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Introduction 
1. The aim of this paper is to assist the IAESB in its discussion of the revised IES 8 

and to help provide further direction to the Task Force in respect of development of 
an Exposure Draft for the meeting in November.  Specifically, this paper will:  
(1) provide background information on the revision of IES 8, and 
(2) identify issues for IAESB discussion from the initial draft provided to 

IAESB members. 
 

2. An initial draft has been provided to the IAESB but this draft has not yet been 
subject to a review by the Drafting Working Group (‘DWG’).  A review will be 
performed by the DWG in the period prior to the IAESB’s November meeting. 

 
3. This agenda item contains the following materials:  
 

Agenda Item 3-1 Revision of IES 8 – Issues and Proposals from Task Force 
(05/11) 

Agenda Item 3-2 Revision of IES 8 – 1st Draft of IES 8 Clean_(05/11)  
 
 
Background 
Project Scope 
4. The revision of IES 8 is part of the larger project identified in the IAESB’s 2010-2012 

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

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

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

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

whilst part of a larger team; 
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• How the shared responsibility between IFAC member bodies, firms and 
regulatory authorities should work in practice; 

• The practical application of an IES that has requirements written primarily 
to individuals who are practicing members of Member Bodies; and 

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

 
 

5. In addition to the areas noted above, the Task Force, supported by previous discussions at 
the IAESB, is proposing moving towards defining the competences for the engagement 
partner in the context of an engagement team. This will likely mean that whilst 
requirements will be directed towards engagement partners, the context within which they 
operate (within a team) is likely to be covered within the Explanatory Materials section.  
Additional guidance for other levels within the engagement team may also be considered as 
part of the IES 8 Guidance project. 

  
Previous IAESB Meetings 
February 2010 IAESB meeting 
6. At the February 2010 meeting, the IAESB considered a paper on issues related to the 

public consultation and reviewed a draft of the public consultation questions.  Input was 
provided by the IAESB, and following on from CAG advice, various amendments were 
made to the Consultation Paper.  Following on from the discussion with the IAESB, the 
Task Force re-worked the Consultation Paper to ensure that relevant comments or 
amendments were included and to refine the language used in the Paper in order to 
ensure greater clarity.   

 
May 2010 IAESB meeting 
7. At the May 2010 meeting, a progress report was provided by the Chair of the IES 8 

Task Force to indicate that the consultation period was still ongoing and that a more 
formal presentation of comments would be provided at the November meeting in 
Singapore.  Feedback/comments from meetings held by members of the Task Force 
with FEE and Forum of Firms were also provided in the May papers for the IAESB 
meeting. IAESB members indicated that several issues relating to the revision of IES 8 
were relevant to the other revision projects.  

 
8. A short information paper was also provided to the CAG to seek their comment and input 

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

November 2010 Meeting 
9. At the November 2010 meeting, the IAESB was provided with the full results of the 

public consultation, a summarised paper of the consultation responses and a verbal 
report with series of questions posed to the IAESB by the Task Force. The IAESB 
considered a paper which ran through approximately 20 questions covering off those issues 
identified from the public consultation process. The following highlights decisions 
stemming from this IAESB discussion. 

 
Areas agreed by the IAESB: 
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• focus on requirements relating to member bodies but to set out the implications 
of the requirements to other interested stakeholder groups through the 
Explanatory Materials section; 

• focus on audit engagement of historical financial engagements; 
• clarify rather than increase the scope of IES 8 (i.e. to be have more clarity 

around ‘who’ the requirements would be targeted to); 
• review the extant standard for compatibility with existing IFAC 

pronouncements. 
• eliminate the term ‘advanced level’ as this implied some sort of prestige for 

auditors as compared to other accounting professionals; 
• focus on ‘good practice’ rather than ‘best practice’; 
• ensure that the requirements of the proposed IES 8 do not go beyond the 

requirements inherent in the ISAs/ISQC1 and that the content of the proposed 
IES 8 is focused on ‘education’ principles common to all audit engagements; 

• ensure that the knowledge content required by each auditor is directly linked to 
the nature of the entity being audited; and  

• ensure that the ‘impact’ of the standard on stakeholders is considered as part of 
the consultation process. 

