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Committee: International Accounting Education Standards Board 

Meeting Location: Fiesta Americana Hotel, Merida, Mexico 

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

 
SUBJECT: 

 
Revision of IES 8 – Issues and Proposals from Task 
Force on the Revised Draft of IES 8 (03/12) 

 

INTRODUCTION 
1. The aim of this paper is to assist the IAESB in further discussion of the issues and 

further questions that require resolution in respect of the revised IES 8 on audit 
competences and final development towards an Exposure Draft for the meeting in 
March.  Specifically, this paper will: 

(1) provide background information on the revision of IES 8,  
(2) review Task Force activity since the October 2011 meeting, 
(3) consider changes proposed by CAG, IAESB and the Task Force, 
(4) present a draft of the revised IES 8, and 
(5) Identify issues for further discussion, consultation and direction from the IAESB. 

 
2.   This agenda item contains the following materials:  
 

Agenda Item 6-1 Revision of IES 8 – Issues and Proposals from Task Force on 
Revised Draft of IES 8 (03/12) 

Agenda Item 6-2 Revision of IES 8: Revised Draft of IES 8_Clean_(03/12)  

Agenda Item 6-3 Revision of IES 8: Revised Draft of IES 8_Marked-up_(03/12) 

 
 
3. In respect of the drafting of IES 8: 

• An initial draft of IES 8 had been provided to the IAESB for review at the 
October meeting;  

• This draft of IES 8 included the previous amendments agreed with the DWG 
(just prior to the October 2011 IAESB meeting);  

• An IFAC plain English review has also been performed and recommended 
changes have been incorporated into this latest draft of IES 8.   

• A review by the Drafting Working Group (‘DWG’) is currently ongoing and a 
conference call will be held to discuss major areas in due course.  The Task 
Force will work with the DWG group to identify improvements either just 
prior to, or during, the March 2012 IAESB meeting. 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
Project Scope 
4. The revision of IES 8 is part of the larger project identified in the IAESB’s 2010-

2012 Strategy and Work Plan that aims to redraft and revise all IESs 1-8 by 2013. 
IAESB’s original, in revising IES 8 was to: 

I. Revise the Standard’s use and interpretation of the following key definitions: 
• Significant judgment, Audit professional, Education and 

development program, and Advanced level. 
II. Clarify the Standard’s explanation surrounding: 

• Precise roles in a transnational audit; 
• Acceptance of the need for progression through a variety of roles, 

overtime, whilst part of a larger team;   
• How the shared responsibility between IFAC member bodies, firms 

and regulatory authorities should work in practice; 
• The practical application of an IES that has Requirements written 

primarily to individuals who are practicing members of Member 
Bodies; and 

III. Revise the Standard’s scope to clarify the coverage of the following key 
areas: 
• Engagement Partner Competences 
• Specific Industries 
• Practical Experience 

 
5. In addition to the areas noted above, over several IAESB meetings, there has been 

general support for the move towards defining the competences for the 
engagement partner in the context of an engagement team. The intention is that 
whilst Requirements will be directed towards engagement partners, the context 
within which they operate (i.e. within a team or firm environment) is likely to be 
covered within the Explanatory Materials section. 

 
6. Additional guidance for other levels or roles within the engagement team may be 

considered as part of the IES 8 Guidance project being chaired by Eileen Walsh. 
 
Previous IAESB Meetings  
7. The table below is split between IAESB discussion components and the outcomes 

or resolutions agreed at previous IAESB Meetings: 
 
February 2010 Meeting – New York 
• Public consultation issues 

paper considered 
• Reviewed public consultation 

questions 
• CAG comments were 

discussed 

• Amendments to wording of public consultation 
wording were agreed 

• Clarifying amendments were made to the 
public consultation questions 

May 2010 Meeting - Copenhagen 
• Progress report provided by 

chair of IES 8 team 
• Public consultation period still 

ongoing 
• Feedback from consultations 

with Forum of Firms and FEE 
was also presented  

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

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

November 2010 Meeting - Singapore 
• Full presentation of results Areas agreed by IAESB: 



Agenda Item 6-1 
 

Page 3 of 21 
Prepared by Jean-Francois Belorgey, Greg Owens, & Task Force members 

from consultation 
• A summary paper on 

consultation paper responses 
• Verbal update from chair with 

a series of questions for the 
IAESB to consider 

 

