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Detailed Analysis of Respondents’ Comments on Exposure Draft 
I. General Statements of Support of Note 
 Respondent’s Comment 
AICPA The requirement to revise all IESs, as outlined in IAESB’s 2010-2012 Strategy and Work Plan is, in our view, a positive undertaking, and we are 

pleased to be participants. 
  

ATT The AAT welcomes the opportunity to respond to the current IES 8 revision consultation.  We fully support the revision exercise currently being 
undertaken across the suite of IESs and we are committed to providing as much useful input as possible.  In relation to IES 8, however, we feel 
that we ought to leave detailed comment to the senior accountancy bodies because of AAT’s lack of direct experience with IES 8 to date, owing 
to the fact that our members often work in audit teams but are not permitted to sign off audits.  We therefore restrict our comments to those 
areas in which we have direct experience and can most effectively contribute.  AAT members are not permitted to sign off an audit unless they 
have progressed to qualify and register with a senior accountancy body and we therefore have limited direct experience on which to draw, 
hence the brevity of our response and our reason for only making a few very specific comments.  AAT members and other accounting 
technicians do, however, often work as part of an audit team, so we do have some comments to make. 
 

BDO We support the decision of the IAESB to make revisions to International Education Standard 8 (IES 8). We strongly agree that IES 8 should be 
principles-based to reflect the differing education and qualification criteria in each IFAC member body jurisdiction.  
 

CAI We are fully supportive of the rewriting of all of the Education Standards in line with a “clarity” and principles style format and in line with the 
recently approved Framework document.   We are hopeful that this will result in the benefits identified namely improved clarity, elimination of 
possible ambiguities and improve guidance. 
 

CICPA The Chinese Institute of Certified Public Accountants (CICPA) is very pleased to see that IAESB has recently released the revised Framework 
for International Education Standards for Professional Accountants (Framework), and started the revision of IES8: Competence Requirements 
for Audit Professionals according to the requirements of Framework and the Drafting Conventions attached after the Framework. 
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CPA-
Australia-
ICAA-NIA 

CPA Australia, the Institute of Chartered Accountants and the National Institute of Accountants (the Joint Accounting Bodies) have considered 
the paper and our comments follow.  The Joint Accounting Bodies represent over 180,000 professional accountants in Australia.  Our members 
work in diverse roles across public practice, commerce, industry, government and academia throughout Australia and internationally. 
 
The Joint Accounting Bodies note the importance of IES 8 in recognizing the specialist nature of auditing services.  We strongly support the 
view that competence in the area of auditing of historical financial information requires a higher level of education and training in audit and 
related areas than is required of other professional accountants. 
 

DTT We commend the IAESB for their efforts on this initiative.   
 

EYG We support the efforts of the International Accounting Education Standards Board (IAESB) in seeking views on a number of specific issues that 
require consideration in relation to the IAESB’s planned revision of International Education Standard (IES) 8: Competence Requirements for 
Audit Professionals, and we understand that these views also will inform the development of implementation guidance for this standard. 
Additionally, we are fully supportive of the redrafting of IES 8 in line with the IAESB’s Framework for International Education Standards for 
Professional Accountants and IAESB Drafting Conventions.  
 

FEE FEE welcomes the Consultation Paper raising very important questions at an early stage in the process to revise IES 8. 
 

FSR FSR supports the ultimate aim of international implementation of all IESs and the intention of IAESB to issue principles based standards 
and to ensure a full consistency with other standards especially IAESB pronouncements and the Code of Ethics which are particularly 
relevant to IES 8. 
 

ICAEW We welcome the consultation paper on the revision of IES 8 Competence requirements for audit professionals, particularly in its aims to clearly 
set out the objective of the standard and eliminate ambiguity about the requirements. 
 

IDW We welcome the redrafting of IES 8 using the “clarity format” developed by the IAASB because it has been shown that this format provides 
additional clarity to users of standards about the objectives and requirements of standards and delineates these from additional guidance. We 
also find favor with the objective to make IES 8 consistent with the other IESs.  
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PWC We recognize that IES 8 is intended to serve the public interest in establishing standards to better ensure the competence of audit 
professionals. We welcome the consultation process as parts of IES 8 have proved contentious or confusing. We believe that the important 
areas for consideration in the redrafting of IES 8 have been identified in the questions posed in the Consultation Paper and have provided our 
comments as responses to those questions. 
 
We support the intent of the standard that 
(1) auditors must be competent to perform the audit work required of them (see point 2 in the next paragraph) 
(2) it is appropriate for IFAC member bodies to establish the competences required of auditors appropriate to their environment 
(3) a global standard is useful to improve consistency in this area among IFAC member bodies and to establish minimums 
 
while recognizing that 
(1) IES 8 principles and terminology should be consistent with the other IESs, the ISAs, ISQC1 and the Code of Ethics for Professional 

Accountants. Matters which might be inconsistent should be consulted with the Boards responsible for those standards. 
(2) In particular, IES 8 should recognize that performing work to these various standards often occurs within the context of an audit team 

which includes processes of supervision, review, reliance on specialists, consultation and quality control. Usually the work itself 
develops or contributes to developing the knowledge, skills and experience of the auditor. 

 
We have used these principles to guide the detailed comments below. Our comments support revisiting the scope IES 8, the definition of a 
professional auditor and the concept of “significant judgment” as the defining criteria.  
 

 
 
 
II. General Statements of Concern and Related Matters for Consideration 
 
 Respondent’s Comment Staff Comment 

(where necessary) 
ACCA ACCA welcomes the IAESB’s strategy to revise all IESs to ensure consistency of approach and terminology throughout 

together with its intention that these should be principles-based standards. This review raises important initial questions 
and ACCA looks forward to engaging further in this discussion on future drafts. 
 

 

AICPA Given rapid and extensive developments in both accounting standards and accounting education since the establishment  
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of the IESs, such a review and revision is essential if the standards are to include appropriate content and be presented 
with greater clarity and consistency. The recently revised and improved Framework for International Education Standards 
for Professional Accountants, and the IAESB Drafting Conventions, should provide a solid foundation for presenting the 
standards in a fashion which facilitates greater understanding and international implementation in the interest of public 
protection. 
 

BDO We recommend that the IAESB remove the ambiguities from IES 8 in respect of whom the requirements are aimed at and 
also the use of terms such as ‘Audit Professional’, ‘Advanced Level’ and ‘Significant Judgments’.  We believe that the 
IAESB should instead use IES 8 to give guidance on the training requirements for different roles and levels within an audit 
team.  
 
We would also ask that IFAC conduct a review of the definition of ‘Professional Accountant’ which has a wide-ranging 
effect on IFAC pronouncements. 
 

 

CICA In our view, the IAESB is asking the right questions in the Consultation Paper. In particular we believe the IAESB will 
need to be very clear in its understanding of the answers to two questions:  
 
• To whom is IES 8 addressed; and 
• How is IES 8 intended to be used? 

 
A second objective of this project as stated in the Consultation Paper is to consider revisions to IES 8 for a number of 
specific issues regarding its implementation – issues that have been identified by IAESB members, member bodies, and 
other stakeholders since its introduction in 2006. 
 
We fully support making revisions to IES 8 to the extent that they are needed to meet the clarity objectives noted above. 
To that end we have attached detailed comments for your consideration. We also believe that there is a lot that is right 
about the current IES 8 and would be concerned if the revision process turned into a significant change in direction for the 
Standard (see our comments on “expansion of the Audit Professional definition” and providing “guidance on shared 
responsibilities among stakeholders”).  We agree with the IAESB’s stated intention to redraft the current IES 8 and revise 
it “for issues that may advance or impede the practical application of this IES.” 
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Finally we note that the IAESB is seeking views/comments on the potential impact of changes to this IES on relevant 
stakeholders. Although it is difficult to address this issue at this early stage – no specific changes are in fact being 
proposed by the Consultation Paper – we have noted your request and have provided some high-level comments on this 
issue. 
 

CPA-
Australia-
ICAA-NIA 

The Consultation Paper notes that the IAESB recommends that IES 8 becomes a principles-based standard directed 
towards auditors of historical financial information.  With the growing suite of International Auditing and Assurance 
Standards (IAASB) pronouncements, many of which are focused on assurance of information other than historical 
financial information (e.g., the IAASB’s ‘3000’ series), we recommend that consideration be given to extending the 
coverage of IES 8 to assurance professionals.  This would recognize that competency, along with other key factors such 
as independence and quality control, are critical components of all assurance engagements. 
 
Furthermore, in many jurisdictions, including Australia, a range of audit engagements for smaller and medium sized 
entities (SMEs) are conducted by audit practitioners who operate as sole practitioners or as part of smaller professional 
firms.  The IAESB should be cognizant of these arrangements when revising IES 8, and ensure that the standard can be 
applied to audit practitioners across the entire spectrum of audit practices and engagements.  One matter worth noting is 
the suggestion in the explanation following the definition of “Audit professional” in IES 8 that the definition applies only to 
the engagement partner.  It is not clear that it applies to all professional accountants involved in an audit engagement.
 

 

DTT The issues raised in the consultation paper highlight the challenges of providing appropriate standards and guidance for 
the competence of those working on audits of historical financial information, given the wide variety of contexts and 
differing complexities in which they operate. 
 
The existing standard seeks to identify minimum competence requirements for Audit Professionals, and then to identify 
additional competence requirements for those working in specific roles (audit Engagement Partners) or specific situations 
(transnational audits or specific industries). It also identifies certain competences as being required at an ‘Advanced’ level 
when compared to the requirements of professional accountants as set out in IESs 1 to 6.  This illustrates that the 
individual Audit Professional’s role and context will determine the type and level of competence required.  We would 
therefore recommend that the standard be revised to provide a broader framework for the development and 
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measurement of an Audit Professional’s competence rather than these specific areas of audit Engagement Partners, 
transnational audits and specific industry situations.  
 
Such a framework could include a number of competency types and various levels of competence. Minimum competence 
requirements for an Audit Professional could then be described by setting out the competence level required for each 
competence type. This broader approach may be difficult to capture within a standard, but we believe it merits 
consideration.  
 
The following considerations should be borne in mind in the development of a framework of competences for Audit 
Professionals: 
 
• The competence requirements (types and levels) of the Audit Professional within an engagement will vary 

due to many factors including (but not limited to) their role and responsibilities, the size and complexity of the 
engagement, the reporting, regulatory and legal environment, the industry etc., therefore the framework 
needs to be capable of flexible application. 

• A range of competence types are relevant for Audit Professionals. The existing standard identifies 
competences in the areas of knowledge content, professional skills and professional values, ethics and 
attitudes.  A competence framework would enable the level of competence across these types to vary such 
that different competence types can be linked to different levels of competence. 

• Competence should be expected to develop through experience and over time, and so would be best 
represented by a continuum of development. However, for practical purposes it may be simplest to identify a 
number of discrete levels of competence – for example, Basic, Advanced, and Mastery.  In some competence 
types it may be the case that all Audit Professionals would be expected to exhibit competence level of 
Advanced or higher, when compared to the requirements of other professional accountants. 

• We recommend that the requirements of the Standard focus on the competences (level and types) that are 
expected of all Audit Professionals. Given the wide range of factors that impact on the roles and 
responsibilities of Audit Professionals in audit engagements we do not believe it would be useful to attempt to 
specify additional minimum requirements for specific roles or situations. However, we do believe that 
adopting a competence framework approach would provide useful guidance to those who have or share 
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responsibility for the development of Audit Professionals. 

The following should also be clearly addressed in a revised standard: 
 
• Given that there are a great many competence types that could be identified as being required of Audit 

Professionals, IES 8 should remain clear that the competence types it addresses are those required 
specifically of Audit Professionals, and that other competence types may also be required of them in their 
capacity as professional accountants.   

The standard should make clear, through its definition of the Audit Professional, that it does not apply to the most junior 
members of the audit engagement team, for example, those who are still in their initial professional development and who 
are working toward their professional accounting designation/qualification. However, we recommend that the standard 
specifically acknowledges the importance of junior audit staff gaining suitable practical audit experience in an 
appropriately supervised environment prior to achieving the level of Audit Professional, and further, that this is in itself a 
critical factor in developing individuals to the level of Audit Professional. 
 

EYG We initially raised concerns with a number of significant aspects of IES 8 during its exposure period in our comment letter 
dated 15 August 2005. While some of our comments on the exposure draft were addressed in finalizing the proposed 
standard, some were not, and accordingly are repeated below as appropriate. 
 
We believe that the revision process will effectively address the considerations outlined in the Paper, and we look forward 
to the revision, re-exposure and re-issuance of IES 8. In the interim, however, we encourage the IAESB to withdraw the 
existing standard as we believe it is confusing, if not counterproductive, to require its implementation while simultaneously 
undertaking a public consultation on its proposed revision. If for some reason the existing standard cannot be withdrawn, 
we urge the IAESB to issue a special communication to all member bodies highlighting the revision process and 
permitting suspension of implementation efforts due to the standard’s impending revision. 
 

 

FAR FAR’s comments are based on the fact that the statutory audit in the European Union is mandatory for a large number of 
limited companies, not just public interest entities.  Statutory auditors must be registered.  The conditions for registration, 
which include education requirements and Continuing Professional Development requirements, are determined by 
national laws complying with the EU Directive. FAR makes no difference between mandatory or voluntary audits.  FAR 
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has discussed the consultation paper with The Supervisory Board of Public Accountants in Sweden, Revisorsnamnden, 
and they will not make comments on the paper.  Their opinion is that most of it is already regulated and recommended, 
for example in the EU Directive, ISA and ISQC1.  Furthermore, the defining of the “Audit professional” is a very important 
issue and the answers to the questions depend on that definition.  FAR’s response is based on the assumption that “Audit 
Professional” is an authorized or approved public accountant and not a specialist or audit assistant in the audit team.  It is 
only this “Audit Professional” that can make decisions including “significant judgment”. 
 

FEE FEE supports the intention of IAESB to issue principles based standards and to ensure a full consistency with other 
standards especially IAESB pronouncements and the Code of Ethics which are particularly relevant to IES 8. 
 
It is relevant to note that statutory audit in the European Union and EAA is mandatory for a large number of limited 
liability companies, not just public interest entities. Statutory auditors must be registered. The conditions for 
registration, which include education requirements, are determined by national laws complying with the EU Directive 
2006/43/EC of 17 May 2006 on statutory audits of annual accounts and consolidated accounts. FEE is well aware 
that IESs must apply globally. However, the answers to the questions raised by IAESB will inevitably be influenced 
by this harmonized European environment. 
 

 

FSR FSR would like to draw your attention to the fact that in the EU the statutory audit is mandatory not only for PIEs, but 
for a large number of companies, trusts etc. A statutory audit shall be carried out by approved auditors. The Audit 
Directive 2006/43/EC of 17 May 2006, which has been adopted in national laws of the EU member states, 
determines the conditions to be an approved auditor: educational qualifications, the test of theoretical knowledge, 
practical training and good repute among others. Registration of auditors and audit firms as well as requirements of 
continued education is made by public oversight – and not by the European member bodies who have very limited 
authority with regard to requirements to audit professionals. 
 
FSR would appreciate if the IAESB takes the requirements of the Audit Directive into consideration when revising the 
IES 8. It is in common interest that the requirements in the IES are as consistent with the European Legislation as 
possible. 
 
Finally, FSR suggests that the IAESB considers broadening the competence requirements for audit professionals to 
include non-assurance engagements. 
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ICAEW Our overall comment is that the standard needs to be appropriate to apply to a very wide range of audit situations, and 
that there is therefore a risk of over-complication and misinterpretation. Other IESs relate to training in accountancy and 
are not so specific to particular roles or to types of work. There is a major risk of a revision to IES 8 introducing an 
inappropriate licensing system with various competences relating to a wide range of different audit scenarios. Identifying 
the required competences for individual audit professionals would be extremely complex and the resulting restriction on 
firms would be unacceptable. 
 
Clarity of the objectives of the standard and the adoption of a principles-based approach is, in our view, the way to reduce 
this risk.  
 
We believe that IES 8 should be reclassified as a guidance document for firms. 
 

 

ICJCE It is relevant to note that currently the Law which regulates the audit profession, including the access and CPD 
requirements, is under revision in order to transpose the contents of the EU Company Law Directive 2006/43/EC of 17 
May 2006 on statutory audits of annual accounts and consolidated accounts. Both in the audit Law in force and in the last 
draft bill, the CPD requirement is stated. Our internal rules develop this requirement for our members, as the Law only 
states the general obligation. Therefore the IESs are very helpful for the Spanish profession to develop the content of the 
CPD and the access programs.  
 
The ICJCE supports a competences-based approach but in Spain the regulator has decided to include a list of subjects 
required to access the profession and therefore some of our answers relate to the difficulty to apply this standard in our 
jurisdiction.  
 

 

IDW IES 8 relates to an area of practice – the qualification of auditors – that is regulated in most jurisdictions. Consequently, 
there are issues arising in relation to the interaction between any requirements in IES 8 and national and European 
qualification requirements for auditors. Furthermore, the requirements in IES 8 also interact with the quality control 
requirements for the performance of audits prescribed by the IAASB in ISA 220. For these reasons, the scope and 
requirements of IES 8 need to be considered carefully. 
 

 

IRBA The education, training and assessment of auditors inevitably predicates off the assurance standards issued by the 
International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board (IAASB) of IFAC. It is therefore important that the International 
Standards on Education remain consistent with the changes in the IAASB pronouncements. In the last few years, 
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assurance standards have changed substantially in respect of definitions, requirements, scope and objectives. However, 
the IESs do not appear to have been updated with these developments. We recommend that the IESs remain consistent 
with assurance pronouncements, also issued by IFAC.  

 
KPMG We have previously expressed our concerns with IES 8 and its consistency with other IFAC Board Standards.  We 

believe that revision of the Standard will work in the public interest to improve the consistency of its application and 
related compliance. 
 

 

Kurker I think the revisions are excellent...specially those concerned with the attainment of advanced skills and practical 
experience as a requirement for classification as a competent auditor.  I have observed that, quite clearly, 
professional certifications are not enough...that CPAs without practical experience applying CPA skills are not 
competent to perform audits of even medium complexity.  Bravo.  Good job. 
 

 

NZICA The initial round of consultation, we think, will be an effective way of ensuring more targeted feedback on the exposure 
draft. 
 

 

POB-FRC The gaining and maintaining of competence of auditors is important to the Oversight Board and we are therefore pleased 
to see the IAESB reviewing IES8 with a view to enhancing audit quality.  We welcome the IAESB’s aim to clarify the 
obligations imposed on organizations responsible for the development and assessment of IES8, eliminate ambiguities 
over requirements, and improve explanations and guidance to support consistent application. We believe that the IAESB 
should work with the other IFAC standard setters to ensure a coordinated approach to audit quality and consistency 
between standards.   
 
The Oversight Board has responsibility for ensuring that the professional bodies recognized in the UK for providing audit 
training and supervision of audit services meet the requirements of the UK’s Companies Act 2006 (the Act).  The Act 
requires these bodies to set and maintain standards of training and examinations for individuals qualifying as Auditors.  
Any strengthening of international standards which seek to raise audit quality at proportionate cost is welcomed by the 
Oversight Board. 
 

 

PWC We believe that the revision of IES 8 can draw useful direction from IES 2. We also believe that the current IES 8 requirement of 
competences of those working on transnational audits is inconsistent with ISA requirements and should be revised. Similarly, the 
requirements for those working on audits in a specific environment or industry should be revisited and revised. 
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Most of the comments in this response deal with IES 8 as currently worded. We express here our full support for the recommendation 
in the Consultation Paper that IES 8 become a principle-based standard. A principles-based standard will likely render some of the 
comments below obsolete. 
 

Royal 
NIVRA 

It is relevant to note that statutory audit in the European Union and EAA is mandatory for a large number of limited 
companies, not just public interest entities. Statutory auditors must be registered. The conditions for registration, 
which include education requirements, are determined by national laws complying with the EU Directive 2006/43/EC 
of 17 May 2006 on statutory audits of annual accounts and consolidated accounts. We are well aware that IESs must 
apply globally; therefore we have envisaged a global perspective, developing nations interests included. 
 
Royal NIVRA supports the intention of IAESB to issue principles based standards, where  such is possible, and to 
ensure a full consistency with other standards especially IAESB pronouncements and the Code of Ethics which are 
particularly relevant to IES 8. However we envisage that there are limits to the principle based character of the 
standards. For the purpose of global convergence Education Standards should give sufficient benchmark information 
and guidance for developing nations 
 

 

 
III. Responses to Specific Questions  
 Question A: Do you consider that the IAESB has identified the critical issues in respect of “whom” the IES 8 

requirements are aimed at? 

 

 

ACCA It is not clear at whom IES 8 is aimed. As this IES is not aimed solely at member bodies there is lack of clarity around 
where responsibilities lie. ACCA would like to see IES 8 aimed specifically at member bodies, in line with other IESs.
 

 

AICPA The clear identification of a target audience raises some very difficult questions. 
 
 First, the current Standard reads in a fashion that the development of auditor competencies, by necessity, has to 
reach beyond the enforcement control of member bodies. While member bodies tend to have influence on Initial 
Professional Development (IPD) prior to qualification, Continuing Professional Development (CPD) leading to 
advanced auditor competencies is often the province not only of member bodies, but of audit firms, regulators, and 
other parties as well. As such, the target audience must include those other participating organization/bodies. Has 
IAESB considered how to generate the necessary levels of understanding of the Standard’s requirements and 
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subsequent efforts at compliance by those outside the member body category?  The Standards are often described as 
“good practice” and IES 8 might be presented to the firms, regulators, and other non-member bodies participating in 
developing auditor competence in such a manner, essentially as guidance. Feedback from the CAG, various country 
regulators, and especially the Forum of Firms, is essential to understanding how to approach proper communication 
and influence with these groups and ultimately influence collaboration. Having said that, the influences, participation, 
and contributions of the member bodies are central and they must remain the core audience. 
 

BDO We consider that there remains ambiguity regarding to whom IES8 is directed.  It is unclear as to whether it is member 
bodies, engagement partner or all audit team members.  
 
If IES 8 is directed towards the engagement partner, then it is not automatically the case that the engagement partner 
would be trained on all technical matters to a level substantially higher than other members within the team. Nor does it 
follow that the engagement partner of large complex entities should be required to have significantly more training than 
that undertaken by the engagement partner of smaller less complex entities. 
 
We do not consider it practical to suggest that the engagement partner must have extensive training on all technical 
aspects of an industry, nor on the details of specific IT systems. Rather, it is important that individuals within the team 
are appropriately trained to perform the tasks assigned to them, taking into account their role within the team and the 
particular environment that both the client and the auditor operate in.  Implicit in this are factors, such as the teams’ 
ability to access certain experts (examples being industry experts, information technology experts and technical 
accounting experts on the application of GAAP when needed). 
 
Our proposed solution to this issue is to revise IES 8 so that it reflects current practices when undertaking an audit and 
is also consistent with the approach taken within the International Standards on Auditing (ISAs).  Specifically, we 
propose that the standard considers the audit team as a whole rather than focusing on ‘the audit professional’. One 
consequence of this approach will be to provide greater clarity about the necessary skills and knowledge that will be 
required to perform an audit. 
 

 

CAI The current IES are typically targeted at IFAC member bodies. In the case of IES 8, the responsibilities are aimed at a 
wider range of groups including not only IFAC member bodies but also audit organizations, regulators and other third 
parties. We do consider this to be a significant issue.   
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The formation and development of audit professionals requires the support and resources of many parties and any 
revised standard needs to reflect the various roles which each part of the education and regulatory stakeholders play. 
Given the wide range of target stakeholders, we would welcome additional clarification on the member body and other 
stakeholder responsibilities.   
 
IFAC member bodies are typically subject to regulators which are empowered to establish requirements for auditors.  In 
the context of the European Union (EU), these requirements are set at an EU level and then implemented at a national 
level.  IFAC compliance processes are typically targeted at member bodies and it is not clear how any variance in 
practice arising from a regulator perspective might be accommodated. 
 

CGA-Canada CGA-Canada agrees that the IES 8 audience is distinct when compared to the other IES (1 through 7), and as such, is 
not addressed specifically to member bodies.  As currently drafted (paragraph 5) the emphasis and responsibility is 
shared by IFAC member bodies, audit organizations, regulatory authorities, and other third parties.  However, as self 
regulating organizations and as member bodies of IFAC, there should be further elaboration in respect of the role of the 
professional accounting association in the development and assessment of the required competence expected of audit 
professionals. The member body invites this accountability by virtue of its certification and self-regulatory processes and 
appreciates that an even greater duty is owed from those who offer assurance services to the public.  
 

 

CICA We believe that the IAESB has identified the critical issues in respect of the “whom” for IES 8.   
 
We would add that in our view the phrase “targeted audience” has at least four elements to it that we believe should be 
‘unpacked’ in this discussion. In answering the “targeted audience” question the IAESB needs to ask: 
a) Who is the primary audience of an IES and IES 8?  
b) What are the needs of the primary audience?  
c) Are there other stakeholders? What are their needs related to IES 8? and  
d) To whom do the IES 8 competence requirements apply?  
 
The IAESB’s Framework for International Education Standards for Professional Accountants is clear that the Framework 
and IESs are intended to assist IFAC member bodies.  
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Individual IFAC member bodies determine the competences and criteria for membership that are appropriate to the 
professional accountancy roles their members undertake. The Audit Professional is one of those roles. 
 
It is also clear that there are other stakeholders who may not only have an interest in competency requirements 
of an Audit Professional but potentially play a role in an individual’s learning and development as an Audit 
Professional. As noted in the Framework: 
 
(The Framework) “should also enhance the understanding of the work of the IAESB by a wide range of 
stakeholders including: 
• Universities, employers, and other stakeholders who play a part in the design, delivery, or assessment of 

education programs for accountants; 
• Regulators who are responsible for oversight of the work of the accountancy profession; 
• Government authorities with responsibility for legal and regulatory requirements related to accounting 

education; 
• Accountants and prospective accountants who undertake their own learning and development; and 
• Any other parties interested in the work of the IAESB and its approach to developing publications on 

accounting education.” (paragraph 5, Framework). 
 
We agree that the needs of these stakeholders and the direct or indirect impact of revised IES 8 requirements on these 
stakeholders need to be taken into account in the redrafting process. At the same time, the IAESB should consider 
carefully the notion of “expanding on other stakeholder responsibilities” and providing for “shared responsibilities among 
the stakeholders”. This wording could suggest intended or unintended obligations or requirements on these 
stakeholders – obligations that may be beyond the intended scope of an IES as defined in the recently issued 
Framework and obligations that may not be enforceable by IFAC.   
 
The IAESB should keep the Requirements section of IES 8 principle-based and written in a way that assists IFAC 
member bodies while providing an understanding but not obligations to other stakeholders. 
 
As for the actual subject or individual to whom the competency requirements of  IES 8 apply, the IES should have 
the following attributes: 
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a) IES 8 should be clear on the circumstances to which it applies. On this point, we believe the current IES 8 is 
clear - the audit of historical financial statements. 

 
b) IES 8 competence requirements should be principle-based, written in such a way as to apply to audits of 

any size. The desire by some to have competence statements that apply to audits of varying size and/or 
complexity e.g. audits of an SME, audits of a multi-national corporation, audits of a financial institution, etc. 
may be more appropriately be dealt with through supporting guidance  – not Requirements. 

 
c) IES 8 should be clear as to which members of the audit team it applies. It should not extend to the many 

experts and staff one finds on today’s multi-disciplined audit teams; on this point, we believe the current 
IES 8 is clear – it applies to Professional Accountants. 

 
d) IES 8 should be clear as to which Professional Accountant on the audit team it applies. The current 

qualifying criteria of “significant judgement” in our view is an imprecise point in the learning and 
development cycle of a Professional Accountant. We note that in ISQC1 the only distinction in staffing on 
an audit team is between “Partner” and “Staff”.  ISQC1 defines a “Partner” as “any individual with authority 
to bind the firm with respect to the performance of a professional services engagement.” This role is clearly 
defined and understood and in many ways would be the most useful point of focus for Member Bodies such 
as ours. 

 
e) IES 8 should complement, not compete with, other IFAC requirements of auditors as outlined in other 

pronouncements such as the IFAC Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants, ISQCs, the International 
Framework for Assurance Engagements and the International Standards on Auditing. 