 
March 2011 Meeting 
10. At the March Meeting, the IAESB was provided with a written update of recent 

progress on the development of IES8 as well as consideration of the progression process 
into the role of engagement partner and the continuum between IPD and CPD elements 
of professional development.  During the presentation, the Task Force leader also 
presented a diagrammatical representation of how the proposed IES might take an 
engagement partner from IPD through to CPD. 

 
11. Feedback from members of the IAESB included: 

• concern in respect of focusing only the engagement partner as this might mean 
that the involvement of others exercising judgments in the team might be 
overlooked 

• professional scepticism and professional judgment to be re-emphasised in any 
new standard  

• no diminution of IPD elements once the status of professional accountant have 
been attained 

• encouragement that the IES 8 team work with other Task Forces (especially IES 
2) to ensure consistency of any frameworks that might be used 

• encouragement for the Task Force to continue to identify matters which might 
be included in future guidance on IES 8 

• avoidance about assuming that ‘large’ clients necessarily equated to ‘complex’ 
engagements. 
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Task Force Activities since the last IAESB meeting 
 
April/May 2011, Task Force Meetings & Drafting updates 
12. During April/May, the Task Force met on 3 occasions via Webex conference working 

alongside this was a smaller drafting team consisting of 3 members, who developed a 
number of versions of the revised draft IES 8 for comment and input by the Task Force.  
The Task Force was assisted during this period by Mr Steven Glover who had been 
provided by IFAC to assist with the drafting process. 

 
13. The Task Force discussed the title, scoping, requirements, and objectives of IES8, and 

in the most recent meeting (May 11), the explanatory materials.  During Task Force 
discussions, a number of issues were identified which required further direction and 
guidance from the IAESB.  The task force discussed a whole range of issues, including: 

 
• Comments from the March IAESB meeting in respect of to ‘whom’ the IES 

should be directed 
• The content of the requirements sections including the proposed wording  
• The respective role of member bodies, auditing firms, the ISAs/ISQC1 and 

others in the professional development of auditors 
• Avoidance of the term ‘entry-level engagement’ partner following feedback 

from the IAESB meeting in Geneva. 
• How the IES could be written to ensure sufficient consideration was given 

towards the focus on the competencies of the engagement partner operating 
within the context of the wider audit team. 

• Whether the title of the IES should be directed towards Engagement Partners 
• The importance of considering extra guidance (especially in terms of 

progression within the audit team or the potential to make use of a competency 
model) 

• How to ensure an appropriate balance between a principles-based standard and 
one which might still require some ‘bright-lines’. 

 
  



Agenda Item 3-1 
 IAESB Meeting – Toronto, Canada, May 23-25, 2011 

 

Prepared by: Hans Christian Krogh, Greg Owens,  & Task Force members (May 2011)  Page 5 of 9 

Issues requiring input from the IAESB 
 
Members of the Audit Engagement Team 
14. At the Geneva meeting (March 2011), several IAESB members identified the need 

for the Task Force to consider other members of the engagement team within the 
scope/requirements of the IES.  The Task Force have discussed the ‘whom’ question 
on a number of occasions, including during their most recent calls, and after much 
discussion is proposing that:  
• Requirement: the IES continues to focus on the engagement partner on the 

basis that this is the one individual present on every audit engagement.  That 
the IES 8 Guidance Task Force consider the competency levels for non-
engagement partner roles. 

• Explanatory Material: makes it clear whether progressing into the 
engagement partner role or working as an engagement partner, they do so in 
the context of a wider team.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Use of a Matrix to identify competences for an Engagement Partner 
15. During their discussions about the amount of detail to include in the proposed IES, 

the Task Force has considered whether to provide a competency model or skills 
matrix as part of the Requirements or Explanatory Materials.  Others have suggested 
creating a matrix as part of any guidance issued for IES 8.  There was some 
discussion about whether the presence of a matrix (which might be quite lengthy) 
within the Requirements might cause confusion and disrupt the flow of the IES.  As 
a result of their discussions, the Task Force is proposing: 
• Including a Requirement in the IES which identifies that an aspiring 

engagement partner and serving engagement partner will need to have 
satisfied a number of competences which are identified in a matrix 

• The matrix would utilise the taxonomy used in IES 2, to indicate the 
requirements which build on top of those of a Professional Accountant for 
both an aspiring and experienced engagement partner 

• Any matrix would likely be included in an Appendix with a note in the 
Requirement to member bodies that the Appendix is part of the Requirement. 