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

• Focus on engagement partner of historical 
financial statements 

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

• Eliminate term ‘advanced level’ 
• Focus on ‘good practice’ not ‘best practice’ 
• Ensure Requirements do not go beyond those 

in ISAs/ISQC1 
• Content of IES 8 to focus on ‘education’ 

principles common to all audit engagements 
• Any knowledge content required is directly 

linked to nature of entity being audited 
• Impact of revised IES8 to be considered as 

part of consultation process 
March 2011 Meeting - Geneva 
• IAESB provided with written 

update by chair of recent 
progress on development of 
IES8 

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

Feedback from the IAESB included: 
• Any revised IES to re-emphasise professional 

judgment and professional skepticism 
• There was to be no diminution of IPD 

elements once the status of professional 
accountant had been attained 

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

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

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

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

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

May 2011 Meeting - Toronto 
• Issues Paper presented by 

secretary of IES 8 Task Force 
• Re-presented revised 

progression diagram (see 
below) 

• Introduced concept of 
‘aspiring engagement partner’ 

• Asked for feedback on 
positioning of a competence 
matrix 

• Continued support for focus on engagement 
partner 

• Recommendation that the Task Force 
consider a matrix of competences 

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

• IAESB on balance favoured inclusion of a 
matrix within the Requirements 

• Advice from the IAESB to be careful in respect 
of bright-lines concerning period of practice 
experience (to avoid any specific length of 
time within the Requirements being added on 
to that to become a Professional Accountant) 
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• Agreed to withdraw reference to holding of 
undergraduate degree or equivalent 

• General support for drafted objective with 
drafting working group suggestions 

October 2011 Meeting – Cape Town 
• Issues Paper presented by 

Chair of the IES 8 Task Force 
• Presented new diagram to be 

incorporated within the 
Scoping section of the IES 

• Discussed the Table A 
Taxonomy of Aspiring 
Engagement Partner 
competences 

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

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

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

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

• Include definitions section in the Explanatory 
Materials. 
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Activity of the IES 8 Task Force in period since October 2011   
8. The table below is split between IES 8 Task Force calls, Liaison with other Task 

Forces, Presentations to CAG and SWG.  Proposed outcomes,  resolutions or 
proposals identified for consideration by the Task Force have been noted alongside 
each event: 

 
Task Force Conference Call - December 2011  
The Task Force met to discuss 
several refinements to the 
revised IES 8 following the 
IAESB meeting and also in the 
light of ongoing discussions 
surrounding the competence 
matrix and proficiency levels.   

Further improvements were made in the following 
areas as a result of the task force discussions: 
• Reordering of key sections, moving some 

segments of explanatory materials higher up 
the standard to link much better to the main 
content in scoping section 

• Improved wording in certain key paragraphs 
• Additional paragraphs in respect of SMPs, 

role of member bodies etc 
• Removal of ‘transnational audit’ phraseology 
• Further improvements or suggested wording 

changes to the competence matrix (referred to 
as Table A). 

Liaison with IES 2 & IES 3 Task Forces  - December & January 2012  
The Chair of the IES 8 team had 
various communications and 
conference calls with the Chairs 
of IES 2 and 3.  
 

• Agreement over the basic structure of the 
taxonomy 

• Agreement and refinement in respect of levels 
of proficiency and categories within the 
taxonomy. 

Presentation to Standards Working Group – January 2012  
The Chair of the IES 8 team and 
Secretary presented a short 
presentation on the current 
direction of the IES 8 to the SWG 
in London.   

• Q&A and matters of clarification in respect of 
the overall structure of the revised IES 8 

• Additional feedback was also received in 
respect of: 
• The composition and structure of the 

diagram detailing partner progression 
• The components of Table A (competence 

requirements for aspiring engagement 
partner) 

• To clarify the assumptions being made in 
the proposed IES 8 in respect of a newly 
appointed engagement partner 

• Role of other stakeholders being 
appropriately identified in the draft IES 
especially in respect of member bodies 

• Consideration of professional skepticism 
and judgment topics and whether the 
wording was appropriate. 

Task Force Conference Call – January 2012 
Task Force met to discuss 
ongoing liaison with other Task 
Forces and outcomes from SWG 
meeting as well as continued 
discussion on IES 8 revision. 

• The task force met and discussed the latest 
version of the IES. 

• Several suggestions were made in respect of 
feedback from the SWG meeting 

• Various components on Table A were 
discussed 

• Some discussion on professional skepticism 
and judgment paragraphs 
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• Final discussion on diagram. 
 
