly that the requirements should apply only to those individuals who assume the role of audit professional 
(Section 2) or auditor (Section 3) from the effective date of the IES – member bodies should be allowed to exempt individuals already 
performing these roles as at the effective date.  While we expect those already performing audit professional/auditor roles to be 
competent (in adherence to their codes of ethics), the absence of an explicit exemption from the IES would obligate member bodies to 
ensure assessments are made for all those individuals (as per paragraphs 76 & 77 and paragraphs 93 & 94).  We believe such a 
retrospective application of the IES would be unconscionable. 
 
1.2 Implementation 
We have some reservations about the extent to which the Institute, as a professional body, can effectively or directly implement the 
requirements of the standard, given that we have little or no control over the event by which an audit junior becomes an ‘audit 
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professional’ (see comments at section 2 of our submission below). 
 
2. ‘Gatekeeping’ for the ‘audit professional’ 
IFAC, and its Compliance Committee, will need to bear in mind that the different qualifying and membership models around the world 
will necessitate different approaches to be taken.   
 
For some professional bodies, meeting ‘audit professional’-type requirements are an intrinsic part of the requirements for membership 
as a professional accountant; these bodies tend to equate the accounting profession with the audit profession.  By contrast, other bodies 
qualify individuals as professional accountants without, necessarily, requiring a specialist education in auditing.   
 
For the former group, the event by which an individual meets the audit professional requirements can be expected to coincide with the 
event by which they become qualified (i.e. admitted to membership) – an event that is regulated and controlled by the professional 
body. 
 
For the latter group, the ‘gate’ for admission to membership as a professional accountant does not necessarily provide a control on the 
individual’s transition to becoming an ‘audit professional’.  In such models, individuals ‘qualify’ as professional accountants but they 
do not formally ‘qualify’ as audit professionals.  The point at which an individual meets the audit professional requirements (or begins 
to make substantive judgements in audits – with or without meeting the IES requirements) is not tied to an event that is regulated or 
controlled by the professional body.  They become audit professionals because of what they do in the workforce (at the behest of their 
employers), not because of what the professional body confers on them by way of membership status.  As such, these professional 
bodies do not ‘keep the gate’ for the “Audit Professional” in the way that they do for, say, the status of “Chartered Accountant”. 
 
It strikes us that professional bodies with the latter model have two basic options:  (1) change their membership models to ensure that 
all professional accountants, at the point of qualification, meet the requirements of the proposed IES or (2) employ a less direct quality 
assurance framework for audit professionals.  The first option will be undesirable for many professional bodies, which exist for a 
broader notion of the accountancy profession (not just auditors).  The second option implies that professional bodies may have to rely 
on third parties (e.g. employers) to ensure their audit professional employees meet the IES requirements; such reliance would 
necessitate a different form of quality control than can be imposed in respect of meeting the pre-qualification standards, IES 1-6.  
IFAC is therefore requested to acknowledge that some professional bodies will have less direct control over compliance with an IES 
based on this ED. 
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It is unclear whether the term ‘practical experience relevant to an audit professional’ has the same meaning as ‘relevant practical 
experience’.  We assume it has.  If our assumption is correct, confusion can be avoided by using only one term to refer to one concept. 
 
We now conclude that the section refers to two types of practical experience:  (1) relevant practical experience and (2) practical audit 
experience, which is a subset of (1).  There exists then, by logical extension, (3) non-relevant practical experience which, although not 
directly referred to in the ED, may receive recognition (see comments on paragraph 70 at section 8.4 of this submission).  If we 
conclude correctly, then the section poses several problems. 
 
9.1 General 
We expected there might be some ‘black-letter’ requirements relating to the education and training of individuals who have the 
responsibility of signing off audit opinions (the auditor), given there is black-letter prescription in Section 2 for more junior staff who 
contribute to the audit opinion (the audit professional). 
 
Despite the ‘expectations’ stated in Section 3 of the ED, it appears that ‘auditors’ are not strictly required to be more experienced or 
competent than other (including more junior) ‘audit professionals’.  We wonder whether IFAC has missed a valuable opportunity to be 
seen to be setting competence standards for those individuals who are the focal point of any audit – the auditors. 
 
9.2 Concurring auditors and reviewers 
The IFAC definition of the ‘auditor’ is confined to the engagement partner.  However, responsibility in large audits is often a shared 
responsibility among the engagement partner and ‘concurring partners’, who perform second partner reviews and contribute to the 
overall quality control.  Has the Education Committee considered whether its IES should go beyond addressing the ‘auditor’ and 
acknowledge the role performed by (and therefore the requirements placed upon) reviewers (in line with IAASB Quality Control 
standards)? 
 
We also imagine that member bodies’ ability to provide assurance over members working in a transnational environment might be 
further complicated by the very fact that it is ‘transnational’, i.e. it will often involve professional accountants who are members of 
various IFAC member bodies.  Hence, while IES place direct responsibility on member bodies, the locus of control would seem to rest 
mainly with the audit firms. 
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AFAANZ Page 5 of the document asks for specific feedback on whether special consideration needs to be given for SMEs and small and 
medium practices. It seems that no special consideration is required. The proposed IES focuses on the competencies of the auditor, 
which would need to be the same no matter what the size of the client or audit firm (the ability to apply certain audit 
procedures/practices in such circumstances is a different matter but audit procedures do not seem to be the subject matter of the 
proposed standard).  
 
Page 5 of the document also asks for comments with regard to auditors in developing and emerging economies. They too will need the 
proposed level of competencies if audits are to be conducted properly. The real problems in this context relate to having the necessary 
resources to mount sound educational programs and continuing professional education. This is particularly a problem, for example, in 
many African countries. IFAC should be encouraged to develop further practical resourcing assistance to accounting/audit 
professionals in such countries. 
 

 

Wellington 
NZ Public 
Practice 
Committee 

We do not agree with the approach of the standard to treat all auditors the same.  The requirements of small and medium entities are 
quite different to the requirements of large and international entities and the expertise and experiences required for large and 
international audits will often be of little relevance to the audit of small and medium sized entities.  The techniques and procedures 
used with different sizes and complexity of clients will differ and the standard does not give sufficient acknowledgement of these 
differences. 
 

 

CPA 
Australia 
& ICAA 

Under the legislative reforms the regulator has allowed one of the means for registration as a company auditor to be based on 
competency.  We support the ED using Birkett’s terminology as this is the approach we have used in Australia. 
 
Paragraph 47 onwards sets out knowledge requirements and the development of professional skills.  In Australia the ICAA and CPA 
Australia developed a logbook approved by the regulator to document the work experience required to be come a Registered Company 
Auditor (‘auditor’ per the definition in the exposure draft).  This may be a useful tool to assist in the assessment of the qualification for 
an “audit professional”. 
 

 

CICA Licensing 
However, I believe that the definition of the competencies of an Audit Professional and Auditor need to be revised as they relate to 
licensing.   

 
The issuance of an audit license gives an individual the right to sign financial statement audit reports. Since the Auditor is by 
definition “the engagement partner” (Paragraph 4) or the person who has responsibility for signing the financial statement audit report, 

 



IFAC Education Committee Meeting                                                          Agenda Item 3.2 
October 2005 – Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia  

Prepared by: Claire Egan (October 2005)  Page 18 of 114 

I believe that a Professional Accountant must be able to demonstrate that they have acquired the competencies required of an Auditor 
to be issued an audit license.  

 
The Exposure Draft (Paragraph 81) sets the minimum requirements for licensing at those of the Audit Professional, thereby implying 
that the capabilities and competences required of an Auditor (Paragraph 86) are not necessarily required for licensing purposes. I 
would disagree. The competencies in Paragraph 86 are most definitely required of someone who is licensed to sign financial statement 
audit reports. 

 
The Exposure Draft seems to suggest that some aspects of the Auditor’s competencies are developed earlier when it uses the phrase in 
Paragraph 86, “at a broader and deeper level than was required before”. The problem is that there is no reference to these 
competencies “before” (i.e. in Section 2).  

 
Audit Professionals in Canada are asked to demonstrate the competencies listed in Paragraph 86 in their practical experience period 
and/or through simulated practical experience and assessment in their professional education programs at least in ‘normal 
circumstances’, prior to being eligible for an audit license. Simulated practical experience refers to the development of competence 
through competency-referenced education and training programs. ‘Normal circumstances’ refers to those circumstances in which an 
Audit Professional would be expected to have the required expertise of an Auditor at this early stage of their career. 

 
I propose that the paragraphs on Licensing (Paragraphs 81 through 84) be placed after the current Paragraph 87 but still within Section 
3. This would allow the Exposure Draft to complete the description of the progression from Professional Accountant to Auditor before 
introducing the concept of licensing. The primary focus of the Exposure Draft should be on the progression of competence 
development of an audit professional. The link to licensing regimes should be treated as a secondary issue. 
In addition, the second sentence in the current Paragraph 81 should be changed as follows to better describe the competence 
requirements for licensing: 
 

“To be recognized as an auditor, and to be issued with an audit license or be permitted to sign financial statement audit 
reports, it is expected that, as a minimum, professional accountants will have met the requirements prescribed in Section 2 of 
this standard and to the extent appropriate to their professional responsibilities, the requirements prescribed in Section 3 of 
this standard.”  
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These proposed changes would then also make Paragraphs 36 and 85 correct. Currently in my view, these two paragraphs contradict 
the minimum requirements for licensing per Paragraph 81.  

 
Paragraph 36 suggests that audit professionals “will need further development to progress to the level of auditor” while Paragraph 85 
suggests “the greater responsibilities of the auditor may require additional professional knowledge, skills...” If, as suggested, an Audit 
Professional requires further development to sign financial statement audit reports, how can the Audit Professional requirements be the 
minimum requirements for licensing?  
 
 

Grant 
Thornton 

The proposed standard includes a new requirement that audit professionals should hold an undergraduate degree.  The requirement 
states that the education should be at a level deeper than that expected of individuals qualifying as professional accountants and 
sufficient to enable audit professionals to competently perform.  Those criteria are highly subjective and will require the exercise of 
professional judgment.  It is difficult to envision how the requirement for deeper knowledge levels can be fit into an undergraduate 
degree when an undergraduate degree or its equivalent is already the requirement for professional qualification in IES 2, paragraphs 
12-17.  The broader issue is that we fail to see how the limited focus on academic education improves the current standards that 
specify that “capabilities and competence are developed through a variety of methods” including professional education, continuing 
professional development, work experience, and coaching by more experienced staff (other more experienced members of the 
engagement team.) 
 
We also note that there is no difference between the knowledge content of this proposed standard IES 2.  We suggest that practical 
accounting knowledge, such as review techniques, the reporting requirements for banking, insurance and exchange regulators and the 
content of local laws is more relevant information content for an advanced designation.  Most of those skills are received through  on-
the-job training, in-house staff development programs and continuing education programs of professional associations and other 
provides and are not included in the typical academic curriculum.  We also note that many academic accountants lack the necessary 
experience and institutional knowledge to conduct that training in part because it is not included in the formal education curriculum.  
An examination of the qualifications of academic accountants may be a necessary part of any change in the traditional division of 
educational labor. 
 

3 Assessment 
The proposed standard requires assessing professional capabilities and competencies before people assume the role of audit 
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professionals.  The assessment methods likely differ from those used for individuals qualifying as professional accountants.  We are 
uncertain of the objective or content of the assessment based on the description within the proposed standard.  We do not believe that 
any general assessment would meet the objective of assuring professional competence or the provision of high quality audits.  We 
believe that specific assessments of the qualifications of the firm and individuals for each engagement better address the objective of 
ensuring high quality audits.  Professional standards already require that a specific assessment be conducted at the time of client 
acceptance for the firm as a whole and at the time of the staffing assignments for members of the audit team.  We therefore question 
the value of any additional requirements beyond those already in professional standards. 
 

Abdul 
Rahim 
Suriya 

Hence, the specialization requirements should only be applicable to countries where the level of fee and business/audit risks are high 
enough to support the cost involved in the specialization. Third world countries like Pakistan certainly can't afford such costs in view 
of the low audit fee and business/audit risks. 
 

 

Society of 
Acctants. 
in Malawi 

There is need to put in place grandfathering procedures to cater for a large number of individuals already acting as Auditors and/or 
Audit Professionals who may not fulfil the new requirements within a short period.  Will there be a grace period to allow these people 
to comply or will the standard only apply to those who will be joining from the effective date? 
 
The knowledge requirement for audit professionals must be at an “advanced level” which is deeper than that expected of individuals 
qualifying as professional accountants outside the specialist field of financial reporting and audit.  Does this mean that there will be 
need for an additional examination for those aspiring to become audit professionals?  Can member bodies peg their final examinations 
for all their members high enough to meet this requirement without having to set a separate examination for audit professionals? 
 

 

ICAEW 2.  Practical Experience 
 
We recognise that individuals should have significant experience in audit before undertaking the role of audit professionals. It is 
important to note, however, that auditing capabilities and competence can be developed by experience in work similar to the audit of 
full financial statements, provided that this work follows the framework laid out in paragraph 25 of the Standard.  We therefore request 
an extra paragraph after paragraph 67 (wording given below) to ensure recognition of national and local requirements for audit 
qualifications and/or licensing. 
 
Please insert paragraph as follows (after paragraph 67): 
 
‘Practical experience of audit can include work similar to work on financial statement audits where this is allowed by applicable 

 



IFAC Education Committee Meeting                                                          Agenda Item 3.2 
October 2005 – Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia 

Prepared by: Claire Egan (October 2005)  Page 21 of 114 

national or local requirements for audit qualifications or licensing.  However, this ‘similar’ work should not be the only audit 
experience obtained.  Some ‘full’ financial statement audit experience is required.’ 
 
4.  Values, Ethics and Attitudes 
 
The Standard deals at length with knowledge and skills but has relatively few mentions of values, ethics and attitudes. Given how 
essential it is that audit professionals and auditors are, and are seen to be, focussing on integrity, we suggest more emphasis on this by, 
for example: 
 

• adding ‘professional ethics’ to paragraph 42 which specifies the main categories of knowledge content; 
 

• referring to professional ethics in the section on CPD; and 
 

• adding a reference to professional ethics in paragraph 86 (competence requirements for the auditor). The higher auditors 
rise within a practice, the more important their integrity. 

 
 

CGA 
Canada 

1. Paragraph 1 on page 4 requires all audit professionals to have advanced level knowledge (beyond just the knowledge of 
professional accountants) of financial reporting and information technology. Yet, the audit of a simple company may not 
require deep knowledge of IT.  The audit firm maybe in the best position to make the decision as to the level of 
knowledge needed by a staff member to successfully perform an engagement. 
 

2. On page 5, paragraph 3, the statement is made that no special consideration is offered for small businesses or small audit 
practices.  This position needs to be clarified by the Education Committee.  Obviously, audits range widely in 
complexity and risk to the auditor, and smaller audit firms tend to perform the simpler, less risky engagements (e.g. 
closely held companies).   
In theory this may be correct, but the reality is that SMPs conduct audits mostly on SMEs. The audit of a non-publicly 
accountable enterprise is different in complexity from that of a listed company. While the theory, objectives and most 
procedures are the same, the risk, public interest, and complexity are all different.  

 

  
SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR SME/SMPS 
 

 

ICAS We believe that the Committee should consider applying the concept of proportionality for smaller engagements.  For instance auditors  
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providing services exclusively in the SME sector will seldom if ever need to apply IFRS(50b) or abstract logical thought (55b) at an 
advanced level.  
 

SMPPTF This is a well-written, soundly structured and carefully thought through standard. It deals with the SMP issues holistically in that 
the concerns related to SMP issues are dealt with directly in the document in an integrated fashion and not as add-ons or by 
specific reference. 
 
While the SMPPTF concurs with the statement in the draft IES that “the requirements set out in the standard set out the minimum 
competence requirements for all audit professionals, irrespective of the size and nature of financial statement audits”, we wonder 
whether the standard needs to acknowledge the emergence of differential approaches to the accounting and auditing of SMEs and 
how this may impact on the knowledge requirements of audit professionals. 

 

 

PwC Subject to our comments in Section 1 on the definition of an audit professional (which can have particular implications for small and 
medium entities, we agree that all audit professionals, irrespective of the size of the entity should have the same minimum level of 
competence. 
 
We agree that all audit professionals, irrespective of the environment they work in, should have the same minimum level of 
competence. We do not think it is necessary for the standard to set out special considerations for the profession in developing and 
emerging economies. 

 

ICAI  The proposed standard makes no distinction regarding the audit requirement for small and medium sized entities or practices.   There 
is a clear advantage in doing this in that one is holding up one standard for all.   
 
By way of observation, in Ireland consideration of audit requirements for small entities is recognised by the adoption by the State of 
an audit threshold for companies below which a mandatory audit is not compulsory.  However such a development is affected by 
different audit thresholds in both the Republic of Ireland and Northern Ireland.  The lack of a consistent treatment is causing an 
additional regulatory burden in the Republic of Ireland and until a consistent approach is adopted in both jurisdictions. 
 

 

Professor 
Gerard     
Vinten 

Company law often does permit less heavy reporting requirements. I agree that the audit requirement should be the same, but 
then one should offer suggestions as to how the smaller audit firms can achieve the required standard, such as via consortium 
arrangements which permit economies of scale in staff and professional development. One does not want to obliterate the SME 
sector of audit, including the competent sole practitioner. There are example of companies and organizations going with the large 
firms and depriving the SMEs of work simply because they believe this is the safest course, even if a more expensive one. 
Developing countries may also welcome extra guidance - their context may be one unimagined by Western countries. 
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Deloitte 
Touche 
Tohmatsu 

We believe that the proposed standard should include qualifiers that state that the level and extent of knowledge in more specialized 
areas should be driven by the nature, size and complexity of the entities being audited.  This is especially true for paragraphs 50 and 
53. 
 

 

PAAB We agree with the approach adopted in the proposed standard.  This standard sets out the minimum competence requirements for audit 
professionals.  These requirements must be applied in the context of the requirements of the international or national auditing 
standards and the IFAC Code of Ethics for professional accountants, in particular section B, applicable to those involved in public 
practice as audit professionals and as they apply to competence requirements for specific engagements. 

Please refer to our comments at 1.4 above 

 

 

CPA 
Ireland 

We agree that there should be a minimum standard of competence requirements for all audit professionals irrespective of the size 
and nature of financial statement audits.   

NZICA Our second general concern relates to the feasibility and applicability of the standard to our members operating at the smaller entity 
level, involving either employment in small-to-medium size practices (SMPs), auditing small-to-medium size entities (SMEs), 
auditing not-for-profit entities, or working in larger practices in which auditing constitutes only a small percentage of the services 
provided.  We would like to ensure that the resulting IES takes these environments into account, without compromising the standards 
of audit education and training that must be upheld in the public interest.  It is essential that audit services can continue to be offered to 
the likes of small entities that require audit for funding purposes, not-for-profit entities that rely on honorary audits, and business 
entities in the smaller, regional locations in general. 
 
On balance, we consider the ED is written flexibly enough to accommodate the smaller end of the market.  We have commented that, 
intuitively, there should be a prescribed time period relating to practical audit experience before an individual has responsibility for 
making substantive judgement decisions (i.e. before they assume the role of an ‘audit professional’) (see section 8.8 of our submission, 
relating to paragraph 79 of the ED).  However, a substantial period of training in audit work would create a tension with those firms 
and individuals who spend only a small proportion of their professional lives performing audit work, usually at the smaller end of the 
market. 
 
We are not in favour of a ‘differential entity’ approach to audit education for reasons of principle (a high level of competence is 
necessary for all entities) and practicality (defining thresholds is fraught with difficulties and is likely to create anomalies).  However, 
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should IFAC move towards prescribing a set period of practical audit experience (which is an input measure), it may wish to consider 
offering an alternative, output-based approach for individuals operating at the smaller end of the market. 
 
As it stands, the ED appears to be largely output based, in that no time period is prescribed for practical experience (audit or other 
relevant experience), with the proviso that individuals demonstrate their capability or competence (paragraphs 76 and 77). 
 

JICPA As an addition to paragraph 3, we propose that the Proposed Standard provide the following: the fundamental policy of using 
information technology (IT) specialists based on to the size of firms and required level of the expertise, for example, expertise in 
working with “IT” or “computer-assisted auditing packages and techniques,” etc., in order not to impose an excessive burden on audit 
professionals. 
 
Basis for the comment 
 With respect to the Special Consideration for Small and Medium Entities and Small and Medium Practices from the Guide for 
Commentators, this Proposed Standard states that it offers no special considerations for “small and medium entities and small and 
medium practices.” However, we believe that special consideration should be extended to not only individual audit professionals but 
also small and medium practices which have certain difficulties in employing internal IT specialists by specifying the required level of 
expertise (e.g., expertise in “IT,” “computer-assisted auditing packages and techniques,” etc.) 
 

 

CPA 
Australia 
& ICAA 

We believe that auditors should have the same minimum audit competency when performing audits of financial statements, for it is 
difficult to argue a differentiation (or lowering of standards) on the basis of size or location of the auditor.  We agree with the exposure 
draft, that there should be no special consideration for audits of SMEs or for profession in developing and emerging countries.  This is 
further supported by Australia’s own competency standard which does not differentiate on these bases either.  The IAASB is currently 
considering the implementation issues for small sized firms. 
 

 

CICA The Exposure Draft was reviewed by the Language Services department of the CICA for any unusual translation problems from 
English to French. Their view was that nothing in the wording posed any unusual translation problems but that there would be the 
usual need to reconcile the different national terminologies. 
 
They also noted that it would be advisable to avoid significant inconsistencies with terms used in French in other international 
material, in particular the IFRSs, for which an official French version exists in the EU, and the ISAs, for which an effort is currently 
under way to produce a unique international translation. The Policy Statement issued in September 2004 by IFAC concerning 
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“Translation of Standards and Guidance Issued by the International Federation of Accountants” provides some guidance on how to 
approach this. A useful precedent was set when the Belgian and French Institutes of Auditors, who have undertaken the international 
translation of ISAs, decided to consult with their counterparts in Canada (CICA) and Switzerland (Chambre fiduciaire) on the 
translation of key terms. 
 
