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Committee: International Accounting Education Standards Board 

Meeting Location: IFAC Headquarters, New York, USA 

Meeting Date: October 29-31, 2014, beginning 8:30 a.m. 

 

SUBJECT: 

 

Revision of IES 8 – IAESB Task Force Recommendations 
(10/14) in Response to IAESB’s Consideration of Significant 
Comments on Exposure (10/14) 

 

INTRODUCTION 

1. The aim of this paper is to provide the IAESB with an update on the revision project of IES 8 
“Competence Requirements for Audit Professionals” now re-named “Professional Competence 
for Engagement Partners Responsible for Audits of Financial Statements”.  Specifically, the paper 
will:  

• Provide an opportunity for IAESB input and reflection on matters raised by the CAG; 

• Enable the IAESB to reflect and comment on DWG proposed changes; and 

• Facilitate a page by page review, and final vote, of IES 8 during the October 2014 IAESB 
Board meeting. 

 

2. This agenda item contains the following materials: 

Agenda Item 2-1 Revision of IES 8 – IAESB Task Force Recommendations 

(10/14) in Response to IAESB’s Consideration of Significant 

Comments on Exposure (10/14) 

Agenda Item 2-2 Revision of IES 8 – Revised Draft of IES 8, Professional 

Competence for Engagement Partners for Audits of Financial 

Statements- Clean Version (10/14) 

 

Agenda Item 2-3 Revision of IES 8 – Revised Draft of IES 8, Professional 

Competence for Engagement Partners for Audits of Financial 

Statements- Marked-up Version (10/14) 

 
Agenda Item 2-4 Revision of IES 8 – Exposure Draft of IES 8, Professional 

Competence for Engagement Partners for Audits of Financial 

Statements- Marked-up Version (10/14) 

 
 

 

BACKGROUND 

Project Scope 
3. The revision of IES 8 was part of the wider project identified within the IAESB’s 2010-2013 Strategy 

and Work Plan (and is included in the recently approved 2014-2016 IAESB Strategy and Work 
Plan) that aimed to redraft and revise all IESs 1-8 by 2013/14.    IES 8 is the final IES to be revised 
as part of this initiative; the IAESB’s original plan in revising IES 8 was to: 
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a) Revise use and interpretation of key definitions, in particular: 

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

b) Clarify the explanations surrounding: 

 Precise roles in a transnational audit; 

 Acceptance of the need for progression through a variety of roles, over time, whilst part 
of a larger team; 

 How the shared responsibility between IFAC member bodies, firms and regulatory 
authorities should work in practice; 

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

c) Revise the Scope to clarify or eliminate confusion surrounding the coverage of the following 
key areas: 

 Engagement Partner Competences; 

 Specific Industries; and 

 Practical Experience. 
 
4. In addition to the areas noted above, the Task Force, supported by prior discussions of the IAESB, 

proposed moving towards defining the competences for the engagement partner in the context of 
an engagement team. The intention was that whilst the requirements would be directed towards 
engagement partners, acknowledgement of the context within which engagement partners 
operate (i.e. within a team) was likely to be covered within the Explanatory Materials section or as 
part of Guidance.   

 
5. The 2014-2016 IAESB Strategy and Work Plan envisaged an expected date of completion for IES 

8 in Quarter 4, 2014.  For this timeline to be met it will require that the Board’s upcoming October 
2014 meeting specifically cover: 

 

 Approval of the revised IES 8; and  

 Removal of the extant IES 8. 
 

IAESB Input to the Final Stages of IES 8 
 
6. This Issues Paper identifies six key areas for IAESB input and has been developed on the back 

of the CAG, Task Force and DWG input since the June 2014 IAESB meeting.  The following key 
areas have been identified for IAESB discussion: 

 

 Issue 1: ‘Demonstrate’ vs ‘Develop and Maintain’ 

 Issue 2: One or Two Requirements 

 Issue 3: Role of the IES in the Appointment Process 

 Issue 4: Consideration of CAG Comments by the Task Force 

 Issue 5: Consideration of DWG Comments by the Task Force 

 Issue 6: Planned Effective Date Consideration 
 

 Appendix A (Timeline of IES 8 Revision) provides an overall timeline of IES 8 Revision since 
inception of the IES 8 Task Force Project in 2010.  A summary of the most recent activity of 
the Task Force, CAG and DWG has also been incorporated into this Appendix. 

 

 Appendix B (Task Force Analysis of CAG Comments) is a summary of the specific comments 
identified by the CAG as part of their review and indicates how the Task Force has dealt with 
these comments or advice.  

 

 Appendix C (Task Force Analysis of DWG Comments) is a summary of the specific comments 
identified by the DWG as part of their review and indicates how the Task Force has dealt with 
these comments or advice.  
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DISCUSSION 
 
Issue 1 for the IAESB: ‘Demonstrate’ vs ‘Develop and Maintain’ 
 
7. The Task Force deliberated over numerous conference calls the Objective and related 

Requirements of IES 8. Much of this discussion focused on what the ‘ask’ was of IFAC member 
bodies.  

 
8. The Task Force reflected on the concerns raised at the June Board meeting, as well as the 

September CAG meeting, related to the assessment of professional competence. The underlying 
cause for this concern stems, in the opinion of the Task Force, from the way some of the Scoping, 
Objective, and Requirement paragraphs were worded in terms of their emphasis on the 
demonstration of learning outcomes.  