 

CAG Meeting – February 2012 
An Issues Paper was prepared 
for the CAG and was presented 
via conference call by the Task 
Force Chair. 

Feedback from the CAG included: 
• Support for the revised diagram included in 

the Scoping section. 
• A request for an improved ‘aspiring 

engagement partner’. 
• Recommended for improved wording on the 4 

assumptions underlying the diagram. 
• Advice in respect of Table A competences 

and in particular whether some of these 
competences could or should be split or 
reworded. 

• Feedback in respect of the ‘levels’ that have 
been attached to certain competences. 

• Improved wording suggested in respect of 
para A10 and A11 which cover professional 
skepticism and professional judgement. 

 
Task Force Conference Call – February 2012 
Task Force met for a final call to 
discuss changes to be made as a 
result of CAG comment; Task 
Force then sent back views via e-
mail in respect of the final 
versions of the Issues Paper and 
IES 8 draft. 

• Made minor amendments to the diagram 
• Task force agreed some revised wording in 

respect of assumptions (which had received 
feedback from the CAG) 

• Held a discussion in respect of some learning 
outcomes within Table A (competence matrix) 
and discussed the levels of proficiency that 
had been attached to each item. 

• Identified no fatal flaws in respect of the latest 
version of the IES. 

• Subsequent to the call several task force 
members submitted additional wording 
suggestions. 

• Discussed a revised definition of aspiring 
engagement partner. 
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Revised draft of IES 8 
9. Agenda item 6-2 provides a clean version of the revised IES 8 draft. Agenda item 

6-3 provides a marked up copy of IES 8 from the October 2011 meeting. 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
Diagram of Competence Progression 
10. The IAESB discussed the use or positioning of a diagram in respect of competence 

progression at our meeting in October 2011.  Since that meeting, the Task Force 
has taken on board feedback from the IAESB and also from CAG/SWG and as a 
result has made the following proposed changes: 

 
o Changed around the columns so that the ‘role’ column is now shown on the 

right hand side and the experience being gained by the aspiring or serving 
engagement partner is now shown on the left hand side. 

o Included references to specific paragraphs within the Requirements. 
o Re-worked the notion of ‘complex’ audits and indicated that experience can 

build over a period of time. 
o Make it clear that there is a clear division between ‘serving engagement 

partners’ (which includes a newly appointed engagement partner) and an 
‘aspiring engagement partner’ 

o Removed any reference to ‘time’ and focused instead of progressive 
experience. 

 
 
Previous diagram included in October version of IES 8 
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Revised diagram now included in latest version of IES 8 
 

 
 
11. In order to provide additional contextual underpinning to both the diagram and the 

Scoping section more generally, the Task Force has also further developed the 
assumptions noted in paragraph 5 of the revised IES 8 which note: 

 
This IES is based on five key assumptions: 
a. All those aspiring or serving professional accountants who are completing 

Initial Professional Development (IPD), and subsequently Continuing 
Professional Development (CPD), within an audit firm are presumed to be 
aspiring engagement partners; 

b. The professional competence acquired as a professional accountant, and 
on which the professional accountant will be assessed, will be further 
developed under an appropriate CPD environment that is relevant to the 
role of both a newly appointed and serving engagement partner; 

c. The minimum competences required for newly appointed engagement 
partners are those considered necessary to address non-complex audits, 
which is a common situation during the early part of their careers as 
engagement partners;  

d. The minimum competences required for aspiring and newly appointed 
engagement partners assume that engagement partners operate within an 
engagement team; and 

e. Aspiring and serving engagement partners progressively develop their 
professional competence within an engagement team environment. 

 
12. In drafting the revised assumptions, the Task Force has attempted to improve upon 

the two previous assumptions shown in the October 2011 draft of IES 8 (now 
shown as assumptions b and c above) in order to provide further clarity.  New 
assumptions have been identified in order to provide additional content in respect 
of progressively developing competences within the context of a team 
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(assumptions d and e) and the nature of progression into the role of aspiring 
engagement partner within an audit firm structure (assumption a).  The 
assumptions in the latest version of IES 8 have been updated to reflect input from 
the CAG and recent Task Force discussions.    