The CICA would probably be pleased to provide anyone who gets involved in translating international education standards into French 
with access to the international Dictionnaire de la comptabilité et de la gestion financière published by the CICA. 
 

ICAEW Regarding special considerations for small and medium entities and small and medium practices (page 5), we agree with the 
Education Committee that in principle all audit professionals should meet the same minimum competence requirements.  
However, in practice, just as IFAC recognises that the existence of different industries may need auditors to meet different 
requirements, so too the size and nature of the entities being audited may be worth acknowledgement.   
 

 

 SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR DEVELOPING NATIONS 
  

DNPTF We agree with the Committee’s view that there should be no special considerations for the profession in developing and emerging 
economies, perhaps with the exception of some flexibility with transition and implementation issues (see below).   Our comments in 
this letter express the problems in terms of effective implementation in developing and emerging economies, and indeed are likely to 
apply in many other developed countries as well.   
 
 

 

PAAB We agree with the approach in the proposed standard.  We believe that the minimum level of competence identified in the proposed 
standard should be appropriate in any jurisdiction.  The importance of the audit of financial statements is such that most jurisdictions 
will exceed the requirements of the proposed standard where applicable. 

All aspects of the proposed standard can be implemented in our jurisdiction 
 

 

  
TRANSLATIONS 
 

 

Professor 
Gerard     

There is plenty of experience of translating audit terms into the major languages. Nevertheless there remain pitfalls here. The 
most problematic languages are those which are more concrete than abstract. It could be an issue where junior audit staff are  
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Vinten operating more in a local dialect or language. For example 'independence' can give rise to difficulties 

 
PAAB We do not anticipate any ‘translation issues’. 
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IV. Detailed Comments 
 

No. Respondent Respondent Comment  ED 
Change 

Staff Comment 
(where necessary) 

SECTION: 1 GENERAL 

  PARAGRAPH 1 
 
This International Education Standard (IES) prescribes the competence requirements for audit professionals and auditors 
(engagement partners), including those working in specific industries and environments. IFAC member bodies need to establish 
policies and procedures that will allow interested members to satisfy the requirements of this standard before they have any 
substantial involvement in a financial statement audit. The responsibility for the development and assessment of the required 
competence is shared by IFAC member bodies, audit firms, regulatory authorities and other third parties. 
 

  

 PwC The responsibility for the development of the required competence is also shared by individual members of IFAC member 
bodies and paragraph 1 could state this. 
 

  

  PARAGRAPH 2  
 
A specific IES for audit professionals has become necessary not only because of the specialist knowledge and skills required to 
perform competently in this area, but also because of the reliance the public and other third parties place on the financial 
statement audit function. This standard is based on the platform for all professional accountants established by IES 1 to 7. 
 

  

 ICAS The context described is based on “the reliance the public and other third parties place on the financial statements audit 
function”.  This significantly underplays the duty of care that the auditor has to the various parties.  This initial premise sets the 
context for the whole Standard and is evident when it tries to cover such a wide scope in so much detail.  The Committee need to 
consider whether a narrowing of the scope to the actual duty of care owed by the auditor might change the emphasis, breadth, 
and depth of the Standard.  At the very least comment on this important issue is required.   
 

  

  PARAGRAPH 3 
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No. Respondent Respondent Comment  ED 
Change 

Staff Comment 
(where necessary) 

The aim of this standard is to ensure that professional accountants acquire the specific capabilities (i.e., the professional 
knowledge, professional skills and professional values, ethics and attitudes) required to work as competent audit professionals. 
Once they have achieved this competence, audit professionals need to maintain the level of competence the public expects of 
them. Life-long learning will be required to develop and maintain this professional competence (see also IES 7, Continuing 
Professional Development: A Program of Lifelong Learning and Continuing Development of Professional Competence). 
 

 ICAS We would have expected the Standard to cover those involved in the audit of internal controls over financial reporting (ie the full 
US integrated audit post Sarbanes Oxley).   
 

  

  PARAGRAPH 4 
 
Auditor is the engagement partner. 

Explanation: This term is consistent with that established by the International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board (IAASB) 
in its “Glossary of Terms.” The IAASB definition is also used to refer to an audit firm.  

 

 Task Force 
recommendation the 
term “engagement 
partner” be used as per 
IAASB definition in 
ISA 220. 

 ICAS 1. The draft Standard is consistent with the IAASB definition but on reference to the handbook produced by the IAASB, 
there is a significant extension and clarification of the word “auditor”.  The Committee should consider whether 
extending the definition in IES 8 to include some of the elaboration given would be helpful in making the draft Standard 
clearer.  In particular the IAASB indicate that the term “auditor” can be used to describe either the engagement partner or 
the audit firm.  Indeed where the responsibilities rest with the engagement partner, many of the obligations may be 
fulfilled either by the engagement partner or a member of the audit team.   

 
2. The definition of the auditor does not reflect the situation in some firms in the United Kingdom where the Audit Director 

grade are designated Responsible Individuals within UK law and can therefore sign audit reports, but are not partners.   
 
3. We would like to have seen a definition and coverage of those who can make the audit judgment but who are not 

professional accountants.  As mentioned above in our comments on the explanatory memorandum we think this is a very 
important point of clarification to assist in understanding and implementing the Standard. 
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 CIPFA Paragraph 4: Definition of ‘Auditor’.  
 
The Draft refers to the engagement partner as an ‘auditor’ and states that the explanation is consistent with the International 
Auditing and Assurance Board (IAASB) glossary of terms.  
 
This does not appear to be correct. The IAASB state that  
 
“The term “auditor” is used to describe either the engagement partner or the audit firm. Where it applies to the engagement 
partner, it describes the obligations or responsibilities of the engagement partner. Such obligations or responsibilities may be 
fulfilled by either the engagement partner or a member of the audit team. Where it is expressly intended that the obligation or 
responsibility be fulfilled by the engagement partner, the term “engagement partner” rather than “auditor” is used.”1 
 
We therefore propose that, in the context of this Draft the term ‘Engagement Partner’ be used and would accordingly amend 
Paragraph 4 to read: “Engagement Partner – The partner or other person in the firm (or their public sector equivalents) 
who is responsible for the engagement and its performance, for the report that is issued and who, where required, has the 
appropriate authority from a professional, legal or regulatory body.” 
 

  

 ICAEW We are happy, overall, with the requirements for the role of auditor, but feel that one point could be made clearer. Paragraph 4 
defines ‘auditor’ as the engagement partner, as in the IAASB definition. Subsequently, the current paragraphs 81-83 show that, 
effectively, ‘auditor’ means an individual permitted to sign audit reports. This equates to our ‘Responsible Individual’ who has to 
meet various requirements including our Audit Qualification, but who is not necessarily a partner. We would therefore like the 
definition of ‘auditor’ in paragraph 4 to be amended to read: 
 
‘Auditor is the engagement partner (consistent with the definition established by the International Auditing and 

  

 
1 IAASB Handbook of International Auditing, Assurance and Ethics Pronouncements, 2005, page 130 
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Assurance Standards Board (IAASB) in its “Glossary of Terms”) or Auditor is any other individual permitted to sign 
audit reports. 

     

  
PARAGRAPH 5 

Audit professional is a professional accountant who undertakes the audit function and has substantial involvement in a financial 
statement audit assignment.  
 
Explanation: This definition does not apply to specialists who undertake specific tasks within an audit (e.g., taxation, 
information technology or valuation specialists).   
 

 Task Force 
recommendation that 
this be revised to more 
clearly describe the role 
and function of the 
audit professional. 

 CIPFA The Draft requires an audit professional to be “responsible for significant audit judgement decisions contributing to the overall 
financial statement audit opinion”. 
 
Audit teams as a whole will frequently consider issues of material judgement and these teams will include those who are in the 
process of attaining professional membership. Were all material issues in an audit to be the sole preserve of qualified audit 
professionals, this could have a significant impact on the resources required to carry out an effective audit and on the 
development opportunities available to trainees. This might in turn limit their judgemental skills when they do achieve 
qualification, to the detriment of the audit process and the profession. 
 

  

 DNPTF The definition of the “audit professional” is the key factor within the proposed standard. We note this definition is new and 
doesn’t automatically correspond to descriptions of audit roles used in practice.  We note that the audit professional is “a 
professional accountant who undertakes the audit function and has substantial involvement in a financial statement audit 
assignment”.  We further note that substantial involvement in a financial statement audit assignment “requires a professional 
accountant to be responsible for significant audit judgment decisions contributing to the overall financial statement audit 
opinion”.  Further, “significant audit judgment decisions refer to material judgments that are relied on in forming a financial 
statement audit opinion”.    
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In many instances members of an audit engagement team may not yet be qualified as professional accountants, but are required 
to make significant judgment decisions which are relied on by the auditor.  This is the case in many countries where the number 
of qualified professional accountants is limited and many staff who are going through their training are often the sole member of 
the engagement team in place at the client, with the engagement partner checking on the work periodically.  Furthermore, 
accounting technicians often hold very senior roles in audit teams and are responsible for leading the engagement team and 
making significant judgment decisions – these individuals would not meet the proposed definition.  While the final audit opinion 
and the contributing judgments remain the sole responsibility of the engagement partner, the extent to which other’s work is 
relied upon during the process, especially in smaller firms, is likely to mean the implementation of the current definition is 
problematic in many developing and emerging economies.   
 

 PwC The definitions of ‘audit professional’ and ‘material judgement’ are central to the applicability of the standard to audit staff of 
different levels. In our opinion, these definitions should be reconsidered as currently they do not reflect the way an audit team is 
structured or the reality of how audit judgement decisions are made. 
 
Whether or not a professional accountant makes ‘material judgements that are relied upon’ is effectively the criteria for 
determining whether a professional accountant is undertaking the role of an audit professional. We would argue that only the 
engagement leader (a PwC term encompassing the engagement partner and, in some jurisdictions, director) makes material 
judgement decisions. More junior members of the engagement team (both qualified and unqualified) will make initial 
judgements, but these are made under appropriate supervision. All audit judgements are reviewed by more senior members of the 
engagement team, with the final responsibility for material judgement remaining with the engagement leader. In our opinion, the 
current definitions should be redrafted so that they reflect this reality. This will make the definitions clearer and enable the issue 
which is central to the application of the standard to be consistently understood. 
 

  

 PFK We do not, however, consider it necessary for an individual to qualify as a professional accountant before becoming substantially 
involved in a financial statement audit. We strongly believe that it is possible for an individual to be competent to act in this 
capacity through experience and/or by virtue of the simplicity of certain sets of financial statements. The Auditor, who should 
have to qualify as a professional accountant, would have ultimate responsibility for the significant audit judgments. 
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 Grant 
Thornton 

As stated above, we question the need for a new professional designation and whether an International Education Standard is the 
appropriate venue for creating a new designation.  However if a new designation is created, we would prefer a different label.  
We believe that the term audit professional (or assurance professional) is common usage has the same meaning as the term 
“professional accountant in public practice” as described in the IFAC Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants.  The new 
terminology could create confusion between the meaning in the standard and the meaning in the common usage. 
 
Paragraph 5 defines the audit professional as a professional accountant who undertakes the audit function and has substantial 
involvement in a financial statement audit assignment.  Substantial involvement is further defined as responsible for significant 
audit judgment decisions contributing to the overall opinion.  Paragraph 34 expands on the definition to incorporate all but junior 
staff auditors.  We believe that this provides for too much overlap between the professional accountant in public practice and the 
audit professional, blurring the distinction between the two.  In some cases, the terminology could apply to all levels of 
accountants in public practice.  We suggest a more narrow definition that focuses on the responsibility for audit judgement. 
 
On translation, we note that the new term appears to rely to a certain extend on word order (audit professional vs. professional 
accountant) to distinguish between categories of accountants, a distinction that may prove difficult to translate to other languages 
that employ different grammatical word order.  The distinction also may be lost on professional translators who are not 
professional accountants.  We are concerned that the terminology will create a quality control issue in translation of documents 
to and from English to other languages. 
 

  

 Abdul     
Rahim    
Suriya 

The scope of the Audit Professional as described by the ED covers job seniors also. This is little impracticable in our context. In 
Pakistan, no firm can afford to assign a qualified senior on each job due to 
1) the cost/fee structure of the firms and 
2) non-availability of qualified staff. 
 
Currently the largest firms operating in the country cannot spare qualified seniors on each job let alone the smaller firms which 
at times are operating as sole proprietor firms, whereby the sole proprietor is the only qualified person in the firm.  This 
requirement will draw smaller firms out of business. 
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 In view of above, the following suggestions are being made: 
The definition of Audit Professional should exclude Audit Seniors and Audit Supervisors, also the definitions of Audit 
Professional and Substantial Involvement should be reworded as follows: 
Audit Professional is a professional accountant who is responsible for an audit engagement in managerial role and has 
substantial involvement in a financial statement audit assignment. 
 

 ICAEW We would also like to see an amendment to paragraph 5, the definition of an audit professional. The explanatory paragraph 
should be removed as audit professionals are sometimes specialists, whereas the explanatory note suggests that they cannot be. 
The essential difference between an auditor and an audit professional is that the former can sign an audit report whereas the 
latter cannot. 
 

  

 CGA Canada Page 7 para. 5, the term “substantial involvement” is vague.  Is this measured by time spent on an engagement?  If so, then the 
large audit firms auditing large clients could experience some difficulty since research indicates that about 50% of the time on 
large audits is spent by the most junior staff members – all of whom would have to be “certified” under this proposed standard.  
We suggest that some additional criteria be added to expand this definition (such as time spent on the audit and the level of 
authority of staff members). 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 7 

Substantial involvement in a financial statement audit requires a professional accountant to be responsible for significant 
audit judgment decisions contributing to the overall financial statement audit opinion.  

Explanation: “Significant audit judgment decisions” refers to material judgments that are relied on in forming a financial 
statement audit opinion.  

 Task Force 
recommendation that 
this definition be 
deleted. 

 CIPFA We believe that some further clarification should be given on the roles and responsibilities within an audit team. Specifically we 
favour recognising the role that can be played by audit trainees, subject to robust quality control processes and review by an 
audit professional. We recommend amending Paragraph 7 as follows: 
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 “Substantial involvement in a financial statement audit requires a professional accountant to be responsible for reviewing 
significant judgement decisions contributing to the overall financial statement opinion.” 
 

 Abdul     
Rahim     
Suriya 
 

Substantial involvement in a financial statement audit requires a professional accountant to be responsible for significant audit 
judgment decisions at managerial level contributing to the overall financial statement audit opinion.  Further, specialization, 
although useful but not practicable in third world countries.  While it should be preferable under the standard to assign a staff 
who is able to handle specialized engagements, it should not be made compulsory.  

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 9 
 
This standard is effective from January 1, 2008. 
 

 Task Force 
recommendation that a 
statement be added 
explaining the standard 
applies only to those 
qualifying as audit 
professionals after the 
effective date. 

 ACCA Paragraph 9 states that the effective date is from January 1, 2008; however, there is no added explanation of how the draft 
Standard is to be applied.  ACCA strongly believes that it would not be appropriate for the Standard to apply to Auditors who 
already have an Audit qualification on that date, or even to those students who have commenced their training.  ACCA has many 
members who have audited for a significant number of years to an exceptionally high standard.  It would be totally unacceptable 
if the application of this Standard resulted in these members losing their ability to practice if, for example, they do not currently 
hold an undergraduate degree.  ACCA recommends that the Standard should only be relevant to students starting to study from 
January 1, 2008 onwards.  
 

  

 ICAS The effective date appears reasonable.  We would welcome some guidance however on the position of all those currently 
practising as auditors who have not been subject to the requirements.     
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 Professor 
Gerard    
Vinten           

Effective date of 1 January 2008.  Given the urgency of implementing the agenda, I wonder why the date could not be 1 
January 2007. The public might well be mystified as to why issues they would think they would have had a right to expect 
even a decade or so back are even now subject to such delay. 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 10 
 
This standard is restricted to prescribing the competence requirements for the audit of financial statements as described in the 
International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board’s “Framework for Assurance Engagements.” It does not address 
competence requirements for internal audit assignments or for other assurance engagements (such as those related to 
performance or compliance with regulatory requirements). 
 

  

 ICAS As mentioned in our comments above we think that there are aspects of assurance engagements which are so closely linked to 
the role of the auditor particularly in relation to the audit of internal controls (Sarbanes-Oxley) that we believe the Standard 
should have considered encompassing some of these wider activities.  It is usually auditors who undertake wider assurance 
engagements and we wonder whether the restriction is logical.  In terms of the public interest a wider scope may be more 
appropriate.   
 

  

 Public 
Accountant’s 
& Auditors’ 
Board –  
South Africa 

We agree that the scope of the standard should be limited to the audit of financial statements only and not to the other speciailist 
roles often undertaken by an author.  The audit of financial statements is the foundational role of the auditor and that on which 
the widest reliance is placed. 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 12   
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IFAC recognizes that audit licensing regimes differ: in some jurisdictions, IFAC member bodies have the legal authority to 
license auditors whereas, in others, independent licensing bodies have this authority.  Where IFAC member bodies have the legal 
authority to issue audit licenses, they should ensure that licensed individuals meet the requirements prescribed in this standard. 
Where other bodies have that authority, they, too, should ensure that the requirements for licensing include those prescribed in 
this standard. 

 

 ACCA Paragraph 12 – if licensing is authorised by other bodies, how can IFAC be assured of the consistency of the Standard or the 
ability of the other body to police or monitor Standards?  We suggest this paragraph is deleted. 
 

  

 AAT We support the spirit of paragraph 12 which proposes that, where bodies other than IFAC member bodies have the legal authority 
to issue audit licences, they “should ensure that the requirements for licensing include those prescribed in this standard”. 
However we question IFAC’s ability to compel such bodies to include the IFAC minimum requirements and therefore wonder 
how IFAC will achieve this intention. We suggest the following alternative wording “In jurisdictions where other bodies have 
that authority, IFAC member bodies should use their best endeavours to persuade bodies issuing audit licences to include the 
requirements prescribed in this standard.” 
 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 14 

Professional accountants who perform specialist roles in supporting the audit function (such as tax, computer systems review or 
specialist valuation) will require capabilities and competencies relevant to their own specialization. This standard does not apply 
to such individuals. 

 

 Task Force 
recommends this para 
be deleted, and direct 
reference made to 
applicable ISAs. 

 CICA The distinction between “professional accountants who perform specialist roles in support…” and “professional accountants 
with substantial involvement in a financial statement audit” (i.e. an audit professional) is not clear. 
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  PARAGRAPH 17 

The audit of financial statements is one area in which professional accountants may specialize. To perform competently in this 
specialist area, professional accountants will require a higher level of education and training in audit and related areas than what 
is required of those who do not have substantial involvement in financial statement audits. 

 

  

 CPA Ireland This higher level of education should not be interpreted as meaning that an undergraduate degree is a prerequisite.  It is our view, 
that this higher level of education and training should be acquired whilst the trainee is gaining relevant experience under the 
direct supervision of an auditor. (See also paragraph 30 of the proposed standard). The word “higher” should be replaced with 
“deeper”, so as to avoid possible misinterpretation. 
 

  

 Wellington 
Public Practic
Committee - 
NZ 

Specialisation within the profession is a national issue to be decided by national bodies.  In NZ the profession has rejected 
specialist designations in favour of one comprehensive brand of Chartered Accountant.  Any move to introduce specialist 
designations will diminish the value of the brand and is a policy decision which needs to be decided by the national body rather 
than being imposed by an international education standard. 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 20 
 
This standard prescribes the minimum competence requirements IFAC member bodies are expected to require any members to 
obtain before they undertake substantial involvement in a financial statement audit assignment. This standard sets out the 
specific knowledge, skills and experience that the public might reasonably expect professional accountants to have before having 
a substantial involvement in audit assignments. Different levels of responsibility within an audit assignment will demand 
different levels of competence. This standard sets the minimum benchmark for all audit professionals. 
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 ICAS Minimum competencies are mentioned for different levels of responsibility, and no definitions are set.  We are however pleased 
to see the use and endorsement of output measures in respect of the assessment of capabilities and competence.   
 

  

 PKF The paragraph refers to members of an IFAC member body needing to qualify as professional accountants, which would seem to 
be unnecessary given that all members of an IFAC member body are by definition qualified as professional accountants.  
 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 22 

In addition to acquiring the necessary knowledge and skills, professional accountants  will have to be assessed (as outlined in 
paragraphs 76 and 77) to demonstrate that they have the capabilities and competence  for having a substantial involvement in 
financial statement audits and making significant audit judgments. The IFAC Education Committee recognizes that, when 
capabilities and competence are assessed, output measures are likely to be superior to input measures. Output-based approaches 
concentrate on measuring the development and maintenance of competence achieved through learning, rather than measuring the 
various learning activities completed. 

 

  

 ACCA Contradicts the degree requirement as it focuses on an output based approach.  As noted in the introduction, ACCA suggests that 
the degree requirement is removed. 
 

  

 PKF Whilst we agree that output-based approaches are superior to input measures, it must be recognised that these are likely to be 
highly judgemental when it comes to assessing capabilities and competence. 
 

  

 Professor 
Gerard    
Vinten  

Prefer output to input measures  In management accountancy this has been recognized for several decades, so the 
recognition in an audit context is well overdue.   
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  PARAGRAPH 25 
 
Auditing is a structured process that: 

(a) involves the application of analytical skills, professional judgment and professional skepticism; 

(b) is usually performed by a team of professionals, directed with managerial skills;  

(c) uses appropriate forms of technology and adheres to a methodology; 

(d) complies with all relevant technical standards, such as International Standards on Auditing (ISAs), International 
Standards on Quality Control (ISQCs), International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS), International Public 
Sector Accounting Standards (IPSAS), and any applicable international, national or local equivalents as 
appropriate; and  

(e) complies with required standards of professional ethics. 