 
16. As an example of how this might look, the draft of the revised IES includes an 

Appendix with three examples from a combination of member bodies and an 
international audit firm.  

 
  

Action Requested: 
 

1. Do you agree with the proposal being made by the Task Force? 
 

2. Do you agree with how the Requirements have been directed towards the 
engagement partner? 
 

3. Can you offer any further direction to the Task Force in respect of this 
issue? 
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Principles-based Standard and Bright-line Requirements 
17. In the revised IES, the Task Force has attempted to adhere to the framework and the 

recent work of the DWG in order to adopt a principles-based approach.  During our 
discussions, two areas have focused on the inherent conflict between ‘principles’ 
and the need to provide specific requirements that are not vague and have substance.  
The Task Force is seeking direction on each of these. 

 
Period of Practical Experience 
18. The current IES has a bold paragraph requirement which notes that (para 54):  

‘Professional accountants should complete a period of relevant practical experience before 
taking on the role of an audit professional. This period should be long enough and intensive 
enough to permit them to demonstrate that they have acquired the necessary professional 
knowledge; professional skills; and professional values, ethics, and attitudes. A substantial 
proportion of the period of practical experience should be in the area of audit of historical 
financial information.’ 

 
19. The IES then has gray text paragraph (para 58) which indicates:  

A period of practical experience relevant to an audit professional would normally be not 
less than  three years, of which at least two years should normally be spent in the area of 
audit of historical financial information under the guidance of an engagement partner.’ 

 
20. The Task Force has discussed whether having a Requirement which does not 

contain a specific time-requirement might lead to an IES with little weight or value.  
As a consequence, the Task Force is proposing that in the draft IES 8 there is a 
Requirement based on the period of three years, two of which must be in audit. 

 
 
Holding of undergraduate degree 
 
21. The current IES has a bold paragraph requirement (para 29), that states: 
 

‘Member bodies should require individuals to: 
(a) Qualify as a professional accountant 

Action Requested: 
 

4. Do you agree with the proposal to develop a matrix in respect of the 
additional competences required to develop those of a Professional 
Accountant? 

 
If yes, should a matrix be included: 
• in the Requirements,  
• as an Appendix referenced into the Requirements 
• in the Explanatory Materials? 
 

5. Do you have any comments in respect of the level of detail that any proposed 
matrix might cover? 
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(b) Hold an undergraduate degree, or its equivalent 
(c) Satisfy all other requirements prescribed in this section  

before these individuals take on the role of an audit professional.’ 
 
22. Some members of the Task Force had argued for retaining the undergraduate degree 

requirement, however on balance the majority of Task Force members have 
supported this being removed. In the version of the revised IES 8 being presented to 
the IAESB meeting, there is no undergraduate degree requirement. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Other Matters Requiring Input 
Wording of the Objective 
23. Following on from the work of the Drafting Working Group (‘DWG’), the Task 

Force has attempted to create an Objective for this revised IES again, adhering to 
the principles-based approach of the framework and following on from the work 
conducted by the DWG.  One potential paragraph has been proposed by members of 
the Task Force following lengthy debate and revision.   

 
‘The objective of an IFAC member body is for professional accountants aspiring to 
be, or serving as, an engagement partner to complete appropriate professional 
development.’ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Use of terminology 
24. The Task Force has considered feedback from the Geneva IAESB meeting in 

respect of the term ‘entry level engagement partner’ which was originally used as a 
term to help express the point at which a professional accountant can be appointed 
or become licensed as an engagement partner.   

 
25. The Task Force is proposing moving away from this term and instead focusing on 

the term ‘aspiring engagement partner’ or the phrase ‘aspiring to be an engagement 
partner’ to represent an individual who is undertaking professional development in 

Action Requested: 
 

6. Do you agree with the proposed treatment by the Task Force in respect of the 
practical experience Requirements contained in the draft IES 8?  
 

7. Do you agree with the proposal to remove the specific existing (extant IES 8) 
requirement in respect of the holding of an ‘undergraduate degree’? 
 