 
13. One final challenge posed by the CAG is in respect of assumption (d) in which 

there was a feeling that where engagement partners do not operate within an 
engagement team context that there may be additional competences needed to 
compensate for this (for instance a perceived lack of expertise in IT or Tax for 
instance).  The view of the Task Force is that these aspects are sufficiently covered 
by the relevant sections of Table A (para 13 of IES 8) and content identified in 
respect of SMP/sole practitioners (paras A7, A8 and A19 of IES 8) 

 
 

Action Requested: 
 
1. Does the IAESB agree with the revised diagram? 
 
2. Are there any improving amendments that the IAESB would like to 

include within the diagram? 
 
3. In respect of the assumptions in para 11 of this issues paper, do these 

enhance and support the revised diagram and the rest of the IES 8 
Scoping section? 

 
4. Do you have any views in respect of proposal by the CAG to expand 

upon assumption (d) in order to reflect the need for additional 
competences? 
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Structural Changes to the Aspiring Engagement Partner Competence Matrix 
14. At the last IAESB meeting in Cape Town (October 2011), a specific 

recommendation was made by the IAESB that the IES 2, 3 and 8 Task Forces work 
together in order to align their respective competence models as closely as 
possible.  This was to ensure that IES 8 is perceived to be an extension or further 
development (at a CPD level) for engagement partners on top of IESs 2, 3 and 4.  
The Task Force has considered the following elements in developing the new 
revised competence matrix (see Table A, Para 14 of draft IES 8  – Agenda Item 6-
2: 
 
Where possible, and after discussion with the other Task Forces, we have used the 
same headings, areas or ‘cluster’ titles as IESs 2, 3 and 4; 

 
1. Renamed ‘level of competence’ to ‘level of proficiency’ 
2. Removed the original taxonomy levels (Synthesis, Application, etc.) and 

replaced with newly agreed terms of: Foundation, Intermediate, Advanced, 
and Master. [See Appendix IAESB Proposed Competence Framework 
for Professional Accountants]. 

3. Renamed the label ‘Relevance to Audit of Financial Statement’ to ‘Minimum 
Learning Outcomes for a Newly Appointed Engagement Partner’. 

4. Attempted to present this information as succinctly as possible in order that 
the Requirements do not become unnecessarily long or complex - some 
alignment may remain necessary in regards to IES 2 in particular; 

5. Rewording the outcomes with appropriate verbs; and 
6. When developing the revised competence matrix, the Task Force also 

considered the draft matrix against several published matrices as well as 
the EU 8th Directive listing to identify potential gaps. 

 
Action Requested 
 
5. Has the Task Force successfully created a Competence Matrix which 

structurally is consistent with the other proposed IESs? 
 
6. From a structural perspective are there any improving amendments that the 

IAESB would like to propose? 
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Content Changes to the Aspiring Engagement Partner Competence Matrix 
15. A number of changes have been made in respect of the specific competences, 

learning outcomes and levels of proficiency as a result of feedback from:  
• Members and Technical Advisors at the Cape Town IAESB meeting,  
• Input from the SWG presentation 
• Input from the CAG presentation 
• Ongoing Task Force discussion,  
• Structural changes to ensure consistency with other IES Task Forces. 

 
16. The specific changes that have been made in respect of Table A have been noted 

below: 
• Removed specific learning outcomes on professional behaviour, objectivity, 

integrity etc, and put these into a new category termed Ethical Principles. 
• Added specific learning outcomes in respect of Commitment to the Public 

Interest. 
• Made clear that the learning outcome in respect of ‘avoids conflicts of interest’ 

was in respect of a proportion of a firm’s revenues rather than relying on client 
evidence/assurances. 

• Made the learning outcome on Confidentiality of Information more succinct. 
• Made minor amendments on learning outcomes in respect of Intellectual 

competence (to consider skills of the auditor). 
• Organizational – reworded the first section to focus on skills of the auditor. 
• Interpersonal & Communication – added in a focus on audit teams, resolution 

of audit issues, and management of negotiation processes. 
• Personal – added ability to change a process to suit the nature of the 

engagement. 
• Split the Audit of Financial Statements learning outcome into two elements 

covering the context in which individuals operate (such as engagement level 
risks, responses etc) and the specific outcomes engagement partners would be 
expected to achieve (such as areas of specific evaluation, review or design). 

• Business, Strategy and Organizational Environment – a slight rewording of the 
initial verb and further consideration of learning outcomes within a group audit 
situation. 

• In the Governance & Risk section we included learning outcomes on working 
with those charged with governance and the client’s risk management 
processes. 