  

 ICAS Should the structured process not also produce an outcome which is accurate and of some value?  
 

  

 Public 
Accountants’ 
& Auditors’ 
Board –  
South Africa 

We suggest that the wording of this paragraph, 25(d) be reconsidered in that the audit process can not comply with financial 
reporting standards but rather can comply with auditing standards. 

  

 Wellington 
Public Practic
Committee  

The paper assumes that audits are carried out on a team basis.  One of the features of small audits is that the audit may be carried 
out by only one or two persons.  The standard does not give adequate consideration to the issues involved in auditing small 
entities many of which will be non profits. 
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  PARAGRAPH 27 
 
Entities subject to audit operate with diverse organizational structures in public, private and not-for-profit sectors. Auditing has 
to adapt to complex and changing environments. Within an audit assignment, many factors must be understood and evaluated 
appropriately, including: 

(a) the entity and its environment; 

(b) the industry, regulatory and other external factors; 

(c) the applicable financial reporting framework. 

 

  

 CIPFA The Draft states that in order to undertake an audit assignment a number of factors must be understood and evaluated, and lists 
examples. We favour replacing the term ‘industry’ in 27(b) with ‘sector’, which recognises the differentiation not only amongst 
commercial entities but can also accommodate the public and not-for-profit sectors. We propose the following wording: 
27 (b) The sector, regulatory and other external factors  

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 28 

Globalization of business has dramatically increased the need for consistent and high-quality financial reporting within countries 
and across borders. This directly affects both accounting and auditing. Many stakeholders in today’s global business 
environment expect compliance with recognized international standards in accounting and auditing. The audit of financial 
statements is undertaken within an identified accounting framework. To help achieve internationally accepted standards in 
accounting and auditing, it is desirable to establish internationally accepted benchmarks for the competence of professional 
accountants, including audit professionals.   

  

 Public 
Accountants’ 
& Auditors’ 
Board –  
South Africa 

An audit is not undertaken within an accounting framework.  It is suggested that the wording is amended to read “the audit of 
financial statements is undertaken to enable the auditor to express an opinion on whether the financial statements are prepared, in 
all material respects, in accordance with applicable financial reporting framework” (ISA 700[revised] at paragraph 5 and ISA 
200 at paragraph 2.) 
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  PARAGRAPH 29 
 
A broad knowledge of the business environment in which public, private and not-for-profit entities are structured, financed and 
managed is essential to the competence of audit professionals. 
 

  

 Public 
Accountants’ 
& Auditors’ 
Board –  
South Africa 

While we agree with the detail of this paragraph, we suggest that is be excluded from this proposed standard because these issues 
are adequately addressed in the Education Standards for professional accountants. 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 30 

To acquire the capabilities required of audit professionals, professional accountants may need to take education and development 
programs and activities in addition to those they needed to qualify as professional accountants. The additional education and 
development requirements for audit professionals can be fulfilled either subsequent to, or at the same time as, the education and 
development program for qualifying as a professional accountant. 
 

  

 ICAS We agree with the wide appreciation of methods to develop capabilities of audit professionals emphasising an output approach.  
The consistency with IES7 is important and in reality what occurs for many who have qualified as professional accountants and 
then chosen to further their careers towards that of an audit professional as defined in this draft Standard. 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 31 

The education and development process for developing the capabilities of audit professionals can include advanced professional 
education pursued at academic institutions or through the programs of professional bodies; on-the-job training and experience 
programs; off-the-job training; and continuing professional development (CPD) courses and activities. IFAC member bodies 
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may wish to impose specific requirements, in addition to the minimum benchmarks required in this standard, for professional 
accountants working as audit professionals. In particular, IFAC member bodies may consider prescribing specific CPD activities 
for audit professionals. 

 

 ACCA Paragraph 31 implies that an input based approach to CPD is adopted.  This contradicts the recommendation in IES 7 that 
professional bodies should move to output based approaches. 
 

  

  PARAGRAPH 34 
 
The professional job titles audit professionals sometimes use include the following: 

(a) Audit Seniors,  

(b) Audit Supervisors, 

(c) Audit Managers (often divided into grades such as Assistant Manager, Manager and Senior Manager), 

(d) Audit Partners, Directors and Principals, and 

(e) Engagement Partners. 

This list of job titles is one representation of the progression of seniority among audit professionals. In some cases, individuals 
will hold a particular job title before qualifying as a professional accountant or audit professional.  

 

 Task Force 
recommends this para 
be deleted. 

 ACCA Paragraph 34 the list of people who could be Audit Professionals does not include the engagement quality control reviewer; this 
is inconsistent with ISQC1. 
 

  

 ICAS The inclusion of “audit assistants” would be helpful so the full hierarchy of audit team members is presented.  Not withstanding 
that many “audit assistants” will not yet be qualified and therefore would not fall within the definition of audit professional, they 
would regard themselves as professionals and indeed the auditor would want them to be professional in the conduct of their 
work.   
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 CIPFA There appears to be an inconsistency in the qualification requirements between Paragraphs 34 and 38. Paragraph 34 sets out the 
job titles audit professionals sometimes use but goes on to say that “individuals may hold a particular job title before qualifying 
as a professional accountant”. However, Paragraph 38 clearly states that the status of  an audit professional can only be assumed 
where, inter alia, the individual qualifies as a professional accountant.  
 
Clarification is required to prevent ambiguity. If the job titles in current usage bear little practical relationship to the status of 
being an audit professional then Paragraph 34 may not be necessary. 
 

  

 AICPA Paragraph 34 defines “audit professional” to include audit partners and engagement partners. Paragraph 4 defines “auditor” 
as the engagement partner; no other member of the audit team is included in this definition.  We do not understand the need 
to specifically highlight the engagement partner.  
 

  

 CNCC & 
CSOEC 

The “Principals” level (§ 34 which we ask to be deleted) has no equivalent in France.   

 CPA  
Australia 
& ICAA 

Paragraph 34 – refers to “audit professionals” as including Audit Seniors and Audit Supervisors, which we are concerned is 
terminology used by the Big 3.  Furthermore, the term “audit professional” is defined in para 5 as having “substantial 
involvement” in audits, and para 7 defines “substantial involvement” as being responsible for “significant audit judgment 
decisions”.  We question whether someone whose job title is Audit Senior (or even Audit Supervisor) is making such judgment 
decisions.  Such positions are probably held by professional accountants but not by audit professionals as defined. 
 

  

 CICA “Audit professionals” as a heading before Paragraph 34  - Paragraphs 34 to 37 may be better headed up with something like 
“Progression in audit capabilities and competences”. These paragraphs don’t really define or expand on “audit 
professionals”.What they do is attempt to explain the progression that readers are about to see in Sections 2,3 and 4. 
 

  

 CGA Canada Para. 34 lists the job titles normally used by “audit professionals”.  This list does not include “in-charge” auditors or “audit 
juniors”.  Certainly in-charge auditors will often make significant audit judgments – for example, when an in-charge is 
responsible for the field work for a small audit engagement.  Junior auditors also often make material audit judgments involving, 
for example, the choice of specific sample units from a population. The entire audit process involves a significant degree of 
judgment.  Trying to restrict these judgments to only “audit professionals” (see para. 35) may be seen as arbitrary and not 
achievable in practice. 
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  PARAGRAPH 35 

Audit engagements vary in complexity and size with different requirements for experience and competency of personnel 
involved in the engagement. An audit team could include audit professionals, qualified professional accountants and individuals 
working towards qualification as professional accountants. It is the auditor’s responsibility to make sure that any individuals 
assigned to an audit engagement who are not audit professionals will not be responsible for making significant audit judgment 
decisions.  

 

  

 ICAS The final sentence states the auditor’s responsibility for an assignment.  The reality is that it is often an audit professional, (the 
manager), who determines the structure and competence of the team not the auditor (engagement partner).  The auditor’s role is 
often one of general quality control, even if ultimate responsibility rests with him. 

 
By stating the auditor’s responsibility to ensure that any non-audit professionals will not be responsible for making significant 
audit judgement decisions, the Standard ignores the reality about actuaries and taxation professionals who may be providing key 
audit judgments in areas of pensions or taxation advice.  The paragraph needs to be redrafted to cover the auditor’s need to take 
full responsibility for all judgements made in arriving at the opinion including those judgements recommended (as opposed to 
being made) by non-audit professionals.   
 

  

 CIPFA Further to our notes on Paragraphs 4, 5 & 7, we propose the following amendment: 
“….It is the engagement partner’s responsibility to make sure that any individuals assigned to an audit engagement who are not 
audit professionals will not be responsible for reviewing significant audit judgement decisions.” 
 

  

 PKF We do not consider it appropriate to restrict non audit professionals from being responsible for making significant audit 
judgement decisions in all circumstances. 
 

  

 Deloitte 
Touche 
Tohmatsu 

International Standard on Quality Control (ISQC) 1 states that the firm should assign appropriate staff with the necessary 
capabilities, competence and time to perform the engagements.  In paragraph 35 of the proposed standard, we recommend 
stating that, where the audit firm has implemented an appropriate system, the auditor is permitted to rely on that system when 
ensuring that individuals are appropriately assigned and utilized on the audit engagement.  It also may be beneficial to include a 
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cross-reference to ISQC 1 in this paragraph. 
 

 NZICA The logic of the last sentence in paragraph 35 may be suspect.  According to paragraphs 5 and 7, an audit professional is by 
definition an individual who is responsible for making significant judgement decisions.  One cannot be responsible for such 
decisions and not be an audit professional.  We suspect the intention of the paragraph is to signal that individuals making such 
decisions (i.e. audit professionals) meet the requirements of the IES.  We suggest the following wording, “It is the auditor’s 
responsibility to make sure that any individuals assigned to an audit engagement will not be responsible for making significant 
audit judgment decisions (i.e. will not assume the role of an audit professional) until they have met the requirements in Section 2 
of this standard.” 
 
 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 36 

After satisfying the minimum requirements to work as audit professionals (as prescribed in this standard), such professionals 
will need further development to progress, through supervisory and managerial roles, to the level of an auditor with final 
responsibility for an audit (i.e., the engagement partner). The auditor usually holds an audit license. Audit professionals may be 
eligible to conduct, supervise and manage audits without being the auditor (as defined in paragraph 4). In all instances, IFAC’s 
Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants requires that all professional accountants (including auditors and audit 
professionals) may not misrepresent their expertise or experience, nor may they undertake assignments for which they are not 
competent. In addition, the market for audit services will generally discriminate among auditors to ensure that an auditor’s 
expertise is appropriate for the type and complexity of a specific audit assignment.  

 

  

 AICPA The first sentence of paragraph 36 states “…an auditor with final responsibility for an audit (i.e., the engagement partner)”.  This 
implies there can be others on the audit team who also are “auditors”, but who do not have “final responsibility for an audit”. We 
recommend that the first sentence end after “…to the level of an auditor”, with the remainder of the sentence deleted. Further, 
we suggest that the second sentence be deleted since any auditor (engagement partner) should be licensed. As stated, this 
sentence presents the inference that auditors (engagement partners) in some global places would not have to be licensed. This 
has significant implications for reliance on other auditors when performing transnational audits.  
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 Deloitte 
Touche 
Tohmatsu 

We do not believe that the last sentence of this paragraph is relevant or appropriate (related to the market for audit services 
discriminating among auditors), and we recommend that it be deleted. 
 

  

 CPA  
Australia & 
ICAA 
 

The professional bodies have a general concern regarding the correct use of the terms ‘audit professional’ and ‘professional 
accountant’.  For example, Paragraph 36, states that “audit professionals” will need further development to progress to 
supervisory and managerial roles.  This appears to be contradictory to the definition of audit professionals in para 5 where they 
are defined as being responsible for “significant audit judgment decisions”.  It seems odd that they would be making such 
decisions without being in a supervisory or managerial role. 

  

 
SECTION 2: QUALIFICATION REQUIREMENTS FOR AUDIT PROFESSIONALS 

  PARAGRAPH 38 
 
Before individual members of IFAC member bodies assume the role of  audit professionals in a financial statement audit 
assignment, they should:  

(a) qualify as professional accountants; 

(b) hold an undergraduate degree; and 

(c) satisfy all other requirements prescribed in this section. 

  

 ACCA Paragraph 38 states that Audit Professionals should hold an undergraduate degree.  ACCA considers that this should read: hold 
at least the equivalent of a recognised undergraduate degree. Our reasons are set out below. 

• The Exposure Draft goes beyond the requirements of the European Union’s 8th Company Law Directive which lays 
down the requirements for Auditors in Europe.  The Directive only requires that candidates have passed an 
examination of professional competence of university, final examination level organised or recognised by the State.  
Since this is the only piece of transnational legislation which covers Auditors we recommend that IFAC adopts a 
similar approach. 

• It will be next to impossible for many IFAC member bodies to enforce the Standard, especially in developing 
countries which have weak educational infrastructures.  In such countries many candidates pursue professional 
qualifications precisely because access to university education is so limited. 
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• It is divisive between Audit Professionals and professional accountants, as the proposed requirement implies that the 
latter are second class members of their own profession, even though both groups belong to IFAC member bodies. 

• All IFAC International Education Standards for Professional Accountants are based on the principle that accountants 
should be competent and perform to the standard expected of them at work.  This does not necessarily depend on 
their holding a degree, and the Standard puts forward no justification as to why a degree is essential.   

• Paragraph 40 claims that skills required by Audit Professionals, in addition to those of professional accountants, are 
generally found in undergraduate programmes.  ACCA contends that this is by no means universally true and indeed 
audit is a heavily practical discipline which requires professional education and practical experience which are not 
always best delivered by undergraduate degrees.   

 
ACCA’s amendment: 
• squares with the 8th Directive  
• allows for candidates who hold master's degrees but not undergraduate degrees; and  
• would not exclude a large number of IFAC member bodies. 
 
For the purpose of judging equivalence, there should also be a cross reference to IES 1 which lists various sources setting out 
recognised degrees. 
 
Requirement to hold an undergraduate degree 
As noted in the introduction, ACCA believes that it is inappropriate and unnecessary to require Audit Professionals to hold an 
undergraduate degree.  The draft Standard does not provide any empirical evidence to suggest that Auditors who hold 
undergraduate degrees are in any way more effective than those who do not.  In relation to recent corporate failures, for example, 
there was no indication that the failures were specifically associated with Auditors who did not hold an undergraduate degree. 
 

 ICAS We do not agree with the requirement that audit professionals should hold an undergraduate degree.  There are a number of 
engagement partners in many firms in the United Kingdom who are not graduates and who sign audit reports.  Neither do we 
believe this prescription of an undergraduate degree is appropriate in educational terms as it is purely an input measure.  The 
Standard is written largely from an output perspective and we would have considered that a candidate’s capability and 
experience at the point of practising as an audit professional are more pertinent to their sense of professionalism than an 
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undergraduate degree.   
 

 CIPFA Our greatest concern is with the requirement that all audit professionals must hold an undergraduate degree2. The detailed 
reasons for our disagreement with this requirement are set out at Annexe A but, in summary, holding a degree is not a 
requirement to train with or join the UK accountancy profession. The creation of this additional requirement for all audit 
professionals risks creating a ‘two-tier’ accounting profession which we believe would undermine efforts to achieve common 
professional standards that can act as a benchmark for the accountancy profession and clients alike. 
   
The Draft argues that ‘The appropriate level of education and learning of the intellectual skills necessary to become professional 
is generally found in undergraduate degree courses’3. We acknowledge that auditing requires critical and analytical skills and 
that many undergraduate courses will serve their students well in providing an intellectual grounding for the challenges of 
accountancy education and a career in auditing.  However, it has not been sufficiently demonstrated that undergraduate degrees 
are the only route by which such an intellectual grounding can be gained, nor that all undergraduate degrees, in all disciplines, 
are capable of providing such a grounding.  
 
In summary, we do not consider that undergraduate degrees to be either necessary or in all cases sufficient to provide the 
intellectual grounding for an audit professional. We would urge the Education Committee to carefully reconsider this proposed 
requirement.  
 
The draft requires that all audit professionals must hold an undergraduate degree. We disagree with this principle and have set 
out the following reasons for this in our letter: 

o The lack of congruity with the requirements for traineeship of UK accountancy bodies; 
o The consequent risks of creating a ‘two tier’ profession; 
o Failure to demonstrate that an undergraduate degree is the only means of achieving the intellectual grounding required 

to be an audit professional; 
o Failure to demonstrate that all degrees in all disciplines are sufficient to achieve the intellectual grounding required to 

be an audit professional. 
 
We are also concerned that this requirement goes significantly beyond that set out in the draft revision to the EU’s 8th Directive, 
which sets out proposed EU requirements for those carrying out statutory audits. The draft revision proposes that: 

  

 
2 Exposure Draft 36 (b) 
 
3 Para 40 ibid. 
4 Proposal by the European Commission for a Directive on Statutory Audit of Annual and Consolidated Accounts 2004, Article 6 
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“A natural person may be approved to carry out a statutory audit only after having attained university entrance level, then 

completed a course of theoretical instruction, undergone practical training and passed an examination of professional 

competence of university final examination level organized or recognized by the State.”4 

We propose the following wording for Paragraph 38, which would serve to make the Draft consistent with the proposed 
requirements for auditors practising in the EU: 
Before individual members of IFAC member bodies assume the role of audit professionals in a financial statement audit 
assignment, they should: 

(a) Attain university entrance level; 
(b) Complete a course of theoretical instruction 
(c) Undergo practical training 
(d) Pass an examination of professional competence of university final level; 
(e) Qualify as professional accountants 
(f) Satisfy all other requirements prescribed in this section 

 
Consequential changes would be required to Paragraphs 40 and 41. 
 

 DNPTF Paragraph 38(b) states that an audit professional is required to hold an undergraduate degree.  The DNPTF considers this 
requirement poses an unnecessary barrier to entry to the profession, and strongly recommends the Committee reconsider this 
proposal.  The proposed standard does not elaborate as to what type of degree is required (e.g., accounting, business, or other) 
and nor does it provide any commentary on the quality of the degree.  Paragraph 40 discusses the need to develop the necessary 
skills to become an audit professional, and that the education and learning to develop these skills is “generally found in 
undergraduate degree programs”.  We would contend that other paths of education can also develop these skills. 
 
In many developing and emerging economies, access to university education is a privilege afforded to only a few.  Furthermore, 
the quality of many undergraduate degree programs varies, and is dependent on funding, quality staff, etc.  The development of 
the accounting profession in many developing and emerging economies has been aided by accountancy qualifications which are 
run by professional bodies and have an open access policy.  Arguably, such programs provide an education which is judged to be 
equivalent to undergraduate degree study.   
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Furthermore, in developing and emerging economies, members of the profession first study for an accounting technician 
qualification and then move on to become a professional accountant.  The International Education Standards 1-6 do not require 
an undergraduate degree, but rather the knowledge content to be delivered at the level which would be taught in an 
undergraduate degree.  We are concerned that this proposal threatens to create a two-tier profession, separating the audit 
profession from the broader accountancy profession, which we consider to be undesirable for the global profession. 
 
The Committee will recall the origins of the profession in many developed countries, where professional education programs and 
examinations run by member bodies was the main route to develop the required knowledge and skills for the profession.  Only 
relatively recently have several bodies moved to a graduate entry system.  If we are required to build universities before we train 
accountants and auditors we are setting benchmarks for the developing profession that other countries have not followed.   
 
We suggest the Committee amends paragraph 38(b) as follows, “hold an undergraduate degree or a professional accounting 
qualification deemed to be equivalent to an undergraduate degree”.   
 

 SMPPTF Paragraph 38(b) regarding the requirement to hold an undergraduate degree. We have some reservations here. While the 
SMPPTF considers it important that those that have a substantial involvement in the financial statement audit assignment 
have achieved a reasonably high minimum level of educational attainment, and that the degree level sounds about right, we 
are concerned that this is unnecessarily restrictive. In many countries aspiring professional accountants may pursue 
professional and/or technical qualifications rather than, and often in preference to, an undergraduate degree. It is likely that 
SMPs employ a disproportionate number of accountants that pursue this non-academic route towards qualification. We 
suggest, therefore, saying "hold an undergraduate degree or equivalent qualification. A qualification is equivalent, if the 
nature and extent of knowledge imparted by the program is equivalent to that of an undergraduate degree". 
 

  

 PwC We do not support the black letter requirement in paragraph 38 for audit professionals to hold an undergraduate degree. 
Currently, in some jurisdictions, member firms are reworking the traditional engagement team structure to include resources who 
may not have an undergraduate degree, for example, accounting technicians or industry experts. Many of these will be expected 
to complete an audit qualification as part of their development and the combination of skills that they acquire through these 
combined programmes will enable them to contribute as a member of an audit team as effectively as a graduate. 
 
In addition, IFAC member bodies in some countries may currently offer professional qualifications to those who have not 
pursued a university education, reflecting more lack of opportunity for university education than the academic potential of their 
candidates. 
 
For these reasons, it is our opinion that the requirement for an undergraduate degree unnecessarily restricts the human resource 
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strategies of audit firms and developing economies, without specifically driving audit quality. International Standards of 
Auditing (ISAs) – in particular ISA 220 – and International Standard of Quality Control 1 set out matters relating to the 
competence requirements for audit personnel and IES 1 to 6 set out education standards for professional accountants. In our 
opinion, compliance with these standards creates an appropriate quality threshold. The requirement to hold an undergraduate 
degree also appears inconsistent with the philosophy of IES 7 which promotes an output approach to measurement of 
competence as often more reliable. 
 