 
In our view, audit or accounting technicians should be excluded from the scope of IES 8. If the targeted individual for 
IES 8 is indeed a Professional Accountant with authority to bind the firm with respect to the performance of a 
professional services engagement, the issue of technicians may well not arise. But to be clear, to attempt to draft 
competence requirements in such a way as to include the range of required competences from audit or accounting 
technicians to Audit Partner, in our view, would add an unnecessary burden on the drafters of IES 8 and potentially limit 
the usefulness of the resulting IES. Competence requirements of accounting or audit technicians on an audit team 
could be the subject of a separate publication. 
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CICPA In the Framework (in Paragraph.5), there is a clarification about the aimed targets for all IESs, including member 
bodies, regulators, government authorities, stakeholders who design or deliver or assess the education for accountants, 
and so on, so it is necessary to increase the targets. 
 

 

CPA Ireland CPA Ireland considers that the critical issues have been identified. However, in the context of note 2 to paragraph 6 of 
IES 8 consideration should be given to expanding the title of this IES. It could be renamed “Competence requirements 
for audit professionals engaged in the audit of historical information”. 
 

 

CPA-
Australia-
ICAA-NIA 

Subject to our comments above, we believe that the IAESB has identified the critical issues in respect of at “whom” the 
IES 8 requirements are aimed.  It is important that the definition applies to all audit professionals, who are required to 
exercise professional judgment and skepticism in all aspects of the audit engagement.  Therefore, we recommend that 
the IAESB consider that the definition utilize the term “professional judgment”, rather than significant judgment. 
 
The Consultation Paper makes the point that IES 8 is focused on the competencies of the individual professional 
accountant involved in an audit of historical financial information, without reference to overall team competencies as 
described in the International Standards on Auditing (ISAs).  We agree that the focus of the IES should be on the 
individual audit professional, and note that appropriate reference to working in a team environment is made within the 
section dealing with the professional skills requirements.   
 

 

DTT Yes, it is clear that the requirements are aimed at a broad group of entities which encompasses organizations with 
many differing mandates.  However, it is not clear to us that the IAESB has the mandate to prescribe standards for 
organizations other than the IFAC member bodies. 
 To keep a broad focus it will be important to provide specific guidance for this broader group of entities so that they are 
able to carry out their responsibilities under this standard, rather than simply referencing the all encompassing concept 
of ‘shared responsibility’. 
 

 

EYG We are generally supportive of the IAESB: 
 

 recommending that IES 8 become a principles-based standard directed towards auditors of historical financial 
information 
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 clarifying who is an “Audit Professional,” and considering other criteria such as the relationship between an 
auditor’s level of experience, the complexity and nature of an audit engagement, the use of specialists, and 
the audit professional’s role during the engagement 

 
 revising the definition of an “Audit Professional” including consideration of whether “significant judgment” 

requires further definition as a required component of the definition of “Audit Professional,” or if there are 
other criteria that would better define to whom the Standard applies, and 

 
 clarifying how the shared responsibility among IFAC member bodies, audit organizations, regulatory 

authorities, and other third parties for developing audit professionals may be considered in practice. 
 
We agree that the current standard is unclear and at times inconsistent with respect to “whom” IES 8 requirements are 
aimed at, and we believe that the Paper adequately outlines the critical issues to be considered in clarifying the 
intended target audience for the standard.  
 

FAR FAR thinks IAESB should discuss the scope in the area.  Since an authorized or approved public accountant normally 
performs other services than audits of historical financial statements, e.g. audits of forward looking statements, we 
recommend IAESB to consider broadening the scope of the standard. 
 

 

FEE FEE does not recommend at this stage to extend IES 8 to other assurance engagements. This would require in depth 
impact analysis. It is suggested however to ensure consistency with ISQC 1. 
 
Maintaining the current scope has merits especially against the background of the public oversight systems that are 
now in place in many regions of the world. Although IES 8 would equally apply to voluntary audits carried out in 
compliance with ISAs, its main impact will be on mandatory audits under supervision of public oversight systems. 
 

 

FSR FSR believes that the IAESB should open a fundamental discussion on the scope of the standard which currently 
relates restrictively to professional developments carrying out audits of historical financial statements. 
 
The IAESB should consider advantages and inconveniences of broadening the scope of IES 8 beyond the audit of 
historical financial information as many audit professionals, especially – but not exclusively - in SMPs are frequently 
involved in non-audit assurance engagements. 
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Goyal Yes, In my view the IAESB is addressing the correct audience. As the audience is not only the member bodies , it 
would better clarify upon the other stakeholders' responsibility, particularly the regulators.  

 

 

ICAEW Yes. It is clear that, unlike other IESs, IES 8 is aimed at IFAC member bodies, audit firms and regulators. However, it is 
our belief that the standard should be a guidance document aimed at firms: firms have responsibility for appointing a 
competent team to carry out an audit, as is set out in ISA 220 and ISQC 1. 
 

 

ICAI-SAFA In our opinion no critical issue has been identified. The structure of Professional Accountants, Audit Professional and 
Engagement Partner need to be clearly defined and provided for. 
 
It should be clarified that IES 8 applies to General Purpose Audit and/or Financial Audit/Special Purposes Audit besides 
Assurance Review. 
 

 

ICAP Yes, broadly speaking, the requirements of IES 8 are aimed at auditor of historical financial statements. However, when 
it requires that an audit professional should have full qualification of member body before he/she takes on audit, the 
immediate concern that comes to our mind is that IES 8 should restrict the definition of audit professional to only those 
auditors who have significant responsibility in the conduct of audit. Otherwise the audit team would be required to have 
only fully qualified staff which is not practical. 
 

 

ICAS Yes, the IAESB has identified the critical issues in respect of “whom” the IES8 requirements are aimed at.   
 
In addition, there are matters related to IES 8 that are appropriate to non-member bodies and the IAESB should 
consider the most appropriate mechanism to address this. 
 

 

ICJCE Paragraph 21 of the current IES 8 refers to the “audit team” including different members with different levels of 
experience and competencies as follows “the engagement partner is responsible for ensuring that the work of all 
individuals assigned to an audit engagement is appropriately reviewed…”; Considering that an audit is a collective work 
performed by such audit team including external experts, and that IES should be aligned with ISAs and ISQC1, IES 8 
requirements should also aim at ensuring that the engagement partner being responsible for the audit be satisfied with 
the level of knowledge and skills of the “audit team” taken as a whole. This level of knowledge and capabilities should 

 



Revision of International Education Standard 8 - Comment Analysis                                       Agenda Item 6-3 

July 29, 2010  Page 19 of 121 

be the necessary to carry out the audit in accordance with professional standards and to issue an appropriate audit 
report.   
 

IDW We do not believe that the IAESB has identified all of the critical issues related to whom the IES 8 requirements are 
aimed. The roles and responsibilities of different parties (governments, regulators, professional bodies, academic 
institutions, firms, etc.) involved in educating audit professionals vary greatly by country and we do not believe it to be 
possible for IES 8 to provide requirements on guidance on how these responsibilities can, or ought to be, shared. For 
this reason, the IES 8 requirements are ultimately aimed at “the qualification” by defining the competencies and 
capabilities needed to be an audit professional, but not by specifying how or where these competencies and capabilities 
ought to be obtained other than to specify the need for formal assessment and practical experience. What matters is the 
“content” of the qualification at the end of the qualification process – not the means by which that “content” is obtained. 
This means that IES 8 – like all of the IESs – is ultimately aimed at all of the parties in a country that share the 
responsibility for the education of the audit professional qualification in that jurisdiction. 
 

 

IRBA  IES 8 focuses on the competences of the individual professional accountant involved in the audit of “historic 
financial information”. Although the scope of work undertaken by the audit professional, in terms of IES 8, 
includes other assurance work in the scoping section (paragraph 16), this is not carried through to the rest of 
the document. Audit professionals and professional accountants may be required to provide broader assurance 
than just audits of historic financial information and will require appropriate competence to undertake such work. 
As the nature of the work will determine the target audience of IES 8, it is suggested that the scope be 
broadened from the audit of historic financial information to accommodate reviews and other assurance work. 

 
 The international drive to integrated reporting also necessitates a broadening of the nature of assurance work 

undertaken, as audit professionals are required to provide broader assurance than the audit of historic financial 
statements. The auditing pronouncements issued by the IAASB of IFAC includes International Standards on 
Assurance Engagements (ISAE) which deal with assurance engagements other than audits or reviews of 
historical financial information, as well as International Standards on Review Engagements (ISRE) which deal 
with the review of historical financial statements. Both categories relate to assurance services.  A narrow focus 
on the nature of work to be undertaken by audit professionals may result in IES 8 being too limited. Therefore, 
we recommend that the scope of the standard applies to assurance services and not only the audit of historic 
financial information, as we believe that the competences and skills required remain the same irrespective of 
the subject matter of the assurance engagement. 
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JICPA We consider that the IAESB has for the most part identified the critical issues related to above.  

 
 

KPMG Yes, it is important that the target audience of IES 8 be clarified. To accomplish this, it is important to clarify the 
definition of the “audit professional” to be consistent with other IFAC Standards, eliminating any ambiguous use of 
terminology, (i.e. significant judgments), currently existing in IES 8. See further discussion in our response to 
questions B. and C. 
 
It is also important that shared responsibility among IFAC member bodies and  audit organizations, regulatory 
authorities and other third parties be clarified with regard to how the “interaction and shared responsibility for 
development and assessment of required competencies intended to work”.  Consensus among all member bodies and 
critical stakeholders, (audit firms, regulatory authorities, third parties) and consistent deployment of and monitoring 
compliance with the revised IES 8 by member bodies and other stakeholders, may be one of the Board’s greatest 
challenges. We believe that the Board needs to specifically address how to best accomplish these objectives through 
shared responsibility with member bodies and other stakeholders.  Paragraph 5 of IES 8 currently states: 
 
This International Education Standard (IES) prescribes competence requirements for audit professionals, 
including those working in specific environments and industries. IFAC member bodies need to establish policies 
and procedures that will allow members to satisfy the requirements of this IES before they take on the role of an 
audit professional. The responsibility for the development and assessment of the required competence is shared 
by IFAC member bodies, audit organizations, regulatory authorities, and other third parties. 
 
We note that the Consultation Paper acknowledges that this is the first IES that has not been addressed specifically to 
member bodies.  The key questions that we believe need to be addressed are, why is this the case and whether the 
IAESB has the authority, through IES 8, to prescribe “competence requirements for audit professionals” to 
stakeholders other than member bodies?  We also question how collaboration can be achieved without some sort of 
formal (or informal) accountability established for non member bodies. We suggest that the link may lie in the 
alignment with the obligations relating to competence and due care in the ISAs and with IFACs Code of Ethics (Code). 
Currently compliance with IES 8 by stakeholders other than member bodies is difficult because the requirements in 
IES 8 are not aligned with obligations relating to competence and due care in the ISAs and the Code of Ethics. One 
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way to begin addressing this issue is for the IAESB to clarify that IES 8  is to be used by member bodies in 
establishing policies and procedures and that it may be referred to by other stakeholders in addressing their 
professional obligations with respect to professional competence and due care.   
 
To enable other stakeholders to meaningfully apply this Standard, we recommend that IES 8 be revised to align the 
requirements and key terms used in IES 8 to Section 130 of the Code. 
 
Further, we question how the Board intends to monitor members and stakeholders compliance with the requirements 
of the Standard. We believe that guidance is needed on monitoring compliance.  Certain stakeholders have 
comprehensive compliance processes in place today, such as Quality and Peer Reviews. The Board should consider 
if it is practical to recommend that compliance with this Standard be worked into these established processes. The 
Board should also consider how it can practically work with other critical stakeholders to accomplish this objective, in 
addition to vetting with them the development and assessment of the required competences. 
 

Mahadevan IES to expand on member body and other stakeholder responsibilities---SUGGESTION 
 
Audit organisations be changed as audit professionals/organisations/team 
 

 

MICPA Yes 
 

 

NASBA NASBA believes that a principles-based standard for defining competence for individuals performing engagements 
related to historical financial information is the appropriate manner in which the IAESB should approach the 
development of standards for competence of audit professionals. Therefore, expansion of the standard to include audit 
professionals for any attest and assurance engagement is appropriate. The expansion of the term “audit professional” 
to all attest and assurance engagements would not have a negative impact on the “audit professionals” regulated by the 
Accountancy Boards, which are members of NASBA. NASBA is using the term “attest engagement” to be any 
engagement where independence is required (audits and reviews) or is not required provided disclosure is made 
(compilations). NASBA is using the term “assurance engagement” to be any engagement where an audit professional 
provides assurance based on the procedures performed (reviews and audits). 
 

 

NZICA NZICA agrees that the IAESB has identified the critical issues in respect of ‘whom’ the IES8 requirements are aimed at.   
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NZICA notes that throughout the consultation document, more general principles are mentioned, and suggests that 
these could be fore grounded more in the revision process: 
- An underlying objective of improving and maintaining audit quality. 
- Ensuring that member bodies regulate professional accountants to the extent that risks to audit quality are 

addressed, in this context, through competence of the auditor. 
- Ensuring that the competences required of members of the audit engagement team are proportionate to the 

complexity, size and nature of the audit engagement.   
- Ensuring that any imposition of controls is balanced against the need to ensure ongoing access to auditors by 

the general community. 
- Consistency across standards. 
 

PAC Yes 
  
The target audiences are the audit professional and the IFAC member bodies, audit organizations, regulatory 
authorities and other third parties who share responsibility in setting the standards for the development of audit 
professionals. This presumes that the term “audit organizations” does not include audit firms.  I believe the preferred 
model is that audit firms meet the requirements established by their respective country audit organizations and 
regulatory authorities. In Ontario, it would be expected that IES 8 requirements should be met by newly licensed public 
accountants. These requirements are not expected to be met by every single individual who happens to belong to an 
IFAC member body. 
 
The “audit professional” is defined as “… a professional accountant who has responsibility, or has been delegated 
responsibility, for significant judgments in an audit of historical financial information.”  This definition does not seem 
consistent with achieving the purpose of the audit, which is described in ISA 200.03 as “The purpose of an audit is to 
enhance the degree of confidence of intended users in the financial statements. This is achieved by the expression of 
an opinion by the auditor on whether the financial statements are prepared, in all material respects, in accordance with 
an applicable financial reporting framework” (emphasis added). It seems that an applicable financial reporting 
framework is broader than historical financial information, especially with increased use of fair value accounting in 
financial reporting.  
 
In addition, usage of the term “significant judgment” could lead to confusion or inconsistent application. It would be 
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preferable to define the audit professional as stated but with removal of the term “significant”. 
 

PWC Yes, the IAESB has correctly identified that the definition of an “Audit Professional” and the concept of “significant judgment” as the 
defining criteria of an Audit Professional are critical issues. We also agree that the shared responsibility by IFAC member bodies, 
audit organizations, regulatory authorities, and other third parties for the objectives of the standard, that is, the development and 
assessment of the required competence of an Audit Professional, should be clarified. 
 

 

Royal NIVRA Royal NIVRA does not recommend at this stage to extend IES 8 to all kind of assurance engagements. This would 
require in depth impact analysis. It is suggested however to ensure consistency with ISQC 1 and include statutory 
audits, voluntary audits and review engagements of historical financial information. 
 
Providing clarity about the scope of the IES 8 audience would be consistent with ISQC 1 which deals with a firm’s 
responsibilities for its systems of quality control for audits and reviews of financial statements and other assurance and 
related services  
 
 

 

RSM We agree that the IASEB has identified the critical issues in respect of “whom” the requirements are aimed at and that 
clarification is needed with regard to the inconsistencies between IES 8 and the ISAs. Given that IES 8 acknowledges 
that “the responsibility for the development and assessment of the required competence is shared”, we agree that the 
redrafted standard should make it clear which party is responsible for which areas of an audit professional’s 
development. This would assist in implementation of this standard and effective monitoring.   
 

 

SAICA We believe that it is appropriate for the revised IES 8 to be principle based, provided the revised standard is clear on 
the use of certain terminology and that further guidance is provided. It is clear that both the use of the term ”professional 
accountant” and “audit professional” are vital to the revised standard being clear and implementable. It is important that 
the standard clarifies who the standard is aimed at in order to improve the quality of IES 8. 
 
We do not however believe that the IAESB has correctly identified the critical issue in respect of the “whom” the IES 
requirements are aimed at (ie. auditors of historical information).   
 
It is our suggestion that, as this statement is intended for members who are member bodies of IFAC, that the definitions 
should be consistent with other IFAC documentation.  To this end, the title of this document should be amended to 
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being “Requirements for Assurance Professionals” to bring it into alignment with the “International Framework for 
Assurance Engagements”. The Framework contains a definition of an “Assurance Engagement”.  Definitions of an 
“Assurance Team” and an “Assurance Client” are to be found in the Code of Professional Conduct.  These definitions 
do not limit the work performed by an auditor to “an audit of historical financial information” but allow for a FAR broader 
range of work to be performed by the “audit professional” e.g. in the Framework, an Assurance Engagement is defined 
as “an engagement in which a practitioner expresses a conclusion designed to enhance the degree of confidence of the 
intended users other than the responsible party about the outcome of the evaluation or measurement of a subject 
matter against criteria.” 
 
Further, it would be important to include academics teaching auditing as one of the stakeholders and to provide 
additional guidance with regard to the teaching of auditing. 
 

 Question B: Would expansion of the “Audit Professional” definition cause concern, or would you broadly 
support this approach? Are there any additional factors that you think the IAESB should consider including as 
part of this definition? 

 

 

ACCA ACCA broadly supports this approach to offer increased clarity within the standard in order to:
 
• Differentiate between the terms statutory auditor and trainee auditor; 

 
• Clarify which members of an audit engagement team are to be regarded as ‘professional’; 

 
• Bring IES 8 in line with the 8th directive. 
 
IAESB should take into account local and national considerations when defining this term in order to ensure that it can 
be applied globally. 
 
 

 

AICPA The IAESB (and other boards) has struggled endlessly with the definition of a Professional Accountant and, to date, 
has been left with the rather limiting term “a member of a member body.” The current definition of an Audit Professional 
is dependent on that insufficient description and currently is described in IES 8 as “… a professional accountant who 
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has responsibility, or has been delegated responsibility, for significant judgments in an audit of historical financial 
information.” If this definition is to have meaning, then the foundational definition of a Professional Accountant must 
change. We are aware that IFAC currently has a task force addressing this issue, and believe that the outcome of its 
deliberations must be taken into account before a meaningful definition of an Audit Professional can be crafted. Of 
particular interest will be the ability of the resulting definition to meaningfully include appropriate audit participants.   
 

ATT We believe that the way IES 8 is currently written does not make inappropriate demands on the skills and knowledge 
that are required of members working at technician level within an audit team.  We therefore have no major issues to 
bring up here, but we would be concerned if the term “Audit Professional” was expanded to bring accounting 
technicians into scope, unless the skills and knowledge requirements related to such members of the audit team were 
appropriate to the level at which they are likely to be working, i.e. below that of sign off or engagement partner level.  
We see no problem with making specific requirements of accounting technicians working within an audit team, and we 
are confident that the high standards within the AAT qualification in relation to audit work would enable AAT members to 
meet any such standard; we would, however, like to have input if such a requirement were to be included within IES 8.
 
We are happy with the current wording (Para., 29-31) as it allows for AAT members (non degree holders) who progress 
to become a member of a senior accountancy body to meet this requirement.  This is because the senior bodies’ 
qualifications are widely recognized as being equivalent to an undergraduate degree, thereby meeting this requirement.  
A number of AAT members have progressed to CCAB qualifications and become successful auditors, legitimately under 
the above requirements.  We feel strongly that this flexibility should be retained so as not to exclude auditors who have 
not come through the more traditional degree to senior body training route as we have seen no evidence whatsoever 
that those without a degree make lower quality auditors than those with a degree.  We strongly believe in maintaining 
standards whilst removing unnecessary barriers to entry to the accountancy profession, and any change to this 
requirement i.e. a change that necessitated auditors holding a degree would, we believe, be detrimental to this aim and 
would prevent competent and able people from working as auditors.  We are happy with the requirement in its current 
form but would be concerned about any potential deviation as described above.   
 

 

BDO We believe that, rather than using the term ‘audit professional’, a better approach would be to identify roles within 
the audit team and then harmonise them in line with the ISAs. The ISAs refer to the role of the audit engagement 
partner but not to the role of ‘Audit Professional’.  The role of ‘Audit Professional’ only appears in IES 8 making the 
IES requirements appear more onerous than the ISA requirements which we do not believe was the intention of the 
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IAESB.  
 

CAI We welcome the proposal to clarify the definition of the term ‘audit professional’.  The development of audit 
professionals takes place over a period of time in which professionals are exposed to a range of clients and industries 
in a way that is supportive of the development of appropriate competencies.  The original IES 8 attempted to recognize 
this developmental process and to address the standard at a wider range of professionals than just the audit partner.  It 
is recognized that such a wide definition may not be in line with the normal auditing standards.  In the broadest sense 
we are supportive of a revised standard being aligned to the pronouncements of the IAASB.  However as an Education 
Standard, any revision should cover the competence developmental needs of a wider range of audit staff rather than the 
audit partner alone.   
 
The Consultation Paper indicates that it is the intention of any revision to clarify who an audit professional is as well as 
considering the impact of the complexity of audits, the use of specialists etc.  We are supportive of this additional 
clarification. 
 

 

CGA-Canada We concur that the definition of “Audit Professional” would benefit from revised wording that introduces further clarity 
and provides broader inclusion of the intended parties, namely the auditors’ level of experience and the complexity and 
nature of the audit engagement.  We also wish to propose the following alternative: 
 

“Audit professional is any professional accountant who is performing procedures as part of the audit 
engagement, and who shares responsibility, or has been delegated responsibility, for the significant 
judgments made in an audit of historical financial information.”   
 

 

CICA We probably would not have used the word ‘expansion’ to describe what needs to be done with the definition of Audit 
Professional. We agree that the issues raised in the Consultation Paper strongly suggest that a clarification of this 
definition is required, that ambiguities and inconsistencies need to be fixed. In our view this would be better 
accomplished through a combination of revising the current definition, improving the consistency of wording used 
throughout the document when referring to role and including appropriate references to other IFAC pronouncements to 
provide context for the competence of an individual auditor within the scope of an audit engagement. This would not be 
an “expansion” of the definition; rather it would be a clarification. 
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The IAESB should keep in mind its’ targeted audience - the Professional Accountant – in revising the definition. It is 
understood that in today’s world of audit professionals, Firms employ teams of audit professionals with varying skills 
and disciplines, not just accountancy skills. The inclusion of all members of an audit team in this key definition or even 
the inclusion of just those who call themselves audit professionals but are not a Professional Accountant would expand 
the application of the IES well beyond that intended by the Framework. The IAESB’s primary concern has to be with the 
competence requirements of the Professional Accountant on an audit team. 
 
We agree that there are inconsistencies among sentences in the current IES 8 as to which Professional Accountant the 
Standard applies. Sometimes it seems to be a Partner, other times Staff. These inconsistencies need to be corrected. 
We suggest that the IAESB consider redrafting the IES in terms of the competency requirements of a defined role.  
 
We further recommend that the IAESB consider the defined role for IES 8 to be that of the Partner. The Partner role is 
the role of primary interest to a number of stakeholders. Most regulators, governments, member bodies and licensing 
authorities are interested in the competencies of the individual ultimately responsible for an engagement. Any other 
roles and the associated competency requirements leading up to Partner can be highly variable. We acknowledge that 
this progression of audit competence may be of interest to some but we suggest that it would be more appropriate as 
guidance material e.g. competency requirements at entry level to an audit team, Audit Senior, Audit Manager and 
Partner rather than form part of an IES requirement. We expect that there would be a number of member bodies and 
Firms that would share such guidance or good practice material. 
 

CICPA The term of “Audit Professionals” is not included in the ISA220, ISA600, ISQC1 or Code of Ethics, and nor is it widely 
used worldwide. So, we suggest that it should be consistent with the terms used in ISAs, or specify which levels in the 
engagement team should be included in the term “Audit Professionals”. 
 

 

CPA Ireland CPA Ireland supports this approach and suggests that further clarification of the term “significant judgment” is required; 
please see the answer to Question C below.  
 

 

CPA-
Australia-
ICAA-NIA 

We support the approach to expand the definition of the audit professional to potentially cover a wider range of 
professionals involved in an audit engagement.  The current focus on engagement partners would seem to be too 
limited in scope, as other professionals working on an audit engagement (who are not the engagement partner) would 
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typically also need to demonstrate proficiency and competency, and exercise appropriate levels of skepticism and 
professional judgment.   
 
We recognize that there will be audit professionals with differing levels of experience and can envisage how 
competency requirements can be structured to address these different levels.  For example, as an audit professional 
becomes more experienced the demonstrated competencies outlined in paragraph 72 of IES 8 will become relevant.  
However, we are unclear how competency requirements can suitably address matters such as the complexity of an 
audit engagement, other than to recognize the important link between experience and complexity.  Likewise, where the 
nature of an audit engagement requires specific subject matter knowledge we suggest that a revised IES should 
recognize this point.  It is impracticable to expect that a range of specific competencies can be developed to encompass 
a range of specialized engagements. 
 
Furthermore, as noted in our general comments above, we suggest that consideration be given to broadening the 
coverage of IES 8 from audit professionals to assurance professionals.  This is particularly relevant in light of the 
IAASB’s current work program, which includes projects examining assurance for subject matter other than historical 
financial information, such as greenhouse gas emissions. 
 

DTT We support clarification, rather than expansion of the definition of the Audit Professional. This clarification should seek 
to ensure that clear and unambiguous guidance is provided on who meets the definition of an Audit Professional. 
 
We believe there should be explicit recognition, as there is in ISA 200, that the engagement partner works with a team 
to conduct the audit and that they, as the engagement partner, are responsible for ensuring not only the appropriate 
composition of the team in terms of competences and capabilities but also the appropriate supervision and review of the 
work of more junior members of the team. 
 
In this context, there should also be recognition that audit professionals have varying levels of experience, are expected 
to make judgments in accordance with those levels in the context of their responsibilities and that those judgments, 
along with other aspects of their work, are subject to appropriate levels of supervision and review as determined by the 
engagement partner. 
 

See Section II and 
Questions C 
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In addition, we understand that IFAC is currently reviewing the definition of “professional accountant” and we 
recommend that the Board ensure that revisions to the definition of “audit professional” in IES 8 also reflect the 
outcome of that process.  We note that in a number of jurisdictions there are many senior members of audit 
engagements teams who are not members of IFAC member bodies and therefore do not meet the definition of a 
professional accountant, despite having many years’ of training, development, including CPD, and audit experience – 
such individuals would be able to easily demonstrate the competence expected of an audit professional and a 
professional accountant.  Conversely, some IFAC member bodies offer membership to individuals who are not trained 
or practising as accountants, yet these individuals would appear to meet the current definition of a professional 
accountant.    
 
See also our comments above in relation to the most junior members of the audit engagement team and to question C 
below in relation to the concept of ‘significant judgment’. 
 

FAR In the paper, two levels of individuals are defined – “Partner” and “Audit Professional”. An audit professional can of 
course be entitled “assistant-, senior-, manager level, etc.” depending on his or her length of experience.  Depending on 
whether the definition “Audit professional” is defined as all individuals working with audit or historical financial 
statements or only an authorized or approved public accountant, Far recommends IAESB to expand or clarify this area.
 