• Financial Accounting & Reporting – there were extensive additional learning 
outcomes added into this section, including content on reporting frameworks, 
evaluation of accounting policies, performing a review of financial statements, 
fair value estimates. 

• Internal Controls & Fraud – as a task force we had agreed that the outcome 
around Fraud should be included within this segment. 

• Information Technology – provided specific verbs to identify what was expected 
of the newly appointed engagement partner. 

• The Task Force agreed to split out the Taxation and Business Law outcomes 
into two distinct areas, adding in the Stock Exchange learning outcomes within 
the Law component. 
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• Taxation outcomes were enhanced with an outcome on use of tax expert being 
included. 

• After review of EU 8th Directive, two new additional categories of Finance & 
Treasury and Management Accounting were identified. Additional learning 
outcomes were identified for these respective areas. 

 
17. In February 2012 following input from the CAG and after further discussion within 

the Task Force, the following changes were made to the Competence Model (Table 
A): 

 
• A new learning outcome on review of financial statements was included within 

the Financial Accounting & Reporting cluster. 
• Inserted ‘use professional skepticism and judgment’ in respect of evaluating 

accounting treatment of estimates/fair values 
• Identified a mentoring role in respect of a newly appointed engagement partner 

in order that they can help instil skills of skepticism and judgment in aspiring 
engagement partners. 

 
18. One area of ongoing discussion within the Task Force and also the subject of 

debate at the CAG was the nature of levels of proficiency attached to specific 
clusters.  In particular, there has been discussion about: 

 
• The level of proficiency in respect of Information Technology should be at the 

‘Foundation’ or ‘Intermediate’ level.  The previous version of Table A included 
this as a level 2 ‘Comprehension’ level.  For this draft version we have put the 
level in at Intermediate. 

• The level of proficiency attached to Taxation.  In the current draft we have used 
Intermediate but some members of the Task Force have noted that in their 
respective countries or in respect of SMP engagement partners they might 
require this to be at an Advanced level. 

• Whether there is sufficient content in respect of the ‘finance & treasury’ cluster. 
• Whether the levels of proficiency attached to Interpersonal and Communication 

and Organizational should be taken to the Intermediate or Advanced levels. 
• Whether the Avoids Conflicts of Interest cluster (currently shown as Advanced) 

should be taken to Master level. 
 

The following table shows the distribution of levels of proficiency that have been 
identified within Table A in latest version of IES 8: 

 
Levels of 

Proficien
cy 

Professional 
Values, 
Ethics & 
Attitudes 

Professional 
Skills 

Professional 
Knowled
ge 

Foundation    
Intermediate  1 6 
Advanced 3 3 5 
Master 2   
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Action Requested: 
 
7. Are there any additional Competence Areas that you would like to see 

included in Table A? 
 
8. In respect of the specific issues identified by the CAG and Task Force in 

para 18 shown above, do you have any recommendations about these 
should be approached? 

 
 
 
Role of other stakeholders 
19. Following feedback from the IAESB, IAASB and CAG, the Explanatory Material 

section on the Role of Other Stakeholders has been enhanced to include a new 
paragraph on engagement partners, audit teams, and sole practitioners. Members 
of the IAESB, Task Force and representatives at the IAASB had made clear that 
there was a need to consider SMP auditors. In respect of more complex audits, the 
Task Force was also asked to consider how the engagement partner relies on a 
team, including experts. The new paragraph explains: 
• The situations in which the engagement partner oversees an audit team or 

works as a sole practitioner.  
• The oversight of the audit team may include less-experienced professionals 

who perform some basic audit tasks and experts who address specific areas of 
the audit such as valuation experts, actuaries, and IT professionals.  

• The sole practitioner may perform more basic tasks requiring less complex 
competences to be able to undertake all the work required by the audit of an 
entity. 

 
20. The revised paragraph in IES 8 is A7 – A8, and which state: 
 

IES 8 most commonly assumes that an engagement partner works with an 
engagement team that he or she oversees as required by International Standards 
on Auditing.  This team can comprise less experienced professionals who perform 
some more basic audit tasks, as well as specialists who will address some specific 
areas of the audit that require particular expertise (internal technical departments, 
valuation specialists, actuaries, IT professionals, etc.).  In this context, expected 
competences are defined in paragraph 13. 