 
9. The Task Force reflected that it was never the intention of this Board to create a standard which 

required IFAC member bodies to perform competency assessments of engagement partners by 
observing, or otherwise measuring, the demonstration of specific learning outcomes. 

 
10. Instead, the original intent of the learning outcomes was to outline what the professional 

competence of the engagement partner would look like. The original intent of the Standard as a 
whole was to assist IFAC member bodies in playing a role in the development of professional 
competence by engagement partners, as described in paragraphs A6 – A11, including Figure 1.  

 
11. It followed then, that the Task Force needed to make clear in our wording that this Standard was 

not requiring the demonstration of learning outcomes as evidence of professional competence 
(i.e. the end point only), but rather the development and maintenance of professional competence 
through the undertaking of CPD (i.e. the ongoing process of lifelong learning). This is consistent 
with the requirements of IES 7.  

 
12. The professional competence that is required to be developed and maintained would be 

demonstrated by the learning outcomes in Table A, but it is not the demonstration of the learning 
outcomes that is required. As with IES 7, IFAC member bodies may establish their preferred 
approach to measuring professional accountants’ CPD activity.  

 
13. In part, and for the reasons articulated above, the Task Force also performed a review of the 

Standard to replace ‘maintain and further develop’ with ‘develop and maintain’. This review was 
also performed for two other reasons:    
(1)  to be consistent with the other Standards in the suite of IES’s, and  
(2)  since the explanation in A18 now covers the concept that engagement partners already have 

the required competence when they assume the role. 
 

 

Action Requested: 
 

1. Do you agree that the Objective of the standard is the development and 
maintenance of professional competence, and not the demonstration of specific 
learning outcomes? 
 

2. If not, what recommendations do you have for the Task Force? 
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Issue 2 for the IAESB: One or Two Requirements 
 
14. At the June 2014 Board meeting, the Task Force presented a number of different formats for the 

Requirements – whether as one combined Requirement or the current format which is laid-out as 
two Requirements.  Members of the CAG have also challenged whether this IES should have one 
rather than two Requirements. 

 
15. It is noticeable that on exposure of IES 8 we only issued one Requirement which attempted to 

combine the two concepts above.  Although there was overwhelming support for Objective, 
support for the Requirements was less positive with a high number of ‘Yes with improving 
amendments’ responses.   

 
16. In order to answer questions posed on exposure, by the IAESB and also the CAG, the Task Force 

had extensive discussion around the formatting of the Requirements and ultimately arrived at the 
recommendation that the differing nature of the Requirements necessitated two different 
Requirements.  By having this split in the Standard, the Task Force noted that it provided for 
greater clarity and the opportunity to have: 

 

 One Requirement focused on requiring engagement partners to develop and maintain 
professional competence (for which Table A is a helpful but non-exhaustive guide as to what 
this competence looks like); 

 Another Requirement maintaining the link between the CPD as the vehicle for developing and 
maintaining competence (IES 7) and the specific role / subject of IES 8. 

 
17. For reference for the Board, the original exposed Requirement back in Oct 2013 was: 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Action Requested: 
 

3. Do you agree that the Requirement necessitates two distinct elements? 
 

4. If not, how would you propose the Task Force proceed in order to arrive at a final 
Requirement? 
 

 

 

Issue 3 for the IAESB: Role of the IES in the Appointment Process 
 

18. One of the long-running issues surrounding IES 8 is whether we as a Board are creating an IES 
which is intentionally to be used as a hurdle for appointment to the role of Engagement Partner.  
The IES has made it clear through the content on local licensing regimes that appointment to the 
role of Engagement Partner is outside the scope of this IES.  Nevertheless, the Task Force, 
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following comments on exposure, at the Board and also by the CAG did agree that there was a 
missing statement within the Explanatory Materials to help clarify the purpose of the IES. 

 
19. The extract from the newly revised IES makes clear that individuals will have already been 

appointed to the role as this IES only applies to those individuals who under the IFAC/IAASB 
Engagement Partner definition are already signing-off audit reports on behalf of their firm 
(irrespective of the size of that firm).  As these professional accountants are already performing 
the role of Engagement Partner, the only expectation (and requirement) of this IES is for them to 
continue to develop and maintain the very professional competence which enabled them to be 
appointed to the role in the first place. 

 

  
 

 

Action Requested: 
 

5. Do you think that the newly crafted para A18 provides sufficient clarity in respect 
of the intention of the IES? 
 

6. Do you have any specific suggestions on how para A18 can be improved? 
 

 
 
 
Issue 4 for the IAESB: CAG comments 
 
20. The Consultative Advisory Group (‘CAG’) provided comments on the proposed revision to IES 8 

during a conference call at the September 22, 2014 CAG meeting.  The Task Force is grateful for 
the CAG’s input into IES 8 which has led to a refined version of the Standard. 

 
21. The Task Force has outlined their review of the CAG comments in Appendix B to this Issues 

Paper.  Members and technical advisors are asked to review Appendix B and to identify if there 
are any specific matters which they would like the Task Force to explore further. 

 
 

Action Requested: 
 

7. Based on Appendix B, are there any matters raised by the CAG, which you 
would like the Task Force to reconsider?   If so, why? 
 