8. Are there any additional ‘bright-lines’ that you would like the Task Force to 
consider as part of the development of an Exposure Draft? 

 

Action Requested: 
 

9. Do you think that this Objective is appropriately drafted? 
 

10. Do you have any alternative wording/amendments in respect of the Objective? 
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order to be able to be appointed to the role of engagement partner.  The use of this 
term builds on that of ‘aspiring professional accountant’ which has also been 
considered by other Task Forces in respect of the development of other IESs.   

 
26. At the Geneva IAESB meeting, several individuals commented on the 

diagrammatical representation of the transition from completion of IPD as a 
Professional Accountant and the development of competences (and CPD) through to 
the role of engagement partner.  The Task Force has attempted to answer these 
concerns and provided greater clarification by splitting the proposed new 
Requirements into those for: 

 
• Professional Accountants Aspiring to be Engagement Partners, and 
• Professional Accountants Serving as Engagement Partners 
• Professional Accountants Aspiring to be, or Serving as, Engagement 

Partners 
 
27. Any new terms added in this IES would also be noted for inclusion in the Glossary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Types of audited entities 
28. The existing IES 8 provided for requirements in respect of Transnational Audits 

(paras 76-77) and made reference to Specific Industries (non-bold, paras 79-80)  As 
part of their discussions, the Task Force has also considered comments from the 
IAESB at the Geneva meeting in respect of being mindful not to assume that 
complex clients are by their very nature always the largest clients.  At the previous 
IAESB meeting, there was also a caution expressed in respect of using the term 
‘complex’ and what that might mean to a member body having to apply any 
requirements.   

 
29. The Task Force has discussed a number of proposals which include: 

• Identifying requirements in respect of transnational audits which consider 
that the engagement partner will be working within an international team 
and as a result the competences will be mostly likely shared within the team. 

Action Requested: 
 

11. Do you support the use of the term ‘aspiring’ in respect of those individuals 
who, though not yet appointed to the role of engagement partner, may be 
undertaking IPD/CPD which might lead them to be able to become an 
engagement partner at a later date? 
 

12. Are you happy with the split of Requirements between the ‘aspiring’ and 
‘serving’ and then combined elements? 
 

13. Do you have any other comments in respect of how the draft of the revised 
IES 8 treats the IPD/CPD pathway into engagement partner status or how 
this might be improved? 
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• Outlining within the Explanatory Materials the nature of ‘complex’ entities 
and what that might mean for the development of engagement competences. 

 
30. The proposal is to ask the member body to consider when they may need to 

place requirements on engagement partners and to reference this with 
examples in the explanatory materials.  The Task Force working on IES 8 
Guidance, might also consider this as part of their project. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Proposed amendments for the glossary 
31. The proposed version of IES8 introduces the following terms or concepts which will 

require to be included in the Glossary: 
 

• Aspiring engagement partner – this will largely build on the concept developed 
in other task forces in respect of the aspiring professional accountant 

 
Areas for inclusion in future guidance 
32. As part of the direction from the IAESB at recent meetings, the Task Force has been 

identifying key areas that might be considered as part of the separate Task Force 
working on IES 8 Guidance (headed-up by Eileen Walsh, who is also a member of the 
IES 8 Task Force).   

 
33. Potential areas identified so far, include: 

• Consideration of the competency or professional development needs of non-
engagement partners within the team 

• Extension of the taxonomy utilised in IES2 in respect of audit competences 
• Use of competency maps or examples  

 
34. Further Guidance considerations will be presented to the IAESB by Eileen Walsh 

during the meeting in Toronto.  The IES 8 Task Force will continue to assist the 
Guidance Task Force by providing input as issues emerge. 

 
Proposed Way Forward 
35. The Task Force will also be seeking feedback from the IAESB CAG in respect of the 

drafted revised IES 8.  Subject to the outcome of this meeting’s discussion an Exposure 
Draft will be developed and subjected to a full review by the DWG in the period prior 
to the October meeting.  

  
 

Action Requested: 
 

14. Do you agree with how these Requirements have been documented in the 
draft of IES 8? 
 

15. Would you support the recommendation to provide examples of complex 
entities within the explanatory material? 