 
 There are number of situations in which the engagement partner works in an SMP 

or operates as a sole practitioner.  In these situations the engagement partner may 
be operating without the support of an engagement team, or supporting experts.  
As a consequence, the engagement partner may be undertaking a much wider 
range of tasks in performing the audit than would be the case in a larger firm 
environment.  Irrespective of the size or nature of the audited entity and the 
practice of the engagement partner providing the audit, IES 8 requires that 
engagement partners will complete CPD appropriate to the audits that they 
conduct. 

 
21. Following feedback at the last IAESB meeting and also further discussions within 

the Task Force, new paragraphs (A9-A10) have been added to describe the 
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responsibility of the IFAC member body in the appointment process of an 
engagement partner. This responsibility has been described as that of delineating 
the required competences and providing a suitable CPD environment to maintain 
and further develop the competence. 

 
22. One possible way to describe the variety of different stakeholders in the 

appointments process has been to provide contextual information as in paragraphs 
2, A3 and A5–A6, which note that there are a number of stakeholders involved in 
the process of appointment of an engagement partner.  The responsibility of the 
IFAC member body is primarily focused on: 
• the prescription of the required competences, in line with the Requirements 

stated in paragraph 13,  
• the provision of a suitable CPD environment to help newly appointed 

engagement partners to maintain, and, if necessary further develop their 
competence and,  

•  the assessment process to the extent allowed by their local regulatory 
environment.   

This may include providing more detailed descriptions of competence and defining 
related learning and professional development maps. 

 
Action Requested: 
 
9. Do the proposed amendments to the Scope paragraphs on the role of 

other stakeholders provide assistance to the end-reader in 
understanding how stakeholders affect the development of competence 
of an aspiring and serving engagement partner? 

 
10. Does the suggested Explanatory Material in respect of the role of the 

member body successfully clarify the role of member bodies in the 
appointment process of engagement partners? 
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Competence Requirements for Complex Audits 
23. The extant version of IES 8 has a section which covers the audit of transnational 

engagements and specific industries.  Input from CAG, with support from the 
IAESB, had previously suggested that they would like some competence 
requirements to be identified at Engagement Partner level in order to safeguard the 
public interest in respect of more complex audits.  The Task Force had previously 
suggested (in Requirement, Para 16) that CPD becomes the primary way, if not the 
only way, to further develop the competences necessary to address the variety of 
situations that a particular engagement partner will have to face. 

 
24. Therefore, although the importance of such professional development activities is 

considered critical, it is proposed to require that the member bodies make sure that 
relevant professional development programs are in place to support the 
development of the competences necessary for the engagement partners to 
address more complex audits. The wording of this requirement appears below and 
considers an amendment to replace transnational audits with “audits of entities with 
international operations” to avoid the ambiguity that the Transnational Audit Group 
may be seen as a Standard setter. Paragraph 16 in the revised IES 8 states: 

 
IFAC member bodies shall require that an engagement partner complete CPD 
appropriate to their responsibilities. For those engagement partners serving on 
audits involving complex industries, complex operations, complex reporting 
requirements, or audits of entities with international operations the member body 
shall require CPD to be undertaken in these relevant areas.   
 

25. Table C (paragraph A28 in the revised IES 8) provides examples of appropriate 
professional development for a variety of situations in which more specific CPD 
might be required in order to provide an understanding of the requirement provided 
above. 

 
Action Requested: 
 
11. Do you agree that IES 8 should include a requirement on complex audits and 

that this requirement primarily relies on CPD to develop the corresponding 
competences? 

 
12. Do you find the categories mentioned in the proposed Table C to be sufficient in 

respect of the key situations characterizing more complex audits (i.e. complex 
industries, complex operations, complex reporting requirements, audited 
entities with international operations)? 

 
13. Has Table C identified areas of appropriate CPD that could be covered in respect 

of these types of audits? If not, what additional elements would you like to be 
included? 
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Areas of Professional Judgment and Professional Skepticism 
26. The IAESB has previously noted that given the current economic environment and 

reputational threats to the auditing profession it was important that any revised IES 
8 ensured a sufficient level of emphasis be placed on the areas of Professional 
Judgment and Professional Skepticism.  This view was also been strongly 
supported by the CAG and the IAASB. 

 
27. In seeking to re-emphasize the importance of these two competences, the Task 

Force has: 
a) Included both professional judgment and skepticism within the Competence 

Matrix (see Appendix A); and 
b) Drafted explanatory material paragraphs A13, A14 and A15 in order to 

explain why and how these two competences can be further developed.  
c) Identified how the role of engagement partner is key to instilling in aspiring 

engagement partners the competences of professional skepticism and 
judgment. 

d) Included a reference to both of the competences within para 14 
Requirement. 