8. If so, and on the specific points that you have identified, do you have any further 
suggestions as to how the Task Force may proceed? 
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Issue 5 for the IAESB: DWG comments 
 
22. The Drafting Working Group (‘DWG’) provided extensive comments on the proposed revision to 

IES 8.  The Task Force is grateful for the range of comments provided by the DWG and for the 
mutual support and input into IES 8 which has led to a much-improved version of the Standard. 

 
23. The Task Force has outlined their review of the DWG comments in Appendix C to this Issues 

Paper.  Members and technical advisors are asked to review Appendix C and to identify if there 
are any specific matters which they would like the Task Force to explore further. 

 
 

Action Requested: 
 

9. Based on Appendix C, are there any matters raised by the DWG, which you 
would like the Task Force to reconsider?   If so, why? 
 

10. If so, and on the specific points that you have identified, do you have any further 
suggestions as to how the Task Force may proceed? 
 

 
 
Issue 6: Planned ‘Effective Date’ Consideration 
 
24. The revised IESs are due to become effective from July 1, 2015.  IES 8 has however had a longer 

development timeline which has required an initial consultation and then the release of two further 
exposure drafts for comment.   

 
25. Suggestions and comments provided by members of the CAG and DWG have provided alternative 

potential dates ranging from July 1, 2016 to July 1, 2017.  Both parties have indicated a concern 
that for such a high profile IES, and one which involves so many different stakeholders, sufficient 
time be provided to member bodies (and others) to put in place processes to enable them to 
comply with IES 8. 

 
26. During the most recent exposure draft (October 2013) the IAESB noted that with planned 

completion of IES 8 being due for Quarter 4 of 2014 that: 
 

‘…the Board has provisionally agreed that IES 8 will be effective for implementation 15 to 18 
months after final IAESB approval (approximately July 1, 2016) to enable IFAC member 
bodies time to translate the standard and ensure that appropriate processes are in place for its 
implementation. The IAESB believes that it is in the interests of member bodies and other 
interested stakeholders who use the IESs that the standards should be released as soon as 
they are approved so as to facilitate their implementation.’ 

 
27. The Task Force is recommending an effective date of July 1, 2016 but, subject to final approval of 

IES 8 at the October 2014 meeting, would welcome input from the IAESB on effective date of IES 
8.    

 

Action Requested: 
 

11. Do you agree with the recommendation of the Task Force? 
 

12. Do you have any further advice in respect of the release date or other steps that 
the IAESB might need to undertake to enable member bodies to prepare for the 
IES 8 effective date? 
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PROPOSED WAY FORWARD  
 
28. If IAESB members are in agreement with the proposed amendments made by the Task Force in 

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

 
29. The IAESB should now consider an effective date of implementation for IES 8. IAESB is asked to 

vote on an effective date of July 1, 2016 for IES 8.  
 
30. Following a page-by-page review, the IAESB will consider whether it is appropriate to vote on the 

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

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

on whether there has been substantial change1 to the exposed pronouncement such that re-
exposure is necessary. Agenda Item 2-4 provides a copy of the Exposure draft of the revised IES 
8 (December 2013).  

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

as of its effective date, in accordance with the IAESB’s Terms of Reference. -Smith, Mandi Olivier 

& IES 2 Task Force (October 2013) Page 6 of 18  
33. In preparing IES 8 for release, the final draft will be forwarded to IFAC for a Plain Language 

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

 

 

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

change to a proposal arising from matters not aired in the exposure draft such that commentators have not 

had an opportunity to make their views known to the PIAC before it reaches a final conclusion; substantial 

change arising from matters not previously deliberated by the PIAC; or substantial change to the substance 

of a proposed international pronouncement.   
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APPENDIX A 
Timeline of IES 8 Revision 
 
The table below identifies the key activities and decisions made in respect of IES 8 at previous IAESB 
meetings. 
 

February 2010 Meeting – New York 

 Public consultation issues paper 
considered 

 Reviewed public consultation 
questions 

 CAG comments were discussed 
 

 Amendments to wording of public consultation wording 
were agreed 

 Clarifying amendments were made to the public 
consultation questions 

May 2010 Meeting - Copenhagen 

 Progress report provided by chair 
of IES 8 team 

 Public consultation period still 
ongoing 

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

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

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

September 2010, CAG meeting 

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

 

November 2010 Meeting - Singapore 

 Full presentation of results from 
consultation 

 A summary paper on consultation 
paper responses 

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

Areas agreed by IAESB: 

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

 Focus on engagement partner of historical financial 
statements 

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

 Eliminate term ‘advanced level’ 

 Focus on ‘good practice’ not ‘best practice’ 

 Ensure Requirements do not go beyond those in 
ISAs/ISQC1 

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

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

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

March 2011 Meeting - Geneva 

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

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

Feedback from the IAESB included: 

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

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

 Avoidance of use of the term ‘entry-level engagement 
partner’ 
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 Some concern that focus on engagement partner might 
mean the involvement of others in the engagement might 
be overlooked 

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

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

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

May 2011 Meeting - Toronto 

 Issues Paper presented by 
secretary of IES 8 Task Force 

 Re-presented revised progression 
diagram (see below) 

 Introduced concept of ‘aspiring 
engagement partner’ 

 Asked for feedback on positioning 
of a competence matrix 

 Continued support for focus on engagement partner 

 Recommendation that the Task Force consider a matrix 
of competences 

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

 IAESB on balance favoured inclusion of a matrix within 
the Requirements 

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

 Agreed to withdraw reference to holding of 
undergraduate degree or equivalent 

 General support for drafted objective with drafting 
working group suggestions 

October 2011 Meeting – Cape Town 

 Issues Paper presented by Chair 
of the IES 8 Task Force 

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

 Discussed the Table A Taxonomy 
of Aspiring Engagement Partner 
competences 

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

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

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

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

 Include definitions section in the Explanatory Materials. 