 

FSR Defining “Audit Professional” is clearly a very important issue not only because it determines the scope of the 
standard, but because of its indirect impact on the organization of audit firms. 
 
Management of staff and structuring the organization in audit firms is, however, something that can hardly be 
regulated. FSR draws attention to the negative reactions that competition authorities could have towards such rules 
imposed by standard setters. A principle-based approach needs to be maintained. 
 

 

Goyal In my view the apprehension that the current expression may limit the "Audit Professional” to very senior members 
of engagement team is not very relevant. In South Asian side this is properly understood. However, if the 
clarification is deemed necessary, it may be accordingly provided.    

 

 

ICAEW We would be concerned if the definition of an ‘audit professional’ were expanded. The current definition within the  
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standard is, to our assessment, already open to a wide interpretation and moreover sets higher requirements for those 
signing statutory audit reports, those acting as engagement partners and those working in specific industries.  
 
We would see an audit professional as a senior member of an audit team, either the auditor who is personally 
responsible for signing the audit report or someone with the capability to take on this role. We recognize that in very 
large firms or specialist audit firms there may be more professional accountants working as audit professionals and that, 
because of this, experienced (but less senior) staff may act as audit professionals. 
 
We also recognize that there could be a difficulty in any attempt to regulate the proportion of audit professionals on an 
audit team, where firms make decisions about team composition based on the type of engagement and level of risk.
 

ICAI-SAFA In our opinion ‘Audit Professional’ should be a qualified Chartered Accountant/Certified Public Accountants. Cost 
Accountants & Management Accountants who do not have necessary qualification and experience for conduct of 
financial audit/General Purpose Audit should be excluded. Further 2 years experience with an Audit firm should be 
made compulsory for ‘Audit Professionals’. This experience could be pre qualification or post qualification. 
 
Further for competent ‘Audit Professional’, he should have the expert knowledge of 

 Business Laws 
 Taxation 
 Accounting Standards 
 Auditing Standards 
 Finance and Treasury Management 
 Quality Assurance Standards 
 Management Information and Control Systems 
 Ethical Standards 

 
Therefore we suggest that members of only those member bodies would be treated as ‘Audit Professional’ whose 
syllabus is focusing on expert level knowledge of abovementioned subjects.   
 

 

ICAP Yes, in view of definition of term “auditor” given in ISA which refers to the persons conducting audit, we believe that 
expansion of term “audit professional” by way of  IES own principle-based definition will add more interpretational 
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issues. 
 
We propose that the following hierarchy of audit team given in ISA may be adopted in IES:  
• Managing partner 
• Engagement partner 
• Partner 
• Auditor  
 
These terms are well understood in professional circles and will also serve the purpose of principle-based definition 
approach determined by IAESB. 

ICAS The current definition of “Audit Professional” is not sufficiently clear and this raises interpretation issues.  Whilst it may 
not be necessary to expand the definition ICAS would welcome more clarification on the definition of “audit 
professional” and “significant judgments”.  ICAS is of the view that the definition of “Audit Professional” should be 
principle based.     
 
As an important element in the definition of “Audit Professional” is the definition of “professional accountant” recognition 
also requires to be given to the wide variation in the education and practical experience requirements to be a 
“professional accountant” (and therefore a member of an IFAC member body) across different jurisdictions.  
Consideration should be given to defining the term “professional accountant” on a competency basis.   
 
The interpretation issues with the current IES 8 triggered ICAS to issue two sets of guidance, guidance to audit firms 
and guidance to audit professionals, to assist with the interpretation of these. The definition of “audit professional” as 
being “a professional accountant” i.e. “a member of an IFAC body”, means that, as currently written, IES8 appears to be 
aimed at qualified persons at a more senior level in the audit team.  ICAS considered, at the time of IES8 initial 
publication, that this could be at odds with those potentially exercising “significant judgments” on an audit engagement 
i.e. that is likely that other members of the team, not qualified or member of an IFAC body, could exercise significant 
judgments, albeit that the overall responsibility for the audit would rest with more senior, qualified personnel.  ICAS 
considers that this could be the case particularly in smaller, less complex audits. 
 
In addition, ICAS identified that the definition was at odds with ISQC1 which was aimed, rather than at an individual 
level, to the competences of the team.  For example, ISQC1 on client assignment states that is required to “to assign 
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appropriate personnel with the necessary competence, and capabilities”.   
 
ICAS therefore advised firms, in guidance, to extend IES8 considerations to those individuals who were not members of 
an IFAC member body but were exercising significant judgments in the team. 
 
ICAS therefore considers that IES8 should be revised to consider the competences of the team, including those 
unqualified persons who may be exercising significant judgments. 
 

ICJCE The ICJCE is of the opinion that the current definition of “audit professional” and its expansion might create a great 
confusion about to whom the requirements in IES 8 apply. We think that the challenge to IAESB is to find a definition 
which, in line with the provisions in ISQC 1, ISAs and the Code of Ethics, allows the audit firms to decide which 
structure they need to provide high quality audit services. IAESB cannot decide on the structure of a firm and at which 
level team members should the firm consider as “audit professionals” and therefore ask them to comply with IES 8. 
 

 

IDW The current definition of “audit professional” in IES 8 is restricted to “professional accountants”, who are defined as “a 
person who is a member of an IFAC member body.” Since only Wirtschaftsprüfer [German public auditors] are members 
of both the Institut der Wirtschaftsprüfer (IDW) and the Wirtschaftsprüferkammer (WPK) in Germany, only 
Wirtschaftsprüfer are affected by this definition and as a rule all Wirtschaftsprüfer are public practitioners with a license 
to perform audits of financial statements as engagement partners (or sole practitioners, as the case may be). 
Consequently, solely due to the restriction of the scope of the definition of “audit professional” to “professional 
accountants”, the rest of the definition of “audit professional” has no impact on the scope of those persons affected by 
the definition in Germany. For this reason, as long as the definition of “audit professional” is restricted to “professional 
accountants” and the definition of “professional accountant” remains unchanged, expanding or constricting the scope of 
the rest of the definition of “audit professional” would have no impact in Germany. 
 
However, we are aware that IFAC is currently undertaking a project to examine whether the definition of “professional 
accountant” is appropriate and to develop an alternative definition that would be used across all IFAC standards setting 
bodies, including the IAASB and the IAESB. For certain reasons, the IAASB is also considering whether to delink the 
definition of “practitioner” in ISAE 3000 from that of a “professional accountant”.  
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If the definition of “professional accountant” were to be broadened beyond members of IFAC member bodies or the 
definition of “audit professional” delinked from the definition of “professional accountant”, or both, the second part of the 
definition of “audit professional” becomes critical to the scope of those affected by IES 8. In this case, expanding the 
“audit professional” definition would cause it to affect professional staff on the audit engagement team. In this case, soft 
criteria in the definition, such as “significant judgments”, level of experience, complexity and nature of an audit 
engagement, etc., would make the definition effectively inoperable because it would be impossible to determine 
compliance with IES 8. Vague terms and definitions do not constitute “principles-based” requirements – they are just 
vague.  
 
Consequently, the suggestion to expand the definition of “audit professional” causes us great concern and we therefore 
would not support such an approach.  
 
We are not aware of any jurisdictions that regulate the qualifications of professional staff on an audit engagement team: 
only the qualifications of the engagement partner that takes responsibility for the audit engagement (and signs the 
auditor’s report) are regulated. 
 
Likewise, the definitions in ISA 220.07 only closely define the characteristics of partners, engagement partners, 
engagement quality control reviewers, and suitably qualified external persons. The definitions of engagement quality 
control reviewers and suitably qualified external persons are not related to the performance of audits and are therefore 
not relevant. ISA 220.07 does not define the characteristics of staff other than to explain that they are professionals (not 
necessarily professional accountants) employed by the firm. ISA 220.14 requires the engagement partner to be satisfied 
that that the members of the engagement team collectively have the appropriate competence and capabilities to 
perform audit engagements. Consequently, ISA 220 does not prescribe what the qualifications of individual members of 
the engagement team other than the engagement partner ought to be.  
 
Consequently, it is apparent that regulators in those jurisdictions that regulate the qualifications of auditors have chosen 
to regulate, and the IAASB has chosen to define, the qualifications or characteristics of audit engagement partners – 
not the individual qualifications of other engagement team members. We believe that both regulators and the IAASB 
have chosen not to regulate the qualification of individual team members because it is the responsibility of the 
engagement partner to be satisfied that the engagement team is collectively competent to perform the audit 
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engagement, and it is therefore not practicable to regulate the qualifications of engagement team members other than 
the engagement partner. For this reason, we believe that IES 8 ought to be directed at defining education requirements 
for audit engagement partners as defined in ISA 220 – not at defining educational qualifications for other audit staff on 
the audit engagement team. 
 
Hence, we believe that the definition of “audit professional” ought to be narrowed to cover only audit engagement 
partners. This approach would prevent any expansion of the term “professional accountant” or delinking of the term 
“audit professional” from the term “professional accountant” from inadvertently causing IES 8 to create requirements 
that affect individuals (professional staff) that are not regulated in ISA 220 or in national or European qualification 
requirements. Furthermore, restricting the definition to audit engagement partners as defined in ISA 220 would ease the 
determination of compliance with IES 8. 
 

IRBA • We agree in principle with providing more clarity on the definition of an “Audit Professional”, particularly within the 
context of our overall comment and our comments on Question A. The nature of the work to be undertaken needs 
to be clarified first before the definition of an Audit Professional can be drafted.  

• The definition of the audit professional should not include reference to the level or seniority of the professional. 
The IAESB should consider basing the revised definition of an audit professional on the definition of the term 
“auditor” contained in the IFAC Glossary of terms: “Auditor is used to refer to the person or persons conducting 
the audit, usually the engagement partner or other members of the engagement team …” (own emphasis) 

• We also do not believe that the definition of audit professional should make reference to the ‘audit team’. This 
term is defined in the IFAC Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants and includes all members of the 
engagement team for the audit engagement, all others within a firm who can influence the outcome of the audit 
engagement, and all those within a network firm who can directly influence the outcome of the audit engagement. 
It should be noted that the definition in the IFAC Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants is for audit 
engagements and therefore does not refer to other assurance engagements, but has a wider remit than the IES.  

• In our view, expanding the definition of an audit professional does not necessarily have to result in the general 
requirements of IES 8 becoming more onerous.  Instead, we believe the wording of paragraph 21 of IES 8 should 
be more specific.  For example, if our recommendation above is not considered, the definition which currently 
states that an audit team “could include the engagement partner”,  should be changed to “an audit team should be 
led by an audit professional who takes ultimate responsibility for the engagement”.  This could be expanded by 
stating that the remainder of an audit team should consist of suitably qualified members to address the 
complexities, risks and circumstances of the specific client – leaving it open to the engagement partner to staff the 

See Question A 
also 
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audit properly, which can then be assessed as part of quality control procedures within the firm and, where 
applicable, by regulatory practice reviews.  

 
JICPA We agree that the IAESB considers expanding the definition of the “Audit Professional.”  However, since this approach 

would make the definition of the “Audit Professional” unclear, we believe that the Standard should clearly define the 
appropriate level of competence required according to each member’s role and position in audit engagement team.  
 

 

KPMG IES 8, as currently written, is unclear and inconsistent within itself with regard to who an Audit Professional actually is. 
 
Accordingly, as a first step we believe it is important that the IES clarify what it means by “audit professional” by 
relating the term to terms used by other relevant standards, e.g., “professional accountant in public practice” in the 
Code and terms included within ISA 220 and ISQC 1 such as “engagement teams”, “personnel” and “staff”.   
 
We, therefore, propose that an “audit professional” be defined narrowly as a “professional accountant in public 
practice who is involved in the audit of historical financial information”. 
 
We also believe it would be in the public interest for the Board to consider expanding the scope of its standards to cover 
competencies relating to other assurance services provided by the profession. Other assurance services are growing 
rapidly, in critical areas as Sustainability assurance reporting, and guidance on the competences needed to perform 
such services is also needed.    We recommend however that this be done via another standard as opposed to 
expanding the scope of IES 8 since the professional competencies and development necessary to deliver high quality 
assurance services, other than those relating to historical financial information, will require substantive and  careful 
consideration. For these reasons we believe the Board should first address the competences needed for “the 
professional accountant in public practice who is involved in the audit of historical financial information in the revised 
IES 8". However, since other assurance services are also time sensitive we do suggest that the Board initiate a project 
to deal with this audience in the near future. 
 

 

Mahadevan  The audit quality applies to all participants of audit including those who are not members of professional bodies 
who have been instrumental in arriving at significant judgements. 
 

 

MICPA No, it will be better clarified those who covered under the term “Audit Professional”. IAESB might want to consider the  
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term used in the Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants and International Standards on Auditing for consistency.
 

NASBA NASBA also believes that any principles-based standard for defining the competence of auditors of historical financial 
information should recognize that different jurisdictions have different ways in which an individual can meet minimum 
requirements to be deemed a “professional accountant.” An “audit professional” is a “professional accountant” who is 
performing engagements related to historical financial information. Different jurisdictions have developed varied 
education, experience, and examination requirements for meeting the minimum requirements for determination as a 
“professional accountant” because of diverse legal, educational institution, enforcement, and cultural factors. A 
principles-based standard should recognize these alternative ways of meeting the requirements to be deemed as a 
“professional accountant” which are the minimum requirements to be an “audit professional.” In addition, this approach 
would allow the term “audit professional” to be applied to any engagement team member meeting the jurisdictional 
requirements as a “professional accountant.” 
 
In a previous response to the International Ethics Standards Board for Accountants (October 8, 2008), NASBA noted 
that the definition to which the IESBA standards applied (to a “professional accountant”) required membership in an 
International Federation of Accountants’ (“IFAC’s”) member body. This definition clearly will not work in many 
jurisdictions, including the United States, where determination for meeting the minimum requirements is set by the 
licensing bodies and membership in an IFAC member body, a professional association, is not required. 
 

 

NZICA A agrees that there has been a lack of clarity about who is an audit professional.  The standard of competences and 
scope of the role need to be understood in order to be clearly translated to member bodies. 
 
IES8 places the audit professional above professional accountant (three year requirement) and below the engagement 
partner (in terms of competency, capabilities and experience).   There is insufficient clarity about how senior/central a 
role the audit professional plays in the audit engagement.   
 
The standard does not make it clear whether the audit professional is a senior member of the engagement team, or has 
a supervisory role over professional accountants and other ‘foot soldiers’ in the audit engagement team (who also may 
have delegated responsibility for making decisions).   
 
NZICA supports the concept of the audit professional as being a senior member of an audit engagement team whose 
competence, capabilities and experience are critical to the successful completion of the audit engagement.  One would 
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expect the audit professional to be a supervisor (or one of the supervising auditors) in a larger audit team.  They should 
be able to move into the engagement partner role when they have sufficient and appropriate practical experience.   
 

PAC The definition should not be expanded and in fact it is preferable to stay with a basic definition of the audit professional 
at the entry level to the profession. In Ontario this would mean a newly licensed public accountant. 
 
Further expansion of the term generates greater confusion and the likelihood of inconsistency in application. Once an 
audit professional moves beyond the entry level, there are simply too many branches to the career path that are 
possible. These alternatives result from area of practice chosen, individual firm policies and practices, industry 
categories, country specific factors and many other variations. 
 
These unending permutations and combinations of factors affecting the audit professional’s career and related training 
are better and more effectively dealt with through professional supervision, regulatory oversight, an audit firm’s practice 
inspection and the application of the rules, supervision and quality control policies of audit firms. Taking this approach 
would allow the IAESB to set the education, experience and examination standards at the entry level for the audit 
professional. This approach promotes consistency for the entry level requirements if they are set at the appropriate 
level to facilitate global mobility for audit professionals. 
 
Further support for this approach is provided through the requirements of IES 7 – Continuing Professional 
Development: A Program of Lifelong Learning and Continuing Development of Professional Competence. 
 

 

POB-FRC IES8 recognizes that there are competency requirements beyond those obtained by members in qualifying which are 
necessary for audit engagement staff to exercise significant audit judgments and that these are likely to be obtained 
sometime between qualification and becoming engagement partner.  However, whilst the current definition of ‘audit 
professional’ is insufficiently clear, we believe that it is helpful in emphasizing the need for professionals to continue 
their professional development post qualification and identifying milestones between different levels of competence.
 

 

PWC We do not support “expansion” of the “Audit Professional” definition if the result would be a more complex and granular 
definition as that would almost certainly increase confusion. We realize that in drafting IES 8, the IAESB struggled with 
setting a standard which comprehensively addresses the theoretical questions relevant to auditor competence: when is 
a public accountant competent to be an auditor? when do auditors assume responsibility for significant judgments? 

See Question E 
also 
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when are auditors licensed? when do auditors assume the role of engagement partner? As these milestones often do 
not coincide and the norms may vary widely for IFAC member body jurisdictions, IES 8 attempts to address all 
eventualities. 
 
Our recommendation is that all auditors should be competent to perform their work within the context of appropriate 
supervision, review, reliance on specialists, consultation and quality control as required by the ISAs and ISQC 1. The 
audit team environment is mentioned in Paras 13, 14, 21 and 72 d but it is not mentioned in defining the competence 
requirements of the individual auditor.  
 
IES 8 should address the quality control environment on an engagement and its dynamic relationship with the 
competence of any individual member of the audit team. Further, the IAESB should consider if the standard should 
apply only to the auditor whose work is not subject to higher level review and approval. This principle is fully flexible 
from a sole practitioner to a large team working on a complex audit. If, rather, the standard is to focus on the minimum 
education required to license an audit practitioner, it should be possible to indicate the academic level required and 
knowledge areas tobe addressed. IES 8 attempts to do this in Paras 29 and 32 but then the requirements are 
complicated by reference to “an advanced level” in Paras 36 and 38. See further comments regarding education 
requirements in response to Question E below. 
 
We recommend that the IAESB limit the scope of IES 8 to the education requirements to license an audit practitioner as 
this creates the appropriate foundation for the audit profession. The responsibility for education after that point is 
subject to the requirements of IES 7. We recognize that IFAC member bodies often do not have the authority to grant 
licenses to audit but believe that IES 8 so drafted will impact their own standards for their members and, through the 
IFAC member bodies’ influence, the standards of other licensing bodies. 
 
We note that IES 1 – 6 set out the education requirements for an individual to begin a program of professional 
accounting education and the knowledge content to be acquired, the appropriate mix of skills and the professional 
values required, the ethics and attitudes to be acquired and the practical experience to be obtained before granting 
membership of an IFAC member body (also described as “qualifying as a professional accountant”). IES 7 prescribes 
actions by IFAC member bodies to foster, facilitate, monitor and enforce the continuing development and maintenance 
of professional competence for professional accountants. The IAESB should revisit the scope and purpose of IES 8 as 
part of consideration of the target audience. If IES 8 were redrafted to set out the education requirements and the 
required actions by IFAC member bodies as in IES 1- 7, it would likely be clearer and more useful in impacting member 
body compliance. 
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Royal NIVRA Defining “Audit Professional” is clearly a very important issue not only because it determines the scope of the standard 
but because of its indirect impact on the organisation of audit firms. 
 

 

RSM We broadly support the approach of expanding the “Audit Professional” definition by considering criteria such as the 
relationship between the auditor’s level of experience, the complexity and nature of an audit engagement, the use of 
specialists and the audit professional’s role during the engagement. We believe that clarifying this definition through 
expansion will help regulators and audit organizations to identify those people who meet this definition and are subject 
to the standard.  
 

 

SAICA We agree that the term “audit professional” requires further clarification. Further we support the expansion of the 
definition, since we believe that it should include all forms of assurance rather than just the audit of historical financial 
information.  
 
The IAESB should consider basing the revised definition of an audit professional on the term “auditor” contained in the 
IFAC Glossary of terms : “Auditor is used to refer to the person or persons conducting the audit, usually the 
engagement partner or other members of the engagement team …” but should expand this to include all members of 
the audit team as we believe that cognizance should also be made of the term “Assurance Team” as per the Code of 
Professional Conduct where it is recognised that different members of the team may need different types and levels of 
skills. 
 
The IAESB should also consider defining terms that correspond to the typical roles of audit professionals eg Audit 
Senior; Audit Supervisor; Audit Manager / Senior Manager / Associate Director; Audit Partner / Director. 
 
 
 

 

 Question C: Do you agree that any revision of IES 8 necessitates consideration of the use of the term 
“significant judgment”? If so, what advice would you give the IAESB on this matter? 

 

 

ACCA ACCA agrees that the term ‘significant judgment’ requires consideration within this review and that a clearer definition of 
this term should be included. 
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IAESB should consider all members who contribute to the wider audit team, including trainee auditors, when 
considering the term ‘significant judgment’.  
 

AICPA The term significant judgment, if retained, clearly needs further definition; an issue raised many times in prior 
questions/comments on implementation of IES 8.  However, it is a legitimate question as to whether significant 
judgment is a proper term to be used at all in the Standard.  Audits are generally guided by clear and established 
methodologies, and are undertaken by teams comprised of individuals at various levels of development and assigned 
roles appropriate to their training, experience, and competence.  And there is extensive supervision and review at all 
levels.  Given that process reality, the term significant judgment becomes almost impossible to define in a meaningful 
way. A better approach worth considering would be to substitute the language “…. a professional accountant who has 
responsibility, or has been delegated responsibility, for a significant role in an audit of historical financial information.”
 

 

BDO It is not clear to us whether there is a place for the term ‘significant judgment’ in an education standard.  Ultimately the 
judgment to allow a particular accounting treatment or to pass an unadjusted error as not material is that of the 
engagement partner.  The nature of delegated authority within an audit team may lead to 'significant judgments' being 
made by individuals at all levels of the team, with each member being responsible for evaluating the results of his or her 
own audit procedures.  Given this high level of subjectivity and variance from engagement to engagement  and across 
the spectrum of roles, we  do not agree with using 'significant judgment' as a differentiator in respect of training 
requirements.  
 
We recommend that the IAESB consider using IES 8 to give guidance on the training requirements for different roles 
and levels within the audit team. The audit profession as a whole uses largely consistent terms to identify these roles 
and levels as well as a hierarchical level of review requirements. 
 
Although for smaller assignments some roles may be combined, typical roles that can identified within an audit team, 
include: 
 
• Assistant 
• Senior 
• Manager 
• Partner 
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Generally the large and medium size firms have well-established competences for individuals fulfilling these roles. 
Auditing relies largely on practical, supervised experience for which classroom teaching is no substitute. Many first year 
assistants commence their role with limited training in auditing or financial reporting, but they are assigned appropriate 
roles within the team and most importantly are appropriately supervised, which includes extensive review of their work.
 
Auditing not only requires technical and academic prowess but also strong interpersonal skills which cannot be taught 
or refined in the classroom. Effective development relies on ‘hands on’ experience and on–the-job training. These 
practical skills are likely to include being able to: 
 
• Ask open and probing questions 
• Deal with matters of client conflict 
• Recognize when individuals are concealing the truth 
• Coordinate the various components of the audit 
• Review and interpret work performed by other members of the team 
• Coach and mentor audit team members. 
 
From a technical training perspective, although there may be few additional training requirements for those who fulfill 
the manager and partner roles, in reality it is the nature of the practical experience of respective individuals within the 
audit team which differs.  In order to ensure sufficiency of competence under IES 8, consideration needs to be given to 
the practical experience provided to individuals as part of their initial and continuing professional development.  
 
It is common in many countries for the assistant and senior roles to be performed by individuals who have not yet 
obtained professional qualifications. This properly reflects delivering training at the appropriate stage in that individual’s 
career. As such, these individuals are not technically qualified nor are they full members of a professional accounting 
organization (though they may have associate or trainee status with a member body). The requirements in IES 8 should 
recognize this and avoid the circular definition of ‘professional accountant’. 
 

CAI The current audit professional definition is dependent on “significant judgments”.  The Consultation Paper suggests that 
any revision may include additional guidance on the term “significant judgments” or the reliance on an alternative 
criterion.  Again we are supportive of this development.   
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CGA-Canada It is contended that the provision of a definition for the “significant judgment” term is unnecessary. It is an often used 

phrase, and accounting and auditing professionals, together with their member bodies well understand the meaning and 
intent of the term. It would perhaps be more fitting to provide clarifying guidance to further detail the IAESB’s intent if it is 
suspected that use of the term is not well understood.   The clarifying guidance or illustrative examples for purposes of 
“significant judgment” could include: 

• Assessing risk levels (e.g., acceptable level of audit risk, risk of material misstatement) 
• Developing the audit program 
• Staffing the engagement 
• Determining an appropriate sampling plan 
• Concluding on the reasonableness of significant balances or on the effectiveness of controls 
• Evaluating appropriateness and sufficiency of audit evidence 
• Concluding on the appropriate audit opinion” 

 
This would help ensure a common interpretation and understanding. 
 

 

CICA We understand that the introduction of the concept of “significant judgment” underlies much of the concern that has 
been raised with the implementation of IES 8 and to whom IES 8 applies. By its very nature, it describes an imprecise 
point in the learning and development cycle of a Professional Accountant. Although it has been accepted by some users 
of the standard, it does not appear to meet the needs of all stakeholders. 
 
The most effective way to eliminate these uncertainties in our view would be to eliminate the concept altogether from 
IES 8 – to address the competency requirements at a level of responsibility that is generally understood. The point at 
which one has “significant judgment” is a very difficult, if not impossible, level of competence to define and have 
understood by everyone. 
 
Can we learn from the other IFAC standard setters?  ISQC1 for example distinguishes only between Partner and Staff. 
Partner is defined as “any individual with authority to bind the firm with respect to the performance of a professional 
services engagement.” 
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In our view the IAESB should consider redrafting IES 8 in terms of the competence requirements of the Partner – a 
defined and generally understood role on the audit team. 
 

CICPA If the term of “significant judgment” is still used in the revised IES8, it should be clarified to assist the target audiences 
to understand the definition of “Audit Professionals”. Both qualitative and quantitative factors should be considered in 
clarifying the definition of “significant judgment”. For example, a certain amount can be defined as a threshold, if the 
amount influenced by the judgment is above the threshold, then the judgment should be considered as significant. 
 

 

CPA Ireland CPA Ireland agrees that any revision of IES 8 necessitates consideration of the use of the term “significant judgment 
and that the term ‘significant judgment’ requires definition or replacement. Suggestions include: 
i “significant judgment impacts on the conclusion(s) drawn on the basis of risk or materiality” , 
ii “A significant judgment is a judgment that may affect a stakeholder’s understanding of the financial position and or 

financial performance of an audited entity and may influence the decision of the stakeholder”. 
iii Alternatively, ‘professional judgment’ could be substituted for ‘significant judgment’, or 
iv ‘Significant’ could be omitted.  
 

 

CPA-
Australia-
ICAA-NIA 

Refer response to Question A above. - Subject to our comments above, we believe that the IAESB has identified the 
critical issues in respect of at “whom” the IES 8 requirements are aimed.  It is important that the definition applies to all 
audit professionals, who are required to exercise professional judgment and skepticism in all aspects of the audit 
engagement.  Therefore, we recommend that the IAESB consider that the definition utilize the term “professional 
judgment”, rather than significant judgment. 
 

See Question A 
also 

DTT The concept of ‘significant judgment’ in the definition of an audit professional is difficult to interpret as ‘significant 
judgment’ is a subjective construct, which will differ depending on context and can only be judged effectively in 
hindsight.   
 
We recommend that the Board consider an alternative definition of an audit professional that is open to less 
interpretation and therefore provides more clarity to professional accountants working as members of audit engagement 
teams, member bodies and other stakeholders. For example, the Board may consider the number of years of recent 
practical audit experience together with relevant CPD as we believe this may provide a more objective and measurable 
benchmark for the definition. 
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If the term significant judgement is retained in the definition of an audit professional then it is important that it be 
consistent with the definition of significant judgement under ISA 200, para A28.  
 