 AICPA We commend the Committee for including the requirement that audit professionals hold an undergraduate degree (paragraph 38). 
This requirement puts the entry level high enough to provide assurance of an individual’s likely success as an audit professional. 
An auditor signs the financial statement audit report attesting to the “true and fair” presentation of a company’s financial 
statements and to be able to determine whether the financial statements are a “true and fair” presentation requires more than 
accounting knowledge. The audit professional must understand economics, politics, the varied needs of the different users of 
financial statements, and other issues as well. While professional accountants who have met the requirements of IES 1-6 without 
earning an undergraduate degree will have had some portion of general education, those with an undergraduate degree have a 
broad-based education that is essential to their competence as an audit professional.  
 

  

 Glenn  
Sullivan  
 

38 (b):  
This should be changed to “hold an undergraduate degree and/or any applicable national and/or local equivalents; and”. This will 
ensure that people who undertook an alternative accepted study path are included. In the 1980’s and 1990’s chartered 
accountants could qualify in New Zealand by completing a National Certificate in Business Studies and a National Diploma in 
Accountancy at polytechnics. These were not degrees, however they have now been replaced by Bachelor of Business Study 
degrees. Other countries may have similar alternatives. The Federation needs to ensure that members who undertook this or a 
similar path are not disadvantaged. 
 
38 (c): 
This should be changed to; “satisfy all other requirements prescribed in this section if the member commenced the role of an 
audit professional after the date of introduction of this standard.” This will ensure that existing auditors do not need to redo their 
academic studies in order to ensure compliance. If this change is overlooked many auditor’s livelihoods would be at risk while 
they commence programmes of re-education with the corresponding expense, time commitment and drop in income. New 
auditors will be subject to the requirements ensuring improved knowledge is obtained should specialisation be deemed 
necessary.  
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 PKF We do not consider it necessary for all audit professionals to hold an undergraduate degree. There are currently many qualified 
accountants who did not undertake higher education. Their skills have been developed and are recognised through their 
professional qualification as an accountant, often through a route that has involved a greater proportion of directly relevant 
learning. As the costs involved in pursuing higher education increase, a greater number of school leavers are likely to choose to 
enter the workplace and we consider it critical that they should not be prevented from following a career in the profession. 
Furthermore, the profession risks missing out on access to a group of young, highly motivated individuals. 
 

  

 Union of 
Accountants 
of the Czech 
Republic 

Before individual members of IFAC member body asssume the role of audit professional in a financial  statement audit 
assignment, they should: 

a) qualify as professional accountants 
b) hold a graduate degree, and 
c) satisfy all other requirements prescribed in this section. 

 
Substantiation: 
An audit professional and  an auditor are intended as highly qualified professionals. They have a substantional role in the  audit 
assigment, their judgments and attitudes influence the overall audit opinion which could  at the end influence the attitudes of 
investors or the market at general.  The articles in  section 2 of  the standard requier the „advanced level“ of knowledge of 
specific areas, „advanced level“ of professional skills. The „advanced level“ of  preliminary  education should be required as 
well and  in many jurisdictions the requirement of  holding the graduate degree  has been adopted for the auditor ́ s profession as 
the  
„ conditio sine qua non“. 
 

  

 ICAI Paragraph 38 (b) proposes that auditors hold an undergraduate degree.  This matter has given rise to a high level of response 
from members.  Concern was expressed by members at this new hurdle.   
 
Presently ICAI’s intake is predominantly a graduate one with approximately 97% of our student intake holding degrees (a 
quarter of which are at post graduate level).  Whilst the shift to graduate intake is a world-wide phenomenon, the non specificity 
as to the type of degree or the recognition as to the variability of degree standards arguably weakens this requirement.   
 
As an Institute we pride ourselves on the quality of our student intake. We see benefit and strength in retaining the opportunity to 
attract mature entry students (who may not be graduates) as well as facilitating a wide variety of backgrounds.  Whilst the 
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‘appropriate level of education and learning of the intellectual and personal skills …is generally found in undergraduate degree 
programs’ we would argue that alternative paths can achieve the same result.    
 
We are thus not convinced that there is a sufficiently strong argument for the proposed change at this time.   
 

 Professor 
Gerard    
Vinten 

Maybe this should be more aspirational than mandatory. In the USA making it mandatory causes no problem, but other 
economies have not introduced such mass higher education. I can think of a number of worthy directors of finance, who in 
the USA would have been graduates and masters degree holders, but whose poor background have deprived them of a 
degree opportunity, but whose hard work, often on the job, has allowed them to qualify as an accountant. There are open 
access routes (e.g. the ACCA) and the AAT qualification is another route to a full accountancy qualification that avoids the 
need for a degree. 

 

  

 Deloitte 
Touche 
Tohmatsu 

Paragraph 38 contains a bold-lettered requirement that an audit professional should hold an undergraduate degree; however 
paragraph 40 states that they should have an “appropriate level of education and learning” which is “generally found in 
undergraduate degree programs.”  We do not believe it is appropriate to require an undergraduate degree. We recommend that 
the wording of paragraph 38(b) be changed to be more consistent with paragraph 40 as follows (additions are noted in bold 
underline and deletions in double strike-through): 
 

38.  Before individual members of IFAC member bodies assume the role of audit professionals in a financial 
statement audit assignment, they should: 
a) qualify as professional accountants; 
b) hold an undergraduate degree possess the appropriate level of education and learning; and 
c) satisfy all other requirements prescribed in this section. 

 

  

 AAT We strongly agree with the statement in paragraph 22 that “when capabilities and competence are assessed, output measures are 
likely to be superior to input measures. Output-based approaches concentrate on measuring the development and maintenance 
of competence achieved through learning, rather than measuring the various learning activities completed.”  We are therefore 
disappointed that the proposed IES includes an input measure: the requirement for audit professionals to hold an undergraduate 
degree (paragraph 38). This requirement also seems to be inconsistent with the statement in paragraph 32 that “IFAC recognises 
that each member body will need to determine not only how best to comply with this standard, but also what emphasis to place 
on various parts of the education and development process. While member bodies need to consider the wide range of 
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development and assessment options available, this standard prescribes requirements relating to practical experience and the 
assessment of capabilities and competence.” We accept that the standard should prescribe the practical experience, capabilities 
and competence of audit professionals. We also accept the requirement for qualification as a professional accountant but not the 
general educational pre-requisite for an undergraduate degree. 
The proposed standard provides no empirical evidence in support of the sweeping statement in paragraph 40 that: “The 
appropriate level of education and learning of the intellectual and personal skills necessary to become an audit professional is 
generally found in undergraduate degree programmes.”  
 

a. The fact is that a significant proportion of registered auditors worldwide do not currently have an undergraduate 
degree.  We know of no research, which suggests that the performance of registered auditors holding 
undergraduate degrees is superior to that of those who have used alternative pathways to qualification.  

 
b. In 2003 only 55% of entrants to training with the six UK based chartered accountancy bodies (ACCA, CIMA, 

CIPFA, ICAEW, ICAI, ICAS) had a university degree (Professional Oversight Board for Accountancy: Key Facts 
and Trends in the Accountancy Profession February 2005). This requirement would exclude 45% of entrants from 
access to training as an audit professional. 

 
c. Many non-graduate entrants to the bodies cited above progressed via the AAT qualification. These bodies welcome 

holders of the AAT qualification, offer exemptions from some examinations, and accept practical experience 
gained through AAT towards their requirements for membership. The AAT qualification is regarded as an 
acceptable and viable alternative to a university degree and is a tried and tested foundation for further professional 
development.  

 
d. The AAT deplores the potential impact the proposed standard would have on access to the auditing profession 

particularly for people who have not had the advantage of the opportunity for higher education. We anticipate a 
negative impact not only in the UK but also in the developing countries in which the AAT operates particularly in 
the Caribbean and Africa. 

 
e. The proposed benchmark of an undergraduate degree as a pre-requisite does not take into account the variability in 

the quality of undergraduate degree programmes although the inclusion of the word “generally” in paragraph 40 
may be an implicit acknowledgement. Unless there is compelling evidence of the value added by an undergraduate 
degree, to the capabilities and competence of audit professionals, the requirement has no place in the minimum 
benchmark for all audit professionals. 

 
f. It is now generally recognised that many vocational qualifications are comparable in standard to traditional 

academic qualifications.  Vocational qualifications often deliver a higher standard of workplace performance than 
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that delivered by degrees.  A senior level professional accountancy qualification is a better indicator of workplace 
ability than a degree.  Insistence on a degree fails to recognise the standing and value of such professional 
accountancy qualifications and may diminish public perception of their fitness for purpose.   
 

The AAT therefore recommends that “hold an undergraduate degree” is deleted from the paragraph on General Requirements 
on page 3 and from paragraph 38 (b) and that the second sentence of paragraph 40 is also removed. 
 

 Public 
Accountants’ 
& Auditors’ 
Board –  
South Africa 

We note that Para 38 requires that audit professionals should ‘hold an undergraduate degree’.  We agree strongly with this 
requirement as we believe that the educational process associated with a degreed course is an indispensable foundation for 
professional competence and continuing professional development. 

  

 SAFA a.         The proposed IES (paras 38 and 40) requires a professional accountant to hold an undergraduate degree before assuming 
the role of an audit professional.  The requirement has been proposed on the premise that the intellectual and personal skills 
essential to become an audit professional are generally found in undergraduate degree programs. 

  
It may be considered that an individual is required by the existing IESs to acquire professional skills through the 

professional education program of an IFAC member body.  Similarly the incremental professional skills expected to be 
possessed by the audit professionals are also achievable through advanced level of knowledge content and relevant professional 
experience prescribed in the proposed IES.  There does not seem to be the need for requirement for a professional accountant to 
also obtain an undergraduate degree in order to assume the role of an audit professional. 
  
            Further if through prescription in regard to obtaining undergraduate degree it is contemplated to ensure that the 
individuals are matured in terms of age; it should be considered that the IES 1 Entry Requirements to a Program of Professional 
Accounting Education supports that the individuals are able to discharge the functions of a professional accountant after gaining 
entry into the professional education and training program without obtaining the undergraduate degree.  In addition, the 
individuals are invariably able to acquire the professional skills stated in the proposed IES during the professional accounting 
education and development program.  The proposed IES thus, to certain extent, contradicts the ideology relied upon in the 
existing IESs. 
 

  

 CPA Ireland We do not agree that an audit professional must hold an undergraduate degree. There is no reference in the proposal to 
either the relevance of an undergraduate program or how contemporaneous the degree should be. We agree that to perform   
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competently in this specialist area, professional accountants will require a deeper level of education and training in audit 
and related areas. This deeper level of education and training should be acquired whilst the trainee is gaining relevant 
experience under the direct supervision of an auditor.  
The following are recommended modifications to paragraph 38:  

1. Modify paragraph 38 (a) to add after “accountants”, and;  
2. Delete 38 (b) as proposed),  
3. Rename 38(c) 38 (b), and 
4. Delete 38 (c). 
 

 NZICA 4.1 Qualifying as professional accountants (paragraph 38) 
We agree that audit professionals should be professional accountants, that is, an individual’s responsibility for making significant 
judgement decisions in an audit assignment should not precede that individual’s qualification as a professional accountant.  
While trainees will be asked to make judgements as part of their pre-qualifying training and experience, we expect such 
judgements to be overseen and moderated by their mentors; hence they won’t yet meet the “responsibility” element. 
 
4.2 Hold an undergraduate degree (paragraph 38) 
We have no objection, in principle, to the requirement that an audit professional holds an undergraduate degree.  However, we 
ask that IFAC is mindful of the history of its profession.  It was not too long ago that, in many parts of the world, accountancy 
was not an academic or degree-based discipline.  Many of our members qualified through other forms of study and certification 
etc. 
 

  

 AFAANZ Paragraph 38(b) requires that an audit professional should “hold an undergraduate degree”. Similarly, paragraph 40 states that an 
“appropriate level of education and learning of the intellectual and personal skills necessary to become an audit professional is 
generally found in undergraduate degree programs.” However, not all undergraduate degrees will give an individual the 
knowledge, skills and values needed to become an audit professional. We suggest that in both places the wording should clearly 
state that the undergraduate degree program must comply with IES 2. 
 

  

 JICPA We would like to suggest that “(b) hold an undergraduate degree” (also described in the General Requirements of the 
Explanatory Memorandum) be modified to “(b) possess knowledge equivalent to an undergraduate degree.” 
 
There may be some jurisdictions in which an undergraduate degree is not required for qualification. 
 In addition, the requirement of an undergraduate degree stipulated in this Proposed Standard does not seem consistent with other 
policies described: firstly, the Explanatory Memorandum of this Proposed Standard (second paragraph of the Background 
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section) states that “audit professionals must, of course, also meet the requirements prescribed in IES 1 to 7”; secondly, 
paragraph 4 of IES 2 states that the professional accounting education needs to be equivalent to degree level study.  
 

 Society of 
Acctnts. In 
Malawi 

Paragraph 38 lists as one of the requirements for an individual to qualify as an audit professional the possession of an 
“undergraduate degree”.  We would like the IFAC Education Committee to clarify whether or not the “undergraduate degree” is 
only a minimum as it is possible with some Universities to have an accountant who does not have an undergraduate degree to 
pursue a post graduate degree such as a Master of Science degree or a Master of Business Administration degree. 

  

 ICAEW It is important that the requirements of all IESs together form a coherent framework and, to this end, paragraph 38b) should be 
amended to: ‘Be educated to at least the level of an undergraduate degree’.      
 
The rationale for our proposed amendment to the Standard is as follows: 
We endorse paragraph 40, which explains that ‘the appropriate level of education and learning of the intellectual and personal 
skills necessary… is generally found in undergraduate degree programs.’ However, a degree is not the only route to acquire these 
vital skills, as already recognised in IES 2 (Content of Professional Accounting Education Programs) and IES 3 (Professional 
Skills): 

• IES 3, paragraph 10: 
‘A good foundation of general education, although not an end in itself, is one way of helping candidates become broad-
minded individuals who think and communicate effectively and who have the basis for conducting enquiry… logical 
thinking and undertaking critical analysis… The acquisition of these skills is more important than the way in which they are 
learnt.’ 
• IES 3, paragraph 24: 
‘How… skills can be acquired may… differ from one IFAC member body to the next… depends on the cultural 
environment in which each body operates and the prevailing educational infrastructure.’ 

 
Specifically requiring an undergraduate degree in this Standard can therefore be seen as contradicting other Education Standards, 
especially in the light of IES 1 (Entry Requirements), paragraph 10: 

• ‘It is important that candidates from all possible educational routes, whether starting from secondary, further or 
higher education, achieve a comparable level of professional competence at the point of qualification.’ We would 
argue that the ‘comparable level’ at the point of qualification should be equivalent to a first degree, or 
higher. 
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With regard to other relevant standard-setters, the European Union’s position on auditor education via their 8th Directive on 
Company Law is that the appropriate standard for an auditor should be at least the level of an undergraduate degree.  Moreover, 
undergraduate degree programmes from different countries vary widely in their standards, length of duration, and skills and 
knowledge requirements.  These differences are recognised by organisations such as NARIC (the National Recognition 
Information Centre).  It is not acceptable for IFAC to assume that all undergraduate degrees equip graduates with common skills; 
what matters is defining the skills required and ensuring that the professional bodies have mechanisms for ensuring that entrants 
to the profession have acquired these skills.   

     

  PARAGRAPH 40 

Audit professionals need to acquire professional skills in addition to those required of professional accountants not substantially 
involved in financial statement audits. The appropriate level of education and learning of the intellectual and personal skills 
necessary to become an audit professional is generally found in undergraduate degree programs.  

  

 CPA Ireland Following our earlier comments referring to undergraduate programs, we recommend the following amendment: Replace …”is 
generally found in undergraduate degree programs.” with “may, though not necessarily, be found in undergraduate degree 
programs.”  
 

  

 AFAANZ Paragraph 38(b) requires that an audit professional should “hold an undergraduate degree”. Similarly, paragraph 40 states that an 
“appropriate level of education and learning of the intellectual and personal skills necessary to become an audit professional is 
generally found in undergraduate degree programs.” However, not all undergraduate degrees will give an individual the 
knowledge, skills and values needed to become an audit professional. We suggest that in both places the wording should clearly 
state that the undergraduate degree program must comply with IES 2. 
 

  

 JICPA In accordance with the view we express in our comment on paragraph 38, we also suggest that the concluding description in the 
last sentence of paragraph 40, “the appropriate level of education and learning of the intellectual and personal skills necessary to 
become an audit professional is generally found in undergraduate degree programs,” be modified to avoid misunderstanding. 
 
Basis for the comment 
 Same as the basis for our comment on paragraph 38. 
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 CPA 
Australia & 
ICAA 

We suggest that the paragraph read as follows: 
‘The appropriate level of education and learning of the intellectual and personal skills necessary to become a 
professional accountant is generally found in undergraduate degree programs.’ 
 

  

 CGA Canada In para. 40, we agree that an educational program provides the foundation to apply principles that learned substantially, through 
an education program. However, the learning of the intellectual and personal skills necessary to become an audit professional 
generally comes from practical experience. 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 42 
 
The knowledge content within the education and development program for audit professionals should include the 
following subject areas at an advanced level: 

(a) financial statement audit;  

(b) financial accounting and reporting; and 

(c) information technology. 

 

  

 ACCA Paragraph 42 may be too extensive in an SMP environment.  There are still a substantial number of audits, for example, where 
IT is not a relevant consideration. 
 

  

 ICAS 1. We agree that the subject matter in Financial Statement Audit, and in Financial Accounting and Reporting should be at an 
advanced level.  We do however have concerns with the definition and application of “advanced level”.   

2. Specifically in relation to information technology it may not be appropriate to require this at an advanced level in the 
sense that ultimately the auditor must be capable of exercising judgement and be prepared to rely on and exercise 
judgement over the work of such experts, rather than having the advanced level knowledge himself.   

3. We wonder whether investment and finance should be at an advanced level.  The problem with auditing is the tendency 
for auditors to adopt a managerial rather than an investor perspective.  A more detailed understanding of how the 
investment community uses accounts would be helpful.  

4. Not withstanding the points made in relation to IES 3 and IES 4 in paragraphs 55 – 58 we consider that the knowledge 
content should include express reference to ethics and the public interest.  
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 DNPTF Paragraph 42 prescribes advanced level knowledge in the three main subject areas.  Although some elaboration regarding what is 
meant by advanced level knowledge is provided in paragraph 43, we recommend further clarification and guidance is needed in 
this area to ensure consistent application and implementation around the world. 
 

  

 SMPPTF In some jurisdictions tax and financial reporting are inextricably linked. We wonder, therefore, whether there is a case for 
adding taxation to the list of subject areas at an advanced level. This could simply be a recommended (gray letter) subject 
area rather than a required (bold letter) one. 
 

  

 PKF Whilst some knowledge of information technology is necessary, we consider that advanced knowledge is only required in 
circumstances where there are sophisticated systems. We do not consider it appropriate that there should be apparent equal 
weighting of information technology knowledge with that of financial statement audit and financial accounting and reporting 
which are fundamental for an audit professional. 
 

  

 ICAI We believe that the identified knowledge content is a good summary of the additional educational knowledge requirements.  It 
also reflects the fact that the auditor role is increasingly a post qualification specialization for accountants. 
 

  

 CNCC & 
CSOEC 

In our opinion, it is open to criticism to require additional knowledge in financial accounting and reporting (§ 42 and 50 to 52) 
and information technology (§ 42, 53, and 54) beyond what is prescribed by IES 2.  Our Institutes recommend to limit the 
requirement to one discipline: financial statement audit including computer-assisted auditing packages and techniques (§ 53).  In 
the disciplines common to all professional accountants, we do not think that an auditor should need a level of knowledge at more 
“advanced level” than what is required for those who prepare the financial statements.  For example, why should an auditor have 
a better knowledge of IFRSs (see §)? 
 

  

 FAR Section 2 of the requirements states that the knowledge content should include (a) financial statement audit, (b) financial 
accounting and reporting and (c) information technology at an advanced level. FAR believes that the required knowledge content 
at the advanced level should be limited to points (a) and (b), being the most obvious parts of an auditor’s expected expertise. If 
other subject areas are considered, then tax and company law could be included just as well as information technology. It is also 
FAR’s belief that knowledge at an advanced level can only be achieved when practical experience is part of the training process 
and this is now more difficult to obtain due to the increased focus on independency and restrictions for an auditor’s scope of 
work. 
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 Public 
Accountants’ 
& Auditors’ 
Board –  
South Africa 

We agree that the knowledge content of information technology should be at an ‘advanced level’ (Para 42) and be ‘deeper than 
that expected’ of professional accountants (Para 54) but do not view this level of knowledge to be that of an expert.  We suggest 
that this matter be clarified in the proposed standard. 

  

 SAFA The proposed IES (paras 42 to 54) requires an advanced level of knowledge content for professional accountants assuming the 
role of audit professionals. 
  
It is desirable that the proposed IES should expressly mention that it is not intended that the member bodies should invariably 
have more than single curriculum for different professional accountants in the case of member bodies already providing 
desirable level of knowledge content for all professional accountants. 

  
It is perceived that the requirements dealing with the advanced knowledge content are based upon consideration of the course 
structure of member bodies, which provide for knowledge at the advanced level in select core papers only as against the 
qualification requirements in the other jurisdictions like in the South Asian countries, where the curriculum embodies as many as 
18 papers giving comprehensive and in-depth knowledge in the required areas.  These member bodies also acknowledge that the 
significant proportion of professional accountants in respective countries are engaged as audit professionals and their curriculum 
is designed to provide for adequate knowledge content for all professional accountants including audit professionals and to that 
extent the IES does not conform to realistic aspects.  It is therefore necessary to provide in the proposed IES that if the education 
and development program of a member body encompasses, for all professional accountants, the envisaged knowledge content 
and relevant practical experience, there should not be the requirement for further assessment or certification for audit 
professionals. 