March 2012 – Merida 

 Issues Paper presented by Chair 
of the IES 8 Task Force 

 Presented revised diagram to the 
IAESB 

 Presented revised definition of 
Aspiring Engagement Partner 

 Presented latest draft of IES 8 

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

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

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

 Diagram reworked based on IAESB feedback 

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

June 2012 – New York 

 Issues Paper presented by Chair 
of the Task Force 

 Recommended requirements on 
CPD for partners 

 Recommended removal of 
overlapping assumptions 

The IAESB agreed to: 

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

 Wording amendments following a page by page review 

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

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

 Vote for exposure of IES 8 for a 90 day period 
 

October 2012 – London 

 IES 8 out for exposure until 
December 2012 

N/A 

March 2013 – New York 

 Issues Paper presented by Chair 
of the Task Force 

 Presented analysis of comments 
received on exposure 

o Aspiring engagement 
partner 

o Consideration of move 
towards CPD standard 

o Comments in respect of: 
 SMPs 
 Objectives 
 Table A 
 Requirements 

IAESB agreed to: 

 Potential elimination of the role and requirements 

around ‘aspiring engagement partner’  

 Elimination of proficiency levels within Table A 

 Need for further review of learning outcomes to Table A 

(checking for completeness) 

 IES to articulate the responsibility and interdependency 

of other stakeholders, in particular referencing ISQC 1 

and ISA 220  

 Review the IES in the context of a CPD standard 

 Consult with IAASB and others in respect of key 

changes and Table A. 

 

June 2013 – New York 

 Issues Paper presented by Chair 
of the Task Force 

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

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

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

 
 

Feedback and direction from the CAG, included: 

 Continue with the revision project of IES 8 

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

 Retain use of the stakeholder/landscape diagram within 
the IES 

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

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

Sept 2013 – CAG Meeting 

 Issues paper presented by Chair 
of the Task Force 

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

o Revised objectives 
o Content, positioning and 

heading of Table A 
o Emphasis on practical 

experience  
o Feedback on the 

stakeholder diagram 

Feedback and advice from the CAG, included: 

 Strong support for the revised Objective with additional 
wording improvements 

 Minor wording changes recommended on some 
learning outcomes 

 Suggestion to reconsider the ordering of Table A 

 Advice on the title of Table A 

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

 Support for the output-based emphasis of IES 8 

 Support for the diagram with some recommendations 
for improvements & explanatory material 
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 Need to consider impact of referencing SMOs on other 
IESs. 

 

October 2013 – Toronto  

 Issues paper presented by Chair 
of the Task Force  

 Revised draft provided to the 
IAESB for day 1 discussion 

 Revised & updated draft provided 
to the IAESB for page by page 
review and comment 

IAESB agreed that: 

 Subject to some minor conforming amendments, a 
cleaner objective would be included in the final draft  

 Some Table A terms would be amended to conform 
with the ISAs/IFRSs 

 Amended for DWG changes to learning outcomes and 
other wording amendments in the IES 

 Conforming amendments be made to common 
paragraphs in line with the work completed by the Task 
Force Chairs & Secretaries group 

 Discussed and agreed to retain the current ordering of 
Table A to conform with the flow of the IESs 2 – 4 

 Discussed and agreed an amended diagram following 
input from the CAG and IAESB. 

 Agreed that it was appropriate to reference SMOs as 
part of the IES. 

 Confirmed retention of the SMP paragraphs as they 
were drafted. 

February 2014 – CAG Meeting, Brussels  

 Issues paper presented by 

Secretaries of the Task Force 

 Areas specifically focused on, 

included: 

o Title of IES8 

o Objective 

o Use of figure 1 

o Table A learning 

outcomes 

o Positioning of Table A 

 Notion of practical experience 

 Discussed the need to have more clarity around 
practical aspects of CPD with focus on broad 
experience 

 Retain the position of Table A as part of the 
Requirements 

 Suggestion that para A12 and A17 appear to be 
overlapping and repeating the same aspects 

 Suggestion to reword the requirement on the learning 
outcomes to focus on them being the ‘minimum’ and 
focus on the development rather than maintenance of 
competence 

 Some suggested reordering and minor changes were 
offered in respect of Table A 

 Retain the diagram but, review whether term of 
‘relationship’ should be replaced by ‘oversight’ and 
consider enhancing the explanatory material paragraph 
relating to figure 1 

 Need clarity around effective date for this IES 

 Suggestions for further guidance around professional 
judgment, skepticism and reflective activity. 

 

June 2014 – Meeting, New York   

 Issues Paper presented by the 
Chair and Secretaries of the Task 
Force 

 Worked-up version of revised IES 
8 to show impact of any proposed 
or agreed to changes for the 
IAESB to consider 

 Discussed suggested improved the Objective 
paragraph based on feedback from respondents and to 
aid clarity. 