 
28. The three paragraphs in the Explanatory Material section are included below: 
 

Professional judgment and professional skepticism 
A13. Audits require engagement partners, and their teams, to frequently apply 

professional judgment throughout an audit engagement. Considering 
whether accounting standards are appropriately applied by an audit entity, 
as well as determining an appropriate audit strategy requires a high level of 
professional judgment to be exercised by an engagement partner. 

 
A14. A key aspect of any audit is determining the reliability and sufficiency of the 

audit evidence gathered to support the conclusions on which the auditor’s 
opinion is based. Applying the appropriate degree of professional 
skepticism to assess audit evidence gathered as evidence of 
management’s representations is a key competence of the engagement 
partner. Since all organizations are operating in an ever increasingly 
complex and uncertain globalized economy, developing and applying 
professional skepticism is an essential competence for engagement 
partners. 

 
A15.   Professional development in the areas of professional judgment and 

professional skepticism is not straightforward. It usually requires due care 
and may need innovative learning methods in which mentoring, reflection, 
time and experience usually play a key role. 
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Action Requested: 
  

14. Do you agree with the emphasis that has been placed on 
professional judgment and professional skepticism in the 
Requirements (including Table A) and Explanatory Material? 

 
15. One area of feedback from the CAG was that they wanted to split out 

the areas of professional skepticism and judgment within the 
Competence Matrix (Table A).  Do you support this proposal? 

  
16. Do you have any additional comments in respect of how these two 

areas have been treated within the revised IES? 
 

 
 
Potential Conforming Amendments 
29. During the CAG meeting there was concern about the current definition of an 

‘aspiring engagement partner’.  The IAESB had discussed at the October 2011 
meeting the definition and originally support the definitions below since which time 
the Task Force has attempted to modify the potential definition: 

 
October 2011  
Aspiring Engagement Partner 

A professional accountant who is 
developing their competences, whilst 
working for an engagement partner, 
over a period of time. 

 
February 2012 
Aspiring Engagement Partner 

An aspiring professional accountant or 
a professional accountant who is 
developing their competences 
consistent with the requirements and 
expectations of IES 8. 

 
Action Requested: 
 

17. Do you support the view of the CAG that the definition of an aspiring 
engagement partner needs amendment? 

 
18. Do you support the revised wording or do you have any suggestions for 

improving the wording of this particular definition? 
 
 
 



Agenda Item 6-1 
 

Page 18 of 21 
Prepared by Jean-Francois Belorgey, Greg Owens, & Task Force members 

 
Potential Questions for Public Consultation 
30. The following potential questions have been identified by the Task Force as part of 

the consultation: 
• This revised IES 8 prescribes professional development for those aspiring to be or 

serving as engagement partners.  Extant IES 8 prescribes professional 
development for audit professionals, defined as those who have responsibility or 
have been delegated responsibility for significant judgments in an audit. Does this 
change improve the clarity and effectiveness of IES 8?  Does it facilitate 
implementation? 

• Is the Objective of this IES clear and unambiguous?  If not, what changes would 
you propose? 

• Extant IES 8 contains requirements directed to "professional accountants" and 
"individuals".  The requirements of redrafted IES 8 are directed to IFAC member 
bodies.  Does this change improve the clarity and effectiveness of IES 8? 

• Within your jurisdiction, do you foresee any problems of directing the Objectives 
and Requirements towards IFAC Member Bodies?  If so, what are those difficulties 
and how would you propose the IAESB overcome these? 

• The term "advanced level' used in extant IES 8 to describe knowledge content for 
audit professionals has been replaced in the redrafted IES 8 with a matrix of 
competences (Table A) building on the requirements of IESs 2, 3 and 4. Does this 
matrix provide greater clarity with respect to the appropriate levels of competence 
and proficiency you would expect to see for an aspiring engagement partner?  

• Are there any additional areas of competence that you think should be included or 
can you identify outcomes that could be removed within Table A shown of 
paragraph 13? 

• What would be the impact on your organisation if the Requirements outlined in the 
revised IES 8 were to be implemented? 

• Are the Explanatory Materials sufficiently clear and comprehensive such that they 
help to explain clearly and with sufficient support, the Scoping, Objectives and 
Requirements paragraphs? 