  
Also as the Small and Medium sized practitioners (SMPs) constitute a very high component of the accounting profession, and 
the Small and Medium sized Enterprises (SMEs) contribute to a great extent in the economies in different countries worldover 
and moreover since the applicability of the accounting and auditing standards is being thoroughly reviewed for differential 
approach for the SMPs and SMEs, it should be appreciated that the perspective of SMPs and SMEs needs focus in the IESs.  The 
nature and extent of emphasis in the professional education and development program could however differ and may be left for 
determination by the member bodies in different jurisdictions. 
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Further in countries in which the accountancy profession is not so developed or yet to be institutionalized, the proposed regime 
providing for differential requirement for professional accountants and audit professionals and those engaged in audit of 
specified industries and transnational audit may prove to be a further deterrent in the stabilization of the development process. 
 

 NZICA The ED may be interpreted as requiring audit professionals to become IT specialists (paragraph 42) and, if so, we consider this is 
inappropriate and somewhat unrealistic.  Paragraph 53 elaborates on this but possibly gives a glimpse of what might have been 
the real intention of the requirement:  expertise in accounting information systems.  While we would disagree with an 
implication that audit professionals should be IT specialists, we would support the assertion that they should have an advanced 
knowledge of ‘accounting information systems’.   
 
We presume the objective of paragraph 42 (c) is to help ensure that individuals who are auditing accounts are at least as well 
versed in the accounting system (or accounting systems generally) as those who have organised the data and prepared the 
financial statements.  If so, the prescription of advanced knowledge in ‘accounting information systems’ could be flexible 
enough to achieve this objective, without implying that expertise is required for “information technology” applications that 
either are not applicable to many (particularly small) audits or are not reasonably expected to be mastered by auditors. 
 

  

 JICPA We question the wisdom of placing “(c) information technology” at an advanced level in the knowledge content along with “(a) 
financial statement audit” and “(b) financial accounting and reporting.”  Please also refer to our comment on the use of IT 
specialists based on the size of firms in our “Overall Comment” above. 
 

  

 ICAEW We would address IT knowledge by deleting paragraph 42c) and subsuming some of this knowledge into 42b), financial 
accounting and reporting, while the rest is already covered in paragraph 49 of this Standard. 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 43 

IES 2, Content of Professional Accounting Education Programs, sets out the professional knowledge requirements for all 
professional accountants. In the context of paragraph 42, “advanced level” refers to a level of knowledge that is: 

(a) deeper than that expected of individuals qualifying as professional accountants outside the fields listed in 
paragraph 42(a) to (c); and 

 Task Force 
recommends 
developing a separate 
definition of “advanced 
level knowledge” 
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(b) sufficient to enable audit professionals to competently perform their role. 

The knowledge content areas applying specifically to audit professionals are prescribed in greater detail as follows: financial 
statement audit (paragraph 47), financial accounting and reporting (paragraph 50) and information technology (paragraph 53). 

which would result in 
the majority of para 43 
being deleted. 

     

 ICAS Paragraphs 43, 51, and 54 are repetitious.  The Committee should consider defining “advanced level” in an early part of the 
Standard and then running with the definition thereafter.  In the definition at paragraph 43(a) we think that “deeper” should be 
replaced by “a more detailed knowledge”.     
 

  

 CIPFA Each paragraph referenced states that advanced knowledge refers to a level of knowledge that is “deeper than that expected of 
individuals qualifying as professional accountants outside the fields listed….” 

 

It would be helpful to clarify the Draft to reflect the extent to which the Committee sees such  ‘Advanced level’ knowledge as 
being:  

• a depth of understanding in areas familiar to other accountants; and 
•  knowledge and skills distinct from other accountants.  

 

In some respects, accountants not engaged in audit could be expected only to have a cursory understanding of specialist audit 
techniques, for example Computer Assisted Audit Techniques (CAATs) at paragraph 53(c). This may serve to complicate or 
weaken the perceived standard of ‘Advanced level’ knowledge, which is defined, at least in part, in these relative terms. 
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  PARAGRAPH 45 

All audit professionals need to be able to recognize when specialist expertise is required, either from within their firms or from 
external parties. 

 

  

 Deloitte 
Touche 
Tohmatsu 

This paragraph states that audit professionals need to be able to recognize when specialist expertise is required, but the linkage 
between this standard and the requirements in International Standard on Auditing (ISA) 620, Using the Work of an Expert, is not 
clear.  In practice, specialists do make key audit judgments in their area of expertise, but the proposed standard may be implying 
that they should not, as they are not “audit professionals.”  We recommend that the proposed standard clarify that specialists can 
make such judgments on an audit engagement, even if the auditor retains the ultimate responsibility for evaluating the 
appropriateness of the expert’s work (ISA 620, paragraph 12). 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 47 

The knowledge content of the financial statement audit subject area should include the following at an advanced level: 

(a) best practices in the audit of financial statements, including relevant current issues and developments; 
and 

(b) International Standards on Auditing (ISAs) and International Auditing Practice Statements (IAPSs); 
and/or 

(c) any applicable national and/or local equivalents to the statements listed in (b) above.  

 

 Task Force 
recommendation that 
47(c) becomes, “any 
applicable 
international, national 
and/or local standards 
or laws”.   

     

 CGA Canada The “black lettered” guidance in paras. 47 and 50 as to what constitutes “knowledge content” is basically a list of standards (e.g. 
ISAs, IAPSs, IFRSs, etc.)  A quality audit requires knowledge beyond standards.  Auditors must also understand the fundamental 
principles of the functions of business and the economy together with the principles of finance and statistics.   
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  PARAGRAPH 48 

In the context of paragraph 47, “advanced level” refers to a level of knowledge that is: 

(a) deeper than that expected of individuals qualifying as professional accountants outside the specialist field of 
audit; and 

(b) sufficient to enable audit professionals to competently perform their role. 

In addition to knowledge of the statements listed in paragraph 47, audit professionals may also require knowledge of 
International Standards on Review Engagements (ISREs); International Standards on Assurance Engagements (ISAEs); and 
International Standards on Related Services (ISRSs), or local equivalents. 

 

 Task Force 
recommendation that 
knowledge of ISQCs 
and internal controls is 
also required. 

 ACCA Paragraph 48 should include reference to ISQC 1 and the Code of Ethics.     

 SMPPTF Paragraph 48 regarding the level of knowledge. The list of IAASB standards ought to include International Standards on 
Quality Control (ISQCs). 
 

  

 Glenn 
Sullivan 

48(a), 51(a), 54(a) & 56(a): 
Can these be removed? These require specialization which I consider undesirable as listed above and discriminate against other 
accountants entering the field of auditing. I also believe these are unnecessary due to the already existing competency 
requirements. 
 

  

 Deloitte 
Touche 
Tohmatus 

The “scope” section of the proposed standard states that the proposed standard is relevant for engagements described in the 
Assurance Framework.  As International Standards on Related Services are not described in the Assurance Framework, we 
suggest that they be deleted from this paragraph.  
 

  

 CICA Is there a difference between “deeper” and “higher”? Is there some common way of expressing the advanced levels of 
knowledge and skill rather than using these two different and undefined terms? 
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  PARAGRAPH 49 

In determining the appropriate breadth of content coverage set out in paragraph 47, the following topics are to be considered: 

(a) quality control of audit work; 

(b) audit documentation; 

(c) audit planning; 

(d) audit materiality and risk assessment; 

(e) audit evidence; 

(f) audit sampling and selective testing procedures; 

(g) going concern, including the effect of insolvency or liquidation; 

(h) using the work of others; 

(i) risk assessment and internal control; and 

(j) audit conclusions and reporting. 

 

 Task Force 
recommends addition – 
“(k) fraud” 

  

 ACCA Paragraph 49 does not include understanding the entity and its environment, fraud and law and regulations.  ACCA suggests the 
paragraph is revised to require engagement team members to have an advanced knowledge of all ISAs relevant to the 
engagement they are working on. 
 

  

 ICAS Item 49(d) should separate risk assessment from audit materiality and be included as a separate line.   
  

 CIPFA The Draft includes a list of areas to be considered when determining the breadth of coverage to be included at the advanced 
stage. To promote consistency with IAASB standards and in particular International Audit Standard 240 (“The Auditor’s 
Responsibility to Consider Fraud in an Audit of Financial Statements.”) we propose that the following bullet point be added to 
this list: 
 

(k) Consideration of fraud 
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 SMPPTF Paragraph 49 regarding the appropriate breadth of content coverage. It is unclear whether the IES is suggesting that all of 
the topics listed be covered but the depth be determined by the member bodies or that member bodies should decide on both 
which topics to cover and to what depth. We suggest that the requirement should be, and the wording adjusted to make it 
clear, that “at least all” of the topics listed be covered. We also suggest that the IES make general recommendations as to 
the depth of coverage of each of these topics. 
 

  

 AICPA We would like to bring to your attention the coverage of knowledge content as presented in paragraph 49 that contains the 
appropriate breadth of knowledge that an audit professional should have to meet the requirements in paragraph 47. We 
recommend that two important topics, fraud and fair value, be added to the content coverage listing in paragraph 49. 
 
First, with the major frauds that have occurred around the world, it is clear that audit professionals need knowledge related to the 
area of “fraud prevention and detection”.  Second, with the current emphasis by the accounting standard setting bodies for 
reporting of “fair value” in the financial statements, it is important that audit professionals possess knowledge related to the 
auditing of fair value.  
 

  

 PKF The list of topics for consideration appears rather arbitrary, reflecting some auditing standards but not providing comprehensive 
coverage. A simpler approach would be to refer to consideration of all national auditing standards. 
 

  

 Professor 
Gerard      
Vinten 

In 49f one should add statistical sampling to audit sampling. It is of course possible to sample non statistically and there is 
evidence than auditors do so. Sampling is crucial to the evidential base of an audit, and yet seems to be left to chance. 
Auditors should, in my opinion, state in their audit report how and why they have sampled, and this IED should therefore 
emphasize the need for knowledge of statistical approaches. If they are not used, it should be stated why not. One needs to 
understand statistics in order to judge when not to use it. 

There is nothing on forensic auditing and fraud. One appreciates this may be a dirty word to auditors and there is a whole 
history of trying to avoid auditors becoming implicated through shifting responsibility elsewhere, nevertheless we know 
from legal decision and official pronouncements that auditors cannot expunge fraud awareness from their box of tricks. 
Public expectations demand it. 

Does one have to keep repeating 'advanced level'. It is of the characteristic of IFAC documents to use such repetition, but 
this does lead to them seeming more turgid than they need to be. State it once and apply it generally and then move on. 
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 Deloitte 
Touche 
Tohmatsu 

Paragraph 47 states that an audit professional should have knowledge of the ISAs; however paragraph 49 lists a sub-set of topics 
covered in the ISAs.  We are concerned that paragraph 49 may imply that these are the only ISAs on which advanced knowledge 
is required.  We recommend that the introductory sentence to paragraph 49 be revised as follows (additions are noted in bold 
underline): 
 

49. In determining the appropriate breadth of content coverage set out in paragraph 47, the following topics 
are to be considered (among other topics covered by the ISAs): 

 

  

 ICAEW The listing in paragraph 49 should be aligned with the requirements of the risk ISAs. 
  

     

  PARAGRAPH 50 

The knowledge content of the financial accounting and reporting subject area should include the following at an 
advanced level: 

(a) financial accounting and reporting processes and practices, including relevant current issues and 
developments; and 

(b) International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRSs)5; and/or 

(c) any applicable international, national and/or local equivalents to the statements listed in (b) above.  

 

  

 ICAS 1. The concerns indicated in relation to International Auditing Standards etc (paragraph 47) exist for this section also.  
 

2. Should the black lettering include reference to company law relevant to financial reporting?  The paragraph at the 
moment seems to be restricted to Standards and their equivalent.   

 
3.  

  

 
5  The term “International Financial Reporting Standards” refers to IFRSs, IFRIC Interpretations, IASs and SIC Interpretations.” IASB Handbook (New York: International Federation of 

Accountants, 2004). 
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 PwC Currently the standard makes no reference to tax knowledge. Although this is a specialist area, it is also a fundamental business 
knowledge and skill area which can have a material impact on financial statements. It is not clear whether this subject matter is 
intentionally excluded from the standard or whether is covered by paragraph 50 (a). If the intent of the standard is that it is 
included, it should be explicitly stated. 

 

  

 Public 
Accountants’ 
& Auditors’ 
Board –  
South Africa 

We question whether the word ‘international’ in paragraph 50(c) is necessary in view of the reference to IFRSs in paragraph 
50(b).   

  

 NZICA Ditto comments regarding paragraph 47. 
 

  

 JICPA Paragraphs 50 and 51 
 Paragraphs 50 and 51 define “advanced level” and describe the knowledge content required at that level. We believe that the 
criteria for “advanced level” should be more explicitly described to eliminate ambiguity, lack of concrete detail, etc. in the 
current text. 
 

  

 CGA Canada The “black lettered” guidance in paras. 47 and 50 as to what constitutes “knowledge content” is basically a list of standards (e.g. 
ISAs, IAPSs, IFRSs, etc.)  A quality audit requires knowledge beyond standards.  Auditors must also understand the fundamental 
principles of the functions of business and the economy together with the principles of finance and statistics.   

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 51 

In the context of paragraph 50, “advanced level” refers to a level of knowledge that is: 

(a) deeper than that expected of individuals qualifying as professional accountants outside the specialist fields of 
financial reporting or audit; and 

(b) sufficient to enable audit professionals to competently perform their role. 

To support the implementation of the standards referred to in paragraph 50, professional accountants will require a knowledge of 
the accounting for underlying transactions and financial instruments. 

 Task Force 
recommends para 51 is 
deleted due to creation 
of definition of 
“advanced level 
knowledge” 
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 PKF The requirement of knowledge of the accounting for underlying transactions and financial instruments would not appear to be 
necessary for all audit professionals in all circumstances. We suggest that the comment recognizes that this is only a requirement 
where it is relevant to the work they are undertaking. 
 

  

 Deloitte 
Touche 
Tohmatsu 

The phrase “will require” in the last sentence of paragraph 51 seems to be implying a bold-lettered requirement.  We do not 
believe that this sentence is necessary, as “knowledge of the accounting for underlying transactions and financial instruments” is 
covered in paragraph 50(a) under the topic of “financial accounting and reporting processes and practices.”  Accordingly, we 
recommend that this last sentence of paragraph 51 be deleted from the proposed standard. 
 

  

 NZICA We question why ‘financial instruments’ have been singled out in the commentary for particular attention. 
 

  

 JICPA Paragraphs 50 and 51 define “advanced level” and describe the knowledge content required at that level. We believe that the 
criteria for “advanced level” should be more explicitly described to eliminate ambiguity, lack of concrete detail, etc. in the 
current text. 
 

  

 CICA Last sentence. Drop the last three words “and financial instruments”. I do not see a reason for singling out financial instruments. 
It begs the question, why not other types of transactions. 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 52 

If an audit client is required to prepare financial reports in accordance with standards specific to the public sector, statements 
equivalent to those listed in paragraph 50 will include International Public Sector Accounting Standards (IPSAS), International 
Public Sector Guidelines and any applicable international, national and/or local equivalents of these. 

  

  
Glenn  
Sullivan 

 
This needs a similar modification as above to; “… International Public Sector Guidelines and/or any applicable…”. This will 
ensure that New Zealand auditors will be able to use New Zealand Standards (and the same for other countries). This looks like 
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 an accidental omission to me. 

     

  PARAGRAPH 53 

The knowledge content of the information technology subject area should include the following: 

(a) information technology systems for financial accounting and reporting, including relevant current issues 
and developments; and 

(b) principles and practices for evaluating financial accounting and reporting systems, including evaluating 
controls and assessing risk; and 

(c) computer-assisted auditing packages and techniques. 

 

 Task Force 
recommends 53(c) be 
deleted. 

 ACCA Paragraph 53 is too onerous for an SMP environment.  As noted above, IT is not relevant if all the books of prime entry are 
recorded manually – this is still the case in relation to many small entities. 
 

  

 ICAS 1. The material on information technology is not to be delivered at “an advanced level” apparently.  Yet paragraph 54 
defines advanced level applying it to paragraph 53.  This is illogical.  Further paragraph 42 discusses advanced level in 
relation to information technology which is then not followed up in paragraph 53.   

 
2. Trying to specify the degree of IT expertise is understandable but misses the more significant issue of Control and the 

need to assess the Control environment at an entity and process level.  This is gone into in detail in the ISAs that are 
issued and the reason for the IAS Pluses issued by the APB in the United Kingdom.  Implementation of the ISAs raise 
significant issues of auditor competence and this seems to be underemphasised in the proposals.  IT expertise should be 
seen in the context of the ISAs.  Indeed the ISAs build on the well recognised COSO framework and show consistency 
with SOX 404.   

 
3. We are unclear what constitutes “deeper than expected” knowledge in relation to CAATS.  An audit professional does not 

need to know how to apply CAATS (ie technical side of set up) but definitely needs to know when CAATS may be 
appropriate, how to arrange for their deployment, how to influence their design relative to circumstances and how to 
interpret or act on their findings.  Perhaps these knowledge requirements may be specifically stated in relation to CAATS. 
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 CIPFA We consider that the level of competence required of audit professionals in the use of CAATs should be clarified. We accept that 
a detailed practical knowledge of the use of CAAT packages is a critical component of an audit team but consider that this need 
not necessarily be essential for all individual audit professionals. Paragraph 45 reflects the scope for specialisiation and the need 
to call on specialist skills from within or outside the auditing organization. 
 

  

 PwC Greater clarity around the definition of an ‘advanced’ level of knowledge is required, particularly in the area of Information 
Technology (IT). We believe that many accounting qualifications already have an appropriate level of knowledge in some of the 
areas that are set out in the standard and we do not believe that these areas should be expanded further on the basis of the need 
for auditors to know more than a general accountant. Further guidance on the knowledge expectations and how these link into 
the expectations in IES 7, would therefore be useful. 

 
We do recognise that IT knowledge and skills are important and assume that the specialists included in paragraph 45 include IT 
specialists. We see an inconsistency between paragraphs 45, 53 and 54 (b). If an audit professional can competently identify 
where an IT specialist is needed, then we question whether they also need an advanced knowledge of: 

• information technology systems [paragraph 53 (a)] and 
• computer-assisted auditing packages and techniques [paragraphs 53 (c)] 

 
These areas are the domain of the IT specialists which the audit professional utilises on an engagement. In our opinion, requiring 
an advanced education programme in the areas of paragraph 53 (a) and 53 (c) creates unnecessary, and uneconomic, duplication 
of skills within the engagement team. Perhaps the intent of IES 8 would be clearer if it were clear how comparable the 
knowledge and skills of an audit professional, having completed the advanced education programme in this area, would be to an 
IT specialist. 

 
We agree that audit professionals require the knowledge set out in paragraph 53 (b). 

 
• Paragraphs 53 and 54 could benefit from consistent use of the term ‘advanced’, as currently paragraph 54 includes it, 

but paragraph 53 does not. We have assumed that paragraph 54 is correct. 
 

  

 Glenn  
Sullivan 
 

53(c):  
Can this be removed? Computer assisted audit packages and techniques are only required on the largest of New Zealand audits 
(many other countries (e.g. Ireland), or rural areas will be similar) . The majority of audits do not require this. While it may be an 
interesting subject, auditors should not be subject to being in breach of these standards if they prefer to use their human abilities 
and judgements instead of a computer package. 
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 PKF We do not consider that knowledge of CAATs is necessary except where there are sophisticated systems in operation.   

 Deloitte 
Touche 
Tohmatsu 

This paragraph requires the audit professional to have knowledge of computer-assisted auditing packages and techniques.  We do 
not believe this should be a broad-based bold-lettered requirement, as some audit professionals may never need such knowledge, 
depending on their clients.  In addition, from a practice perspective, many audit firms may choose to resource this competence 
via the use of specialists and therefore significantly reduce the need for the audit professional to have an advanced level of 
knowledge/skill in this area. 
 

  

 SAFA Para 54 while giving context of para 53 alludes to ‘advanced level’ of the knowledge content in the subject of information 
technology.  The requirement of the advanced level of knowledge needed in the area by the audit professionals, is however not 
included in para 53, which appears to be a drafting omission.    
 

  

 NZICA In addition, the paragraph 53(c) reference to ‘computer-assisted audit packages and techniques’ would be better relegated to a 
(grey-letter) example, as they are used only in the more sophisticated audits. 
 

  

 JICPA Many auditing firms have set up divisions to specifically handle information technology matters within their organizations. For 
this reason, we believe that the Proposed Standard should clarify the knowledge content required of average audit professionals 
outside the area of information technology.  Please refer to our comment on (c) “computer-assisted auditing packages and 
techniques” in the previous paragraph and our “Overall Comment” regarding the use of IT specialists on the basis of the size of 
accounting firms. 
 

  

 ICAEW The current paragraph 53 can be deleted as explained below: 
53 a) knowledge of IT systems for financial accounting and reporting 
- This is already covered within 50a) financial accounting and reporting processes and practices. 
 
53b) principles and practices for evaluating financial accounting and reporting systems… 
- This would sit better in paragraph 50), below 50a), financial accounting and reporting processes and practices. 
 
53c) CAATs 
- We advocate a more principles-based approach to this, to reflect the differing needs of different organizations and 
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environments.  It is not necessarily appropriate to cover CAATs at an advanced level.  CAATs specifically may not be applicable 
to smaller audits and are often applied, in the bigger organizations, by those people working in specialist CAAT departments, 
rather than those undertaking more general audit experience.  Rather than singling out a specific type of technique (without 
mentioning any equivalent manual tests), we should require the ability to recognise when to use different techniques.  Audit 
testing and evidence collection is already covered in paragraph 49. 
 

     

  PARAGRAPH 54 

In the context of paragraph 53, “advanced level” refers to a level of knowledge that is: 

(a) deeper than that expected of individuals qualifying as professional accountants outside the specialist field of 
audit; and 

(b) sufficient to enable audit professionals to competently perform their role. 