 Considered creating 2 separate Requirements in order 
to improve the clarity of expectations and 
responsibilities being placed on member bodies. 

 Made a number of changes in placement of learning 
outcomes; this did not change the substance of Table A 
but in response to comments received on exposure, 
made the learning outcomes clearer and easier to 
measure. 
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 Received comments on additional supporting 
explanatory material or better ordering thereof – again 
in order to assist the member bodies and other readers 
of IES 8. 

Task Force Activity – June to October  

 Virtual working within the Task 
Force to gain input into the revised 
IES 8 
 

 Provided input into Table A consistent use of ‘overall 
audit strategy’ where possible 

 Provided direction on updated wording for 
Requirements and Explanatory Materials to incorporate 
feedback from the June IAESB Meeting 

 See comments below and in paper for DWG input 

 See comments in paper for CAG input 
 

September 2014 – CAG Meeting  

 Issues paper developed for 
September CAG meeting 

 Task Force Chair (EW) and 
Secretary (AB) provided 
conference call update on the 
work of the Task Force and post-
June 2014 IAESB changes 
 

 Concern expressed about consistency of ‘develop and 
maintain’ usage and how / whether the IES should also 
cover how someone is required to demonstrate the 
competence. 

 Some comments in respect of the Requirements 
section indication further consideration of including the 
word ‘must’ before demonstrate, and the word ‘and 
maintain’ or ‘continuously’ afterwards. 

 Discussion around one or two Requirements – no 
strong sentiment provided either way. 

 Inclusion of ‘judgments’ before estimates in Table A 

 Consideration of pushing implementation date out to 
2017. 
 

September 2014 – DWG Review of latest Draft 

 DWG reviewed the latest version 
of IES 8 

 DWG review identified ~73 points in respect of IES 8, 
headline input is outlined below. 

 Key recommended changes included: 
o Further consideration of practical experience 
o Elimination of unintended hidden requirements 

in the EM 
o Advice regarding positioning of Scope 

paragraphs 
o DWG discussion around use of the phrase 

‘undertake CPD’ in the context of Assessment 
discussion 

o Identification of inconsistent Table A qualifier 
statements 

o Use of engagement team definition (IESBA v 
IAASB) 

o Comments on the diagram  
o General wording improvements largely 

accepted by the Task Force.  
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APPENDIX B 
Task Force Analysis of CAG Comments  
 
 

Issue raised by CAG2 Task Force Response 

OBJECTIVE 

Consider including the word ‘must’ 

before demonstrate and the words ‘and 

maintain’ or ‘continuously’ after 

demonstrate. 

On reflection, decided on no change as this 

would cause a hidden requirement. Also see 

discussion on ‘demonstrate’ vs ‘develop and 

maintain’ 

Consider improving the objective to 

clarify that this is a continuous process 

of achieving, maintaining and further 

developing 

The Task Force believes that paragraph A18 

adequately addresses this concern.  

Consider how to expand the objective to 

talk about the other role players in the 

environment in which engagement 

partners operate 

The Task Force believes that paragraph A13 

adequately addresses this concern 

Concern raised that IFAC member 

bodies would require guidance on how 

to assess that someone has demonstrated 

the learning outcomes 

The Task Force believes it has dealt with this 

concern by clarifying that the requirement is 

not for engagement partners to demonstrate 

learning outcomes, but rather to develop and 

maintain professional competence, by the 

undertaking of CPD. See discussion on 

‘demonstrate’ vs ‘develop and maintain’ 

(issue 1) for more detail.  

REQUIREMENTS 

Discussion on the inclusion and separate 

emphasis on practical experience 

Consensus was reached that CPD, by 

definition, includes practical experience. To 

emphasize this the Task Force recommends 

including the words “including practical 

experience” after CPD in paragraph 2 of the 

standard.  

Be sure that the role of the regulator is 

appropriately covered 

The Task Force has recommended inclusion 

of the role of the regulator in two places in 

the standard – paragraph 3 as part of the 

scoping, and A10 as part of the discussion on 

the roles of the various stakeholders 

impacting professional competence related to 

this standard. 

Consider combining the two 

requirement paragraphs into one 

The Task Force went back and debated this, 

and reflected that the purpose of splitting in 

the first place was to clearly state the 

requirement of IFAC member bodies as it 

relates to the engagement partner, and then 

                                                 
2 para number is the latest draft of IES 8 presented at the October 2014 meeting 
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Issue raised by CAG2 Task Force Response 
to clearly state the vehicle for developing 

and maintaining the professional competence 

required in the first requirement paragraph. 

As the CAG was somewhat split on this 

topic, the Task Force recommends leaving as 

two separate requirements.  