EYG We believe the term “significant judgment” needs clarification in the context of the definition of “Audit Professional.” In 
our view, every audit professional applies some professional judgment in executing audit procedures and fulfilling the 
requirements of the International Standards on Auditing (ISAs). This is inherent in gathering and evaluating audit 
evidence. The manner in which they do it, and the degree to which auditor judgment comes into play, is a function of the 
nature and complexity of any task they perform.  
 
As pointed out in the Paper, IES 8 implies that “significant judgment” is only applied by more experienced professionals 
and/or that the standard is only intended to apply to competency requirements of those more experienced 
professionals. At a minimum, a revised IES needs to be clearer and more explicit with respect to both of these matters. 
Moreover, we challenge whether a reference to “significant judgment” is needed at all in the definition of “Audit 
Professional.” Many are calling for a more robust professional judgment “framework” and, if one were to be developed, 
it would fall under the purview of the IAASB.  
 

See Question A 
also 

FAR Yes.  Please also see our discussion under general comments and answers to questions A and B. 
 

See Questions A & 
B also 

FEE Defining “Audit Professional” is clearly a very important issue not only because it determines the scope of the standard 
but because of its indirect impact on the organization of audit firms.  
 
FEE emphasizes the need to ensure consistency with other standards including ISAs. The expression “significant 
judgments” is used for instance in ISA 200 (A 27), ISA 220 (paragraph 7, 20, 21, 25), ISA 230 paragraph 8 (3) and A8. 
It is also used in ISQC 1 referring to professional judgments made by the team. It would not be acceptable that IAESB 
develops its own definitions.  
 
Considering the definition of audit professional in the current versions of ISAs and IES 8, FEE does not support the 
extension of the scope to all team members to comply with IES 8. As illustrated by paragraph 27 of IES 8, this cannot 
be the objective of the standard. Paragraph 16 of the framework states that “an individual becomes competent through 
learning and development”. Continuing development of professional competence is clearly a necessity in audit firms. 
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We are concerned that the current definition of audit professional, especially given the related ambiguity over 
“significant judgment”, may result in members of the audit team who are too junior wrongly being considered audit 
professionals for the purposes of compliance with IES 8. For example, the trainee can hardly be an audit professional.
 
a) The scope of the IESs is to prescribe standards of education for ‘professional accountants’ and the scope of 

IES 8 is to prescribe the minimum competence requirements for ‘audit professionals’. In IES 8, the definitions 
of both terms are linked with each other. 

b) The scope of the provisions of the IESBA Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants is evidently for 
‘professional accountants’, as covered by the IESs and (indirectly) by IES 8.  

c) The scope of the provisions of the ISAEs is for ‘practitioners’, which are defined as ‘professional accountants 
in public practice’, as covered by the IESs and (indirectly) by IES 8.  

d) The scope of the provisions of the ISRSs is for ‘accountants’, which are also defined as ‘professional 
accountants in public practice’, as covered by the IESs and (indirectly) by IES 8. 

e) However, the scope of the provisions of the ISAs is for ‘auditors’ which refers to the person or persons 
conducting the audit, usually the engagement partner, or other members of the engagement team (also 
referred to as ‘staff’ or ‘professionals’) or the audit firm. ‘Engagement partners’ are presumably a part or a 
subset of ‘audit professionals’ and ‘professional accountants’. How ‘engagement team members’, ‘staff’, or 
‘professionals’ and ‘auditors’ in general link (or not) into ‘audit professionals’ and ‘professional accountants’ is 
unfortunately less clear.  

f)  As IESs (and the IESBA Code of Ethics) are also meant to be instrumental in performing the role of auditors 
including members of engagements teams (or staff or professionals), it would be useful if it were further 
clarified how they are linked or not linked. 

 
Management of staff and structuring the organization in audit firms is however something that can hardly be 
regulated. FEE draws attention to the negative reactions that competition authorities could have towards such rules 
imposed by standard setters. A principle-based approach needs to be maintained. 
 
 

FSR FSR emphasizes the need to ensure consistency with other standards including ISAs. The expression “significant 
judgments” is used in several ISAs. It would be most inappropriate if the IAESB develops its own definitions. 
 

 

Goyal In my view the apprehension that the current expression may limit the "Audit Professional” to very senior members 
of engagement team is not very relevant. In South Asian side this is properly understood. However, if the 
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clarification is deemed necessary, it may be accordingly provided.    

 
ICAEW Yes. Our view is that the term ‘significant judgment’ should be removed from the standard. We believe that the inclusion 

of this term takes away from rather than adds to the clarity of the IES. There is not an agreed view on what constitutes a 
‘significant judgment’ and no likely prospect of reaching agreement given the number of variables, including the size of 
the firm, the nature of the audit work to be performed, the decisions concerning the importance or materiality of the 
results of audit work or decisions about the form of the audit conclusion. There is also the potential for further confusion 
with certain ISAs over how they define a significant judgment. In our view, an audit professional would be better defined 
through meeting the educational criteria set by IES 8, but with no reference to the making of significant judgments.  
 

 

ICAI-SAFA “Significant judgment” will depend on the level of Audit to be performed and the size of the organization. Any further 
elaboration is not required. 
 

 

ICAP The term “significant judgment” is the root cause of confusion in complying with IES requirements. We note that ISA 
uses the word “professional judgment”. 
  
We understand that the purpose of inclusion of term “significant judgment” in the definition of “audit professional” is to 
keep application of IES 8 restricted to audit supervisors and mangers as is evident from Paragraph 27 of the IES which 
states that: 
 
 “Audit professional will need further development to progress, through supervisory and managerial roles, to acting as 
the engagement partner.” 
 
However, such intention is not explicitly given in IES, which results in varied interpretations by member bodies. 
 
We are not suggesting that the terms “supervisor” or “manager” be used, which are also not recognized terms under 
ISA. Moreover, the responsibility of supervision, according to ISA, lies with engagement partner. Therefore, the term 
supervisor will again refer to engagement partner which is not the intention of IES.  
 
As suggested at (B) above the hierarchy in ISA may be adopted with slight changes as follows: 
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• Managing partner 
• Audit Engagement partner 
• Audit Partner 
• Auditor 
 
The proposed definition of the above are: 
 
• “managing partner” refers to a person who assumes ultimate responsibility for the firm’s system of quality control.
 
• “engagement partner” refers to audit partner or other person in the firm who is responsible for the audit 

engagement and its performance, and for the report that is issued on behalf of the firm, and who, where required, 
has the appropriate authority from a professional, legal or regulatory body. 

 
• “audit partner” refers to individual in the audit engagement team, including employee of the firm, with authority to 

bind the firm with respect to the performance of audit engagement. 
 
• “auditor” refers to all persons conducting audit, including audit support staff; 

 
• IES 8 may prescribe competence requirements of “engagement partner” and “audit partner”. IES may also 

contain guidance on competencies for other personnel of audit engagement team. 
 
 

ICAS In ICAS’s view there should be guidance on what “significant judgments” might entail given that this is key to defining 
who falls within the scope of IES 8.   
There are a number of practitioners who would argue that as the audit engagement principal is ultimately responsible 
he/she is the only person exercising “significant judgments”.  Clearly, IES 8 is intended to go beyond this and, therefore, 
further guidance and clarification is important. 
 
ICAS considers this to be a difficult area and is of the view that a strict definition would not be useful given that 
“significant judgments” has a different meaning on different audits, depending on the nature and complexity of the audit.  
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ICAS considers that a principle-based approach should be used and should allow the audit firm to exercise their 
professional judgment in determining which individuals on which audits exercise “significant judgments”.  This should 
not be formulaic.  Consideration should be given to who is responsible for the identification of significant risks and 
responding to those risks through the design of suitable audit procedures which could include the exercise of significant 
judgment. 

This was one of the main issues addressed in the ICAS 8 guidance issued to firms in 2008.  The ICAS guidance states:
 
“This needs to be assessed across all of the firm’s audits, because the extent of involvement of managers and audit 
staff will vary from office to office, and audit to audit, depending on the size and complexity of each audit engagement.  
The term “significant judgments” is, unfortunately, not defined in IES8. 
 
It is not sufficient to say that the audit engagement partner is the sole individual making such judgments.  Whilst the 
engagement partner has overall responsibility, much of the operational responsibility will delegated to other members of 
staff.  It is highly probable that any members of the audit team who directly report to the audit engagement partner are 
likely to exercise significant judgment, unless their work is confined to only basic tasks. 
 
There are a number of indicators of significant judgments being exercised, including the following types of judgments:
• planning: 

o an initial assessment of the entity’s risks (e.g. fraud risks, assertion risks, significant risks); 
o setting materiality levels; or  
o determining the audit approach at the planning stage of an audit; 

• conclusions over significant fieldwork areas, such as: 
o accounting treatments or significant financial statement disclosures; 
o the evidence obtained over key or critical audit areas; 

• assessing what matters are reported to the audit engagement partner; 
• making preliminary judgments on: 

o unadjusted/adjusted errors; 
o what is reported to those charged with governance; and/or 
o the type of audit report to be issued. 
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This list above contains examples only, and is not exhaustive.  You will, therefore, need to apply common sense in 
considering who exercises significant judgments on audit engagements. 
 
On some assignments, and for some small firms, it may be that the audit engagement principal (or Responsible 
Individual) is the only person involved in the audit or the only person making significant judgments (say, for example, 
the staff member is only conducting basic tests over non risky areas, such as bank and cash).  In other assignments the 
senior managers, managers or supervisors are likely to be exercising significant judgments, given their responsibility for 
reviewing other audit team members’ work and making assessments of information to be referred to the audit 
engagement partner for consideration.  Firms may also find that on some small audits some personnel who are not at 
manager/supervisor level, may be responsible for all of the audit work and making decisions as to what is reported to 
the partner for follow up (for example, where there is no manager involvement), and in this case this person would be 
exercising “significant judgments.” 

The purpose of an International Education Practice Statement (IEPS) as set out in the IAESB Framework is to assist 
IFAC member bodies to implement and achieve good practice, as prescribed by the IESs.  ICAS is of the opinion that 
the original IES8 should have been issued with a Practice Statement.  In relation to the revised IES 8 there are likely to 
be a number of areas which would benefit from further interpretation, illustration and expansion and an IEPS will, 
therefore, be required for the revised IES8.  ICAS is also of the view that to be of most benefit, the Board must develop 
and issue an IEPSs on a timely basis with a Standard.  

 
ICJCE In line with our answer to question “b” above we are of the opinion that definition of the term “significant judgment” is of 

great importance because the definition of “audit professional” has an impact on the organization of the audit firms. In 
this regard we are concerned that requirements in IES 8 may result to be applicable to all members of the audit team 
even to junior members or trainees which is not the aim of IES 8. The engagement partner should decide on the level of 
competence of the members of the audit team taking into account the nature and complexity of the engagement. 
 

See Question B 
also 

IDW In line with our responses to Question B, we believe that a revision of IES 8 as we have proposed would eliminate the 
need to consider the use of the term significant judgment. Nevertheless, we would like to provide you with the advice 

See Question B 
also 
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that the IAASB considered whether the term “significant judgment” ought to be defined (in particular, in ISA 230, among 
other standards) and decided that it was too difficult to define in a way that would not lead to counterproductive results. 
We therefore advise the IAESB not to attempt to try to define such a term without having consulted the IAASB, but 
would prefer not to need to define the term in the first place. 
 

IRBA  We do not agree that the term ‘significant judgment’ should be used in the IES. The IAASB does not define 
‘significant judgment’ but has definitions for ‘significant risk’ (“An identified and assessed risk of material 
misstatement, that, in the auditor’s judgment, requires special audit consideration”) as audits conducted are 
risk based, and for ‘professional judgment’ (“The application of relevant training, knowledge and experience, 
within the context provided by auditing, accounting and ethical standards, in making informed decisions about 
the courses of action that are appropriate in the circumstances of the audit engagement”). The latter 
definition, in our view, accurately summarises the competences required of an audit professional.    

 

 

JICPA We agree that the IAESB considers the use of the term “Significant Judgment” in IES 8. 
 

 

KPMG No we do not agree it is appropriate to incorporate the term “significant judgment” in IES 8 since all professionals are 
required to exercise judgment irrespective of what level they are operating.  The ISAs discuss the engagement team 
making significant judgments without defining this term.  Therefore, distinguishing between judgment and “significant 
judgment” for the purpose of establishing competency requirements is too subjective since the term does not 
necessarily relate to an individual with a specific role or level of experience.   
 
We also note that  the ISAs consistently refer to the fact that the responsibility for “significant judgments” on an audit 
reside with the Engagement Partner and we feel that to include it in the definition of the audit professional is 
inconsistent with other IFAC Board Standards and adds unnecessary confusion to the definition.  
 
Rather than try to differentiate competency requirements on the basis of those involved in making significant 
professional judgments, we recommend that IAESB consider differentiating the requirements along the lines 
discussed in Section 130.3 of the Code. The Code states that:  
 

130.1   The principle of  professional competence and due care imposes on professional accountants the 
obligation (a) To maintain professional knowledge and skill at the level required to ensure that clients or 
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employers receive competent professional service; and (b) To act diligently in accordance with applicable 
technical and professional standards when providing professional services. 
 
130.2 Competent professional service requires the exercise of sound judgment in applying professional 
knowledge and skill in the performance of such service. Professional competence may be divided into two 
separate phases:  (a) Attainment of professional competence; and (b) Maintenance of professional 
competence. 

 
The attainment of competence for an audit professional is a perpetual process and the level of competence required 
varies depending on factors such as the experience of the audit professional, the nature of the engagement, etc. It 
may be helpful to use the Code criteria of “attainment” and “maintenance” to provide baseline guidance on 
competency requirements for the audit professional expanding it to consider the personnel levels as defined in ISQC 1 
(partner and staff) for practical application.  
 
As noted previously we believe consistent linkage back to the Code and other IFAC Board Standards, will serve to not 
only ensure consistency among IFAC Board literatures but perhaps also create accountability for other non member 
bodies to comply.  
 

Mahadevan Significant judgement in respect of material items  of audit 
 

 

MICPA Yes 
 

 

NASBA NASBA believes that the different levels of judgment within attest and assurance engagements of historical financial 
information require consideration within a principles based standard of attaining the competence to make the judgments 
required at that level and for that engagement. The different engagements performed (such as compilation, review and 
audit) and the differences in the accounting for different types of entities require specific preparation. Thus, NASBA 
believes that any principles-based standard of competence should clearly provide for different levels of competence 
based on the judgments to be made by an audit professional on a particular engagement. This approach would 
recognize that increased responsibilities within an engagement require individual development from continuing 
professional education and experience which would not necessarily be required for meeting the minimum requirements 
for designation as an audit professional. 
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Relating any competence standards to the types of judgments would obviate having to further define the term 
“significant judgment” and allow it to be replaced by a principles based standard which relates the significance of the 
judgment to be made by an audit professional to the necessary competence of that audit professional. 
 

NZICA As noted in the consultation paper, no definition of significant judgment is provided in IES8.  This has created 
uncertainty, as to the requirements that should be placed upon the different professionals working within the audit team.  
NZICA’s position is that making a significant judgment is not a sufficient definition of an audit professional.  It should be 
the complexity, scope and nature of the audit engagement that drives the required standards of competence.   
 

 

PAC I agree that the use of the term “significant judgment” must be dealt with in the revised IES 8 when defining the 
professional accountant. It is important to avoid revisions to a descriptor for judgment that may lead to confusion and 
inconsistent application. The requirements of the various International Standards on Auditing (ISA) differ depending on 
which ISA is referred to. For instance, the most significant and complex judgment is required for ISA 540 on auditing 
accounting estimates whereas the judgment requirements for other ISAs are more straightforward. Confusion could be 
avoided by being consistent with the definition of professional judgment in ISA 200.13(k). 
 
As noted in section 1.A of this letter, it would be preferable to define the professional accountant as an individual who is 
able to achieve the requirements of ISA 200.03. By taking this approach, there is no need to define words such as 
“significant”.  The audit process then relies on the principle of appropriate audit supervision and second opinions to 
demonstrate that judgment was applied at a level which meets established audit standards. This approach is further 
supported by the quality control post review process of an audit engagement by regulatory, audit organizations or 
individual firms. 
 

 

PWC We agree that revision of IES 8 necessitates consideration of the use of the term “significant judgment”. IES 8 attempts 
to distinguish the three concepts of the audit professional (significant judgment), licensing and the engagement partner. 
Since these are not distinct categories for most individuals or jurisdictions, the conceptual framework of IES 8 becomes 
obscure. This has led to confusion in that (1) all members of an audit team have responsibilities and (2) in gathering 
and documenting audit evidence, all use their faculty of judgment. The risk exists of widely varying 
interpretations by member bodies, audit organizations and/or regulators. 
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It may be appropriate to use the term “significant judgment” in some way in IES 8. If so, the term should be used in a 
manner consistent with the ISAs. The term "significant judgment" is used in relation to engagement quality control 
review (ISA 220.20, for example). ISA 230 on documentation refers to “significant matters” and “significant professional 
judgments” (ISA 230.8(c)). Presumably this required documentation brings such matters to the attention and therefore 
final responsibility of the engagement partner. Accordingly, we believe that responsibility for significant judgments 
should be defined to operate at the highest level of review and concurrence on the engagement. 
 
Further, we note that IES 8 requires a period of relevant practical experience before taking on the role of an audit 
professional (Para 54). The standard recommends at least two years of experience in audit work under the guidance of 
an engagement partner. It appears therefore that IES 8 recognizes that an auditor working under the guidance of an 
engagement partner is not making significant judgments. It would be consistent to extend this concept to any auditor 
working under the guidance of an engagement partner. This would clarify many of the issues regarding the definition of 
“significant judgment” if the term remains in IES 8. 
 
The corollary principle is that all persons working on an audit should be subject to supervision and review appropriate to 
the responsibilities and competence of the individual. It may prove that in shifting the focus of IES 8 to the combined 
competence of the audit team and/or to the minimum education to be required to license an audit practitioner the term 
“significant judgment” will no longer be useful. 
 

Royal NIVRA Royal NIVRA emphasises the need to ensure consistency with other standards including ISAs and ISQC1 where the 
expression “significant judgements” is used as well. It would not be acceptable that IAESB develops its own definitions.  
However, we are concerned that the current definition of audit professional, especially given the related ambiguity over 
“significant judgement”, may result in members of the audit team who are too junior wrongly being considered audit 
professionals for the purposes of compliance with IES 8. The trainee can hardly be an audit professional. 
 
Considering the definition of audit professional in the current versions of ISAs and IES 8 and the scope of the 
responsibilities in ISQC1 and the Code of Ethics, we do not support the extension of the scope to all team members to 
comply with IES 8  
 
Management of staff and structuring the organisation in audit firms is regulated in a principle based way in ISQC1 and 
the Code of Ethics. Such a principle-based approach needs to be maintained.  
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RSM We believe that the existing use of the term “significant judgment” within the Audit Professional definition has the 
potential to create confusion if not more clearly defined. Accordingly, we agree that revision of the IES 8 necessitates 
consideration of this term.  
 

 

SAICA Yes. Various levels of competence, capabilities and experience are required for the various team members on an audit. 
These attributes vary according to the complexity and nature of the audit engagement and to limit the definition only to 
a professional accountant who has responsibility for exercising “significant judgment” in the audit of historical financial 
information is insufficient. For example, as noted elsewhere in the standard, certain industries are highly regulated. 
Audit professionals in such circumstances require an advanced knowledge of the regulations in such industries despite 
the fact that significant judgments may not be required. This advanced level needs to be more clearly defined as it is 
above and beyond that of a “professional accountant”. 
 
The IAESB should also consider specifying competence per level of team member (in broad terms) on an audit 
engagement from junior team members to the most senior member of the audit team, usually the audit partner.  
 
Alternatively, consideration should be given to amending the term “significant judgment” to that of “professional 
judgment” as defined in the Glossary of Terms – i.e. “the application of relevant training, knowledge and experience, 
within the context provided by auditing, accounting and ethical standards, in making informed decisions about the 
courses of action that are appropriate in the circumstances of the audit engagement.” 
 
 
 

 

 Question D: Are there any additional considerations that you would like the IAESB to consider when clarifying 
guidance on shared responsibilities among the stakeholders identified above? 
 

 

ACCA IAESB should take on board local considerations and national recognition considerations when clarifying guidance on 
shared responsibilities. For example, countries where only a national and/or nationally-qualified auditor can sign off 
accounts.  
 

 

AICPA The question of whether, in the definitions cited for an audit professional, the phrase “… in an audit of historical financial 
information is appropriate. That will be discussed further in the next area of issues, but suffice it to say that competency 
in audits today and going forward does and should take into account activity in areas including but not limited to 
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historical financial information. 
 
Finally, related to the first issue area, the clarification of the target audience for IES 8 and the questions posed, we 
definitely support a principles based standard, believe clarification of the definition of an Audit Professional is 
necessary, and question the validity and usefulness of the term significant judgment in the standard. 
 

BDO We support a principles-based approach such that any guidance will take into account the differing education and 
qualification criteria in each jurisdiction and so will help with consistent application of IES 8.    
 
In order to ensure improved clarity and focus, we continue to support the notion that IES 8 be targeted towards auditors 
of historical financial information.  Although elements of the revised IES 8 may assist or provide guidance to those 
engaged in other assurance assignments, we believe it is important that IES 8 remains focused on its target audience.
 

 

CAI We do not have any additional issues which we would wish you to consider as part of this revision.   
 

 

CGA-Canada As this particular standard is specifically directed to the audit professional the document would benefit from 
supplemental material explaining the interrelationships between the member bodies, and those of the other 
stakeholders (such as audit organizations, oversight bodies and regulatory authorities).  In so doing it will inform the 
reader of the entities’ respective roles within the regulatory framework, detailing where responsibility for the 
development and assessment of the competence of the professional resides as opposed to the compliance component 
of the regime (which is outside of the member bodies’ domain). 
 

 

CICA The IAESB should keep in mind the purpose and objectives of the IESs as recently described in the new Framework for 
International Education Standards for Professional Accountants when clarifying “guidance on shared responsibilities”. 
Defining specific obligations for stakeholders other than member bodies, would be inconsistent with the Framework and 
would be difficult to enforce. We believe that the standards should be written per the Framework to assist member 
bodies and to enhance the understanding of other stakeholders.  
 

 

CICPA The additional considerations for stakeholders should also include the designation and delivery of the development 
education program. 
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CPA Ireland The CPA Institute considers the reference to “other third parties” to be too broad and that it should be narrowed as 
much as possible to relevant stakeholders. For example other stakeholders should include training practices and 
educators. 
 

 

CPA-
Australia-
ICAA-NIA 

Regulatory and professional aspects of the audit environment vary between jurisdictions.  In recognition of this the 
IAESB should ensure that competency requirements can be effectively applied by different types of organizations – for 
example professional accounting bodies in one country, a Government regulator in another.  With this in mind, it is 
appropriate for a revised IES to focus upon, and describe, what may be considered to be more generic, base level 
competency requirements.  Matters pertaining to specialist industries and specific types of audit engagements may be 
best addressed by separate jurisdictions through registration arrangements that reflect contextual circumstances. 
 

 

DTT We believe it would be useful to consider whether different stakeholders have different responsibilities depending 
on their mandate rather than identifying shared responsibilities applicable to all stakeholders.  
 
It is also important to recognise that respective responsibilities may be determined as a matter of fact (e.g. by local 
legal requirements), and that therefore non-IFAC member bodies such as governments may play a significant role 
in licensing of accountants and auditors – and may impose specific competence requirements as part of these 
licensing arrangements. 
 
See also our comments in response to Question A above. 
 

See Question A 
also 

EYG While we have not performed a comprehensive review of the ISAs and other IFAC standards to determine where and 
how the terms “Audit Professional” and “significant judgment” are used (e.g., the definition of an “Audit Professional” 
would not only apply to this standard but also to the independence standards promulgated by the IESBA), collectively 
we should ensure that the consultation process does not result in different, and potentially contradictory, terminology 
across all IFAC standards.  
 
Given that this is the first IES not addressed specifically to member bodies, we agree that there is a need to clarify 
member body and other stakeholder responsibilities relative to the implementation of the standard in order to ensure 
that audit professionals acquire and maintain the specific capabilities and competence required in their role. 
 

 



Revision of International Education Standard 8 - Comment Analysis                                       Agenda Item 6-3 

July 29, 2010  Page 57 of 121 

FAR FAR supports the remark that IES 8 should further consider the responsibilities of regulatory authorities for the 
development and assessment of the required competences.  In the European Union, public oversight bodies have the 
ultimate responsibility for the approval and registration of statutory auditors.  In Sweden this is true for both mandatory 
and voluntary audits.  The Directive is input-based in defining a list of skills for an auditor.  The impact from member 
bodies on this should be dealt with in IES8. 
 

 

FEE FEE strongly supports the remark in the consultation paper that IES 8 should consider further the responsibilities of 
regulatory authorities for the development and assessment of the required competences. This is necessary in 
particular when implementing the new drafting conventions.  
 
In the European Union, public oversight bodies have the ultimate responsibility for the approval and registration of 
statutory auditors – a concept that does not necessarily match with the definition in IES 8. This responsibility 
extends to the assessment of the compliance with the legal provision on initial professional development included 
in the EC Directive 2006/43. It is relevant to observe that oversight applies in all kinds of audit in the EU, not only 
on the audit of public interest entities. As an illustration of this situation, FEE would like to draw attention of IAESB 
on a difference between the European Directive and IES 8. Whereas IES 8 could adopt a competence-based 
approach, the Directive will remain input-based in defining a list of matters to be included in the curriculum. For 
different reasons, it was not possible to obtain an amendment of the law on the occasion of the reform approved in 
2006. 
 

 

FSR In the European Union, public oversight bodies have the ultimate responsibility for the approval and registration of 
statutory auditors – a concept that does not necessarily match with the definition in IES 8. This responsibility extends to 
the assessment of the compliance with the legal provision on initial professional development included in the EC 
Directive 2006/43. It is relevant to observe that oversight applies in all kinds of audit in the EU, not only on the audit of 
public interest entities. 
 
As an illustration of this situation, FSR would like to draw the attention of the IAESB to a difference between the 
European Directive and IES 8. Whereas IES 8 could adopt an output based approach for developing and maintaining 
capabilities and competences, in the EU the Directive will remain input-based in defining a list of matters to be included 
in the curriculum. 
 
Also, the role and responsibilities of professional bodies in Europe have been substantially modified by these regulatory 
reforms. The flexibility to structure the curriculum which existed in the past might be reduced. 
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Goyal Nothing further to add.  

 
 

ICAEW We suggest that it might be helpful for the Exposure Draft to offer additional clarification and guidance on the respective 
division of responsibilities among stakeholders for ensuring compliance with the Standard. 
 
We suggest that a revised standard should be clearer that individual auditors bear a personal responsibility through 
their ethical codes and CPD obligations to ensure that they have the required knowledge and skills to perform their 
duties. 
 
The responsibility of firms is to appoint a competent team to conduct the audit. Firms should have processes in place to 
ensure that the person leading the team – the ‘audit professional’ or engagement partner – has the required skills. 
Firms consider both technical skills and management skills when appointing engagement partners.  
 
The role of regulatory bodies should be to ensure that firms have policies and processes to ensure the competence of 
those appointed as engagement partners, and to assess the quality of completed audits. 
 

 

ICAI-SAFA IAESB should think of designing an international benchmark curriculum and that would cover all subjects in addition to 
training guide. Local tax and corporate laws subjects should be included for which also a guideline of level of knowledge 
i.e. expert level of knowledge be prescribed. It is suggested that all member bodies should comply with the proposed 
international curriculum and only members of IFAC member bodies that would comply with proposed international 
curriculum, will be treated as ‘Audit Professional’. This will also enable cross border movement of Audit Professionals.
 