Guidance on the information technology knowledge and competences for all professional accountants is set out in International 
Education Guideline (IEG) 11, Information Technology for Professional Accountants.  

 

  

 CIPFA Paragraph 54 states, “In the context of paragraph 53 ‘Advanced level’ refers to…”. Paragraph 53 does not contain the words 
‘Advanced level’ 
 

  

 Glenn 
Sullivan 
 

48(a), 51(a), 54(a) & 56(a): 
Can these be removed? These require specialisation which I consider undesirable as listed above and discriminate against other 
accountants entering the field of auditing. I also believe these are unnecessary due to the already existing competency 
requirements. 

  

 Deloitte 
Touche 
Tohmatsu 

We believe that the wording of this paragraph is effectively raising the IEG11 to the level of a standard and we do not 
believe this is appropriate without opening up IEG11 again for further discussion and input. 

  

 NZICA • Paragraph 54(a):  Should this read, “outside the specialist fields of financial reporting or audit”, for consistency with 
paragraph 51(a)? 

•  
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 ICAEW Paragraph 54 may also be deleted, as it merely elaborates on paragraph 53.   

     

  PARAGRAPH 55 
 
The skills requirement within the education and development program for audit professionals should include:  

(a) The application of the following professional skills in an audit environment: 

• ability to identify and solve problems; 

• ability to undertake appropriate technical research; 

• ability to work in teams in a consultative process;  

• ability to gather and evaluate evidence; 

• ability to present, discuss, and at times defend views effectively through formal, informal, written, 
and spoken communication; and 

• ability to treat sensitive and confidential information appropriately. 

(b) The development of the following professional skills at an advanced level in an audit environment: 

• ability to apply relevant audit standards and guidance; 

• capacity for inquiry, abstract logical thought, and critical analysis;  

• professional skepticism; 

• professional judgment; and 

• ability to withstand and resolve conflicts. 

 

  

 ICAS 1. There is no mention of management or leadership qualities.  We would have expected to see coverage of supervision, 
counselling, coaching, developing people generally, building relationships and feedback and learning loops.   

 
2. Given the profile of the susceptibility of an organisation to fraud, we would have expected to see mention of this within 

either the professional skills section or the knowledge content section.   
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 SMPPTF Paragraph 55(b) regarding the development of professional skills at an advance level. We suggest the addition of "evaluate 
and maintain independence." 
 

  

 Glenn  
Sullivan 
 

55(a) . Ability to work in teams in a consultative process: 
While this is desirable for larger firms where auditors work in teams, many auditors work individually in New Zealand (whether 
sole practitioners or not), making this requirement irrelevant. Can this clause be removed. Alternatively it could be modified by 
adding “…teams, if relevant…” I favour the total removal as this reflects the individual approach often used in New Zealand 
(many other countries (e.g. Ireland), or rural areas will be similar). 
 

  

 ICAI There is no reference here to the need to develop skills in the area of business analysis skills i.e. the capacity to holistically 
identify the key issues facing the business be they strategic, operational, legislative etc.  Whilst this might be implied from (para. 
55 (b)) term “critical analysis”, further amplification might be helpful. 
 

  

 NZICA We note the first bullet point requires the: 
• ability to apply relevant audit standards and guidance 

 
Unless it is deemed to be included in the above bullet point, we would suggest a requirement for the: 

• ability to evaluate applications of relevant financial reporting standards, including interpretations and guidance 

  

 CICA • Ability to present, discuss, and at times defend explain the rational for views effectively through …. 
 
Paragraph 55(a) - The last bullet -  “ability to treat sensitive and confidential information appropriately”. Is this actually an 
additional skill requirement for audit professionals? Or is it part of the IFAC Code of Ethics and therefore required of all 
professional accountants? 
 
Paragraph 55(b) - “Objectivity” should be added as an additional bullet. 
 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 56 

IES 3, Professional Skills, sets out the professional skills requirements for all professional accountants. In the context of this 
standard, “advanced level” refers to a level of skill that is: 
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(a) higher than that expected of individuals qualifying as professional accountants outside the field of audit; and 

(b) sufficient to enable audit professionals to competently perform their role. 

 

 Glenn 
Sullivan 
 

48(a), 51(a), 54(a) & 56(a): 
Can these be removed? These require specialisation which I consider undesirable as listed above and discriminate against other 
accountants entering the field of auditing. I also believe these are unnecessary due to the already existing competency 
requirements. 
 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 57 

IFAC member bodies may determine the appropriate levels of skills development and the means for developing those skills. 

 

  

 NZICA Similar to our comments on paragraph 44, we agree that member bodies need to use their discretion to determine the skills level 
and how those skills will be developed.  However, this directive is not intended to be in isolation of (black-letter) paragraph 55; 
while “member bodies may determine the appropriate levels”, those levels must nonetheless be applied in an audit environment 
(55(a)) and be advanced (55(b)).  We therefore suggest that paragraph 57 begins, “In meeting the requirements of paragraph 55, 
IFAC member bodies may determine….” 

  

      

  PARAGRAPH 58 
 
Individuals should be able to apply the required professional values, ethics and attitudes in an audit environment before 
they undertake substantial involvement in financial statement audit assignments. 
 

  

 Glenn 
Sullivan  
 

I don’t believe this clause has adequately contemplated how new auditors can be trained without the new auditor undertaking 
substantial sections of audits subject to review by the trainer. Can this clause be modified to “ … before they undertake 
unsupervised substantial involvement…” 
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  PARAGRAPH 63 

The fundamental principles are essential to the development of the profession and society as a whole. The IFAC Code of Ethics 
for Professional Accountants sets out the fundamental principles as: 

(a) integrity; 

(b) objectivity; 

(c) professional competence and due care; 

(d) confidentiality; and 

(e) professional behavior. 

 

  

 ICAI We recognise the importance of ethics to the accountant and audit professional.  The exposure draft lists the fundamental 
principles without including reference to ‘technical standards’ as detailed in paragraph 16 of the IFAC Code of Ethics. 
 

  

 CNCC & 
CSOEC 

In § 63, the ED refers to the fundamental principles developed by the Code of Ethics: integrity, objectivity, professional 
competence and due care, confidentiality and professional behavior.  There is however no mention of independence.  It si critical 
issue that it should be clearly addressed and referred to in the ED. 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 66 
 
A period of practical experience relevant to an audit professional should be gained before an individual may assume the 
role of an audit professional. This period should be long enough and intensive enough to permit them to demonstrate that 
they have acquired the professional knowledge, professional skills and professional values, ethics, and attitudes required 
to competently perform the work of an audit professional. 
 

  

 ACCA ACCA believes that it is important to include an indication of the length of time in which experience must be obtained before an 
individual takes on the role of an Audit Professional (assuming the definition of Audit Professional is revised as suggested under 
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Section 1).  The ability to demonstrate a competence is more important than obtaining an undergraduate degree which may not 
even be relevant to accountancy. 
 
Paragraph 66 should be amended to say 'Three years practical experience relevant to an Audit Professional should be gained 
before an individual may assume the role of an Audit Professional.  The period of practical audit experience may come before, 
during or after qualification as a professional accountant'.   
 

 ICAS We would like to have seen parameters given on the placing of practical experience in paragraph 68 and clear definition of what 
constitutes “a substantial proportion” in paragraph 69.  Whilst we believe that the competence and integrity of the assessor is the 
most important feature of practical experience successful implementation, we do think that IFAC should have an eye on the 
applicability of this Standard throughout the world.  A minimum time set in black lettering has a benefit of being applied 
consistently around the world.  IFAC must consider this as a primary objective in setting standards.  We do not think that leaving 
a Standard so open to interpretation is helpful to audit firms, member bodies or to the public interest.   
 

  

 DNPTF We acknowledge the Committee’s desire to prescribe a competence-based approach in this Standard.  However, we recommend 
that clarification of the indicative length of practical experience required should be prescribed in bold lettering.  In developing 
and emerging economies where sophisticated competence based approaches to accounting education are not the norm, 
specifying an indicative length of practical experience is desirable to ensure consistent implementation and outcomes. 
 

  

 Glenn 
Sullivan  

66 though to 73: 
Again I don’t favour this clause on the grounds of specialisation as outlined above. The way this is worded is such that it 
includes audit juniors up to audit partners all together making training of new auditors in a live environment impossible. Can 
these sections be removed.  
 
Failing this the first sentence of section 66 should be modified to “A period of relevant audit practical experience should be 
gained before an individual may assume the role of managing the firm’s audits. Section 69’s three years is too onerous in New 
Zealand’s qualification environment with its existing three years practical experience requirements before becoming a member. 
No doubt other countries have similar practical requirements. This clause (69) should be removed entirely or at least reduced to 
one year in addition to the existing requirements. While clause 72 appears reasonable I believe clause 73’s second sentence is 
unnecessary and should be removed. This second sentence puts an onus on the Federation to determine that auditor trainers can 
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demonstrate the success of their trainees. This adds another step in that the Federation will need to check the results of the 
training firms practical experience programme, when there is already a rigorous regime for candidates practical experience 
environment in place in countries like New Zealand. Also, importantly, it restricts the ability of already qualified accountants at 
work in non-approved training organisations retraining as auditors at their present place of work, even if auditors are engaged 
there. I don’t see this as desirable or beneficial to the membership as a whole. Rather a process where an existing auditor can 
sign off on the practical experience of new auditors would be sufficient and more practical. 
 

 ICAI The indicated requirement of a three year requirement of practical experience of which a substantial portion would be in the area 
of financial statement audit work is deemed a realistic level and is in keeping with the requirements as applied under the 
European 8th Directive. 
 

  

 NZICA We disagree with the standard’s failure to prescribe a time period for such experience.  This would not be a difficult requirement 
to state.  IES-5 already requires a minimum of two years of practical experience for an individual to become a professional 
accountant.  Given that an audit professional must first (or concurrently) become a professional accountant, prescribing a 
minimum period of two years for audit professionals would have no incremental effect.  Prescribing a minimum period of three 
years would have a minimal effect. 
 
While the ED proposes a mandatory, unspecified period of ‘practical experience relevant to an audit professional’ (paragraph 
66), it does not mandate ‘practical audit experience’ (i.e. by way of a black-letter paragraph).  Practical audit experience is, 
therefore, not strictly required by the ED, although it is mentioned frequently in grey-letter commentary.  We believe that 
practical audit experience needs to be mandated per se, regardless of the debate on whether a time period should be attached to 
it.  

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 67 

IES 5, Practical Experience Requirements, sets out the practical experience requirements for all professional accountants. In 
addition to those requirements, professional accountants undertaking a substantial involvement in financial statement audit 
assignments are required to demonstrate the application of knowledge and skills specifically required by this section of this 
standard, and to apply that knowledge and skills in accordance with the professional values, ethics and attitudes set out in IES 4 
in an audit environment.  
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 JICPA Paragraph 67 (related to Paragraphs 69 and 82) 
 Paragraph 11 of IES 5, Practical Experience Requirements, prescribes that an audit professional requires a minimum of three 
years of practical experience. “A minimum of three years” in paragraph 69 of this Proposed Standard may be misleading, given 
that paragraph 67 of this Proposed Standard can be interpreted as a stipulation requiring an “additional three years (three years as 
a professional accountant plus three years as an audit professional).” We propose that this wording be modified to another 
description to avoid misunderstanding. In addition, the description in paragraph 82, “professional accountants…may not have 
gained the practical experience prescribed in this standard,” is too ambiguous to convey a clear understanding of the actual 
requirements in the Proposed Standard. 
 In some jurisdictions, professional accountants may become licensed as “audit professionals” at the time of qualification. We 
believe that it will be impossible to satisfy expectations of the society and improve public confidence when applying a 
qualification system where “audit professionals” can play key roles in audits and sign the auditor's reports as soon as they are 
qualified. For this reason, we propose that more profound experience be required even under the certification system in which 
newly qualified professional accountants acquire qualification as audit professionals at the same time. 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 68 

The period of practical audit experience may come before, during, or after qualification as a professional accountant. 

 

  

 ACCA ACCA notes that paragraph 68 states that practical experience may be obtained before, during, or after qualification as a 
professional accountant.  ACCA supports this position; it appears to be inconsistent, however, with IES 5, which suggests 
experience should be obtained during qualification as a professional accountant.    ACCA recommends that a conforming change 
is made to IES 5.   
 

  

 DNPTF We note the reference in paragraph 68 that the period of practical experience may come before, during or after qualification as a 
professional accountant.  We support this approach as it allows candidates to complete practical experience relevant to the work 
of the audit professional at the same time as qualifying as a professional accountant.  We assume the Committee intends that this 
period of experience is also in line with the practical experience requirements prescribed in IES 5. 
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 Deloitte 
Touche 
Tohmatsu 

It is not clear in the current wording of paragraph 68 whether the intent is that the period of practice experience may run 
concurrently with the period required for becoming a professional accountant.  For clarification purposes, we recommend that 
this should be stated explicitly. 
 

  

 NZICA We note this paragraph allows some or all of the (non-mandated) experience to be part of the process for qualifying as a 
professional accountant or as part of a post-qualifying programme.  However, we wonder why this paragraph addresses only 
‘practical audit experience’ and not the broader notion of ‘practical experience relevant to an audit professional’. 
 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 69 

To develop the required competence, the period of relevant practical experience would normally be a minimum of three years. A 
substantial proportion of those three years should be in the area of financial statement audit work under the guidance of an 
auditor. 

 

  

 ACCA Many SMPs are focused on accounting work as opposed to audit work.  Paragraph 69 notes that a substantial proportion of 
practical experience should be obtained in the area of financial statement audit work under the guidance of an Auditor.  Use of 
the word 'substantial' implies the majority of the time, which will be difficult to achieve in an SMP environment.  ACCA 
believes that expertise in accounts preparation makes for a better Auditor as the individual develops an understanding of how the 
financial statements are generated.   
 
Paragraph 69 should be amended to say 'A significant proportion of practical experience should be in the area of financial 
statement audit work under the guidance of an appropriately qualified person'.  

  

 DNPTF The availability of financial statement audit work may be limited in many developing and emerging economies.  Many firms in 
these countries are small practices and undertake financial statement preparation and review work as well as audit work, 
however the audit “season” is limited.  Some allowance for the seasonal nature, and hence the availability of, audit work to count 
as practical experience would be desirable.  
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 SMPPTF We believe that these paragraphs should reflect that financial statement preparation and review can improve an audit 
professional’s competence in audit work. Many SMPs are heavily geared towards financial statement preparation and 
review as opposed to financial statement audit. Their expertise in financial statement preparation and review makes them 
more effective auditors since they are more familiar with what is being audited. Therefore, we suggest replacing the 
"substantial proportion", which implies a majority of the time, with "significant proportion" which suggests it could be a 
sizable minority of the three years. Because the term ‘significant’ is subject to interpretation one should add that “in no 
circumstances should audit related experience be less than one year”. 
 

  

 AICPA We support the importance of the concept that audit professionals must gain a period of relevant practical experience before 
having substantial involvement in a financial statement audit assignment. We strongly support the black text requirement that 
this period is long enough and intensive enough to permit them to demonstrate that audit professionals have acquired the 
necessary competences. We also agree that the requirements prescribed in this standard should apply to all audit professionals, 
irrespective of the size and nature of financial statement audits. 
 
However, the statement in paragraph 69 that this period would normally be a minimum of three years troubles us. This is an 
input measure that is inconsistent with the output measure approach taken in paragraph 22, and the lack of a range of time results 
in an inflexibility that is inconsistent with a principles–based approach. Paragraph 76 requires assessment of professional 
capabilities and competence. This assessment should be qualitative in nature and examine the substantive nature of the practical 
experience, and not be based on a fixed length of time. The work performed by those seeking to become audit professionals 
during their period of practical experience (“audit staff”) can vary widely. Based on the size of the audit firm’s practice and the 
size of the entity being audited, audit staff can work on limited aspects of the audit or work on almost every aspect of the audit. 
Accordingly, we recommend that paragraph 69 be revised to read “…the period of practical experience would normally be a 
minimum of one to four years. The sufficiency of the length of practical experience would be based on the intensity and 
relevance of the audit work performed during this period.”  
 
The three-year minimum will negatively impact small and medium practices disproportionately. Small and medium practices 
primarily audit small businesses. The United States Small Business Administration defines a small business/entity as an 
independent business having fewer than 500 employees. Small business in the United States represents 99 percent of all 
businesses organized in the United States. Furthermore, 89 percent of all businesses organized in the United States have less than 
twenty employees. 
 
Paragraph 34 includes “audit seniors” in the Audit Professional category. In small to medium firm practice, audit seniors 
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generally perform the detail fieldwork during audits of small to medium size entities. While the complexity of these audits 
varies, many small to medium size audits are relatively basic in nature. These audits include start-up entities with little or no 
operations, small associations, service entities, real estate projects, distribution and other relatively basic organizations. In many, 
if not most, small and medium firm practices, audit staff are promoted to audit seniors – that is, are considered audit 
professionals – after two years of experience, based on the assessment by their supervising engagement partner of the nature and 
complexity of their audit experience and an evaluation of their education (generally five years.) Requiring a third year of 
experience will have a serious and negative effect on the ability of small and medium size firms to attract and retain sufficient 
staff. 
 

 NZICA Paragraph 69 states that the time a would-be audit professional should dedicate to financial statement audit work is a 
‘substantial’ (but unspecified) proportion of a three-year period, which is not mandated in black letter.  What is ‘substantial’ to be 
taken to mean?  A material proportion?  A significant proportion?  The majority of the time?  All these possible meanings of 
‘substantial’ have very different meanings to accountants. 
 
The ED therefore fails to propose a time period for either ‘practical experience relevant to an audit professional’ or ‘practical 
audit experience’.   As such, the standard is less than weak in prescribing practical experience for what is a high-profile area of 
work for the profession.   
 
In principle, we believe a time period should be specified for practical audit experience.  Depending on how long this period is, 
we would suggest consideration of an alternative, output-based competency approach for professional accountants who perform 
small audits or for whom audit work constitutes an insignificant proportion of their professional duties (see our comments at 
section 1 of this submission). 
 

  

 CICA I view the input measure of three years of relevant experience (Paragraph 69) as a surrogate for competency development. It 
allows sufficient time for progression to an appropriate level of proficiency. The three year standard has proven to be a 
reasonable measure of time in the Canadian program for an audit professional to develop and demonstrate the required levels of 
proficiency. I agree with this requirement assuming that, as in IES 5, up to one year of this three year period can be replaced by a 
graduate level competency based professional education program. 
 
I support the decision to include the description of relevant Work (Paragraph 69 – “a substantial proportion of financial statement 
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audit work”) in gray letters. This approach provides for differences in licensing regimes and requirements while still making 
IFAC member bodies aware of the extent of practical experience intended.   
 

 ICAEW The current paragraph 70 says that if a professional accountant transfers to audit from a non-audit environment, the period 
of relevant practical experience may be reduced accordingly.  In that case, under paragraph 69 only a ‘substantial part’ of 
the now reduced period has to be audit work. This could lead to little real audit work being undertaken. We suggest this 
issue is clarified. 
 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 70 

If a professional accountant transfers to audits from a non-audit work environment, the period of relevant practical experience 
may be reduced if the individual has practical experience in another field of accounting.  

 

 Task Force 
recommends this para 
be deleted. 

 CIPFA Paragraphs 66-69 state the need for accountants to undergo a period of ‘relevant practical experience’ before becoming an audit 
professional, normally of a minimum of three years, with Paragraph 70 acknowledging the benefits of accumulated 
accountancy experience to those joining the audit profession; “If a professional accountant transfers to audit from a non-
audit environment, the period of relevant experience may be reduced if the individual has practical experience in another 
field of accounting.” 

 
We are concerned that this implies that the period of practical audit experience, prior to recognition as an audit professional, can 

be reduced but in no cases eliminated. 
 
We consider that this statement is overly prescriptive and risks supplanting sound professional judgment and discretion. We 

would, of course, support the need for all professional accountants to practice and maintain continuing development but 
we are concerned that this requirement will deter experienced accountants from transferring to audit, to the detriment of 
the auditing process and the profession.  

 
Options we believe the committee should consider to address this include: 
 

o Changing the wording of Paragraph 70 to say “…. the period of relevant experience may be partially or wholly 
reduced…“ 
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o A paragraph emphasizing the responsibilities of the individual, auditing organization and professional body, similar to 
that at Paragraph 96. 

o A paragraph emphasizing the importance of continuing professional development and mentoring of new audit 
professionals, possibly lead by the engagement partner 

o  

 NZICA A further complication (or possible confusion) is provided in paragraph 70.  Paragraph 69 has already made it clear that 
‘relevant’ experience can be outside ‘audit’ (hence our inference of the two concepts of ‘practical experience relevant to the audit 
professional’ and ‘practical audit experience’).  Yet (unless we are misreading it), paragraph 70 appears to be saying that the 
period of relevant experience can be reduced if the individual has worked outside audit.  There are several problems with this: 
 

1. There is no stated period of relevant experience to be reduced, since the standard does not prescribe a period. 
2. The grey-letter suggestion of three years (paragraph 69) refers to ‘relevant practical experience’, which can include 

non-audit work.  Hence paragraph 70 appears to suggest that a three-year period (which can be made up of audit and 
non-audit work) can be reduced if the individual transfers from non-audit to audit work.  This is tantamount to saying 
that the period of ‘relevant’ experience can be reduced if the individual has already gained ‘relevant’ experience – it is 
not logical. 

3. There must, logically, be a realm of accounting experience that is not ‘relevant’ to the audit professional.   For those 
individuals who have ‘non-relevant’ practical experience, paragraph 70 is saying that the period of ‘relevant’ 
experience can be reduced on account of any ‘non-relevant experience’ gained!  If non-relevant experience is to be 
accepted in meeting this standard, there would appear to be no point in prescribing ‘relevant’ experience at all in 
paragraph 66. 