TABLE A MODIFICATIONS 

Consider including ‘judgments’ before 

‘estimates,’ as not all judgments involve 

estimates – (b)(iii) 

The Task Force agrees and has made the 

inclusion 

Recommended to include “identify” 

before evaluate for (a)(ii) 

Task Force believes this is encapsulated in 

(a)(i) already 

Consider including a learning outcome 

related to materiality  

The Task Force believes that (a)(iii) covers 

this concept, among many others, as they 

related to the auditing standards, and 

provides a more robust link with the work of 

the IAASB 

Concern the use of ‘specialist’ vs 

‘expert’ 

The Task Force performed a review of the 

learning outcomes and has changed the word 

“specialist” to “auditor’s expert” to be 

consistent with the ISAs 

Consider including a discussion on the 

verbs being used in the Table 

The Task Force will consult with the 

Framework Task Force on any verbiage they 

are including. The Task Force also included 

a footnote to Table A (footnote 4) to explain 

that the learning outcomes for engagement 

partners are set at an advanced level 
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APPENDIX C 
Task Force Analysis of DWG Comments  
 
 

Issue raised by DWG3 Task Force Response 
Title of Scope Para to refer to para A1 Amended in Explanatory Material (‘EM’) 

Para 1 – DWG to capitalise or not-capitalise 
Engagement Partner throughout. 

Amended to ‘Engagement Partner’ 
throughout the IES. 

Para 2 – concern about de-emphasis on 
‘practical experience’ aspect of CPD 

Amended to ensure that emphasis on CPD 
retains ‘which includes practical experience’ 
concept. 

Paras 1-4 – guidance to reorder certain 
paragraphs to make it easier to read 

Amended as per DWG guidance. 

Para 3 – guidance to include explicit link to 
‘Stakeholders That Impact the Professional 
Competence of Engagement Partners’ 
diagram in the Explanatory Material 

Task Force did not feel that this change was 
required as the paragraph already name-
checked a variety of requirements and 
pronouncements and it would be clear to the 
reader that this would link to the diagram. 

Para 3 – suggestion to remove implication 
that this only applied to firms with 
‘engagement teams’ 

Amended as per DWG guidance. 

Para (formerly 4) covering ‘This IES builds on 
the learning outcomes…’ would fit better by 
removing it from the introductory paras and 
placing it in the EM. 

Task Force agreed, now included as A17 in 
the EM. 

Para (formerly 5) ‘Under IES 7, IFAC 
member bodies…’ advice to insert into new 
para 2 and before sentence ‘Together these 
pronouncements…’ 

Task Force agreed, now included change in 
para 2. 

Para (formerly 6) to be consistent with rest of 
draft eliminate ‘professional accountants 
performing audits of other historical financial 

information’ and just refer to engagement 

partner throughout. 

Task Force agreed and amended here. 

Para 5 (formerly 7) to include ‘…for 
professional accountants…’ 

Task Force agreed and amended. 

Para 6 – recommendation to include an 
effective date 

Task Force agreed, now inserted as a 
question in Issues Paper for Oct 2014 
meeting. 
 

Para 7 – Objective para, comment from DWG 
the existing para implied that there was an 
implication that the competence is 
(somehow) always present, rather than the 
concept that the standard is establishing a 
benchmark of competence required in the 
role.  
 

Task Force disagreed and indicated that the 
wording built on what had been exposed but 
did so at an overall level without trying to 
establish a benchmark. 
 

Para 8 – Requirement (first) – DWG inserted 
‘but not limited to’ in (  )s 
 

Task Force agreed to amendment. 

Para 9 – Requirement (second) used the 
phrase ‘undertake CPD’ – some members of 

Task Force disagreed and felt that the word 
‘undertake’ did not necessarily imply 

                                                 
3 para number is the latest draft of IES 8 presented at the October 2014 meeting 
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Issue raised by DWG3 Task Force Response 
DWG felt that this implied a requirement to 
have member bodies complete an 
assessment of CPD rather than simply 
monitoring as required by IES7. 

assessment but simply indicated that 
someone had complete some form of CPD. 

Suggestion provided to reword the 
Requirement (para 9, second Requirement) 
to: ‘IFAC member bodies shall require 
professional accountants to undertake CPD 
that maintains and further develops 
professional competence required to perform 
the role of an engagement partner.’ 

Task Force disagreed with advice and 
indicated that they preferred to retain the 
existing para as this was more focused on 
engagement partners and particular types of 
professional accountants: 
‘IFAC member bodies shall require 
professional accountants performing the role 
of an Engagement Partner to undertake CPD 
that develops and maintains professional 
competence required for the role.’ 
 

Table A, part (a) – recommendation to 
remove split infinitive and examine whether 
qualifier was needed. 

Task Force remove split infinitive, but did feel 
that an improved qualified was needed – 
inserting: 
Lead the identification and assessment of the 
risks of material misstatement as part of an 
overall audit strategy 
 

Table A, part (a), iv – to ensure consideration 
of ISA 701 change of ‘other matters’ 

Task Force amended, included here for 
completeness but originating in the forum of 
firms discussion in respect of the changed 
requirements in the new audit reporting ISA: 
‘including key audit matters if appropriate’ 

Table A (parts c to h) – recommendation to 
re-review and consider nature of the qualifier 
(i.e. learning outcome…in order to be able to 
do something) 

Task Force agreed that this point should 
merit consideration.  On the back of internal 
task force input it was felt that the ‘overall 
audit strategy’ phrase used by the ISAs was 
more useful in most contexts.  Where 
appropriate this has been changed in Table 
A. 
 

Table A, part (d) – DWG commented that 
they found the learning outcome to be poorly 
constructed.  

Task Force agreed and made amendments 
as well as providing a better qualifier. 