IAESB should review and approve the syllabus and level of examination and training of member bodies.  
 
Further the meaning of ‘Engagement Partner’, ‘Audit Professional’, and Quality Review Partner’ need to be clearly 
defined. This will also need clear defining of their responsibilities from disciplinary angle. 
 

 

ICAP Audit engagements involve serious public interest issue and are well regulated by regulators. The member bodies also 
share the responsibility of compliance with local regulation with the regulators. Therefore definition of audit professional 
may create a difference of opinion between the two if not clearly defined or a wider approach is adopted. Moreover, it 
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should also be taken into consideration that in developing nations the large number of audit firms is owned by single 
member of member bodies and in such firms single member acts as engagement partner and audit professional.  
 

ICJCE The ICJCE supports that IES 8 should consider further the responsibilities of the regulatory authorities. The ICJCE also 
supports a principles-based approach as the framework of the education program for auditors to be further developed at 
national level. In Spain, the Audit Law includes a list of subjects required in the access education programs therefore in 
some cases differences in the requirements in the Spanish legislation and in IES 8 may arise if IES 8 were too detailed.
 

 

IDW As noted in our response to A, since educational paths, structures, and responsibilities among relevant stakeholders, in 
relation to the qualification of professional accountants or licensed auditors in different jurisdictions, vary considerably, 
we do not believe that it will be possible to provide useful requirements or guidance in relation to shared responsibilities 
among the stakeholder groups mentioned. We therefore recommend that other than stating that such a shared 
responsibility exists in varying degrees, the IAESB refrain from providing requirements or guidance in this matter.  
 

See Question A 

IRBA  The term, “other third parties” is unclear. Does it for example, include tertiary education providers?  
 The consultation paper refers to only the “audit of historic financial information”. As audit professionals also 

perform other types of assurance engagements, we suggest the scope be broadened to include all assurance 
engagements. 

 Consider specifying audit standard setters as a stakeholder and clarifying ‘audit organisation’. 
 

 

JICPA There are no additional matters we would like the IAESB to consider at this time. 
 

 

KPMG No additional considerations over those already covered above. 
 

 

Mahadevan Responsibility is to the primary stakeholder to whom the report is addressed 
 
There are no shared responsibilities  for governance among stakeholders 
 
Hence there should not be any shared responsibilities 
 

 

MICPA No 
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NASBA NASBA also believes that any principles-based standard for defining the competence of auditors of historical financial 
information should recognize that different jurisdictions have different ways in which an individual can meet minimum 
requirements to be deemed a “professional accountant.” An “audit professional” is a “professional accountant” who is 
performing engagements related to historical financial information. Different jurisdictions have developed varied 
education, experience, and examination requirements for meeting the minimum requirements for determination as a 
“professional accountant” because of diverse legal, educational institution, enforcement, and cultural factors. A 
principles-based standard should recognize these alternative ways of meeting the requirements to be deemed as a 
“professional accountant” which are the minimum requirements to be an “audit professional.” In addition, this approach 
would allow the term “audit professional” to be applied to any engagement team member meeting the jurisdictional 
requirements as a “professional accountant.” 
 

 

PAC Many country jurisdictions have shared or overlapping responsibilities among audit organizations, government 
legislation and regulatory bodies. In Canada these include national accounting organizations, their respective provincial 
member bodies, provincial and federal legislation and regulatory bodies such as the Canadian Public Accountability 
Board and for the province of Ontario, the Council. It should be sufficient to assume that these respective organizations 
recognize their collective responsibilities to share the changes that occur as standards or requirements change. 
Research has shown that how standards are applied is significantly influenced by a country’s legal and regulatory 
system.  
 

 

PWC We support the requirement currently in IES 8 (Para 67) that where other bodies license auditors, IFAC member bodies 
are obliged to notify them about this IES, encouraging its adoption. If the redrafted standard satisfactorily deals with the 
issues raised in the consultation paper, this should be a sufficient statement regarding those licensing bodies. 
 
The IAESB should consider whether any education or processes required for audit organizations beyond those 
currently required in ISQC1 should be incorporated in ISQC1 or should be dealt with in a separate ISQC standard as 
this would seem the more appropriate home for a standard addressed to audit organizations and their quality. 
 

 

Royal NIVRA Royal NIVRA supports the remark in the consultation paper that IES 8 should consider further the responsibilities of 
regulatory authorities for the development and assessment of the required competences. However we feel that IAESB 
pronouncements should firstly be consistent the other IFAC Standard Setting Boards pronouncements.  
 

 

RSM We recommend that the clarification include clear guidance on how these shared responsibilities should be monitored  
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to ensure effective implementation of the standard.  
 

SAICA The IAESB should consider providing clarity by way of guidance material in defining the breakdown of responsibilities 
between where competencies required for audit professionals are acquired such as academic programs, professional 
training programs and Continuing Professional Development (CPD). It would also be useful to clarify whether any 
specific CPD is required for “audit professional” post qualification and what this should be. 
 
In the first paragraph under the heading 1. Clarification of IES 8 target audience, the consultation paper refers to the 
fact that IES 8 is addressed to parties other than only member bodies, which include “other third parties”.  The latter 
term is very unclear and should be clarified.  Does it, for example, include tertiary education providers?   
 
Further the inclusion of stakeholders other than IFAC member bodies could lead to member bodies not being able to 
comply fully with the standard as the role of the “audit professional” is often controlled by bodies other than the member 
body and it is not mandatory for such body to apply the IES’s. It is therefore important to provide clearer guidance on 
the role of the member body in such circumstances. It would not be worth defining “other stakeholders” responsibilities 
as neither IFAC nor the member body would be able to control this. 
 
 
 

 

 Question E: In considering the question of “advanced level” competences, do you believe that the IAESB has 
identified an area that requires further clarification? If so, how would you advise the IAESB to approach this 
matter? 

 
 

 

ACCA Advanced level competences do need clarification. In addition as audit work is carried out in teams, which can include 
unqualified trainee accountants, there is a need to identify competence required at all levels. Competences should be 
identified for both technical and non-technical skills and should include interpersonal skills. 
 

 

AICPA The question of and definitions for “advanced level competencies” raises a fundamental question – the scope of the 
current Standard.  In the previous section we noted the composition of an audit team and the various roles involved, 
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each assigned to an individual depending on their level of development. Yet the current IES 8 addresses advanced 
level competencies over and above those required of an audit professional, and only defines these competencies for 
audit professionals performing transnational audits and audits in specialized industries. The questions raised by the 
advanced level competencies are many: What is the relevance, if any, for those members of an audit team below 
advanced competency, however defined?   How is a member body to draw a definitive line for implementing the 
standard?  For those with advanced competency, however defined, but not working on transnational or specialized 
industry audience, what is the relevance/value of the standard?  Put simply, who is this standard aimed at – an audit 
partner? an audit senior? Other? And what is the potential application of the standard, if any, to audits of SMEs? Not-
for-profit enterprises? etc. The current Standard assumes that audit professionals meet the requirements set forth in 
IESs 1-5, but the consistency across all Standards is not necessarily confirmed, and in fact is one of the objectives of 
revising all the Standards. Greater clarity regarding the scope of IES 8 and its harmony with the other Standards is 
desirable. 
 

BDO We consider that the use of the term ‘advanced level’ leads to some ambiguity within IES 8. It is more likely to be the 
case that the ‘Audit Professional’ may not have an ‘advanced’ level of competency in all technical issues relating to an 
audit, particularly in the case of larger, more complex entities, but instead will know how and where to access the 
knowledge required and be capable of consulting specialists as anticipated by ISAs.  
 
Again, we believe it would be more reflective of current practices within the global audit profession for individuals to be 
required to have the most appropriate level of competence based on their role within the team and the work that they 
are required to perform.  
 

 

CAI IES 8, as noted in the Consultation Paper, identifies a number of areas where skills are required at an advanced level.  
We do consider that some additional clarification is needed as: 
 
 No clarification or guidance is provided at present on what is meant by either basic or advanced knowledge 

and skill levels; 
 Any list of skills without any additional clarification is somewhat subjective.  Such a list may be subject to 

change over time or over a career; 
 Different legal and professional requirements may prevail in different countries particularly at an sectoral level; 
 Any mandatory list needs to accommodate the varying needs of audit client size, industry complexity and 
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other areas which may be more significant.  Complexity alone is unlikely to be a sufficient differentiator. 
 

CGA-Canada CGA-Canada’s opinion is that the existing formatting of the Standard is very useful.  Section 2 provides for the 
competence requirements of all audit professionals, whilst Section 3 articulates the additional requirements for those 
leading the engagement, and finally, in the most complex of circumstances the reader may reference Section 4. 
 
However, there are two very key pieces of information which are contained within Section 4.  These include direction for 
specific industries, and guidance on practical experience. The intent with the existing ordering of the document makes it 
clear that this information is intended for those involved in the most complex of environments. We believe that this 
information is relevant to all audit professionals, and that readers would benefit from reordering of this material to the 
general section of the Standard.   
 

 

CICA We agree that this is an area that requires further clarification. It is a fundamental issue that affects not only the 
redrafting of IES 8 but the redrafting of IES 2 to IES 4.  
 
Currently the ‘core’ knowledge and skills required of all IFAC member bodies is included in IES 2 to IES 4.  Skills 
required for an audit specialty are included in IES 8 as additional or “advanced” knowledge , skills and competence over 
and above those articulated in IES 2 to IES 4. 
 
We suggest that the IAESB consider approaching the articulation of knowledge, skills and competence in absolute 
terms rather than comparative terms as it is done now. Rather than expressing competence as “an advanced level” of 
something else, IES 8 should articulate the competency requirements of an audit professional in absolute terms in a 
format that is consistent with IES 2 to IES 4 (see below). The competence requirements should express directly what is 
expected of an audit professional. 
 
We expect that examples of such competence statements exist today among many member bodies and the Firms.  
 

 

CICPA It should also emphasize the communication skill. As an auditor, the communication with the clients, other members of 
the engagement team, external experts or other third parties, is vital. 
 

 

CPA Ireland Response E (i). Paragraph 43 of IES 8 says “IES 3, Professional Skills and General Education, sets out the  
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professional skills requirements for professional accountants. In the context of IES 8, “advanced level” refers to a level 
of skill that is higher than that prescribed for individuals qualifying as professional accountants in IES 3.”  
 
The only reference to “competent audit professional” in IES 8 is in paragraph 7. It is unclear as to where the distinction 
between ‘competent audit professional’ and ‘audit professional’ referred to in IES 8 and in Section 2 of the consultation 
document is derived from or if there is any intention to create such a distinction.  
 
The use of the word ‘competent’ is open to interpretation. Paragraph 7 IES 8 could be reworded as follows to achieve 
what may be the intended interpretation: “The aim of this IES is to ensure that professional accountants acquire and 
maintain the specific capabilities to work competently as audit professionals.” 
 
Alternatively, the description ‘competent audit professional’ could be removed from paragraph 7 of IES 8 and replaced 
by “audit professional”. An audit professional is defined as: “A professional accountant who has responsibility, or has 
been delegated responsibility, for significant judgments in an audit of historical financial information.” (Page 24 IAESB 
Framework for International Education Pronouncements and paragraph 9 IES 8.) 
The removal of the word ‘competent’ could be compensated by the extension of the definition of an audit professional to 
include a reference to professional judgment. 
 
A suggested revised definition of an audit professional follows: “An audit professional is a professional accountant who 
has responsibility, or has been delegated responsibility, for significant judgments in an audit of historical financial 
information and who has the competence to discharge this responsibility through the application of professional 
judgment.”  
 
Professional judgment is already defined in the International Standards on Auditing as “The application of relevant 
training, knowledge and experience, within the context provided by auditing, accounting and ethical standards, in 
making informed decisions about the courses of action that are appropriate in the circumstances of the audit 
engagement.” see paragraph 13 (K) ISA 200. 
 
Response E (ii). CPA Ireland agrees that the area of “advanced level” competences requires further clarification. 
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CPA-
Australia-
ICAA-NIA 

Currently, IES 8 does not satisfactorily address the requirements for what the IAESB has termed “advanced level 
competences”.  The knowledge content for audit professionals involved in transnational audits (outlined in paragraph 77 
of IES 8) are similar to those required for all audits.  Furthermore, in respect of specific industries, IES 8 prescribes no 
requirements and notes that it is not practicable to do so (paragraph 80).  Therefore, further clarification of what is 
meant by “advanced level competencies” is required.   
 
We recommend that the IAESB consider removing Section 4 of IES 8 as a separate section of the standard dealing 
specifically with “advanced level” requirements.  Most of the requirements pertaining to transnational audits would be 
better located in Section 2 of the standard, within the sub-section entitled “Knowledge Content”.  Furthermore, we agree 
with the conclusion reached in paragraph 80 of IES 8 that it is impracticable to prescribe specific knowledge for specific 
industries, and therefore recommend that a comment to this effect be located within Section 2 of the standard, in the 
sub-section entitled “Knowledge Content”. 
 

 

DTT Yes.  We would caution the Board against using size of engagement as a determiner of complexity or the need for 
specialization as we believe there are many other factors that also need to be taken into consideration.  See our 
overall comments regarding the development of a framework of competences above. 
 

 

EYG We are generally supportive of the IAESB: 
 

 considering the definition of “advanced level” competences 
 

 considering whether the types of competences and degree of proficiency currently included in IES 8 for audit 
professionals are appropriate and consistent with experience levels, and 

 
 considering whether the expansion of specific competences beyond those required in transnational audits 

and audits in specialized industries is necessary. 
 
As stated in our initial comment letter, we believe the standard should define the typical roles of an audit engagement 
team and, for each role, specify the proficiency level (including advanced) expected for the competences. This 
approach would better reflect the progressive acquisition of knowledge and skills that are expected throughout the work 
life of audit professionals.  
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FAR This is related to the definition of “Audit Professional” and our comments to question D. 

 
 

FEE Advanced level refers to a knowledge that is deeper and broader than the benchmark. It is assumed that this 
benchmark is prescribed in IES 2 (IES 8-23). However, the concept of advanced level could be further clarified in 
many areas of competence. This also relates to the definition of “audit professional”.  
 
 As FAR as “areas of competence” are concerned, FEE believes that improvements are possible in the following 
areas:  
a) Paragraph 24 (i) of IES 2 defines the audit and assurance subject are in very general terms. Paragraph 36 of 

IES 8 is not much more developed. It is not clear how FAR this relates to one or the other standard. 
Furthermore, the terminology “best practice” does not seem very appropriate.  

b) Evaluation of controls and risks is mentioned in paragraph 40 as an application of the information technology 
subject. Although IT is indeed very important in that respect, this approach is not appropriate in view of recent 
developments.  

c) Corporate governance should be part of competences that auditors should have at an advanced level.  
This requirement has been introduced in the European Directive in 2006. In light of regulatory developments in 
corporate governance, in many regions, it would make sense to require auditors to develop their competences in 
this area. 
 

 

FSR Advanced level refers to a knowledge that is deeper and broader than the benchmark. It is assumed that this 
benchmark is prescribed in IES 2 (IES 8-23). However, the concept of advanced level could be further clarified in 
many areas of competence. This also relates to the definition of “audit professional”. 
 
As FAR as “areas of competence” are concerned, FSR believes that improvements are possible in 
the following areas: 
a) Paragraph 24 (i) of IES 2 defines the audit and assurance subject in very general terms. Paragraph 36 of IES 

8 is not much more developed. For instance, it does not refer to the concept of assurance and the assurance 
framework. It is not clear how FAR this relates to one or the other standard. Furthermore, the terminology 
“best practice” does not seem very appropriate. 

b) Evaluation of controls and risks is mentioned in paragraph 40 as an application of the information technology 
subject. Although IT is indeed very important in that respect, this approach is not appropriate in view of recent 
developments. 
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c) Corporate governance should be part of competences that auditors should have at an advanced level. This 
requirement has been introduced in the European Directive in 2006. In the light of regulatory developments in 
corporate governance, in many regions, it would make sense to require auditors to develop their 
competences in this area. 

 
Goyal I agree with the proposed clarification. The present scope of "Advanced Level” appears to  be narrow. It may be 

enlarged to cover the larger area of engagements including National Level, specific complex industries, 
various new forms of assurance etc.  

 

 

ICAEW No: we believe that the competences required of audit professionals are sufficiently clear in the current standard. We 
would not support the development of additional competences for all audit professionals; the range of types of audit and 
situations is in our opinion too wide for this to be a practical or useful development. Professional accountants and 
auditors are already subject to a code of ethics which requires them to restrict their activities to those areas where they 
are competent, and this demonstrates the possibility that a principles-based approach is more appropriate. There are 
also other requirements (in ISA 220 and ISQC 1) about consultation and these assist in deploying an enhanced range 
of competences on an audit. 
 

 

ICAI-SAFA No. In fact in the absence of a benchmark level of qualification, training and experience being put in place the entire 
accounting professionals suffering. 
 

 

ICAP Yes. The clarification of “advanced level” will help member bodies, especially those involved in regulating the audit 
profession in their respective countries, in complying with requirements of those ISA dealing with quality control of audit 
of financial statements. 
 
The term “advanced level” is frequently used by many member bodies in their qualification programs with almost similar 
objectives. We suggest that IAESB may adopt a uniform definition of the term based on generally known and accepted 
practices of member bodies. 
 

 

ICJCE We assume that advanced level means a level broader than the general benchmark which may be considered as the 
level stated in IES 2, but finally it is a generic concept. It would be helpful to further clarify it through specific definitions, 
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but we wonder whether this may be effectively accomplished without applying specific country criteria (which would 
obviously not be adequate for an International Standard). 
 

IDW We agree that “advanced level” competencies require further definition of clarification. We do believe that reference 
should not be made to “best practices” because it is unclear what these actually mean from an educational point of 
view. In this respect it may be helpful to use the distinction applied in the Common Content Project between 
competencies at a specialist level, competencies at a professional level, competencies at a technical level, and 
competencies at a generalist level (which would be greater than the competency of a layperson). With respect to types 
of competencies, we suggest that the IAESB draw upon the professional skills framework developed by the Common 
Content Project. 
 

 

IRBA  We agree that “advanced level’ should include competencies over and above those required of a professional 
accountant. 

 Competences which are relevant to audit professionals include the ability to exercise professional judgment and 
professional skepticism and the ability to be analytical. Draft Revised ISRE 2400, Engagements to Review 
Historical Financial Statements, which is an assurance standard, makes specific reference to professional 
judgment and professional skepticism (paragraphs 18 and 19). Furthermore, paragraph 30 contains useful 
guidance on the practitioner’s knowledge and understanding, albeit in the context of a review engagement. 

 

JICPA With regards to the clarification of “advanced level” competences in IES 8, this consultation paper does not adequately 
describe the subject areas that require further clarification.  We would like the IAESB to clearly state the potential 
subject areas which the IAESB has planned to clarify. 
 

 

KPMG While it would be helpful to have guidance, we recognize that it may be difficult to clarify this definition further without 
including significant examples of the areas that should be addressed.  Given the range of audit situations and matters 
that are required to be addressed by Audit professionals we feel that such clarifications would need to be very wide 
ranging to be in any way practical or complete.  

However, we do believe it is the responsibility of the Board to provide guidance to its constituency on the skills 
required for a professional accountant to become and retain a position as an audit professional.  By considering 
capabilities in terms of competences to be attained and competences to be maintained, the Board can provide 
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principles based guidance on the pervasive behaviors that are expected of an audit professional. Examples of such 
capabilities that the Board may consider for inclusion are as follows: 

Research and consultation 
Critical thinking 
Documentation and review 
Use of technology 
Knowledge of accounting standards 
Knowledge of auditing standards 
Ethics and integrity 
Risk management 
Presentation skills 
Facilitation 
General writing 
Interviewing 
Decision making 
Problem solving 
Change management 
Team effectiveness and communication 
Performance management, coaching and mentoring 
Understanding the clients business and industry 
Global business awareness 
Financial management 
Time management 
Project management 
Business and network development 
Negotiation 
Influencing 
Building and sustaining relationships 
Knowledge sharing 

 
Developing a revised IES 8 that provides detailed yet flexible guidance that members can use immediately in their 
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jurisdiction is a crucial first step.  We believe the Board should concentrate their efforts in this direction in the 
immediate term to revise IES 8.  However, we believe that the Board should consider, for a future project/Practice 
Statement, providing additional guidance and information on the preparation of competency models designed 
specifically for the audit professional. This may be particularly useful for developing country member bodies and 
stakeholders as they may not have easy access to such information (see F below). 
 

Mahadevan Appropriate level of competences 
Depending on entity and level of audit work--suggested 
 

 

MICPA Yes, the term “advanced level” should be clarified further. The level of competence could be made based on years of 
experience and level of involvement in audit. 
 

 

NASBA NASBA believes that further clarification about “advanced level” competencies is not needed. The requirement for 
“advanced level” competencies for an audit professional depends on many factors, such as jurisdictional requirements, 
regulatory requirements, practice organization, and engagement organization. The expansion of the term “audit 
professional” to all members of the engagement team for attest and assurance would 
mean that any requirement to have “advanced level” competencies based on the type of engagement would already be 
covered by a principles-based requirement for competency. NASBA believes that only the general guidance currently 
included in International Education Standards 1 to 5 is appropriate with a requirement for competency based on  the 
type of engagement. Thus, specifying particular competencies for different types of engagements would be 
cumbersome and inappropriate. Providing examples for particular classes of engagements might be appropriate if it 
was clear that these were examples and not standards. 
 

 

NZICA NZICA agrees that all audit professionals should be expected to demonstrate ‘advanced’ knowledge and skills 
commensurate with the nature of the engagement.   We would not support multiple sets of competences for different 
types of audit engagements.   Transnational audit competences and specific industry competences could be 
incorporated within the single (adaptable) set of competences.  NZICA also supports the concept of building upon 
competences identified in IES 1-7. 
 

 

PAC The area of “advanced level” of competences requires further clarification. In 1.A and 1.B above, reference was made 
to focusing on defining the education, experience and examination standards for an entry level public accountant. This 

See Questions A & 
B also 
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entry level accountant would then also have to meet the requirements of IES 7 = Continuing Professional Development 
(CPD). 
 
This suggested approach, entry level standards followed by lifelong CPD, is a more flexible and realistic model that 
recognizes the vast array of career paths that the audit professional will experience in developing the necessary 
knowledge and competences to deal with the challenges of today’s rapidly changing business environment. As quickly 
as “advanced level” competences are developed at an institutional level, they will be out of date. 
 
Whether the reference is to accounting and auditing technical skills, or to professional skills, use of the term “advanced” 
is not likely to provide clarity that will be helpful to the target audience. 
 

POB-FRC IES8 recognizes that there are competency requirements beyond those obtained by members in qualifying which are 
necessary for audit engagement staff to exercise significant audit judgments and that these are likely to be obtained 
sometime between qualification and becoming engagement partner.  However, whilst the current definition of ‘audit 
professional’ is insufficiently clear, we believe that it is helpful in emphasizing the need for professionals to continue 
their professional development post qualification and identifying milestones between different levels of competence.
 

 

PWC We agree that the concept of “advanced level” competences requires clarification. 
 
Accounting Technical Skills 
We note that there are IFAC member bodies which, in concert with local regulators and licensing bodies, effectively 
develop and assess the competence of an individual to be a professional accountant and a publicly licensed auditor 
simultaneously. While the member bodies may not grant the license to audit, licensing bodies often rely on the IFAC 
member bodies’ programs, assessment processes and experience requirements. In these regimes, the accounting 
technical knowledge required to qualify as a professional accountant and as licensed auditor is the same. 
 
As this approach includes some of the more prestigious accounting designations and auditor qualifications, it becomes 
difficult or impossible to attribute a meaningful interpretation to the concept of the “advanced level” knowledge required 
by the professional auditor. Rather, as with a professional accountant, the process of continuing development and life-
long learning (IES 7) and the professional responsibility to not accept assignments they are not competent to perform 
(IFAC Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants) are the principles governing behavior of a professional auditor.  
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Also, it would seem a strange result if a professional auditor was deemed not to have adequate accounting technical 
skills to audit the work that was deemed to be within his or her competence as a professional accountant. 
 
Professional Skills 
Similar principles can be proposed regarding Professional Skills. IES 3 contains an extensive list of professional skills 
required of a professional accountant. Some of these are given special mention in IES 8 as being required either to 
“apply …in an audit environment” (Para 42 a) or to “develop …. at an advanced level in an audit environment”. We 
agree that the training of a professional auditor should include professional skills in an audit environment. However, the 
list of professional skills in IES 3 is comprehensive and special mention of a professional skill should be made in IES 8 
only if there is a new dimension or a new skill which is not comprehended within the phrase “in an audit environment”. 
Here as above for accounting technical skills, the distinction of “advanced level” is not helpful. 
 
Professional Values, Ethics and Attitudes 
We note that IES 8 currently deals with professional values, ethics and attitudes in the manner which we recommend 
above for professional skills. 
 
Information Technology Skills 
We note that the approach to information technology skills in IES 8 appears appropriate in that it avoids the use of the 
term “advanced level” and rather identifies specific skills required of the professional auditor above the IT skills 
expected of the professional accountant. 
 
Auditing Technical Skills 
Since IES 8 deals with competence requirements for audit professionals, how it addresses audit technical skills is very 
important. IES 8 currently refers to advanced level knowledge of “best practices…current issues and developments” in 
Para 36 a and of “ISAs and IAPs” in Para 36 b and/or “any other applicable standards and laws” in Para 36 c. 
 
Besides the confusing “advanced level” concept dealt with above, Para 36 introduces the concept of best practices and 
current issues and developments. At the point when one becomes an audit professional, presumably these concepts 
would largely overlap. Beyond that point, the principles of IES 7 apply or should be reflected and reinforced in IES 8 as 
they apply in an audit environment. 
 
It is appropriate that IES 8 distinguish the audit knowledge needed by an audit professional from that required of a 
professional accountant. IES 2 (Para 24) recommends that the education of a professional accountant include the 
following at least at the level of an accounting degree: 
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(c) national and international … auditing standards;…the nature of auditing and other assurance services, 
including risk assessment and fraud detection, and the intellectual and procedural bases for performing them;
 

Arguably, a strong working knowledge in these two areas comprises the technical audit knowledge required of an audit 
professional since the ISAs are comprehensive. 
 
IES 8 currently assumes the audit knowledge required in IES 2 and builds on that knowledge with the concept of 
“advanced level”. However, rather than attempting to indicate the undefined level of audit technical knowledge, the 
IAESB should consider whether IES 8 should mirror IES 2 regarding the content of professional accounting education 
programs. If this approach were taken, IES 8 might require that: Professional auditing education should be part of the 
development program for professional auditors. This study should be long enough and intensive enough to permit 
candidates to gain the professional knowledge required for professional competence. (see IES 2 Para 11) 
 
The professional audit knowledge component of education for professional auditors should consist of at least…(indicate 
the minimum full-time study equivalent) (see IES 2 Para 12) The content of professional auditing education should 
consist of (see IES 2 Para 14): 
� ISAs and IAPs and their application 
� Information technology skills in an audit environment 
� Professional skills in an audit environment 
� Professional values, ethics and attitudes in an audit environment 
These requirements could then be supplemented by the requirement to develop and maintain competence appropriate 
to their professional responsibilities and to not accept assignments they are not competent to perform, as is currently 
covered in Paras 69 and 70. Also, it may be appropriate that in the future IAESB develop a supporting Education 
Practice Statement on developing and maintaining professional audit skills. 
 

Royal NIVRA Advanced level refers to a knowledge that is deeper and broader than the benchmark. It is assumed that this 
benchmark is prescribed in IES 2 (IES 8-23).  However, the concept of advanced level could be further clarified in many 
areas of competence. This also relates to the definition of “audit professional” and “significant judgement”. 
 