4. As a minor point, paragraph 70 refers to a ‘professional accountant’ but presumably extends to individuals who may be 
concurrently satisfying the ‘professional accountant’ and ‘audit professional’ requirements? 

 
We suggest the confusion can be dealt with by removing paragraph 70 entirely; it appears unnecessary in achieving the 
standard’s objective and adds unwarranted confusion (and even possible risk). 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 71 

Practical experience relevant to an audit professional is work that appropriately contributes to the competence of an audit 
professional. It needs to be relevant to the type and size of audit assignments aspiring audit professionals are, or are likely to be, 
involved in. The experience should permit them to apply, in a properly supervised environment, the requisite knowledge and 
skills and to develop and demonstrate the requisite competence prescribed in this standard  
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AICPA 

 
Paragraphs 70 and 71 refer to a professional accountant transferring to audits from a non-audit work environment and using their 
non-audit work experience to reduce their practical experience requirement.  It is difficult to envision what work experience may 
qualify.  We recommend that you include some examples of the specific types of work environment that would meet the 
guidance provided here and in IES 5, Practical Experience Requirements, paragraph 17. 
 

  

 Deloitte 
Touche 
Tohmatsu 

For clarification purposes, we recommend adding guidance as to the definition of a “properly supervised environment.” 
 

  

 SAFA In order to clarify the requirement relating to professional experience for audit professionals (paras 66 to 73), it shall be 
appropriate to state the requirement of relevant professional experience and dispensation on account of possession of experience 
in other fields more elaborately.  The nexus of the fields of professional experience with the knowledge content prescribed in 
paras 42 to 54 and the bifurcation of prescribed total relevant professional experience in different areas would render increased 
clarity to the requirement.   
 

  

 NZICA Black-letter paragraph 66 prescribes an unspecified period of relevant practical experience which, by inference from paragraph 
69, need not be totally in the area of financial statement audit work (i.e. ‘practical audit experience’).  This inference is critical to 
the remainder of our comments on practical experience, particularly the issue of the time period. 
 
We would expect the commentary paragraph 67, which immediately follows paragraph 66, to elaborate on the meaning of 
‘practical experience relevant to an audit professional’.  Confusingly though, paragraph 67 appears to allude to the narrower 
concept of practical audit experience, referring to the demonstration of capability “…in an audit environment”.   
 
By contrast, the last commentary paragraph before the next prescription (paragraph 71) offers some explanation of ‘practical 
experience relevant to an audit professional’.  From paragraph 71, we infer from, “… work that appropriately contributes to the 
competence…” that it could include any experience in which the knowledge and skills developed are transferable to the work of 
an audit professional.  This is a fairly wide interpretation but appears justifiable. 
 
We would also hope that the words, “It needs to be relevant to the type and size of audit assignments … [they] … are likely to be 
involved in…” could also be interpreted widely, in terms of transferable knowledge and skills.  For example, if taken too 
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literally, this phrase might be read as restricting the movement of individuals trained in small entity audits to working in large 
entity audits (and vice versa).  We would oppose this suggestion if the wider interpretation were not permitted. 
 
In any event, it appears that paragraph 71 should be positioned immediately after paragraph 66, since it addresses in commentary 
the phrase, ‘practical experience relevant to an audit professional’, prescribed in black-letter paragraph 66. 
 

 AFAANZ The discussion of appropriate professional experience (particularly, paragraphs 69-71) might benefit from some specific 
examples. Mention is made in the document of a minimum period of 3 years, but perhaps IFAC could include some examples of 
what it would consider to be appropriate experience for an audit professional.  This could just be a list of the types of practical 
experience that are currently used by IFAC’s member bodies in assessing whether their practical experience requirements have 
been met. 

  

     

  PARAPGRAPH 72 

The required practical audit experience should be obtained with an organization that can provide suitable audit training 
under the guidance of an auditor. 

 

  

 ACCA Paragraph 72 requires audit training to be completed under the guidance of an Auditor.  ACCA does not believe this is practical 
for SMP or large practices.  In an SMP environment, supervisors may be Audit Professionals, part qualified or qualified by 
experience.  In a large firm environment, a partner takes overall responsibility for training, with qualified staff providing direct 
guidance and supervision to staff. 
 
Paragraph 72 should be revised to say 'The required practical audit experience should be obtained with an organisation that can 
provide suitable audit training under the overall responsibility of an Auditor'.  
 

  

 SMPPTF Paragraphs 72-73 regarding how one obtains practical experience. While we broadly agree with the content of these 
paragraphs we suggest the use of a mentor as a permitted alternative approach to obtaining some, albeit a minority, of the 
required practical audit experience. 
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 SAFA Para 72 of the proposed IES requires obtaining the practical experience with an organization that can provide suitable audit 
training under the guidance of an auditor.  As an auditor may not be experienced to impart training immediately after assuming 
such role, a minimum post-certification experience essentially to be possessed by an auditor under whom such training could be 
undergone should be specified.  Further the IES should also require the maintenance of record of the practical experience and 
periodical review thereof by the trainer. 

 

  

 NZICA Paragraph 72 assumes practical audit experience is ‘required’ by the standard, but it isn’t (see comments at 8.5 above).  The 
paragraph begins with “The required practical audit experience …”, a reference that can be made in an IES only by virtue of a 
black-letter paragraph that expressly requires ‘practical audit experience’ in the first place.    

  

  
ICAEW 

 
Regarding the training environment, we would like the current paragraph 72 to be reworded as follows: 
‘The required practical audit experience should be obtained with an organization that can provide suitable audit training 
under appropriate guidance and supervision.’ 
 
We advocate a principles-based approach, the principle here being that the experience and training should be in a suitable 
environment.  It should be up to each member body to stipulate their own requirements for this and, for guidance on this point, 
we attach example requirements as an appendix here. 
 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 76 
 
Professional capabilities and competence should be assessed before individuals assume the role of audit professionals. 

  

 Glenn 
Sullivan 

76 through to 80: 
I’m not in favour in these clauses at all. A member has to undergo rigorous education  and practical experience requirements (a 
four year degree and three years practical experience plus further assessments in New Zealand) while becoming an accountant 
already, plus perhaps additional practical experience earlier in this exposure draft. Adding a further assessment seems to be a 
result of hysteria following disclosure shortcomings in other jurisdictions. At present in New Zealand a practitioner must obtain 
a public practice certificate based on their areas of competence and then be assessed on these periodically. I believe this is 
sufficient for audit practices as their audit competency is tested during these. Similar circumstances should already be in place in 
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other countries. Can these clauses be removed. 
 

 ICAI The need to assess the competence prior to the assumption of role of audit professional is accepted.  We note that there is no 
reference to this assessment process being formally documented.  We believe that the inclusion of a documentation requirement 
would strengthen this process. 
 

  

 Deloitte 
Touche 
Tohmatsu 

We strongly believe that additional guidance is needed to clearly define the “assessment process” and especially how it interacts 
with “an audit firm’s quality control systems.”  Regulators will be expecting to hold member bodies and firms accountable for 
the execution of this process, so it is critical to be very clear on the exact process required. 

 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 77 

The assessment should be comprehensive enough to permit individuals to demonstrate that they have the professional 
knowledge, professional skills and professional values, ethics and attitudes required to competently perform the work of 
audit professionals. 

 

  

 ICAS We believe that a formal assessment should be undertaken and logged by either the member body, or the professional firm, or 
other such oversight or assessment setting mechanism as may exist from country to country.  It is important that individuals 
appreciate the need to meet the requirements of IES 8 before becoming an audit professional.  It is also in the interests of clients 
that those conducting the audit have met the requirements of the Standard.    

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 78 

IES 6, Assessment of Professional Capabilities and Competence, sets out the assessment requirements for all individuals 
qualifying as professional accountants. The assessment methods for individuals training to become audit professionals will 
generally differ in their range and emphasis from those used for individuals qualifying as professional accountants. This is 
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especially true for individuals becoming audit professionals after qualifying as professional accountants. In such circumstances, 
assessment is likely to be based more heavily on workplace evidence (e.g., real work assignments and training exercises) than on 
academic assignments and exercises, and the assessment is more likely to be conducted by the employer, supervisor, mentor, or 
other work place-based assessor than by an academic examiner. 

 

 AICPA Paragraph 78 states that “…assessment is likely to be based more heavily on workplace evidence….” We recommend that “is 
likely to be” be replaced by “may”.  As you know, in the United States a major element of the assessment of professional 
qualification is the objective examination process.  Passing the CPA examination is a mandatory requirement in all of our 
jurisdictions and weighs heavily on determination of the award of certification. Through the use of simulations that approximate 
the work environment and the need to perform on-line research, examination candidates demonstrate that they have the 
knowledge and skills needed to perform the work of audit professionals and to protect the public interest.    

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 79 

The assessment of the competence and capabilities of audit professionals may be carried out by: the IFAC member body of 
which an individual is a member, another IFAC member body, a third party (e.g., education or training organization, government 
or regulatory authority, or workplace assessor under the authority of the member body), a member body’s own peer review 
process, through an audit firm’s quality control systems, or a combination of these. IFAC member bodies responsible for making 
these assessments must ensure that the requirements of this standard are met. If external agencies are responsible for the 
qualification of auditors, member bodies should encourage them to follow IFAC Standards.  

 

  

 NZICA We welcome the commentary in paragraph 79, which acknowledges that, for some professional bodies, the assessment of 
individuals for the purpose of becoming audit professionals will need to rest with third parties (e.g. employers) because of the 
reasons mentioned in section 2 of our submission. 
 
It appears, though, that paragraph 79 may inadvertently be addressing two separate profiles.   Paragraph 79, being in Section 2 of 
the ED, applies to all audit professionals.  Yet the last sentence of paragraph 79 refers to the ‘qualification of auditors’, which is 
the subject of Section 3 of the ED. 
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 CGA Canada Para. 79 & 80 speak to the assessment issue.  Will an IFAC member body be in a position to monitor how individuals and firms 
in practice make audit staffing decisions? (i.e. only allow audit professionals to make audit judgments). 
 

  

 ICAI Paragraph 79 states that in situations where the external agencies are responsible for qualifications of auditors the member 
bodies should encourage the agencies to follow IFAC standards.  Whilst recognising possible limitations on the member body 
we would suggest that the phrase might be strengthened by stating this as a requirement. 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 80 

IFAC member bodies and organizations offering suitable audit training and experience need to consider the variety of assessment 
options available and select methods that will effectively determine whether audit professionals possess the requisite capabilities, 
and have demonstrated the requisite competence, for performing their role. 

  

 CGA Canada Para. 79 & 80 speak to the assessment issue.  Will an IFAC member body be in a position to monitor how individuals and firms 
in practice make audit staffing decisions? (i.e. only allow audit professionals to make audit judgments). 

  

     

 

   PARAGRAPH 81 
 
Different audit licensing regimes exist in different jurisdictions. To be recognized as an auditor, and to be issued with an audit 
license or be permitted to sign financial statement audit reports, it is expected that, as a minimum, professional accountants will 
have met the requirements prescribed in Section 2 of this standard. Regulators, IFAC member bodies and others responsible for 
issuing audit licenses have a public interest responsibility to ensure that the requirements to obtain an audit license are 
appropriate for their environment.  It is expected, therefore, that those responsible for setting the requirements for obtaining an 
audit license or permission to sign an audit report will, as a minimum, follow the requirements prescribed in this standard. 
 

  

 SMPPTF Where there are no licensing arrangements we suggest the addition of a requirement that there be entrance requirements 
administered, maintained and controlled by the member body, supplemented by regular reviews. 
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 Glenn 
Sullivan 
 

I’m also not in favour of accountants having to obtain audit licenses. This is outlined under audit licenses above. Can we please 
modify clause 81 by removing all references to “audit licenses/licensing”. I propose the following wording: “Different audit 
signoff arrangements exist…recognised as an auditor and be permitted to sign financial audit report…IFAC member bodies and 
other responsible for setting audit signoff requirements have  a public interest…responsibility to ensure the audit signoff 
requirements are appropriate… setting the requirements for signing an audit report…” 
This will allow audits to be signed off under existing local countries (e.g. New Zealand) regulations and save establishing an 
extensive licensing programme. 
 

  

 NZICA We would prefer if the standard were to make more explicit that references to audit licensing are there to address the issues in 
current audit licensing regimes and that there is no intention or expectation, by virtue of this standard, that a licensing system 
should be adopted elsewhere. 
 

  

 CICA In jurisdictions where the IFAC member body is not responsible for setting the requirements, the wording of the last sentence 
seems overly strong and unenforceable. (i.e. “those responsible for setting the requirements…will…follow the requirements 
prescribed in this standard.”) 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 82 

In some jurisdictions, professional accountants are licensed to sign financial statement audit reports at the time of qualification, 
and may not have gained the practical experience prescribed in this standard. In such cases, IFAC member bodies and the public 
accounting firms need to ensure that anyone with a substantial role in the financial statement audit assignment has the required 
practical experience and competence. This obligation may be fulfilled through a member body’s quality assurance review 
program (i.e., practice inspections) and through a firm’s quality control procedures. 

 

  

 ACCA Paragraph 81 notes that not all jurisdictions have consistent licensing regimes.  As previously noted, ACCA suggests the 
Standard is repositioned to focus on the point at which professional accountants are awarded a license to audit.   
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  PARAGRAPH 85 
 
The greater responsibilities of the auditor may require the development of additional professional knowledge, professional skills 
and professional values, ethics and attitudes. 
 

  

 NZICA The ED places paragraph 85 under the heading ‘Competence Requirements for the Auditor’.  Given that there is no black-letter 
prescription in this Section, we believe it is incorrect to signal the following commentary paragraphs as constituting 
‘requirements’; they are not. 
 
Paragraph 85 may require some clarification of the relative terms used.  It refers to the “greater” knowledge of the auditor – 
greater than what?  It also refers to development of ‘additional’ professional knowledge etc. – additional to what? 
 
Notwithstanding the above, we question whether the ‘professional values, ethics and attitudes’ required of the auditor are greater 
than they are for anyone else in the profession.  While they will need to be applied in different ways and tested in different 
circumstances, we suggest the standard avoid any implication that auditors somehow need to be ethically superior beings 
compared with other professional accountants. 
 

  

 CICA An interesting question re: “additional ethics”. Does one need to be more ethical as an Auditor than as an Audit Professional? 
How does one get more ethical? 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 86 

As audit professionals progress into positions such as audit managers and audit partners, they will need to develop capabilities 
and demonstrate competences at a broader and deeper level than what was required before. To ensure their ongoing 
development, audit professionals will need to develop the following capabilities and competences: 

 Audit process 

(a) develop, in conjunction with the client, client expectations; 

(b) understand the entity and its environment; 
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(c) assess the level of audit risk; 

(d) assess the risk within an organization’s internal control structure; 

(e) prepare an audit work plan; 

(f) understand and evaluate internal processes and related controls; 

(g) perform risk assessments and customize audit solutions; 

(h) perform analytical procedures; 

(i) perform general audit procedures; 

(j) review the performance of an audit; 

(k) reach conclusions and communicate the results of an audit. 

Client handling 

(a) represent their audit firms and explain the audit process to existing and potential clients; 

(b) explain the responsibilities for completing audit work and need for executive review; 

(c) discuss key issues regarding auditing in an IT environment; 

(d) describe to audit entities the steps involved in completing audits and best practice in conducting audits; 

(e) apply and evaluate the requirements of relevant national and international standards of accounting and auditing; 

(f) explain procedures and resources available for resolving judgmental and contentious issues; 

(g) communicate with the client’s senior management and governance body to ascertain their expectations and 
report the findings of completed work; and 

(h) demonstrate the ability to retain clients and secure new clients. 

Development of these capabilities and competence would usually be achieved through practical experience. 

 

 ACCA Para 86 (e) - The terminology used in the draft Standard does not appear to be consistent with ISAs; for example does the audit 
work plan mean a strategic plan or a detailed plan?  ACCA recommends that the IAASB complete a full review of this draft 
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Standard. 
 

 ICAS 1. Paragraphs 86 – 87 set out a mixture of audit procedures and competencies.  The competencies should be separated from 
the procedures.  Indeed we do not know why the audit process material is there at all as it duplicates paragraph 49.  
Individuals will have demonstrated this knowledge as audit professionals.  If the Committee do follow the current mixed 
approach why not refer to compliance with ISAs which are becoming more and more prescriptive worldwide.   

 
2. We do have some concern that the areas set out under for instance client handling are counter intuitive to the purpose of 

the Standard.  Whilst client handling matters may be very relevant to audit firms, we can not see how it is relevant to 
the standard of the audit being carried out (and hence the calibre of the auditor and the quality of the underlying 
financial statements).  Indeed we can see an argument to say that it may pull the auditor in the opposite direction, 
perhaps rewarding cosiness rather than robustness.  Equally paragraph 87 on practice management 

 
 

  

 CIPFA Further to comments above (Paragraph 49) we feel that the risk of fraud and ISA 240 should be recognised and we propose the 
following additional bullet point: 

o consider the risk of fraud within the organization 
 
Furthermore the draft of Paragraph 86 states that an auditor will be able to ‘demonstrate the ability to retain clients and secure 
clients’ (Para. 86, client handling, h). In the public sector, auditors are often appointed through statutory procedures. 
Accordingly, we propose the following footnote to Paragraph 86: 
 
“In the public sector, where auditors are often appointed through statutory procedures, demonstrating the ability to 

retain clients and secure new clients may not apply.” 
 

  

 Deloitte 
Touche 
Tohmatsu 

• Audit Process (a) 
We do not believe it is appropriate for the auditor to be taking on the role of developing client expectations.  We recommend 
changing the concept to “understanding client expectations.” 
 
• Client Handling (h) 
In today’s environment, it is not appropriate to place an emphasis on an auditor’s ability to retain clients and win business.  
While important business skills, they are not audit skills.  Accordingly, we recommend deleting this bullet from the proposed 
standard. 
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 NZICA The list includes, “review the performance of an audit” but there is no mention of the ability to supervise.   We suggest that 
supervision is a key capability, which should be included here. 
• Paragraph 86:  The unusual format of the subparagraphs means that there are two sub-clauses with the same reference, e.g. 

paragraph 86(a) under ‘Audit process’ and paragraph 86(a) under ‘Client handling’.  We suggest that, for ease of reference, 
the latter should be referenced as sub-clauses (l) to (s). 

• ‘Client handling’.  Maybe the term, ‘client management’, would be slightly preferable (?) 
• Paragraph 86 (d) under ‘Client handling’:  It is unclear what ‘audit entities’ refers to – are these the audit firms or the audit 

clients? 
 

  

 CICA (ii)  Paragraph 86. Under the heading ‘Audit Process’: 
(a) developunderstand and document , in conjunction with the client, client expectations 

(iii)   The heading “Client handling” is a particularly poor choice of words. Could the bullets that follow this heading be 
rephrased from the perspective of what the Auditor (and the Firm) needs to do to ensure that the public interest is served. 
The heading and bullets under this heading should drop any ‘handling’ tone and emphasize the professional relationship 
between auditor and auditee. 

(iv) Point (h) under ‘Client handling’ – “demonstrate the ability to retain clients and secure new clients” - may be a 
competency that a Firm wants their staff to develop but should it necessarily be included in a professional standard for 
auditors? Emphasis on securing business (with no offsetting reference to maintaining independence, professional 
standards, etc.) appears more commercial than one would expect in a professional standards document.  

 

  

  The list of bullets under the heading “Audit process” –  
What is the difference between (c), (d) and (g)? All three seem to relate to assessing risk? 
Does the terminology in this list coincide with the terminology of the new audit risk model? 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 87 
 
Many audit professionals will progress to positions with more managerial responsibility. To assist in the development of 
managerial competence, IFAC member bodies may consider the need to require coverage of, or provide educational support for, 
developing the following knowledge content and professional skills related to the subject area of practice management: 

(a) quality control policies and procedures; 
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(b) controlling resources to ensure service delivery; 

(c) maintaining the security of audit documentation and information ; 

(d) professional relationships and personal development; 

(e) recruitment, supervision, development and training of personnel; 

(f) risk management;  

(g) setting fees. 

 

 ACCA Para 87 (a) add ‘developing and monitoring’ before quality control policies and procedures.   

 ICAS Paragraphs 86 – 87 set out a mixture of audit procedures and competencies.  The competencies should be separated from the 
procedures.  Indeed we do not know why the audit process material is there at all as it duplicates paragraph 49.  Individuals will 
have demonstrated this knowledge as audit professionals.  If the Committee do follow the current mixed approach why not refer 
to compliance with ISAs which are becoming more and more prescriptive worldwide.   
 
Equally paragraph 87 on practice management does not appear to be core to being a competent auditor, and the quality required 
will be a natural product of a competitive market place (with exception perhaps of c).  The Committee should consider redrafting 
or indeed removing this paragraph. 
 

  

 Deloitte 
Touche 
Tohmatsu 

We do not believe this paragraph is relevant when describing the competence for audit professionals, as the skills described 
relate purely to practice management and therefore are not applicable.  Accordingly, we recommend that this paragraph be 
deleted. 
 

  

 CICA (v)  Paragraph 87. Point (b). “Controlling resources to ensure service delivery”. Again, the words have an overly commercial 
tone. Could the same point be made from more of a public interest perspective? For example: 
 “Controlling Managing resources to ensure professional standards and service delivery”. 

 
(vi) Paragraph 87. Point (g). “Setting fees”. If this competency needs to be included in a professional standard for auditors, 

the wording should again be chosen carefully to emphasize the professional relationship. For example: 
Setting fees consistent with (or in accordance with) professional standards and practice. 
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  PARAGRAPH 88  
 
IFAC member bodies and audit firms need to ensure audit professionals involved in financial statement audits of specific 
industries or environments have the required professional knowledge and practical experience relevant to that industry or 
environment. 
 