Table A, part (e) – DWG suggested that the 
phrasing should be ‘effect of the results of 
these’ 

Task Force agreed and made amendment. 

Table A, parts (f), (g), (h), DWG suggestion 
to consider appropriate qualifier. 

Task Force agreed and inserted ‘to 
determine the impact on the overall audit 
opinion’ against each Learning Outcome. 

Table A, part (i) – DWG suggested removal 
of ‘during an audit’ as unnecessary 

Task Force agreed and made amendment. 

Table A, part (j) – DWG asked whether the 
learning outcome should be communication 
or communicate. 

Task Force discussed this and felt that 
‘communicate’ as currently constructed was 
the most appropriate verb. 

Table A, part (j) – DWG did not like the 
learning outcome: 

Resolve conflict through appropriate forms of 

communication.  

 

Task Force agreed to amend this and 
resolved that it be changed to: 

Resolve issues through appropriate forms of 

communication.  
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Issue raised by DWG3 Task Force Response 
Table A, part (j) – DWG commented on 
removal of the term mentor from IES 5 and 
enquired whether it was needed here. 

Task Force discussed and reconfirmed that 
mentor was a more appropriate role to 
identify here as supervisor implied specific 
audits rather than a more pervasive 
leadership role. 

 
Table A, part (m) – DWG did not like the 
currently constructed sentence: 
Evaluate the factors affecting audit quality 
and the importance of audit quality to the 
public interest 

Task Force understood the duplication on the 
word ‘audit quality’ but felt that this learning 
outcome had been drafted by the IAESB 
following input at the June 2014 meeting; to 
provide greater clarity, the Task Force 
amended the learning outcome to be as 
follows: 
Evaluate the factors affecting audit quality 
and commitment to the public interest by 
delivery of a quality audit. 

Table A, part (n) – DWG questioned use of 
‘auditor’s opinion’ v ‘audit opinion’ 

Task Force agreed that ‘audit opinion’ was a 
better replacement and made amendment. 

Table A, part (o), part (i) – DWG asked how 
one of the learning outcomes on ethical 
principles was intended to end (i.e. the 
qualifier); proposal to remove erroneous 
apostrophe. 

Task Force agreed and made an amendment 
to the learning outcome: 
an appropriate resolution to ethical dilemmas 

Consider if A1 para should be moved to be 
more in alignment with earlier sections in 
Introduction. 

Task Force reflected on question posed by 
the DWG and was of the view that having the 
definition terms upfront was more helpful to 
the reader and also wanted this to be 
consistent with the structure adopted in the 
recently published IES 4. 
 

Header row in Table B needs repeating To raise with drafting team at IFAC when 
standard is sent for publication. 

IESBA has produced a revised Engagement 
Team definition (which now differs slightly 
from the definition used in the ISAs as 
published by IAASB) –main differences are 
reference to ‘assurance’ rather than ‘audit’ 

Task Force has decided to retain the ISA 
definition due to the explicit link with ‘audit’ 
until such time as we have had clarification 
from IAASB that they intend adopting the 
new IESBA definition. 

A4 DWG questioned whether ‘CPD for 
engagement partners may include practical 
experience’ diminished the importance of 
practical experience or included a hidden 
requirement. 

Task Force agreed with recommendation to 
change first sentence to ‘CPD, including that 
for Engagement Partners, includes practical 
experience.’ 
 
Although there was a challenge from DWG 
about whether this sentence was needed, the 
Task Force felt quite strongly that although it 
merely repeated the link with IES 7 – that 
given the role-based nature of IES 8 it was 
really important that this was explicitly stated 
in the Explanatory Material. 

A4 DWG queried whether ‘Evidence of 
practical experience may include…’  ‘implied 
that the EM was explaining a hidden 
Assessment Requirement 

Task Force agreed that this was not the 
intention of this EM para – it was simply to 
provide examples from a monitoring 
perspective to assist member bodies (in line 
with their existing IES 7 requirements).  Other 
words suggested were ‘examples’ ‘instances’ 
but after some debate, members of the task 
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Issue raised by DWG3 Task Force Response 
force preferred evidence as that was what it 
was. To provide greater clarity, sentence was 
changed: 
 
‘Practical experience may be evidenced…’ 
 

Para A5: DWG raised a query whether the 
other factors included the ‘diversity’ of local 
licensing regimes. 

Task Force agreed and amended to remove 
– rest of sentence unaffected.  Title also 
amended to remove ‘diversity’ and replace 
with ‘local licensing regime requirements’ 

Para A5: inserted full title of SMO2 Accepted by Task Force. 

Under previous Para A6 suggestion was to 
move the para that starts ‘irrespective of the 
size or nature of…’ to be EM to explain the 
second requirement. 

Task Force agreed and has now moved to 
include this in Para A19. 

Para A6: Diagram of stakeholders – DWG did 
not like the original red circle as it implied 
engagement partners operated in a bubble 

Task Force has changed the colour from red 
to grey, and broadened this out to make it 
look less like a barrier. 
 
Task Force was taking on board feedback of 
the need to incorporate the public interest in 
the diagram and felt this was a suitable way 
to do this. 

Para A7: DWG suggestion to remove the 
initial para in respect of IES 7 and ‘develop 
and maintenance’ of professional 
development as it repeated  

Task Force discussed this option but felt that 
the diagram was aided by having the various 
components explained in para A7 through 
A11 to run through the various components. 
In addition, as the Para A7 was in a logical 
sequence there was a concern that to 
remove one para would leave a gap in the 
Explanatory Material provided to readers. 