• Does the inclusion of Explanatory Materials providing analysis of defined terms 
from within ISA/ISQC1 pronouncements assist the user? 

• Extant IES 8 contains knowledge content requirements for all audit professionals 
involved in transnational audits.  Redrafted IES 8 requires relevant CPD for 
engagement partners serving on audits involving complex industries, complex 
transactions or reporting requirements, or audited entities with international 
operations (or an explanation if such CPD is not completed). Does this change 
improve the clarity and effectiveness of IES 8?  Does it facilitate implementation?  

• Proposed definitions in respect of aspiring and serving engagement partners have 
been included in the Explanatory Memorandum.  Do you agree with these 
definitions? Are there any additional terms, contained within this version of IES8, 
which you would like to see considered for inclusion within the Glossary of Terms 
for the IAESB? 

• If your country is likely to need this IES translated, do you consider that the 
language and wording will be clear enough in your language? If not, what changes 
would you suggest? 
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Proposed Way Forward 
31. Subject to the Board’s views on the March 8th draft of the revised IES 8, the Board 

will be invited to approve the revised text as an Exposure Draft for public 
consultation over either a 90- or 120-day period.  In preparing the exposure draft for 
release the revised IES 8 will undergo a plain language edit and formatting.  Any 
significant editorial changes will require the approval of the Task force chair. 

 
32. The Task force will produce a memorandum to accompany the exposure draft, to 

provide direction for respondents to comment.  After the consultation period, the 
Task force will analyze the comments and make recommendations about addressing 
these, for consideration by the Board at its next 2012 meeting.   
 



 

   

Appendix – IAESB Proposed Competence Framework 
 
  Knowledge Behaviour Skills 
Level  Primarily IES 2 with 

IES 4 (values, ethics 
and attitudes) and 
IES 8 (Audit 
professional) 

Primarily IES 3 
with IES 4 (values, 
ethics and 
attitudes) and IES 
8 (Audit 
professional) 

Primarily IES 3 with 
IES 4 (values, ethics 
and attitudes) and 
IES 8 (Audit 
professional) 

Advanced 
(expert, master, 
professional, 
strategic, gold 
…) 

Description Synthesis: Compile 
information together 
in a different way by 
combining elements 
in a new pattern or 
proposing alternative 
solutions.  
Evaluation: The ability 
to judge the value of 
material for a given 
purpose. 

Self reliant and 
behaving 
consistently with 
personal value set 
at all times 

Unconscious 
mastery of activities 
and related skills at 
a strategic level 

Indicative 
verbs 

Develop, Design, 
Integrate, Plan, 
Construct, 
Recommend, 
Evaluate, Appraise, 
Advise, Consider 

Act, Demonstrate, 
Display, Resolve,  

Manage, Master 

Intermediate 
(gateway, 
technical, 
fundamental, 
capable, 
managerial, 
silver …) 

Description Application: Using 
new knowledge. 
Solve problems to 
new situations by 
applying acquired 
knowledge, facts, 
techniques and rules 
in a different way. 
Analysis: Examine 
and break information 
into parts by 
identifying motives or 
causes. Make 
inferences and find 
evidence to support 
generalisation. 

Make judgements 
on particular 
courses of action 
based on personal 
values 

Perform activities 
and related skills 
reliably and 
independently. 

Indicative 
verbs 

Apply, Prepare, 
Calculate, Solve, 
Produce, Compare, 
Analyse, Select, 
Prioritise, Classify 

Adapt, 
Demonstrate, 
Work 

Coordinate, Control, 
Demonstrate, 
Develop 

Basic 
(foundation, 
introductory, 
elemental, 
supervised, 
bronze…) 

Description Knowledge: The 
remembering of 
previously learned 
material (recall of 
facts). 
Comprehension: 
Demonstrative 
understanding of 
facts and ideas by 
organising, 
comparing, 
translating, 
interpreting, giving 
descriptions and 
stating main ideas. 

Willing to learn, 
participate actively, 
question and 
challenge. 

Perform activities 
and related skills 
having received 
instruction. 



 

   

Indicative 
verbs 

Describe, Define, 
Identify, List, State, 
Explain, Illustrate, 
Interpret, Distinguish, 
Summarise 

Assist, Discuss, 
Accept, Choose 

Do, Use, Follow, 
Perform 

Context The professional context assumed for the demonstration of professional skills is 
where the entity, situation, event or transaction is of a size or degree of 
complexity likely to be encountered by an entry-level professional accountant.  

 