  

 NZICA We have reservations about how member bodies could ensure that audit professionals are appropriately equipped to operate in 
specific industries or environments, as judgement about their suitability is practically in the hands of the employers.  We would 
welcome guidance from IFAC on how member bodies could play a useful role in this. 
 

  

 CGA Canada The guidance in Section 4 on transnational audits and specific industries may also not be easy to implement.  Again, this 
makes member bodies of IFAC somehow responsible for how firms assign staff to certain types of audits and industries.  
This will be an issue for the firms to deal with. It may not be easily done by IFAC member bodies. 

  

     

     

  PARAGRAPH 90 
 
Before professional accountants have substantial involvement in transnational financial statement audits they need to: 

(a) qualify as professional accountants;  

(b) satisfy the requirements to assume the role of an audit professional (Section 2 of this standard); and 

(c) satisfy the requirements in this section. 
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 PwC Paragraph 90 (a) is redundant since it is covered by the phrase ‘Before professional accountants’ in the first sentence of the 
paragraph. There is also an element of redundancy with paragraph 38, although the requirement for an undergraduate degree is 
not repeated. 

  

 ICAI We believe that the additional guidance provided in the area of transnational auditor is very helpful.  However we note that no 
distinction is made between the overall transnational auditor himself and the various roles that may be applied throughout the 
world.  For example an audit of a minor branch or subsidiary would not necessarily require additional knowledge of controlling 
multi-location and group audits unless they themselves are in this role.  Some clarification around this matter we believe would 
be helpful.   
 
Additionally the effective supervisory role of the various member bodies in terms of monitoring compliance of auditor education 
within globalised firms is far from clear.  Member bodies typically interact with various firms on a national basis and problems 
of audit quality emanating from inadequate auditor education may well arise on a globalised basis.  The ability of member 
bodies to address this is limited given the national basis of member bodies. 
 

  

 AFAANZ Paragraphs 90-101 concentrate on trans-national audits and audits in specific industries. However, the discussion is too general 
to provide much guidance for those implementing the standard. We believe it would be useful to add some black letter standards 
in those sections in order to make explicit and formal some general expectations about the level of skills and experience needed 
to conduct trans-national and specialized industry audits. Also, perhaps it should be explicitly stated somewhere in paragraphs 
95-101 that the audit professional needs to have a sound knowledge of any relevant legislation and regulations associated with a 
given industry. 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 91 

91. The knowledge content within the education and development program for audit professionals involved in 
transnational audits should include the following subject areas: 

(a) applicable financial reporting and auditing standards; 

(b) controlling of multi-location and group audits; 

(c) applicable listing requirements; 

(d) applicable corporate governance requirements; 

(e) national regulatory frameworks; and 
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(f) the global and local economies and business environments in which the audit professional is involved as 
part of a transnational audit. 

 

 ICAS 1. This is a complex area as the auditor is unlikely to have a detailed knowledge of applicable auditing and financial 
reporting standards in all countries within a trans-national audit.  The expertise will reside in that local country.  At a 
group level the expertise is in respect of the standards applicable to a group reporting in the country in which group 
reporting is required.  

  
2. The material set out is for the audit professional but not for the auditor.  Audit professionals working within one country’s 

boundaries at a subsidiary would be involved in a trans-national audit but would not necessarily be party to 91 b, c, d, or 
f.   

 

  

 PwC In addition, paragraph 91 appears to be written from the perspective of the head office engagement team – since engagement 
teams working on a subsidiary of a transnational engagement would not necessarily require knowledge in the areas noted (b) and 
(e). The education requirements for head office versus subsidiary engagement teams should be differentiated. 
 

  

 Deloitte 
Touche 
Tohmatsu 

In order to clarify that this bullet relates only to the national regulatory framework of the entity being audited, we recommend 
that the word “applicable” be added to the beginning of the phrase “national regulatory frameworks; and.” 

  

 SAFA It is desirable that a common curriculum with adequate focus on international standards and business environment be prescribed 
for all professional accountants including audit professionals engaged in transnational audit.  The different curriculums, as para 
91 of the proposed IES may indicate, providing for country-specific knowledge content in respect of the national financial 
reporting and auditing standards, listing requirements and other mentioned requirements in respect of each country relevant to 
transnational audit, seems to be an impractical proposition. 
 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 92 

Audit professionals engaged in a transnational audit may find that the application of professional values, ethics and attitudes 
might be complicated by different cultural contexts (e.g., norms, customs, behaviors and expectations) compared to an audit 
within a single jurisdiction. 
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 ICAS Paragraph 92 is silent on what is expected of an audit professional when operating in a country with very different ethical 
standards.  We consider that the professional skills needed, more than purely knowledge content (paragraph 91), should be at an 
advanced level.  
 

  

 PwC The purpose of paragraph 92 is not clear. It is also not complete as there are other factors which also complicate the 
application of professional values, ethics and attitudes (for example, language). 
 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 93 

Professional capabilities and competence should be assessed before individuals assume the role of transnational audit 
professionals.  

 

  

 ICAS It is difficult to see how mandated requirements such as this are realistic.  Assessments made of those forming an audit team are 
a matter of judgement but are not documented as such specifically.  The skills of those applying the judgements are assessed in 
other ways in relation to quality control of the staff employed by the audit firm.  The quality is maintained by a quality assurance 
process as reviewed by others with increasing levels of expertise.  It is the combination of this that ensures a quality audit is 
completed.  We would recommend that paragraph 93 – 94 become grey rather than black lettering.   
 

  

 PwC The black lettering in Paragraphs 93 and 94 create a post qualification assessment requirement, which is new. In our opinion, this 
will be extremely difficult to implement consistently since, for example, there are no licensing processes currently in place for 
transnational auditors. We consider that the licensing processes, with associated competence frameworks, should be in place 
before assessment of competence can take place effectively and consistently. 
 
As a minimum, more guidance on how existing, or new, assessment processes should be used at a post qualification stage would 
add greater clarity to the intent of this section of the IES 8. The interaction with the requirements of IES 7 should also be 
explicitly stated. 
 

  

 Deloitte 
Touche 

Similar to the comments on paragraphs 76-80, we strongly believe additional guidance should be included in the proposed 
standard on the nature and extent of the assessment process that is envisaged for transnational audit professionals. 
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Tohmatsu 

 CPA Ireland The proposal does not give guidance on who should conduct the assessment referred to in paragraphs 93 and 94. In our 
view, this should be undertaken by a competent authority within the relevant audit firm. 
 

  

  PARAGRAPH 94 

The assessment should be comprehensive enough to permit individuals to demonstrate that they have gained the 
professional knowledge, professional skills and professional values, ethics and attitudes required to competently perform 
the work of a transnational audit professional. 

 

  

 ICAS It is difficult to see how mandated requirements such as this are realistic.  Assessments made of those forming an audit team are 
a matter of judgement but are not documented as such specifically.  The skills of those applying the judgements are assessed in 
other ways in relation to quality control of the staff employed by the audit firm.  The quality is maintained by a quality assurance 
process as reviewed by others with increasing levels of expertise.  It is the combination of this that ensures a quality audit is 
completed.  We would recommend that paragraph 93 – 94 become grey rather than black lettering.   
 

  

 Deloitte 
Touche 
Tohmatsu 

Similar to the comments on paragraphs 76-80, we strongly believe additional guidance should be included in the proposed 
standard on the nature and extent of the assessment process that is envisaged for transnational audit professionals. 

  

 CPA Ireland The proposal does not give guidance on who should conduct the assessment referred to in paragraphs 93 and 94. In our 
view, this should be undertaken by a competent authority within the relevant audit firm.   

     

  PARAGRAPH 96 

While it is not practicable to prescribe the additional knowledge required of those operating in specific industries, IFAC member 
bodies, individual professional accountants and audit firms share the responsibility for ensuring that audit professionals have the 
required competence for their roles.  

  

 CPA Ireland With specific reference to paragraph 96, the responsibility for ensuring that audit professionals have the required competence 
lies with the individual professional accountants, and the audit firms, (see the IFAC Code of Ethics for Professional 
Accountants), “A professional accountant in public practice should agree to provide only those services that the professional 
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accountant in public practice is competent to perform”. 
Professional bodies, as part of their quality assurance process, should ensure that the audit professionals on each audit 

assignment reviewed have the required competence.  

We recommend that paragraph 96 be reworded as follows: “While it is not practicable to prescribe the additional knowledge 
required of those operating in specific industries, individual professional accountants and audit firms share the responsibility for 
ensuring that audit professionals have the required competence for their roles. Professional bodies as part of their review of audit 
firms should consider whether the audit professionals on those audit assignments sampled had the required competence.” 
 

 NZICA We echo our comments at 10.1 above for the paragraph 96 comment that, “IFAC member bodies, individual professional 
accountants and professional audit firms share the responsibility for ensuring that audit professionals ….” for specific industries. 
 
We agree with the general notion of shared responsibility but also note the technical point that IES place mandatory obligations 
on the member bodies of IFAC (not on the individual professional accountants or professional firms).  Member bodies must then 
take IES and convert them into their own regulations; however they have little (or no) control over the assignment of audit 
professionals to specific industries or transnational environments, and their assurance over this may need to be in a looser, less 
direct form, as alluded to in section 2 of our submission. 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 98 

Audit professionals need to be able to apply the required professional values, ethics and attitudes in the specific industry or 
environment before they have substantial involvement in the audits of that industry or environment.  

 

  

 CPA Ireland Assessors who satisfy the requirements of paragraphs 98 and 99 should carry out the assessments of the professional values, 
ethics and attitudes referred to in paragraph 98, and of the practical audit experience in paragraph 99. No mention of the 
qualifications required to act as assessors is made in the proposed guideline. 
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  PARAGRAPH 99 
 
Audit professionals need a period of practical audit experience in a specific industry or environment before making significant 
audit decisions in that industry or environment. This period should be long enough and intensive enough to permit audit 
professionals to demonstrate that they have gained the necessary professional knowledge and can apply the professional skills 
and the professional values, ethics and attitudes required to competently perform the work in that specific industry or 
environment.  
 

  

 CIPFA We believe that this paragraph is unnecessarily prescriptive and may serve to limit or restrict the movement of experienced audit 
professionals between sectors. This may in turn restrict the breadth of experience and scope for innovation within the 
auditing organization, to the detriment of the auditing process and the profession. 

 
We propose that Paragraph 99 is deleted, as Paragraph 96 appears adequate. Paragraph 96 is flexible, yet it also fully reflects the 

need for careful judgment in determining the appropriate roles and responsibilities for individual audit professionals. 
 
Should the Committee be unwilling to delete Paragraph 99 we would propose that it is amended, further to our comments made 

on Paragraphs 7&27, above: 
 
“Audit professionals need a period of practical audit experience in a specific industry or environment before reviewing 

significant audit decisions in that sector or environment.” 
 

  

 Glenn 
Sullivan 
 

This clause will result in “closed shops” where auditors of all descriptions will be precluded from entering any new industries 
that they have not been involved in before, even if they have familiarised themselves with that industry. This is not only is anti-
competitive, it will stifle accountants, as they will be restricted to auditing the same industries all the time, removing significant 
challenges from their professional lives. I, for one, do not believe that accountants need to fit the reserved, boring stereotype and 
should be entitled by their regulatory bodies to take on the new challenge of taking on engagements in new industries, provided 
they do the homework. However, most importantly auditor independence will be threatened if closed shops are allowed to 
develop around specific industries. This clause should be removed.  
 

  

 PKF We consider that audit professionals should be able to make significant audit decisions in an industry or environment where they 
have not had a period of practical audit experience. The specification is unnecessarily restrictive and does not reflect the fact that 
an audit professional will have developed skills and knowledge to be able to adapt to work in new areas. Indeed the involvement 
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of such an audit professional can be deemed healthy to the audit process. 
 

 CPA Ireland Assessors who satisfy the requirements of paragraphs 98 and 99 should carry out the assessments of the professional values, 
ethics and attitudes referred to in paragraph 98, and of the practical audit experience in paragraph 99. No mention of the 
qualifications required to act as assessors is made in the proposed guideline. 
 

  

 Wellington 
Public Practic
Committee - 
NZ 

Paragraph 99 – The requirement would mean that before auditors could take on international clients they would need to gain 
experience with firms dealing with international audits.   There are only a limited number of firms in this market place in NZ and 
such a restriction would be likely to trigger competition concerns from national regulatory authorities.   The profession should 
not allow trade and competition barriers to be erected which masquerade as professional and educational standards.   There 
needs to be a demonstrated relationship between the need for a particular range of experience and the requirements to undertake 
work in that field.  This proposed standard fails to explain the connection – Paragraph 96 states that such an explanation is not 
practical. 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 101 

It is expected that auditors involved in a specific industry would acquire practical experience in that industry or environment in 
addition to what is prescribed elsewhere in this standard. 

 

  

 Deloitte 
Touche 
Tohmatsu 

We believe that this paragraph is redundant as it is repetitive of Paragraph 99.  We recommend that it be deleted.   

 NZICA The meaning and intention of paragraph 101 are unclear to us.  It states an expectation for specific industry experience “in 
addition to what is prescribed elsewhere”.  However, specific industry experience is not prescribed anywhere in the ED.   If this 
phrase is removed, though, the sentence becomes somewhat tautological:  “It is expected that auditors involved in a specific 
industry would acquire practical experience in that industry ….”   
 
We suggest that paragraph 101 is a little muddled and could be deleted.  It appears to add nothing to the more carefully worded 
paragraph 99, which seems sufficient to achieve what we imagine might have been the intention of paragraph 101. 
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V. Editorial Comments 
 

No. Respondent Respondent Comment  ED 
Change 

Staff Comment 
(where necessary) 

  PARAGRAPH 4 
 
Auditor is the engagement partner. 

Explanation: This term is consistent with that established by the International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board (IAASB) 
in its “Glossary of Terms.” The IAASB definition is also used to refer to an audit firm.  

 

  

 CIPFA Corresponding adjustments would be required to replace the term ‘auditor’ with ‘engagement partner’ throughout the Draft.   

 CPA    
Australia & 
ICAA 

The definition of “auditor” refers only to the engagement partner.  There could be a broader definition to encompass the public 
sector auditors.  (The ED is expressed to include audits in the public sector – see paras 52 and 73).   

   
  

  PARAGRAPH 18 
 
Professional accountants involved in financial statement audits in specific industries may be more specialized yet.  The nature of 
the industry, any applicable specific laws and accounting treatments may require professional knowledge and professional skills 
in addition to that required for all other audit professionals. 
 

  

 NZICA We’re not sure that the second sentence scans well grammatically.  This can be corrected by replacing the comma with “and” 
(and adding a comma between the two adjectives), i.e. “The nature of the industry and any applicable, specific laws and 
accounting treatments….” 
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No. Respondent Respondent Comment  ED 
Change 

Staff Comment 
(where necessary) 

  PARAGRAPH 35 

Audit engagements vary in complexity and size with different requirements for experience and competency of personnel 
involved in the engagement. An audit team could include audit professionals, qualified professional accountants and individuals 
working towards qualification as professional accountants. It is the auditor’s responsibility to make sure that any individuals 
assigned to an audit engagement who are not audit professionals will not be responsible for making significant audit judgment 
decisions.  
 

  

 AICPA In the third sentence of paragraph 35, we recommend the term “auditor’s” responsibility be changed to “engagement partner’s” 
responsibility.  
 

  

 CICA Third sentence – “It is the auditor….”. Should this read “It is the engagement partner”? Or does it matter since one is defined as 
the other 

  

 NZICA First sentence – should “competency” be “competence”, in keeping with IFAC’s parlance?   

     

  PARAGRAPH 36 

After satisfying the minimum requirements to work as audit professionals (as prescribed in this standard), such professionals 
will need further development to progress, through supervisory and managerial roles, to the level of an auditor with final 
responsibility for an audit (i.e., the engagement partner). The auditor usually holds an audit license. Audit professionals may be 
eligible to conduct, supervise and manage audits without being the auditor (as defined in paragraph 4). In all instances, IFAC’s 
Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants requires that all professional accountants (including auditors and audit 
professionals) may not misrepresent their expertise or experience, nor may they undertake assignments for which they are not 
competent. In addition, the market for audit services will generally discriminate among auditors to ensure that an auditor’s 
expertise is appropriate for the type and complexity of a specific audit assignment.  
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No. Respondent Respondent Comment  ED 
Change 

Staff Comment 
(where necessary) 

 

 CICA In the first sentence, change “After satisfying the minimum requirements” to “In addition to satisfying the minimum 
requirements”. This eliminates the sequential nature of the sentence – which may be a large firm phenomenon 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 44 

IFAC member bodies may determine the appropriate levels of breadth and depth of knowledge content coverage and the means 
for gaining that knowledge. 

 

  

 NZICA We applaud IFAC’s approach here, which provides a strong guideline to member bodies without being prescriptive about what 
constitutes breadth and depth.  Member bodies will be expected to be able to justify their choices.  However, this paragraph may 
require some qualification to tie it to the black-letter standard, that is, while “member bodies may determine the appropriate 
levels”, those levels must nonetheless be ‘advanced’ in terms of paragraph 42.  We therefore suggest that paragraph 44 begins, 
“In meeting the requirements of paragraph 42, IFAC member bodies may determine….” 

  

  PARAGRAPH 58 
 
Individuals should be able to apply the required professional values, ethics and attitudes in an audit environment before 
they undertake substantial involvement in financial statement audit assignments. 
 

  

 ACCA Paragraph 58 replace 'apply' with 'adhere to'.   

     

  PARAGRAPH 61 

As with all professional accountants, audit professionals are expected to apply the professional values, ethics and attitudes 
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No. Respondent Respondent Comment  ED 
Change 

Staff Comment 
(where necessary) 

outlined in IES 4 throughout their professional careers. During their period of practical experience, they should receive guidance 
on the professional approach to ethics, the practical application of the fundamental principles, the consequences of unethical 
behavior and the resolution of ethical dilemmas. 

 

 ACCA Replace 'apply' with 'adhere to'. 
 

  

  PARAGRAPH 64 
Learning about professional ethics needs to continue after qualification. Audit professionals need to see this as a career-long 
process.  
 

  

 ACCA Paragraph 64 replace 'needs to' with 'should' and bold this paragraph.   

     

  PARAPGRAPH 72 

The required practical audit experience should be obtained with an organization that can provide suitable audit training 
under the guidance of an auditor. 
 

  

 PwC We noted examples of inconsistent terminology which cold be removed. For example, paragraph 72 introduces the term 
‘training’. Elsewhere in the standard the term ‘education and development’ is used. Paragraph 79 uses the term ‘audit 
firms’. Paragraph 82 uses the term ‘public accounting firms’. Paragraph 97 introduces the concept of application (‘the 
ability to apply’). The focus in other sections of the standard is on a ‘level of knowledge’. 
 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 79 

The assessment of the competence and capabilities of audit professionals may be carried out by: the IFAC member body of 
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No. Respondent Respondent Comment  ED 
Change 

Staff Comment 
(where necessary) 

which an individual is a member, another IFAC member body, a third party (e.g., education or training organization, government 
or regulatory authority, or workplace assessor under the authority of the member body), a member body’s own peer review 
process, through an audit firm’s quality control systems, or a combination of these. IFAC member bodies responsible for making 
these assessments must ensure that the requirements of this standard are met. If external agencies are responsible for the 
qualification of auditors, member bodies should encourage them to follow IFAC Standards.  
 

 CICA The second last sentence states that IFAC member bodies “must” ensure the standard is met whereas the last sentence  states that 
they “should” encourage external agencies. Is there an intended difference between the use of “must” and “should” in these two 
sentences? Or should the same word be used in both sentences? 
 

  

     

  PARAGRAPH 95 
 
Some entities operate in heavily regulated industries (such as banks and chemical companies).  Laws and regulations governing 
financial statements may vary considerably in specific industries and environments.  Furthermore, accounting treatments may 
differ, resulting in different recognition and measurement practices. 
 

  

 CICA Drop the first sentence. Seems to suggest the discussion is about regulated industries. It isn’t. The second sentence is sufficient. 
 
Add to the second sentence: “Laws and regulations governing financial statements and the audit thereof may vary 
considerably…” 
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ACRONYM FULL NAME OF ORGANIZATION  
AAT The Association of Accounting Technicians 
Abdul Rahim Suriya  
Abedanjos Iyiade Oyelade  
ACCA The Association of Chartered Certified Accountants 
AFAANZ The Accounting and Finance Association of Australia and New Zealand 
AICPA American Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
CGA Canada Certified General Accountants’ Association of Canada 
CICA The Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants 
CIPFA The Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy 
CNCC & CSOEC Conseil National de la Compagnie nationale des commissaires aux comptes & 

Conseil Supérieur de l’Ordre des Experts-Comptables 
CPA Australia & ICAA CPA Australia & Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia 
CPA Ireland The Institute of Certified Public Accountants in Ireland 
Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu  
DNPTF IFAC Developing Nations Permanent Task Force 
FAR Föreningen Auktoriserade Revisorer (Sweden) 
Glenn Sullivan  
Grant Thornton  
ICAEW Institute of Chartered Accountants in England & Wales 
ICAI Institute of Chartered Accountants in Ireland 
ICAS Institute of Chartered Accountants in Scotland 
JICPA Japanese Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
KICPA Korean Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
NASBA National Association of State Boards of Accountancy 
Nessan J. Ronan  
NZICA New Zealand Institute of Chartered Accountants 
POBA  Professional Oversight Board for Accountancy 
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PKF  
PwC PricewaterhouseCoopers 
Professor Gerard Vinten  
Public Accountants’ & Auditors’ 
Board 

South Africa 

Ramachandran Mahadevan  
SAFA South Asian Federation of Accountants 
SMP IFAC Small and Medium Practices Permanent Task Force 
The Society of Accountants in 
Malawi 

 

Union of Accountants of the Czech 
Republic 

 

Wellington New Zealand Public 
Practice Committee 

 

 