Para A12: DWG suggestion to move this 
para (which covers competence of the 
engagement team) to support earlier Scoping 
section paras. 

Task Force felt that already an argument 
could be made for moving this para to 
support the earlier Scoping section, the 
current positioning was appropriate as it 
explained the progressive nature of 
competence as used within Table A. 

Para A12: removal of hidden requirement 
‘usual pathway’ replaced with ‘common 
pathway’ 

Task Force agreed and amended. 

Para A13: DWG raised concerned whether 
IES 8 was applicable to the ‘audit’ or the 
‘engagement partner’ 

Task Force agreed and amended to clarify it 
was the engagement partner that was the 
subject of the standard. 
 
‘This IES is applicable to Engagement 
Partners responsible for the audits of 
financial statements.’ 

Para A21 (previously para A14): DWG 
suggested moving this para to support the 
second Requirement and also to clarify how 
the IES supported a variety of firm/practice 
sizes.  Previous draft was:  
 
‘This IES recognizes those situations in 
which the engagement partner operates as a 
sole practitioner or small or medium 
practitioner.’   

Task Force determined that the best 
positioning of this particular para was in A21 
to help support Requirement 2 but to retain a 
separate heading given the feedback and 
concerns raised on exposure; Task Force 
also amended the lead in to the Para to imply 
that the role-specific nature of the IES help 
support different size practices: 
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Issue raised by DWG3 Task Force Response 
 
DWG also asked for confirmation of where 
SMP definition was obtained from. 

‘By focusing on one specific role rather than 
an engagement team or firm structure, this 
IES recognizes those situations in which the 
Engagement Partner operates as a sole 
practitioner or within a small or medium 
practice.’ 
 
Definition now inserted via footnote and 
included from SMP committee. 

  

Para A21:  DWG noted that the wording in 
this section was clumsy: 
 
As a consequence, the engagement partner 
may undertake different tasks when 
performing the audit than might otherwise be 
the case.   
 

The Task Force felt that this sentence was 
straightforward given the preceding 
sentences. 

Para A14: DWG feedback was that the EM 
supporting the Objective para needed to be 
updated to align with the new revised 
Objective wording 

Task Force agreed and made amendments 
in the new para A15. 

Para A15: DWG advised the task force 
remove the phrase ‘are required to’ as 
already EM explaining the Requirement- so 
not very helpful to a reader. 

Task Force agreed and made amendments. 

Para A16: DWG advised this to be moved 
further up in the Requirements section and to 
include competence areas. 

Task Force agreed and made amendments. 

Para (formerly) A17: These learning 
outcomes are likely to be demonstrated 
within the context of a work environment – 
DWG indicated that this was a hidden 
requirement. 

Task Force took the view that as the 
emphasis on practical experience was 
higher-up the Standard, this sentence added 
little to the reader in terms of explaining the 
requirements.  Removed this particular 
sentence. 

Para A18: DWG had provided extensive 
recommendations in respect of this para – 
mainly to do with terms being used, 
positioning within the IES  as well as whether 
‘change’ was in respect of individual 
competence or competence area content. 

Task Force adopted major changes proposed 
by the DWG but also sharpened up the 
language being used following extensive 
discussion.  See revised Para A18. 

Former Para A22: Table A does not include 
levels of proficiency for competence areas 
because the majority of the learning 
outcomes are at an advanced level. – DWG 
felt that this should either be a footnote or be 
removed as it in effect reinserted  
 

Task Force agreed and has removed this 
previous Para (formerly A22) from the IES. 

Paras A22-A28: potential advice of DWG 
member to insert relevant headings from 
Table A above each of the various EM items 
that had been further developed in these 
paragraphs 

Task Force disagreed with this suggestion, 
after it mocked-up the additional headings, 
there was a concern that there would then be 
further pressure to provide EM for each and 
every learning outcome and that even if this 
pressure were restrained, the EM section 
would look very odd as only some 
competence area titles would appear. 
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Issue raised by DWG3 Task Force Response 
Para A24: insertion of ‘evaluation of…’ Wording amended to ‘evaluation of the 

sufficiency and appropriateness of audit 
evidence obtained and of the related 
documentation’ 
 

Para A25: removal of word ‘could’ and 
inclusion of ‘but are not limited to’ as well use 
of ‘taxation’ rather than ‘tax’ 

Wording amended to ‘Examples of areas 
where auditor’s experts may be used on an 
audit include, but are not limited to, taxation, 
IT, legal, forensics, valuations, actuaries and 
pensions.’ 
 

Para A26: use of ‘IT accounting systems’  
sounded outdated; criticism of the phrase 
‘are factors’ as to imply comprehensive list 
 

Wording amended to ‘complex IT 
environments’  and ‘are some factors’ 

Para A27: member of DWG asked for first 
sentence to be deleted: ‘On its own CPD 
does not provide assurance that all...’ 

Task Force disagreed because they felt this 
sentence provided context and as it had 
already been exposed and had not been the 
subject of negative comments – that the para 
should remain as drafted. 

Para A28 – avoid need for hidden 
requirement 

Wording amended to include ‘may involve’ 

 

 