 

RSM We agree that the IAESB has identified an area that requires further clarification.  As an international organization, we 
believe that this clarification would be particularly useful in relation to those advanced level competences that are the 
responsibility of audit organizations.   
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SAICA Yes. 
 
We believe that the term “advanced level” competences should be further clarified. In addition, examples of “advanced 
level” competences as opposed to other competences should be provided in the explanatory material. Advanced level 
is considered to be above and beyond that of a “professional accountant” (which again infers the need for a clearer 
definition of what is meant by a professional accountant and what levels of competence are required of such a person).
 
The range of soft skills required by “audit professionals” could be expanded upon. Clearly these competencies are more 
difficult to assess. Most Firms do so either through observation of behavior in real life situations, or alternatively in role 
play scenarios. Again guidance on the assessment of these soft skills would be welcomed. 
 
 
 

 

 Question F: How would you guide the IAESB during its consideration of appropriate types and levels of 
competences?  

 
 

 

ACCA IAESB must consider local differences which considering competences in order to develop a standard which can be 
implemented globally and at all levels (including technical and non-technical) as referenced in answer to Question E.
 

See Question E 
also 

AICPA It seems apparent that to have a useful Standard which can be broadly applied – and across different types of 
audit engagements than just transnational or specialized industry audits – a principles based Standard should 
be considered, one based on measurable outcomes  using valid assessment tools. Development of competency 
maps for each level and also each advanced competency would be helpful guidance to member bodies in being 
able to implement the Standard.  Models of such competency maps exist, and should be easy to obtain and 
examine for potential utility.  The AICPA for example has both a Learning Ladder based on studies of 
knowledge, skills, and attitudes necessary for success, as well as a CPA Firm Competency Model delineating 
skills and competencies necessary for each level in a firm. 
 

 

BDO Following on from the points made above, we would recommend that the IAESB focus on the skills and different roles 
within the team and how the team has access to additional skills, support and expertise.  

See Question E 
also 
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CAI The range and scale of audit assignments makes it difficult to imagine that a simple framework of knowledge and skills 

could be easily created which accommodates all circumstances and all possible career paths.  Any checklists on its own 
without additional guidance may not be sufficient to enable consistent implementation. 
 
If the IAESB wishes to retain a list of areas where knowledge and skills, we would be supportive of additional guidance 
being provided once the matters raised above are considered. 
In terms of audit professional development (typically having met the needs for professional membership), there is a 
need to consider such things as the training needs of each individual, the areas in which they are operating and their 
previous work experience.  The results of such a training needs analysis will determine the required education and 
experience developments that will be required.   Feedback from peers and on the job assessments is likely to play an 
important role in the development of an audit professional’s skills.  The training firm is likely to play a key role in this 
area.  These important activities are ones which an IFAC member body will not have direct influence over and may 
raise issues under the IFAC compliance program (which is typically targeted at the member body). 
 

 

CGA-Canada Proficiency in audit is obtained through an appropriate blend of education and practical experience. The emphasis of 
the Standard should make clear to the reader that progressively senior level experience is obtained through exposure to 
more complex engagements, and under the supervision of well-qualified individuals who have previously gained this 
knowledge and skill. 
 
Within the CGA-Canada environment, these tenets are prescribed through a scope-of-practice methodology and are 
articulated in our national Public Practice Entrance and Continuance Standard. This Standard imposes particular 
minimum experience requirements for those engagements that are deemed to require both a higher degree of 
competence and additional hours of experience, combined with the specific educational demands for each of the areas 
of practice.   
 

 

CICA The answer to the question of appropriate types and levels of competencies will ultimately be based on the 
expectations of the stakeholders of IES 8. It may well be that the IAESB will need to consider various levels of 
competency articulation – at a principle-based level for an IES and at a more detailed level for guidance and support 
materials.  
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We provide the following guidance to the IAESB during its consideration of appropriate types and levels of 
competences. 
 
Decide on a level of detail appropriate for the Requirement section of an IES. Competency requirements today are 
expressed at various levels and there are many examples to choose from.  Competence statements can be expressed 
in half a page, five pages or even two hundred pages depending upon the required needs of the user. The good news is 
that there are a variety of models in the market place today – within member bodies and Firms – to which the IAESB 
can refer.  
 
We would not be a supporter of two hundred pages of detailed competency requirements in an IES. If audiences need 
this level of detail, it can always be made available through guidance or support materials from the IAESB. Our view 
would be that to remain true to a principle-based approach, the articulation of competencies in the IESs themselves 
need not be significantly longer than is in the IESs today – perhaps four or five pages, expressed differently than today 
but not in a significantly longer way. The IAESB also has now an Explanatory Materials section of an IES that can be 
used to ‘explain’ the principle-based Requirement. 
 
Determine the scope of the competency statements and to what extent underlying knowledge needs to be included. In 
determining the scope of the competencies, the IAESB should again look to existing audit competency requirements as 
defined by Firms, member bodies and other organizations and to the needs of the users of IES 8.  Existing ‘competency 
maps’ include the full range of technical and non-technical/professional skills, competencies and knowledge currently 
addressed in IES 2 to 4.  
 
The IAESB will need to take a position on the inclusion or not of knowledge or knowledge lists that underlie the 
competency requirements. To some users, knowledge lists are a critical component of competency requirements; to 
others they are not. One factor to consider in including knowledge lists is that knowledge tends to change much more 
frequently than skills and competencies thereby impacting the shelf-life of a standard. 
 
Focus on the competences of an individual – not the audit team or auditing standards. In defining the competency 
requirements of the individual, the IAESB will need to ensure that the line is not crossed into setting/modifying auditing 
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standards. See our response to Question H below re: relationship with other IFAC standards. 
 
Be consistent with IES 2 to 4. The same issues being faced by the IAESB with respect to IES 8 competence statements 
will need to also be addressed in IES 2 to IES 4. The IAESB will need to ensure that there is consistency in the 
approach to redrafting the IESs. 
 

CICPA We suggest that the IAESB should classify different types and levels of competences in accordance with the positions 
in an engagement team. For example the requirements for the communication skill of an engagement partner are likely 
to be higher than other members of the team. 
 

 

CPA Ireland Examples of complex scenarios and the requisite advanced level competences should be provided. 

 

 

CPA-
Australia-
ICAA-NIA 

Refer responses to Questions B and E above. See Questions B 
and E also 

DTT Competences might include those related to measurement and reporting, assurance, taxation, governance, strategy, 
risk management, management decision-making, and finance.  Professional skills might include critically examining and 
interpreting information and ideas, solving problems and making decisions, communicating effectively and efficiently, 
managing and supervising, understanding the impact of IT, and considering legal concepts.  Ethical behaviour and 
professionalism might include protecting the public/other interest, acting competently with integrity and honesty, carrying 
out work with a desire to exercise due care, maintaining objectivity and independence, avoiding conflicts of interest, 
protecting the confidentiality of information, and maintaining and enhancing the profession’s reputation. 
 
See our overall comments regarding the development of a framework of competences, specifically regarding the 
levels of competences we would recommend. 
 

 

EYG We agree that within the current standard audit competences are generally defined relative to audit scenarios of 
increasing complexity, and that the choice of scenarios and competence requirements may require clarification. While 
we support considering competency requirements for other types of entities (e.g., complex engagements at a national 
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level), we question the practicality of extensive consideration given the myriad entities that exist. 
 

FAR This is related to the definition of “Audit Professional” and our comments to question D. 
 

See questions B &  
D also 

FEE IAESB could refer to the common content for professional accountancy qualifications developed by nine EU 
professional bodies of accountants which defines three levels of the performance of learning outcomes and 
knowledge (professional, technician and generalist). The higher level would indeed be required for audit 
professionals.  
 
IAESB could also use as valuable material the European Qualification Framework approved by the European 
Parliament and Council. Please refer to http://ec.europa.eu/education/lifelong-learning/doc44_en.htm#doc 
 

 

FSR The IAESB could refer to the common content of professional accountancy qualifications developed by nine EU 
professional bodies of accountants which defines three levels of the performance of learning outcome and 
knowledge (professional, technician and generalist). The higher level would indeed be required for audit 
professionals. 
 
The IAESB could also use as valuable material the European Qualification Framework approved by the European 
Parliament and Council. Please refer to http://ec.europa.eu/education/lifelonglearning/ 
doc44_en.htm#doc 
  

 

Goyal Further to my answer to question E , it  is to be seen whether all audit professionals require specific advanced 
knowledge, In fact it  is required to be properly understood looking to the nature, volume, geographical  area and 
other factors. Further with the new kinds of assurance requirement e.g. comfort letters, due diligence etc. the scope 
should be flexible to include new scenario.   

 

See Question E 
also 

ICAEW We would guide the IAESB away from further work in this area. We think there is a real risk of developing a revised 
standard which is over-complicated and burdensome. 
 

 

ICAI-SAFA We feel that there is no need to define types of competences required for audit professionals. The syllabi of IFAC 
member bodies & the practical training requirement for members of IFAC member bodies should be such to make them 
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competent to perform any kind of Audit whether of big, small or medium sized organization or Transnational Audit. 
 

ICAP We believe that for audit and accounting areas the minimum benchmark for “audit professional” or “audit partner” (as 
we suggest) should be set at an advanced level. 
 

 

ICAS ICAS favors a principles-based approach and considers that IES8 should provide a “framework” only of core 
competences and should not be going further than this.  It is important to recognize that competences will depend on 
the nature of the assignment.   In some cases they might include technical knowledge e.g. derivatives or currency 
options; in others they might include communication skills amongst a large audit team.  It is suggested that providing 
specific examples should be avoided as it will be difficult to capture a comprehensive set of examples. 
 
ICAS therefore considers that IES8 does not need to go further in creating any further “advance level” competencies – 
adding further competences results in the standard becoming more rules based and less principles based.  ICAS is 
satisfied with the “framework” as it currently stands, except for the issue of IT competence as explained below. 
 
The ICAS guidance issued in 2008 made it clear to ICAS firms that the level of competency depended on the nature of 
the audit engagement, this should be made clearer in the standard.   
 
In the view of ICAS’ the “IT” competence was a stage too FAR given that many of the audits conducted in the UK 
require no significant level of IT competence.  This requirement makes the standard too prescriptive.   
 
Many of the areas considered previously as IT (risks, processes, controls etc) are now often taught as an integral part 
of an auditing course and the Board should consider rewriting IES8 to reflect this. 
 

 

ICJCE Following our answer to the previous question we are of the opinion that the auditor should met the requirements 
applicable to an accountant plus an advanced level in specific topics which are relevant to his/her work. Taking into 
account that the Standard should be applied in an international changing and complex context, it should be principle-
based and not contain an excessive level of detail which can be developed locally. 
 

See Question E 
also 

IDW We agree that “advanced level” competencies require further definition of clarification. We do believe that reference  
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should not be made to “best practices” because it is unclear what these actually mean from an educational point of 
view. In this respect it may be helpful to use the distinction applied in the Common Content Project between 
competencies at a specialist level, competencies at a professional level, competencies at a technical level, and 
competencies at a generalist level (which would be greater than the competency of a layperson). With respect to types 
of competencies, we suggest that the IAESB draw upon the professional skills framework developed by the Common 
Content Project. 

IRBA  It is recommended that the principle based approach is used and that lists are avoided.  

 

 

JICPA Current IES 8 does not indicate the degree of “advanced level.”  It is difficult to understand the degree of the 
competence that is required for the “advanced level,” and to what extent the audit professionals are expected to 
enhance their competences.  We believe that the degree of competence required for each member of the audit 
engagement team, such as audit staffs, audit managers and audit partners, should be stated in the Standard, with due 
consideration for the consistency with the ISAs. 
 

 

KPMG Feedback from member bodies and other stakeholders may suggest that more information is needed beyond general 
principle-based guidance. The solution then may be in developing a competency model which would align differing 
levels of competence, based on audit practical experience, to the roles within the audit team e.g. supervisory, 
managerial, etc.  However, we would urge caution in this area as this could potentially lead to an over complication of 
the revised standard. We also continue to emphasize the need for a principles based standard.  In addition, the Board 
should not underestimate the work effort in defining and getting consensus across stakeholder groups for competency 
levels by job role, or by nature of engagement, or any other basis.  

If the Board were to undertake such a project, it is crucial that the effort be collaborative among the Board, member 
bodies and stakeholders. The time and effort required for such a comprehensive project should not be underestimated.  
We would recommend that this be considered as a future project of the Board.  A short term solution could be to issue 
practical guidance that sets out the key elements/areas that would need to be addressed in developing a competency 
model.  This would enable member bodies and other stakeholders who do not already have competency models in 
place to create their own model. 
 

 

Mahadevan Maturity levels  on scale 1 t 5  
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MICPA The auditors years of experience and level of involvement in general audit and specialized audit engagement. 

 
 

NASBA NASBA believes that further clarification about “advanced level” competencies is not needed. The requirement for 
“advanced level” competencies for an audit professional depends on many factors, such as jurisdictional requirements, 
regulatory requirements, practice organization, and engagement organization. The expansion of the term “audit 
professional” to all members of the engagement team for attest and assurance would 
mean that any requirement to have “advanced level” competencies based on the type of engagement would already be 
covered by a principles-based requirement for competency. NASBA believes that only the general guidance currently 
included in International Education Standards 1 to 5 is appropriate with a requirement for competency based on  the 
type of engagement. Thus, specifying particular competencies for different types of engagements would be 
cumbersome and inappropriate. Providing examples for particular classes of engagements might be appropriate if it 
was clear that these were examples and not standards. 
 

 

NZICA NZICA agrees that all audit professionals should be expected to demonstrate ‘advanced’ knowledge and skills 
commensurate with the nature of the engagement.   We would not support multiple sets of competences for different 
types of audit engagements.   Transnational audit competences and specific industry competences could be 
incorporated within the single (adaptable) set of competences.  NZICA also supports the concept of building upon 
competences identified in IES 1-7. 
 

 

PAC The area of “advanced level” of competences requires further clarification. In 1.A and 1.B above, reference was made 
to focusing on defining the education, experience and examination standards for an entry level public accountant. This 
entry level accountant would then also have to meet the requirements of IES 7 = Continuing Professional Development 
(CPD). 
 
This suggested approach, entry level standards followed by lifelong CPD, is a more flexible and realistic model that 
recognizes the vast array of career paths that the audit professional will experience in developing the necessary 
knowledge and competences to deal with the challenges of today’s rapidly changing business environment. As quickly 
as “advanced level” competences are developed at an institutional level, they will be out of date. 
 

See Questions A,  
B, & E 

POB-FRC The Oversight Board believes that all audit professional should be encouraged to develop a wide array of skills and  
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competencies, not just technical ones.  Recent economic conditions together with changes in the measurement 
requirements within accounting standards increases the need for auditors to approach their work with appropriate 
skepticism and to challenge management assumptions with appropriate rigor. 
 

PWC We believe that IES 8 should focus on the development of a professional accountant to the minimum standard expected 
for licensing as an auditor (which, as Para 66 recognizes, determines who may act as an engagement partner). The 
current requirements of IES 7, various ISAs, ISQC1 and the Code of Ethics for a Professional Accountant, properly 
guide the acceptance of responsibility, the development of skills and the requirements for engagement team quality and 
competence throughout the auditor’s career. 
 

 

Royal NIVRA As FAR as “areas of competence” are concerned, Royal NIVRA would welcome more principle based or rule based 
clarity in the specific IES 8 requirements in comparison with IES 2 requirements. 
 
In this respect IAESB could refer to the Common Content for professional accountancy qualifications developed by nine 
EU professional bodies of accountants (Royal NIVRA included) which defines three levels of the performance of 
learning outcomes and knowledge (professional, technician and generalist).  The higher level would indeed be required 
for audit professionals. 
 
IAESB could also use as valuable material the European Qualification Framework approved by the European 
Parliament and Council.  Please refer to http://ec.europa.eu/education/lifelong-learning/doc44_en.htm#doc 
 

 

SAICA Research will be required – potentially in the format of surveys amongst existing audit professionals – focusing on 
required knowledge and skills levels, how this can be obtained, how this can be assessed and maintained. Reference 
can also be made to various competency frameworks used by professional accounting bodies whose members qualify 
as auditors from around the world. 
 
 
 

 

 Question G: Do you believe that the IAESB should address competences for different types of audit 
engagements? If so, what types of audit engagement should the IAESB consider? Should these examples be 
limited to transnational and specialized engagements? 
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ACCA IAESB should address competences for different types of audit engagement and these should not be restricted to 

transnational and specialized audits. Other types of engagement which could be considered are group structures, 
organizations with multiple branches or where complex tax or VAT issues are inherent in an organization. 
 

 

AICPA It seems apparent that to have a useful Standard which can be broadly applied – and across different types of audit 
engagements than just transnational or specialized industry audits – a principles based Standard should be considered, 
one based on measurable outcomes  using valid assessment tools. 
 

 

BDO As noted in our response to Question D, we support a focused approach regarding those roles within audit teams and 
specifically in the context of an audit of historical financial information.   
 
We also support the removal of the current examples of transnational and specialized engagements as the use of these 
terms can cause ambiguity as many engagements could be defined as ‘specialized’.  
 

See Question D 
also 

CAI Expanding the standard (or supporting guidance) to cover a range of assignments from transnational audit to 
specialized engagements (such as financial services) is likely to prove extremely challenging, as these can be impacted 
by differing legal and regulatory requirements and sophistication.  We would question if this expansion (however 
desirable from say a developing nation viewpoint) would be an effective use of the Board’s time and resource. 
 

 

CGA-Canada Existing Standards (promulgated through the IAASB, IESBA and IAESB) are well positioned to elucidate the 
requirement that an audit professional must have the necessary competence in order to accept the engagement. 
We believe that appropriate focus on the preceding recommendations and these expected enhancements will 
adequately achieve the necessary refinements to the Standard. 
 

 

CICA We believe that IES 8 should focus on the competencies required of an audit professional regardless of the size of the 
audit.  
 
For audits of a particular size or complexity or even for audits in specialized industries or sectors, it is primarily 
additional specialized knowledge and/or interpretation or application of the general Requirements of the audit 
professional that is generally required. In our view this additional information would be more appropriately part of 
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guidance or support materials. We also expect that many of the so-called ‘competency requirements’ that might be 
required in transnational and specialized engagements are not individual competencies at all and might already be 
found in other IFAC pronouncements such as the IFAC Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants, ISQCs, the 
International Framework for Assurance Engagements and the International Standards on Auditing.  
 

CICPA We suggest the IAESB should consider a group audit engagement as a specialized engagement, which needs to be 
addressed in the IES8. 
 

 

CPA Ireland CPA Ireland is of the opinion that the issue of competences for different types of audit engagements should be 
addressed. For example, this should include the competences required for the audit of public interest entities. Section 4 
of IES 8 should be expanded to add to the transnational and specialized engagements referred to therein.  

 

 

CPA-
Australia-
ICAA-NIA 

The Joint Accounting Bodies believe that the IAESB should not aim to address competencies for different types of audit 
engagements.  Refer responses to Questions B and E above.  In our view knowledge of, and the ability to apply, all the 
auditing standards are fundamental requirements for all audit professionals (i.e., “an audit is an audit”) and audit 
professionals must have this knowledge.  We recognize that subject matter knowledge is a separate matter, which the 
IAESB could address separately.  

 

 

DTT No. At this stage we believe it would be more valuable for the Board to focus its efforts on revising IES8 to achieve 
a somewhat generic standard regarding the competence of all “audit professionals” engaged in the audit of 
historical financial information.  
  
We are strong supporters of high quality standards in auditing and the education and development of auditors. 
However, in this context we believe it is important for the Board to keep in mind that the majority of audits of 
historical financial information are performed on smaller entities by small practices or single practitioners and 
making such audits more expensive by increasing the burden on audit professionals unnecessarily is unlikely to 
serve the public interest in the long term.  
 
The ISA 220 requires the engagement partner to be satisfied that the engagement team, including experts who are 
not part of the team, collectively has the appropriate competence and capabilities to (a) perform the audit in 
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accordance with professional standards, and (b) enable an appropriate auditors’ report to be issued”. We believe 
that this adequately addresses the need for the engagement partner to consider the various specialized 
competencies that are required on the engagement team. 
 

FAR No. This belongs to the role of specialization and should be defined in IES 7.  Further, ISA have definitions related 
to this area. 
 

 

FEE We refer to the answer to question A. 
 

See Question A 

FSR In the answer to question A, FEE suggests that the IAESB should consider whether the scope of IES 8 could be 
broadened to cover non-audit assurance engagements. If a positive answer is given to this question, some specific 
competences could be further discussed, for instance nonfinancial information, sustainability reporting or reporting 
on internal control.  
 
If the IAESB decides to maintain the scope of IES 8 as it stands now, there is no reason to add 
new types of audit engagements to those that are already covered in the standard. 
 

 

Goyal It is already answered in question E and F above. No the examples need not be  limited to transnational and 
specialised engagements.  
 

See Questions E & 
F also 

ICAEW No. As stated above, the types of audit engagements vary so widely that the standard would become unwieldy and 
bureaucratic were this to happen. While we recognize that transnational audits may be a special case, we would 
caution against the development of a series of additional competences for different types of audit engagement. 
 

 

ICAI-SAFA No, we feel that the IAESB should not address competences for different type of audit engagements. 
 
We feel that for performing any type of Audit assignment prior direct experience is not required and it should be left on 
the market forces to select the ‘Audit Professional’ based on the competencies showcased while dealing with the clients 
or based on existing experience, if any with the clients.. 
 
Moreover undertaking different kind of Audit assignment will only help in developing better competencies and will 
improve auditor’s capabilities. Therefore we feel that as a regulator we need not create separate classes of ‘Audit 

 



Revision of International Education Standard 8 - Comment Analysis                                       Agenda Item 6-3 

July 29, 2010  Page 86 of 121 

Professionals’.   
ICAP Yes. However compliance of such requirements may be an issue for member bodies, as it may be practically 

difficult to ensure competence of an audit professional on the basis of individual assignment he/she is taking on. 
 
We agree with the existing types of audit engagements (transnational and specialized industries) selected by IAESB.
 

 

ICAS Providing more specific competencies for different types of audit engagements will make the selection of audit teams 
too restrictive and, therefore, a principle- based standard would be preferable.  
 
Having additional responsibilities for transnational and specialized engagements is acceptable but expanding this to 
other types of clients runs the danger of making things more complex, particularly given that the level of risk in audit 
engagements is not an exact science.  There are cases where smaller engagements which are expected to be 
straightforward give rise to some of the more complex technical matters.  Giving firms as much flexibility as possible in 
determining competencies would be preferable and the Standard allows for this currently. 
 
Consideration should be given to whether IES 8 should be supplemented by issuing separate guidance relevant to 
different types of audit engagements. This could take the form of practice-note like pronouncements specific to 
specialized audit engagements and transnational audits. 
 

 

ICJCE No, the current examples (i.e., transnational and special industries) are quite broad so as to encompass a wide variety 
of possible “special” environments. Including additional examples would likely either be somehow repetitive (i.e., 
already covered by the existing examples) or incomplete (i.e., not exhaustive). 
 

 

IDW We do not believe that it would be appropriate for the IAESB to address competencies for different audit engagements 
because there are numerable different kinds of audit engagements for which the IAESB would need to consider 
addressing. For this reason, the IAESB ought to address the competencies required for (i.e., that are common to) all 
kinds of audit engagements. We would therefore not support the example of transnational or “specialized” (whatever 
that means, since there are different specializations) audit engagements. The competencies for special engagements 
ought to be obtained by means of continuing professional development – not defined by 
IES 8.  
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IRBA  It is not necessary to distinguish in IES 8 between different competencies required for different types of audit 
(and other assurance) engagements. We are in favor of providing very clear guidelines on generic 
competencies of an audit professional in conducting any assurance engagement. 

 We are not in favor of providing additional guidance for specific engagements, as is the case for trans-
national audits and specific industries in para. 73-81 of IES 8. This may result in the misconception that only 
trans-national audits and specific industries require additional competencies;  we do acknowledge, however, 
that specialized knowledge may be required in specialized industries, such as for entities listed on stock 
exchanges and in certain regulated industries (see comment below).  

 Separate guidance could be provided on any additional specific competencies which may be required 
depending on the complexities, risks and circumstances of specialized industries. 

 

JICPA The IAESB should carefully consider whether IES should deal with the competences for different types of 
engagements, since there are many national and regional variations in audit engagements.  We believe that it is difficult 
to completely identify the types of key audit engagements, and that the IES should only define competences for the 
general types of audit engagements.  In this case, we are of the view that it is not necessary to create a separate 
section on this as it is in the current IES 8, since it can be inclusive of other sections of IES 8. 
 

 

KPMG No, we do not believe that the IAESB should address competences based upon different types of audit 
engagements. Distinguishing requirements at this level of detail is not consistent with the stated desire to take a 
principles based approach to writing this Standard.  We believe that the key principles relevant to specific types of 
engagements and to specific types of roles (i.e., engagement partner, transnational auditor) are set out in 
paragraphs 54 to 62 of IES 8.  Any additional guidance would go beyond taking a principles based approach and 
due to the diverse nature of audit engagements that audit professionals get involved in would result in a either a 
very cumbersome set of competences or one which is deemed incomplete. 
 
Also, we do not believe that the current requirements/guidance relating to the engagement partner and transnational 
audits is particularly helpful.  For example, paragraphs 71 and 72 deal with the engagement partner’s competence.  
These paragraphs do not include any requirements.  They include statements of fact that are essentially already 
encompassed by the ISAs, for example: 
 

“An engagement partner would be expected to demonstrate a comprehensive understanding of the audit 
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process and an ability to communicate a wide range of matters to a broad range of parties.”  

As audit professionals progress into positions such as engagement partners, they will need to 
demonstrate competence in the following areas:   “.acceptance and continuation of client relationships and 
specific audit engagements…” 

In addition, it appears as though IES 8 is suggesting that the content for an education and development program 
should be tailored to each transnational audit being conducted.  Paragraph 77 states, “ the knowledge content of the 
education and development program for audit professionals involved in transnational audits should cover the following 
subject areas, for the jurisdictions for which the transnational audit is conducted.”  This approach is not practical.   
 
Lastly, the actual knowledge requirements listed in Paragraph 77 do not appear to be unique to transnational audits.  
They are requirements that are relevant to any audit and are essentially required by the ISAs, including revised ISA 
600, (e.g., applicable financial reporting and auditing standards, controlling of multi-location and group audits, 
applicable listing requirements, applicable corporate governance requirements, etc.).  In ISA 220 the Engagement 
Partner has responsibility for assigning the engagement team/assessing the capability of the engagement team taken 
as a whole and it would be helpful for the IAESB to consider including this direction in IES 8 which would bring clarity 
between the two Standards.   
 
Based on the discussion above, we recommend that Sections 3 and 4 be deleted from IES 8.   Requirements and 
guidance that deal with the competence required to “attain professional competence” and to “maintain professional 
competence” and that build on paragraphs 54 to 62 of IES 8 should be sufficient to address the key underlying 
principles relating to competence as an auditor becomes more experienced and undertakes more responsibility. 
 

Mahadevan SME, public sector, banking, insurance, mutual funds 
 

 

MICPA 
Yes, but should be limited to the audit engagements of transnational and key/major specialized industries only. 
 

 

NASBA NASBA believes that only the general guidance currently included in International Education Standards 1 to 5 is 
appropriate with a requirement for competency based on the type of engagement. Thus, specifying particular 
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competencies for different types of engagements would be cumbersome and inappropriate. Providing examples for 
particular classes of engagements might be appropriate if it was clear that these were examples and not standards. 

 
NZICA NZICA agrees that all audit professionals should be expected to demonstrate ‘advanced’ knowledge and skills 

commensurate with the nature of the engagement.   We would not support multiple sets of competences for different 
types of audit engagements.   Transnational audit competences and specific industry competences could be 
incorporated within the single (adaptable) set of competences.  NZICA also supports the concept of building upon 
competences identified in IES 1-7. 
 

 

PAC The spirit of the comments in this letter is that the IAESB should not attempt to define the competences of the audit 
professional for the myriad of special or complex types of situations that are encountered in public accounting. Reliance 
on the initial training, followed by CPD, accompanied by appropriate supervision and quality control, and then reviewed 
by the applicable oversight or regulatory review, provides the most realistic model to deliver high quality public 
accounting services. 
 

 

PWC We agree that it is appropriate to recognize (as in Paras 79, 80) that the complexity of audits may vary significantly for a 
variety of reasons. Consistent with the principles expressed above, all engagements should be staffed and supervised 
appropriately with appropriate consultation with specialists. Individuals should be competent to perform the work they 
are given in the context of the quality control environment surrounding the audit. 
 
We believe that the attempt to prescribe the competencies of one who “takes on the role of an audit professional in 
transnational audits” (Para 76) or for “audit professionals involved in transnational audit” (Para 77) has serious 
shortcomings. There is no reference to head office responsibilities vs. the audit of components of an entity. In contrast, 
the ISAs require that the auditor understand whether the component auditor possesses "an understanding of auditing 
and other standards applicable to the group that is sufficient to fulfill the component auditor's responsibilities in the 
group audit”. (ISA 600.A38). IES 8 appears to require a much higher standard. Further, we note that the term 
"transnational audit" is not otherwise used in IFAC professional standards. Defining it by reference to a TAC guidance 
statement which is itself not authoritative and presently subject to change is unhelpful. 
 
The requirement for practical experience in a specific environment or industry (Para 81) is similarly overstated. 
Consider, for example, that the audit profession as a whole, and individuals from time to time, must deal with completely 
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new industries as business evolves. The core competences of the auditor and reliance on the competences of others 
on the team are relevant in properly determining the requirement for practical experience in these circumstances. 
 

Royal NIVRA We refer to the answers to question A. We believe that IES 8 should be applicable to the engagements as presented in 
our answer to this question; addressing more differences for different types of assurance services may create confusion 
more than clarity. 
 

See Question A 
also 

RSM We believe that the development of competences for different types of audit engagements should be the responsibility 
of the IAASB and therefore does not need to be considered by the IAESB. 
 

 

SAICA We do not believe that it is necessary to distinguish in IES 8 between different competencies required for different types 
of audit (and other assurance) engagements.  It would be more appropriate to provide very clear guidelines on the core 
(key) competencies of an “audit professional” and then stating that additional specific competencies may be required 
depending on the complexities, risks and circumstances of the specific client – again aligned to ISQC 1. 
 
The provision of guidance on additional competencies for an audit partner in the existing IES 8 (section 3) is useful.  
However providing additional guidance for specific examples, as is the case for transnational audits and specific 
industries in para. 73 – 81 of the existing IES 8, could be misleading and will not cover every eventuality.   
 
The clarified and revised ISAs clearly demonstrate that the audit process (which includes team selection and therefore 
competency requirements) is directly related to the auditor’s assessment of the risk of the audit client.  IES 8 will benefit 
from being aligned to this notion. 
 

 

 Question H: Are there any other definitional inconsistencies that you would like the IAESB to consider? 

 

 

ACCA No. 
 

 

AICPA The coverage of this request is extraordinarily broad, and likely beyond a totally comprehensive review of all 
relevant pronouncements at this juncture.  
 

 

BDO We believe that definitions used within IES 8, and other IAESB pronouncements, should be consistently used and  
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applied in line with other IFAC pronouncements. We are not aware of any other definitional inconsistencies.  
 
We would ask the IAESB to ensure that if a role approach to competence is adopted, that any role definitions (such as 
Engagement Partner, Auditors Expert and Engagement Quality Control Reviewer) are consistent with those used in the 
ISAs.  
 

CAI We welcome the planned efforts of the IAESB to ensure greater consistency with other Education Standards and IFAC 
pronouncements and to eliminate inconsistencies where appropriate.   
 

 

CGA-Canada The definitional inconsistencies identified capture those also cited through our Association’s review. 
 

 

CICA The IESs should avoid any wording that causes ambiguities or uncertainties between education standards and the 
obligations and requirements of professional accountants, auditors and the Firms in the provision of audit services as 
defined by the IEASB’s Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants, the International Standards on Quality Control 
(ISQCs), the International Framework for Assurance Engagements and the International Standards on Auditing. We 
expect that the redrafting of IES 8 in accordance with the recently issued Drafting Conventions will identify and 
eliminate the inconsistencies identified in the Consultation Paper as well as any others, should they exist. 
 
The IESs should only establish education standards. 
 
 “IESs establish essential elements (e.g., subject matter, methods and techniques) that    education and 
development programs are expected to contain.” (paragraph 6, Framework).  
 
Good drafting will be required to avoid mixing these objectives. 
 

 

CICPA We suggest the IAESB should consider a group audit engagement as a specialized engagement, which needs to be 
addressed in the IES8. 
 

 

CPA Ireland The second paragraph on page 10 of the consultation document refers to the qualifications required of an individual 
wishing to take on the role of an audit professional. It says that these include the holding of an undergraduate degree. 
The reference in IES 8, paragraph 30 - note 3, to the Bologna Declaration reference should be retained in this regard.
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Response H (ii). Responses C and E above refer to definitional issues. 

 

Response H (iii). There is an inconsistency used in the language in paragraphs 19 and 20 of IES 8. Paragraph 19 refers 
to “a higher level of education and training” and paragraph 20 refers to “knowledge and skills”. Either, or both, 
paragraphs should be reworded to ensure consistency. 

 
CPA-
Australia-
ICAA-NIA 

We are not aware of any other definitional inconsistencies that the IAESB should consider. 
 

 

DTT None that we are aware of. 
 

 

FAR We refer to our comments below. 

FAR’s comments are based on the fact that the statutory audit in the European Union is mandatory for a large number 
of limited companies, not just public interest entities.  Statutory auditors must be registered.  The conditions for 
registration, which include education requirements and Continuing Professional Development requirements, are 
determined by national laws complying with the EU Directive. FAR makes no difference between mandatory or 
voluntary audits.  FAR has discussed the consultation paper with The Supervisory Board of Public Accountants in 
Sweden, Revisorsnamnden, and they will not make comments on the paper.  Their opinion is that most of it is already 
regulated and recommended, for example in the EU Directive, ISA and ISQC1.  Furthermore, the defining of the “Audit 
professional” is a very important issue and the answers to the questions depend on that definition.  FAR’s response is 
based on the assumption that “Audit Professional” is an authorized or approved public accountant and not a specialist 
or audit assistant in the audit team.  It is only this “Audit Professional” that can make decisions including “significant 
judgment”. 

 

 

Goyal Broadly they are covered above  
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ICAEW We agree that IES 8 should indeed be consistent with ISAs and ISQC 1 (see our answer to question E). 
 
We believe that it could be helpful for the Exposure Draft to offer additional clarification and guidance on the respective 
division of responsibilities among stakeholders for ensuring compliance with the Standard (see our answer to question 
D).  
 

See Questions D & 
E also 

ICAI-SAFA We feel that the definition of Audit Professional, ‘Engagement Partner’ needs to be redefined. We suggest that only 
CA/CPA should be termed as ‘Audit Professional’ for General Purpose Audit and financial Audit and Management 
Accountants/Cost Accountants   should be excluded from the definition of ‘Audit Professional’ except for specialized 
Cost Audit. 
 

 

ICAP Para Para Remarks
1 (a) 200 7 IES may use the text as it is in ISA. 
1 (b) 220 7 (d) IES may adapt the text of ISA

 

 

ICAS ICAS agrees that there are a number of inconsistencies between this standard and the ISAs and ISQC1.  The ISAs and 
ISQC1 are based on consideration of the impact of the audit engagement by the audit team and the revised IES8 
requires considering this and not just the individual. 
 
Improving internal consistency in terminology and definitions across IFAC pronouncements is extremely important to 
ensure those who are applying the pronouncements will interpret them appropriately.  
 

 

IDW We believe that the IAESB needs to ensure that its definitions and requirements are consistent with the requirements in 
the IESBA Code of Ethics and IAASB pronouncements. This does not appear to be the case at the present time. 
 

 

IRBA  The clarification of certain definitions and the scope of IES 8 may prompt the need to consider other 
definitions.  

 It is also recommended that the definitions in the IES are consistent with the definitions in the IFAC auditing 
pronouncements and IFAC Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants, as mentioned above. 

 

See Questions A & 
B also 

JICPA We would like the IAESB to ascertain that the definitions and terms used in IES 8 are consistent with those in ISAs  



Revision of International Education Standard 8 - Comment Analysis                                       Agenda Item 6-3 

July 29, 2010  Page 94 of 121 

since IES 8 is the standard for professional accountants in audit engagements. 
 

KPMG We have identified the following additional inconsistencies for your consideration: 
 
We noted the current standard makes use of bold paragraphs and phrases such as “need to”.  As part of the redrafting 
of IES 8 in line with the IAESB’s Framework and Drafting Conventions, we would expect to see bold paragraphs 
eliminated and phrases such as “need to” eliminated. 
 
In addition, we believe that other key terms and definitions that need to be clarified and aligned to the Code.  These are 
“competence” and “capabilities”.  For example, IES 8 uses both terms and it is not clear how they interrelate.  For 
example, IES 8.5 states that this IES “prescribes competence requirements for audit professionals, including those 
working in specific environments and industries” and IES 8.7 states “The aim of this IES is to ensure that professional 
accountants acquire and maintain the specific capabilities required to work as competent audit professionals”.  It is not 
clear how the capabilities and competence in paragraph 7 are intended to relate to the competence requirements 
referred in paragraph 5.   
 

The current Standard states that professional accountants acquire and maintain the specific capabilities required to 
work as competent audit professionals.  However the Standard does not clearly define the specific capabilities it is 
referring to. The practical reality is that most professionals are not proficient to an advanced level in all competencies, 
nor should they be expected to be. To eliminate confusion in this regard it is important that IES 8 be aligned with the 
key principle in ISA 220 which states that it is the engagement partner's responsibility to be satisfied that the 
engagement team collectively has the appropriate competence and capabilities to perform the audit in accordance 
with professional standards and enable an appropriate auditors' report to be issued.  

 

 

Mahadevan Nothing has come to my notice 
 

 

MICPA No 
 

 

NZICA NZICA supports IAESB’s approach to eliminating inconsistencies and ensuring harmonization with other redrafted or  
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revised IESs.  To some extent the differences reflect the angle of focus.  IES8 focuses on the requirement for member 
bodies to ensure competence is maintained through their processes (academic standards, practice review).  Other 
standards (ISA 220, ISQC-1) focus on the responsibility of engagement partners to ensure the competence of their 
staff.   
 

PAC IES 8 paragraph 42 suggests that there should also be consistency with financial reporting standards. What other ways 
can the auditor “evaluate applications of relevant financial reporting standards”? Perhaps that paragraph should be 
expanded to note that auditors need to be aware of the goals, conceptual framework, assumptions, and principles of 
IFRS or other applicable reporting frameworks in order to accomplish this? (See 1A above) Consistent with the general 
theme of paragraph 42, perhaps more emphasis should be placed on integrating audit thinking with principles based 
financial reporting (principles based thinking), ability to think flexibly, critical thinking, and professional judgments. The 
most important integration in audited financial reporting is IFAC pronouncements with the applicable financial reporting 
framework. Evaluating management assumptions in accounting estimates and applicable reporting frameworks are key 
professional skills of IES 8 in today’s environment.    
 
 
If “historical financial information” were replaced with “applicable reporting framework” as discussed in 1A above, then 
you should consider a similar substitution in IESs 1-7.   
 

 

POB-FRC The Oversight Board believes that elimination of inconsistencies would encourage uniform adoption and more effective 
compliance with standards.  Any work to develop IES8 should be closely linked to the requirements of other existing 
standards such as the ISAs.  For this to be possible, the IAESB should work closely with the IAASB.   
 
A brief review of relevant standards highlights some of the complexities in ensuring a consistent approach: 

• ISA 220 para 14 refers to 'competence and capabilities'. Does IES8 deal with both or, if not, what is the distinction 
between the two?  A11 provides a list of the areas in which 'competence and capabilities' are needed but is this 
complete?  

• ISQC1 also talks about 'competence and capabilities' but Application note 25 only provides guidance on how 
'competence' may be developed. There is no mention of where the 'capabilities' come from. ISQC1 could be 
developed to require firms to develop both 'competence’ and ‘capabilities' through mentoring programmes.  

 



Revision of International Education Standard 8 - Comment Analysis                                       Agenda Item 6-3 

July 29, 2010  Page 96 of 121 

• ISA600 para 19 refers to 'professional competence', Is this somehow different from 'competence and capabilities'. 
Application note 36 provides limited guidance - basically understanding standards (accounting and auditing) and 
special skills - whatever they may be.  

 
PWC None noted other than mentioned above. 

 
 

Royal NIVRA Royal NIVRA agrees with IAESB that inconsistencies between standards should be eliminated. Such inconsistencies 
could have unintended but nonetheless very important consequences. Royal NIVRA encourages IFAC to carry out a 
detailed analysis of the consistency of terminology, definitions and competences between IESs, ISAs, ISQC 1 and the 
Code of Ethics for professional accountants.  
 

 

RSM There are no further definition inconsistencies we would like considered.  
 
 

 

SAICA Nothing other than that already mentioned above in our response. 
 

 

 Question I: Do you agree with the IAESB’s approach to eliminating inconsistencies? 

 

 

ACCA ACCA agrees fully with IAESB’s approach to eliminate inconsistencies across all IESs and other IFAC pronouncements.
 
 

 

AICPA We do support the IAESB approach to address and eliminate inconsistencies and will continue to be vigilant for 
opportunities to identify potential inconsistencies and bring them to the attention of IAESB and its staff. 
 

 

BDO Yes.  
 

 

CGA-Canada We are in agreement with the IAESB’s approach to eliminating these inconsistencies. 
 

 

CICA Yes.  
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CICPA We think it is very important and necessary to eliminate the definitional inconsistencies between IES8 and other IESs, 

as well as other IFAC pronouncements, publications from regulators. It benefits the consistent application and authority 
of all IFAC pronouncements for their aimed targets. We think the approach IAESB used to eliminate inconsistencies is 
effective. 
 

 

CPA Ireland CPA Ireland agrees with the approach adopted 
 

 

CPA-
Australia-
ICAA-NIA 

The Joint Accounting Bodies agree with the IAESB’s approach of comparing terminology, definitions and competencies 
within IES 8 to other IESs and IFAC pronouncements, and eliminating inconsistencies where appropriate. 
 

 

DTT Yes.  However, we would caution the Board not to over-generalize comments in publications from regulators as they are 
typically written to address matters specific to certain types of audit engagements in a specific jurisdiction  (such as 
audits of financial statements of entities listed on a specific stock exchange) and which, therefore, may be relevant in 
other contexts. 
 

 

EYG We are generally supportive of the IAESB: 

comparing terminology, definitions, and competences within IES 8 to other IESs and IFAC pronouncements, and 
publications from regulators, to identify inconsistencies 

eliminating inconsistencies where appropriate, and 

ensuring harmonization with other redrafted or revised IESs. 

As noted previously in this letter, we are not supportive of a revised IES 8 that attempts to define terms and/or address 
matters that are clearly the purview of other IFAC standard setting boards, particularly the IAASB and IESBA. We 
believe that IES 8 (and all IAESB standards) should be strictly educational in scope. 
 

 

FAR Yes 
 

 



Revision of International Education Standard 8 - Comment Analysis                                       Agenda Item 6-3 

July 29, 2010  Page 98 of 121 

FEE FEE agrees with IAESB that inconsistencies between standards should be eliminated. As discussed in paragraphs 9 
and 12 above such inconsistencies could have unintended but nonetheless very important consequences. FEE 
encourages IFAC to carry out a detailed analysis of the consistency of terminology, definitions and competences 
between IESs, ISAs, ISQC 1 and the Code of Ethics for professional accountants.  
 
Concerning in particular the definition of professional accountant, IAESB should take into account the conclusions of 
the Task Force established by IFAC to develop a common definition of the term professional accountant that can be 
used throughout IFAC. 
 

 

FSR FSR agrees with the IAESB that inconsistencies between standards should be eliminated. Such inconsistencies could 
have unintended, but nonetheless very important consequences. FSR encourages the IFAC to carry out a detailed 
analysis of the consistency of terminology, definitions and competences between IESs, ISAs, ISQC 1 and the Code of 
Ethics for professional accountants and to avoid repeating requirements of i.e. the Code of Ethics in the IESs. 
 

 

Goyal Yes, It will facilitate the proper compliance with IES 8 
 

 

ICAEW We welcome the IAESB’s approach to identifying inconsistencies, but it is not clear to us from this paper how it is 
intended to resolve them. We would welcome further detail in regard to, for instance, how it is planned to resolve the 
fact that IES 8 applies to individuals whereas ISAs and ISQC 1 apply to teams. 
 

 

ICAI-SAFA No we suggest revision in the IAESB’s approach. 
 

 

ICAP Yes, we agree to this approach. 
 

 

ICAS Yes, ICAS agrees with the IAESB’s approach to eliminating inconsistencies. 
 

 

ICJCE Yes 
 

 

IDW We agree with the overall approach to eliminating inconsistencies. 
 

 

IRBA Yes, we are in full agreement that IES 8 is harmonized with other IESs and other IFAC pronouncements in order to 
eliminate inconsistencies. 
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JICPA In addition to carefully considering the need for eliminating inconsistencies, the IAESB should also consider whether 

additional revisions may be necessary.  
 

 

KPMG Yes, after taking into account our recommendation above to supplement the approach taken to ensure that the 
requirements of the Standard and terminology build on/are consistent with the obligations/terminology in the Code and 
the ISAs.   
 

 

Mahadevan Yes 
 

 

MICPA Yes, to avoid confusion and inconsistency. 
 

 

NZICA NZICA supports IAESB’s approach to eliminating inconsistencies and ensuring harmonization with other redrafted or 
revised IESs.  To some extent the differences reflect the angle of focus.  IES8 focuses on the requirement for member 
bodies to ensure competence is maintained through their processes (academic standards, practice review).  Other 
standards (ISA 220, ISQC-1) focus on the responsibility of engagement partners to ensure the competence of their 
staff.   

 

PAC Yes 
 

 

PWC Yes. 
 

 

Royal NIVRA Royal NIVRA agrees with IAESB that inconsistencies between standards should be eliminated. Such inconsistencies 
could have unintended but nonetheless very important consequences. Royal NIVRA encourages IFAC to carry out a 
detailed analysis of the consistency of terminology, definitions and competences between IESs, ISAs, ISQC 1 and the 
Code of Ethics for professional accountants.  
 

 

RSM We agree with the IAESB’s approach to eliminate inconsistencies and believe it will help ensure harmonization with 
other redrafted or revised IESs.  
 

 

SAICA Yes we agree with the IAESB’s approach. 
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 Question J: Are there any other areas you consider to be specific issues that you would like the IAESB to 
consider as part of its revision of IES 8? 

 

 

ACCA It is important to ensure that the revised standard can be implemented globally.  
 
 

 

AICPA You will find below the AICPA’s response to the draft on IES 8 dated February 18, 2005.  Many of the points made are 
still valid, and it is particularly worth noting, and positive, that the IAESB is moving more toward principles based 
Standards, an approach we have consistently advocated and which is included in the February, 2005 attachment. Of 
particular note is our continuing concern about IES 5 on practical experience requirements. IES 5 as currently 
constructed includes an input-based/bright –line practical experience requirement of three years or two years with a 
master’s degree. Moving to principle-based Standards, which can include an output based approach and/or greater 
flexibility for member bodies to determine appropriate approaches to establishing experience requirements will be a 
significant improvement. We are fully engaged in the review and revision process for IES 5 and are eager for a more 
flexible outcome to properly account for our education based and state regulatory system. 
 
1. The stated purpose of this Standard is to prescribe the competency requirements for professional 

accountants working as audit professionals. The document suggests various processes for developing these 
competencies, but relies heavily on a minimum experience requirement that may be obtained concurrently 
with the two or three years of experience required for qualification as a professional accountant (IES 5.)  

 
Given that the US model for qualification as a CPA requires five years of education and one year of 
experience and IES 5 requires a minimum of two or three years of experience, the US cannot comply with IES 
5. Therefore, the US will also not be able to comply with the proposed standard on audit professionals. 
 
The regulatory structure in the US differs considerably from that in most other countries around the world. 
Certification as a professional accountant (CPA) in the US is granted by 54 separate jurisdictions (states), and 
the regulatory bodies in these states set the standards for entry into the profession. In many of these 
jurisdictions the license to practice qualifies the holder to perform audits, and the license is often granted 
concurrently with CPA certification. Having a valid CPA certificate is the primary eligibility requirement for 
membership in the AICP A, the national professional membership association. The AICP A cannot and does 
not set the standards of education and experience for certification or licensure. 
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2. We feel it is imperative that the qualification standards for professional accountants and the proposed audit 

professional standard recognize the existence of different quality models that combine an appropriate mix of 
education and experience, whether that experience is on the job training or in a simulated work environment. 
The US model for qualification of professional accountants is five years of education (at a collegiate 
institution) that is comprised of two years pre-professional and 3 years professional education, one year of 
experience and passage of the 14-hour Computerized CPA Examination which is uniformly required in the 54 
jurisdictions. 

 
The purpose of the CPA Examination is to measure candidates' competence to practice in the current 
environment and thereby protect the public interest. Through the use of objective questions and simulations, 
the exam tests accounting and broad business knowledge as well as the skills generally developed through 
work experiences. Specifically, the simulations assess the candidates' competencies through the use of 
realistic scenarios and tasks that approximate the work environment. Therefore, candidates must 
demonstrate the appropriate depth and breadth of knowledge and skills that are required to protect the public. 
(See attached documents.)  
 
On the job experiences may vary significantly, regardless of the time period, and should not be considered 
the only acceptable approach for measuring competence. The US preference for an education-based model 
with an experience component is embedded in our regulatory structure throughout the 54 jurisdictions. This 
time-tested model works in the US, which has the largest capital markets in the world. It is unrealistic to 
expect that it should change to comply with a model that works in other countries. 
 
We, therefore, resubmit for consideration our earlier recommendation that the experience standard in IES 5 
require a minimum of one to three years of experience depending upon the level of education received, and 
that the period of combined education and practical experience should be a minimum of six years in total. 
 
Throughout the qualification standards there are statements in support of flexibility in applying the standards 
in multi-cultural environments, recognizing the existence of different models and allowing member bodies to 
make determinations as to their own needs and the requirements of the relevant regulatory authorities. The 
proposed audit standard also suggests alternative approaches to ensure compliance with needed 
competencies and recommends that member bodies determine the appropriate levels of breadth and depth of 
the relevant knowledge. Yet the standards themselves, by supporting only one model for qualification, do not 
reflect these notions. We believe the above revision in IES 5 would achieve the objective of flexibility without 
diminishing the intent of the standards. 
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3. We also have serious concerns with the approach of the proposed standard to focus on the specific 

capabilities of the "individual" to work as a competent audit professional. It is not individuals who perform 
audits. Rather, audit firms (usually teams of individuals) perform audits. We believe it is important, through 
quality control standards, to ensure that audit firms have the experience, education and competence to 
perform audits.  

 
We recommend a reorientation of the standards to recognize the importance of firm based competencies and 
to encourage firms to have appropriate monitoring and quality control processes in place to assure 
compliance with these competencies and appropriate disciplinary action in cases of noncompliance. 

 
4. A related issue is that not all audits are equal and, therefore, we do not believe that one standard is 

appropriate for all audits. There are very small firms that perform audits for simple enterprises. Requiring 
adherence of all audit professionals to the standard could seriously jeopardize the existence of many smaller 
firms not just in the US, but in other countries around the world. 

 
5. We believe the requirement for all audit professionals to acquire "advanced level" knowledge of all the 

international standards, including International Standards on Review Engagements (ISREs), International 
Standards on Assurance Engagements (ISAEs) International Standards on Related Services (ISRSs) and 
International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRSs) is unrealistic. These are important elements of 
knowledge for auditors performing transnational audits, but they should not be required knowledge for all 
audit professionals, particularly those who perform audits for small, non-listed companies. Additionally, in 
many jurisdictions, including the US and Canada, international standards are not frequently used. While we 
support convergence, we believe it is inappropriate at this time to require all audit professionals to have 
advanced knowledge of all international standards.  

 
We recommend that the requirement for advanced knowledge of international standards be addressed in the 
new section of the document on competences for audit professionals in specialist industries and 
environments.  

 
6. Given the above discussion, we have an overall concern with the approach of the international education 

standards to be prescriptive in nature. We believe they should be more principles based, allowing each 
member body/country to determine how best to comply with the objectives of the standards and to put the 
necessary controls in place to assure compliance. 
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7. There are two matters we believe need to be addressed. One is the redundancy between IES 1-7 and 
content coverage in the proposed audit standard. The other is inconsistency in the definition of the term 
"auditor." 

 
On the first matter, it is our strong personal preference that the requirements set out in the audit standard 
should first acknowledge the need to meet the requirements of the relevant IES (1-7.) Then, only additional 
requirements, e.g., new requirements, should be specifically articulated in the audit professional standard. 
 
On the second matter, there are different references to the auditor as the person with "final" responsibility for 
the audit (paragraph 31), the engagement partner (paragraph 9) and the inclusion of managers in the 
definition of auditor (paragraph 83.) Very few managers have "final responsibility" for audits. The definitions 
and terms used in this regard should be clarified. 

 
BDO There are a number of areas that we would like the IAESB to consider outlined below. 

 
International Competency Framework 
We believe that, given the move away from national accounting and auditing Standards, the IAESB could consider 
whether qualifications for accountants could be harmonized. This would require collaboration with the member bodies 
from around the world and could result in the development of an international competency framework which could act 
as a benchmark.  This could take the form of a defined competency framework or high level syllabus that member 
bodies could then apply in the most appropriate manner within their jurisdiction.  
 
Role of Member Bodies, Audit Firms and Individuals 
It is important that the IES 8 revision considers the respective roles of member bodies, audit firms and individual 
auditors in the context of identification, delivery and monitoring of education in respective jurisdictions.  The revised IES 
8 will need to cater to and acknowledge the variety of systems that are in place on a worldwide basis and to consider 
how an education standard can be applied within member body jurisdictions. 
 
Global Movement of Auditors 
A clearer IES 8 may also have the desired effect of enabling greater opportunities for auditors to move across 
jurisdictions.  This may lead to an improved consistency of skills being demonstrated on a global basis and may 
ultimately provide greater support in respect of developing nations. 
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CAI We consider that the Consultation Paper has identified all the significant matters which have arisen since the original 

standard was adopted.  We do not have any additional areas where we believe the IAESB should focus its efforts. 
 

 

CGA-Canada The first paragraph of section 3 of the consultation paper cites a number of references to other IFAC standards that 
must be considered in tandem with the revision to IES 8. Two of these examples are ISA 220 and ISQC 1. We believe 
this will address the deficiency noted in paragraph 72 of the standard (in that it will communicate the engagement 
partner’s responsibility to determine whether an engagement quality control review should be performed in accordance 
with professional standards and firm policy). 
 
We would also prefer to find a further inclusion in paragraph 71 expressing the engagement partner’s ability to 
effectively communicate to key members of the client’s management and those charged with governance.  Given the 
encouragement for output-based approaches to competence assessment in paragraph 26, and in keeping with the 
other IESs, it could be helpful to provide additional guidance or illustrative examples in this area. We believe that 
output-based measures allow for more flexibility in demonstrating and assessing competence, and help reduce the 
emphasis on time-based (input) models. In the CGA environment, the requirements command a rigorous evaluation that 
combines a competency assessment together with an hours-based component.  This model achieves a superior 
approach in that it places great emphasis on the skill set and knowledge demonstrated by the professional, in 
combination with the (minimum) required work experience in the field of public accounting.  It is our firm belief that this 
accords protection of the public, and reflects well upon the profession. 
 
Paragraph 72 gives the impression that the competences listed for an engagement partner to possess, does not apply 
to an audit professional. While this may not be the intent, it could be interpreted that an audit professional does not 
need to possess the ability to, for example, form conclusions with applicable independence requirements, as well as the 
ability for consultation, review and discussion of work performed. Furthermore, paragraph 71 only provides general 
guidance on what additional competences are required for an engagement partner. More refinement in these two 
paragraphs might be useful in providing clearer guidance to stakeholders. 
 

 

CICA We believe that the IAESB will also need to consider how it will treat the following two specific references to learning 
and development processes in a revised IES 8:  
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1. An audit professional must hold a university degree or its equivalent (paragraph 29);  
 
And 
 
2. An audit professional must have practical experience (paragraph 54), The IES goes further in gray 

lettering to specify a minimum amount of practical experience (paragraph 58). 
 
The principle for the IAESB here is where and to what extent should the IESs address how to learn and develop the 
required competencies rather than the required competencies. Both of the above references place emphasis on the 
process of learning and development as a surrogate for obtaining competence rather than the competences to be 
developed.  This same issue will come up in IES 7, IES 5 and to some extent in IES 1 to 4. 
 
The recent Framework states that there is more than one way to acquire and demonstrate competence: 
 
An individual becomes competent through learning and development. The term  “learning and development” is 
used by the IAESB to incorporate all the different processes, activities, and outcomes contributing to the 
achievement of competence.(paragraph 16) 

 
Competence can be achieved through a number of different forms of learning and 
development.(paragraph 17) 
 

Learning and development is an ongoing process of acquiring, maintaining, and renewing competence at an 
appropriate level throughout a professional accountant’s career. The extent to which each of the different forms of 
learning and development are used may vary.(paragraph 19) 
 
In redrafting IES 8 the IASEB will need to consider how these existing two references to a learning and development 
process should be dealt with. And again, this issue is not specific to IES 8. There will need to be some discussion of 
consistency in the way references to specific learning and development processes are included in any of the IESs.  
 

CICPA We suggest IAESB should issue some additional materials that would be useful to support the implementation of IESs.  
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CPA Ireland CPA Ireland would like public interest entities considered as part of the revision of IES 8. 

 
 

CPA-
Australia-
ICAA-NIA 

consider as part of its revision of IES 8: 

• Paragraph 17 and 62 – both of these paragraphs note that IFAC member bodies may consider prescribing 
specific CPD activities for audit professionals.  The second sentence of paragraph 62 states that: “CPD will 
also be necessary to ensure that audit professionals develop and maintain further competence”.  Given that 
this sentence suggests that relevant CPD activities are mandatory, we recommend that the IAESB considers 
making the prescription of specific CPD activities for audit professionals a mandatory requirement in a revised 
IES 8. 

 
• Paragraph 42 – we recommend that the IAESB include in the list of professional skills requirements in sub-

paragraph (b) specific reference to: (i)  demonstrated capacity for risk assessment, including fraud risks; and 
(ii) applying relevant ethical requirements, especially those pertaining to independence. 

 
• Paragraph 50 – we recommend that when discussing the added dimension relevant to audit professionals, 

when considering fundamental ethical principles, that specific reference also be made to the importance of 
independence. 

 

 

DTT See our comments regarding the development of a framework of competences above. 
 
In addition, we recommend that the Board consider whether it is appropriate to leave the extant IES 8 as an active 
Standard during this period of consultation, reconsideration and possible revision of the Standard. At a minimum 
we suggest that, having considered all the responses to this consultation paper, the Board issue some clear 
communication to Member Bodies and other Stakeholders laying out its timetable with regard to revisions of IES 8, 
its view of the status of the extant standard and rationale behind that. 
 
We recommend that the focus of IES 8 in its revised form remain on the competence of audit professionals 
involved in the audit of historical financial information.  However, as a future project, the Board should consider the 
need for an additional standard(s) and/or practice statement(s) that addresses the competences required of those 
providing the wider range of assurance services contemplated by the IAASB. In determining the need for such a 
project and the priority of it we recommend that the IAESB undertake detailed discussion with the IAASB. 

See Section II also 
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FAR We refer to our comments below. 

FAR’s comments are based on the fact that the statutory audit in the European Union is mandatory for a large number 
of limited companies, not just public interest entities.  Statutory auditors must be registered.  The conditions for 
registration, which include education requirements and Continuing Professional Development requirements, are 
determined by national laws complying with the EU Directive. FAR makes no difference between mandatory or 
voluntary audits.  FAR has discussed the consultation paper with The Supervisory Board of Public Accountants in 
Sweden, Revisorsnamnden, and they will not make comments on the paper.  Their opinion is that most of it is already 
regulated and recommended, for example in the EU Directive, ISA and ISQC1.  Furthermore, the defining of the “Audit 
professional” is a very important issue and the answers to the questions depend on that definition.  FAR’s response is 
based on the assumption that “Audit Professional” is an authorized or approved public accountant and not a specialist 
or audit assistant in the audit team.  It is only this “Audit Professional” that can make decisions including “significant 
judgment”. 
 

 

FEE FEE supports the general policy of the IAESB of producing standards addressed to IFAC member bodies. 
Paragraph 5 of IES 8 is in that respect fully supported. However, the first sentence of paragraph 11 of IES 8 might 
give the impression that the standard is addressed to individuals and could thus bear a potential for 
misunderstandings. 
 

 

FSR It could be considered whether the competence requirements should be aimed at the individual or the audit team. 
This could be especially relevant in case of i.e. auditing global concerns. Coordination with the revised/coming 
chapters 290 and 291 of the Code of Ethics seems relevant when FSR considering this question. 
 

 

Goyal No material issue remains.  

 

 

ICAEW Three additional issues: 
 
Paragraph 57 of IES 8 currently states that practical experience gained for the purposes of meeting the requirements of 
IES 5 may ‘contribute’ to meeting the requirements for an audit professional. We believe this would be improved by 
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stating that it may ‘contribute significantly’. 
 
We would welcome additional clarity in Paragraph 58 of IES 8 that two years’ personal experience in the area of audit is 
not mandatory for someone to assume the role of an audit professional. To explain, in a European Union context, EU 
law requires someone seeking eligibility to act as a statutory auditor to have spent two years within a firm of registered 
auditors but not necessarily to have personally undertaken two years’ audit experience. IES 8 might therefore be 
wrongly interpreted as requiring member bodies to increase the experience required by law for those training to become 
audit professionals. 
  
The wording of Paragraph 69 of IES 8 suggests that an audit professional who is signing a statutory audit report would 
be required to have additional experience beyond that specified in IES 8. We do not see why this should be 
automatically so and feel that compliance with the normal audit professional requirements may be sufficient. 
 

ICAI-SAFA Responsibilities of Audit Professional, Engagement Partner, Audit Team, Quality Review team need to be clearly 
defined and fixed up. We suggest that Audit Team should be responsible to Audit Professional but no disciplinary action 
can be taken against the Audit Team except when it consists of qualified Chartered Accountant. The unqualified/semi-
qualified professionals should also be considered for issuing warning or blacklisting.  
 
Engagement Partner and Audit Professional should be under the purview of disciplinary action. In case Engagement 
Partner has taken due care while performing audit and there is no fault from his end then in such a case the 
responsibility of any professional negligence may be shifted to Audit Professional. This should be subject to strict 
monitoring by the disciplinary process and subject to establishment that all due diligence and care was taken by the 
Engagement Partner. 
 
We also feel that the scope of the standard should also be extended to projections being used for Audit estimates and 
valuation also, considering the significance of projections required in current Audit environment with respect to 
computation of fair market value, financial institution for loans, taxation and other authorities for various requirements.
 

 

ICAP Complying with requirements for transnational and specialized audit engagements is difficult and explanatory 
material of IES should contain clear guidance on the same. 
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ICAS No 
 

 

ICJCE Paragraph 56 of IES 8 with regard to practical experience “...to the type and size of audit assignments...”. The term 
“size” is not clear. We suggest changing it into “nature” 
 

 

IDW The reliability and credibility of financial statements depends in the first instance on the competencies of preparers and 
only in the second instance on the competencies of auditors. We therefore believe that the IAESB needs to consider to 
what extent the competencies in relation to accounting and financial reporting and IT required for audit professionals 
are also required for professional accountants responsible for preparing financial statements. This implies that the 
IAESB needs to consider whether standard on competencies for such professional accountants may be desirable. 
 

 

Imamura Paragraph 29 b “hold undergraduate degree, or its equivalent” should be deleted.   
In Japan C. P. A. examination opens the door to all persons irrespective of educational background. It is fair system. 
Competence for audit professionals and educational background do not correlate to each other. 
 

 

IRBA  As discussed above, we recommend that the scope of the IES is expanded to include competences for all 
assurance services.   

 

See Question A 
also 

JICPA There is nothing else in particular that we would like the IAESB to consider with respect to this revision. 
 

 

KPMG We note the following other areas for your consideration: 
 
 Some of the paragraphs included in the section on Practical experience are areas that we also feel should be 
considered as follows: 
 
Paragraph 18 of IES 8 includes the following statement: “No one professional accountant can master all areas of 
accountancy”. We suggest deleting it since it is a strong statement that does not provide significant content to 
the Standard. 
Paragraph 56 – the term “type and size” is potentially a little ambiguous. It may be more appropriate to refer to 
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the “nature of audit assignments” instead 

Paragraph 57 – we feel that practical experience gained may contribute “significantly” to the requirements 
prescribed in this IES rather than just stating that it may contribute. 

Paragraph 69 – this may need to change depending on what the definition of an Audit professional is.  Currently 
this paragraph states that “audit professional permitted to sign statutory audit reports will acquire practical 
experience beyond what this IES prescribes”. This is not necessarily the case and also links back to the 
question as to what this standard is ultimately trying to achieve.  However, this may not be relevant if you 
incorporate our suggestion above to delete Sections 3 and 4 of the IES. 

Also, it is important that as part of the clarification process the wording of the non-bold paragraphs is carefully reviewed 
to ensure that any hidden requirements, i.e., non-bold paragraphs that use the word “should” (paragraphs 48, 56, 58) or 
other wording suggesting a requirement, are considered and properly addressed.  
  

Mahadevan  Core competences for all who contribute to significant  judgements 
 

 

MICPA No 
 

 

NASBA A principles-based standard should recognize these alternative ways of meeting the requirements to be deemed as a 
“professional accountant” which are the minimum requirements to be an “audit professional.” In addition, this approach 
would allow the term “audit professional” to be applied to any engagement team member meeting the jurisdictional 
requirements as a “professional accountant.”  In a previous response to the International Ethics Standards Board for 
Accountants (October 8, 2008), NASBA noted that the definition to which the IESBA standards applied (to a 
“professional accountant”) required membership in an International Federation of Accountants’ (“IFAC’s”) member body. 
This definition clearly will not work in many jurisdictions, including the United States, where determination for meeting 
the minimum requirements is set by the licensing bodies and membership in an IFAC member body, a professional 
association, is not required. 
 

 

NZICA NZICA supports recognition of the importance of practical experience in the development of the competence of an 
engagement partner in a larger complex audit, particularly in audits of listed companies, specialized industries and 
transnational audits.  Competence is more likely to develop where an audit professional works consistently for a number 
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of years on such audits (including review and evaluation of their performance) under the guidance of an engagement 
partner.   
 

PAC In order to minimize confusion in implementing IESs, the IESs should use terminology consistent with IFAC 
pronouncements to the extent feasible.  When new concepts are proposed they should be clearly differentiated from 
similar concepts in IFAC pronouncements or applicable reporting frameworks (e.g., significant judgment vs. professional 
judgment, as noted in 1A above). 
 

See question A also 

POB-FRC Recent economic conditions together with changes in the measurement requirements within accounting standards 
increases the need for auditors to approach their work with appropriate skepticism and to challenge management 
assumptions with appropriate rigor.  We therefore believe that skepticism should feature more specifically in IAESB 
standards. 

Auditor skepticism is an important topic both for the FRC’s Auditing Practices Board (APB), which issues auditing 
standards and guidance, and the Oversight Board.  The APB and the Oversight Board are currently working together to 
develop a Discussion Paper which explores the nature of auditor skepticism and will probe what more may be done to 
increase the amount and/or consistency of auditor skepticism as demonstrated in practice. 
 

 

PWC Inputs vs. Outputs 
We have recommended above that if IES 8 continues to be focused on inputs and that they be expressed in terms 
similar to IES 2. However, the IAESB should also consider whether this standard should rather focus on outputs 
(assessment, review of work) than on inputs (education program and content, experience requirements). 
 
Para 63 requires assessment before individuals take on the role of audit professionals. Para 65 d says that such 
assessment may be carried out by an audit organization. Para 68 says that where professional accountants are 
licensed as auditors without the practical experience prescribed in Para 54, the quality assurance review program of the 
member body or the quality control procedures of an audit organization may confirm that the audit professional has the 
required competence. If these activities of assessment and review, in the end, are the measures of auditor competence, 
perhaps the focus of the standard should be there rather than on the inputs. 
 
Practical Audit Experience 
The intent or impact of the first sentence of Para 69 is unclear. If it is simply recognition that those who continue as 
audit professionals gather more experience, then it appears gratuitous. The second sentence of Para 69 is clear and 
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important.  
 

Royal NIVRA Royal NIVRA believes that the answer to the questions J and K are very much dependant of IAESB’s decision on the 
scope of IES 8.  Furthermore we feel that the scope of the impact will be much larger for developing nations and 
transition economies than for the profession in the Netherlands or Europe. Royal NIVRA would encourage the IAESB to 
consider the impact in a global perspective for the purpose of convergence. In this respect Royal NIVRA would 
welcome a less principle based approach in certain areas of the IESs. Cultural differences world wide give reason to 
develop specific benchmarks and guidance that inevitably seem to tend to a rule based approach. We accept this for 
the sake of global convergence.  
 

 

RSM There are no other areas we would like considered as part of the IES 8 revision.   
 

 

SAICA No. 
 

 

 Question K: Finally, do you foresee any impact on your organization or the wider profession of the IAESB’s 
proposed changes to IES 8? 
 

 

ACCA The proposed changes should enable a more easily understood and deliverable standard to be developed for global 
implementation. A clarification of responsibilities will enable member bodies to offer effective guidance and advice to its 
members. 
 

 

AICPA As for impact on our organization or the wider profession, that is difficult to say with any degree of authority until 
we see the exposure of the revised IES 8. However, given the occasionally difficult exchanges since IES 8 
implementation, it is hoped that a revised standard with greater clarity of scope, accompanied by a broader 
range of guidance examples, and competency guides for more levels of audit professional will have positive 
impact. 
 

 

BDO A revised IES 8 based on a role/competence model is unlikely to have a major impact on our firm in terms of extra costs 
or new processes; rather it is likely to provide a check on existing audit-firm competence models.  
 
Across the wider profession the adoption of this method of analysing and identifying the education requirements of audit 

See Question J also 
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roles may also act as an aid to those member bodies and relatively new audit firms who require more guidance and 
support in this area of their development. 
 
If an international competency framework as mentioned in answer to Question J is adopted, then member bodies, audit 
firms and regulators will need to be consulted in order to help draft the framework and support successful 
implementation. 
 

CGA-Canada The additional clarification and consistency within the IES will increase its usefulness as a resource to inform the 
development of policies, requirements, and educational materials for members who are, or wish to become, audit 
professionals. The specific impact on the organization and on the profession will depend on the ultimate outcomes of 
the proposed clarifications. As always, there is a need to provide enough specific guidance to ensure consistency 
between organizations and jurisdictions, while also recognizing the need for flexibility to allow the Standards to be 
applied in a variety of contexts. 
 

 

CICA As we view this as primarily a redrafting and clarification project we do not see a revised IES 8 adding new obligations 
or responsibilities in any significant way to our organization, our members or the wider profession. Clarity should only 
be positive. 
 
However, it is difficult to say at this point in time what the impact of changes will be as this is only a Consultation Paper; 
no specific changes are proposed. 
 
In redrafting and revising IES 8 should there be significant changes to the intended target audience, the definition of an 
Audit Professional and/or the knowledge and skill levels required of an audit professional, there may be positive and/or 
negative consequences. The following are our thoughts on the list of potential impacts that will need to be considered.
 
Individual IFAC member bodies determine the competences and criteria for membership that are appropriate to the 
professional accountancy roles their members undertake. To the extent that an Audit Professional is one of those roles, 
significant changes to IES 8 may impact on the professional education programs and assessments for membership.
 
In many jurisdictions, governments or other licensing authorities determine the competences and criteria appropriate for 
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the licensing of individuals and/or Firms to perform audits. Although IES 8 has not been developed as criteria for 
licensing, changes to IES 8 may impact existing criteria and a professional accountant’s or a Firm’s ability to be 
licensed. 
 
Audit Firms staff assignments and audit teams with partners and staff that have the competence to perform the work. To 
the extent that IES 8 requirements differ from a Firm’s definition of competence e.g. the need for a university degree 
requirement, changes to IES 8 may impact staffing of assignments. 
 
Regulators responsible for the review of the quality of audits might include in their review, the staffing, scheduling and 
HR policies of the Firms. Changes to IES 8 may impact review programs and their results. 
 
Universities and academics offer programs and courses to prepare students to become professional accountants and 
audit professionals. Changes to IES 8 may impact on these programs. 
 

CICPA The CICPA can learn from the revised IES8. 
 

 

CPA Ireland CPA Ireland observes that with the raising of the audit exemption that appropriate training opportunities for public 
auditors are more difficult to secure. This will have implications for the future availability of audit professionals. 
 

 

CPA-
Australia-
ICAA-NIA 

We do not foresee any significant impact on the professional accounting bodies in Australia or the wider profession of 
the IAESB’s proposed changes to IES 8. 
 

 

DTT We find it difficult to respond fully to this question without fully understanding all the implications of the proposed 
changes to IES8, for example, how the definition of “audit professional” might be expanded (or clarified).  We believe 
this would be an appropriate question to pose again as part of any Exposure Draft or further public consultation process 
once the Board is able to share more detail regarding its proposed changes to IES8. 
  
However, we note that implementation of the existing IES 8 and any subsequent revised standard is likely to continue to 
provide a significant challenge in many territories – particularly where IAASB and IAESB standards are enacted into 
law.  Larger organizations are likely to be well resourced and able to respond appropriately, however smaller 
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organizations may well face significant difficulties in meeting the requirements of the standards, and hence meeting 
their legal obligations, which could have unintended consequences.    We therefore recommend that the Standard be 
clearly principle-based and that the related guidance in the standard recognize the implementation challenges and 
describe the sort of flexibility and alternative approaches to implementation that would be considered by the Board to be 
appropriate in these circumstances.  
 

EYG In general we believe that the Paper sets out a positive approach for revising IES 8 and that the considerations therein 
will lead to a better understanding and more effective implementation of a revised standard.  
 

 

FAR FAR believes this question is difficult to answer with the present wording in IES8.  The answer to this question is very 
much dependant on the definition of whom IES 8 is aimed at. 
 

 

FEE FEE believes that the answer to this question is very much dependant of IAESB’s decision on the scope of IES 8. As 
FAR as the European Union is concerned, the impact of IES 8 will be limited if its scope is restricted to the audit of 
historical financial information. As explained above, the ultimate responsibility for registration of statutory auditors is 
now transferred to public oversight bodies. In compliance with their membership obligations, IFAC Member Bodies will 
make best endeavors to convince legislators and public oversight bodies to comply with the standard. However, the 
effect will clearly be different compared to when professional bodies were fully in charge. 
 

 

FSR FSR believes that the answer to this question is very much dependant of the IAESB’s decision on the scope of IES 8. 
As FAR as the European Union is concerned, the impact of IES 8 will be limited if its scope is restricted to the audit of 
historical financial information. The ultimate responsibility for registration of statutory auditors is transferred to public 
oversight bodies who defines the requirements in accordance with the Audit Directive. 
 
FSR believes, however, that there is a good reason for developing an education standard to address competences to 
carry out all kinds of assurance engagements - being mandatory by law or not - as well as non-assurance engagements 
made by an approved auditor. This could contribute to keeping the highest level of capabilities of the auditors and the 
public trust as well.   
  

 

Goyal The answers to question no E and F will make the scope more comprehensive if it was understood earlier in a limited 
manner.  Others are more for clarification.  
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ICAEW The answer to this question depends very much upon the content of the revised standard. We would welcome improved 
clarity, but not the creation of additional requirements for audit professionals. 
 

 

ICAI-SAFA We feel that changes to IES 8 as proposed by IAESB needs reconsideration in light of the above views. 
 

 

ICAP We do not foresee any impact on ICAP. However, the wider profession may be impacted by the proposed changes 
to IES 8. 
 

 

ICAS It is hoped that the impact should be a positive one, moving towards a global standard of educational and practical 
experience requirements for audit professionals.  The greater challenge for the IAESB and IFAC, once the IES has 
been amended, will be ensuring compliance by member bodies to be confident that audit professionals across the 
globe are equally and comparably competent to perform audits of historical financial statements. 
 

 

ICJCE The ICJCE is of the opinion that without a proper clarification of the terms “audit professional” and consequently of 
“significant judgment” the effects in the organization of the firms may be important especially in the smallest audit 
practices. 
 

 

IDW As noted in our answer to B, the IAESB needs to be careful that its standards can be implemented and whether 
determining compliance with those standards is practicable. This applies particularly to IES 8, since it appears that it is 
possible to regulate only the qualifications of engagement partners and not other members of the engagement team. 
 

See Question B 
also 

IRBA No. 

 

 

JICPA We believe that the impact of the revision of the IES 8 will be immense regardless of  how it will be revised, as there are 
great many professional accountants in audit engagements worldwide and, in particular, registration as a certified public  
accountant automatically leads to a license to engage in audits in Japan. 
 

 

KPMG At present we feel that the Standard lacks consistency with other IFAC Standards and the Code of Ethics, noted in our 
comments above. This lack of consistency makes implementation and compliance challenging for member bodies and 
stakeholders. We believe that the revised IES 8 should be grounded in principles-based guidance that will allow easier 
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execution and greater flexibility in application by member bodies and all stakeholders. 
 
We also believe that the Board needs to carefully consider how compliance can be practically executed by its member 
bodies and stakeholders.  The impact of developing a process to implement the requirements and monitor compliance 
could be time consuming and costly and some member bodies may find the effort to be prohibitive as a result. We 
would encourage the Board to identify organizations which could support member bodies in their efforts.  
 
Despite these perceived challenges, we feel that the benefits of the revised IES 8 and any subsequent Practice 
Statements will outweigh the challenges and believe that the revisions will result in a positive impact on the profession 
as a whole.  
 

Mahadevan No 
 

 

MICPA No 
 

 

NASBA The expansion of the term “audit professional” to all attest and assurance engagements would not have a negative 
impact on the “audit professionals” regulated by the Accountancy Boards, which are members of NASBA. NASBA is 
using the term “attest engagement” to be any engagement where independence is required (audits and reviews) or is 
not required provided disclosure is made (compilations). NASBA is using the term “assurance engagement” to be any 
engagement where an audit professional provides assurance based on the procedures performed (reviews and audits).
 

 

NZICA NZICA would not want the revised standard to be so stringent that its application of which will result in reducing the 
supply of auditors.   In the New Zealand context this is particularly relevant in relation to audits in the not for profit sector 
and those of small and medium sized entities, particularly in the provincial centers.   Whilst, audits must be completed 
to required standards, any imposition of controls must be balanced against the need to ensure ongoing access to 
auditors by the general community. 
 

 

PAC I do not see any direct impact on the Council and its standards for public accounting from the proposed changes except 
to the extent they will be relevant as the Council updates its standards from time to time. 

 
I do see the opportunity for the IAESB to assist in closing the gap between country jurisdictions and the accounting 
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designations on standards that are appropriate for an entry level audit professional. Narrowing this gap would contribute 
greatly to enhanced global mobility for audit professionals. Raising the standards to qualify as an audit professional in 
those jurisdictions or organizations where there are deficiencies would also contribute to more consistent high quality 
public accounting services being available to the public and ultimately could contribute to improving the public 
perception of the contribution of public accounting services for effective and reliable financial reporting. 
 

PWC We assume that the primary impact of IES 8 is on those IFAC member bodies which have members (professional 
accountants) practicing as auditors without an appropriate minimum level of training and practical experience. We do 
not foresee any impact on our organization or the wider profession, excepting those deficient member bodies, of the 
proposed changes to IES 8 pending, of course, the actual nature of the changes regarding the definition of audit 
professional, regarding the concept of “advanced level” skills and regarding the revision of transnational audit 
competences. 
 

 

Royal NIVRA Royal NIVRA believes that the answer to the questions J and K are very much dependant of IAESB’s decision on the 
scope of IES 8.  Furthermore we feel that the scope of the impact will be much larger for developing nations and 
transition economies than for the profession in the Netherlands or Europe. Royal NIVRA would encourage the IAESB to 
consider the impact in a global perspective for the purpose of convergence. In this respect Royal NIVRA would 
welcome a less principle based approach in certain areas of the IESs. Cultural differences world wide give reason to 
develop specific benchmarks and guidance that inevitably seem to tend to a rule based approach. We accept this for 
the sake of global convergence.  
 

 

RSM We do foresee an impact on the wider professional as there will be greater emphasis and clarification on the exact role 
to be played by audit organizations in developing audit professionals.  
 

 

SAICA The proposed changes should not have any significant changes to audit firms and should provide increased clarity and 
reduce interpretive difficulties.  This will hopefully improve consistency in the application of IES 8 throughout the 
profession. 
 
 We hope that the proposed changes to IES 8 will result in a stronger focus by auditing firms on the assessment of 
whether individual assurance team members meet the revised definitions and competency requirements.  This, in turn, 
should ensure and/or improve the quality of assurance teams and, consequently, the quality of assurance engagement 
and the opinions on them. 
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ACRONYM 

FULL NAME OF ORGANIZATION  

AAT Association of Accounting Technicians, United Kingdom 
ACCA The Association of Chartered Certified Accountants, United 

Kingdom 
AICPA American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, United 

States 
BDO International BDO Global Coordination B.V. 
CAI Chartered Accountants Ireland 
CGA Canada Certified General Accountants Association of Canada 
CICA The Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants 
CICPA Chinese Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
CPA-Australia-ICAA-NIA CPA Australia, the Institute of Chartered Accountants and the 

National Institute of Accountants 
CPAI CPA Ireland 
DTT Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu 
EYG Ernst & Young Global 
FAR FARSRS Sweden 
FEE Federation des Experts Comptables Europeens 
FSR Foreningen af Statsautoriserede Revisorer 
Goyal Sunil Goyal, CA 
ICAEW The Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales 
ICAI-SAFA The Institute of Chartered Accountants of India- South Asian 

Federation of Accountants 
ICAP Institute of Chartered Accountants of Pakistan 
ICAS The Institute of Chartered Accountants of Scotland 
ICJCE Instituto De Censores Jurados De Cuentas De España 
IDW Institut der Wirtschaftsprufer 
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Imamura Takeshi Imamura - Certified Public Accountant 
IRBA  Independent Regulatory Board for Auditors 
JICPA The Japanese Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
KPMG International KPMG International 
Kurker Steven K.Kurker, OIG DoD 
Mahadevan Ramachandran Mahadevan, CA 
MICPA The Malaysian Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
NASBA National Association of State Boards of Accountancy 
NZICA New Zealand Institute of Chartered Accountants  
PAC The Public Accountants Council for the Province of Ontario 
POB-FRC Professional Oversight Board 
PWC PricewaterhouseCoopers 
Royal NIVRA Koninklijk Nederlands Instituut van Registeraccountants  
RSM RSM International 
SAICA The South African Institute of Chartered Accountants 

 


