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I. General Statements of Support of Note 
 Respondent’s Comments 
Altaf Noor 
Ali 

We wish to place on record our sincere admiration for the invaluable services the Board and staff continues to render for the cause of 
education of professional accountants. 
 

CAANZ 
 

Our key concern is that it will take time for professional bodies that use the input method for IES 7 to measure outcomes of 
professional development activities that members undertake to maintain or develop competence as audit engagement partners. We 
therefore suggest the effective date is set at least 18 months following the approval of the final version of this standard to enable 
member bodies and firms time to consider and start to implement any changes necessary. 
 

CAI In overall terms we commend the IAESB for the proposed revision which we believe reflects the aims of the new Framework and the desire 
to apply the envisaged “clarity” approach.  We note the focusing of the standard on the competence requirements of Engagement Partners 
rather than audit professionals and that these requirements are to be met by CPD.  We consider that this approach is appropriate. 
 

CNCC This new exposure draft, which takes place in the more global framework of the updating undertaken by IAESB of its complete set of 
Education standards, highly contributes to the quality of the profession.  
The CNCC, which had previously provided its comments on the last exposure draft related to this IES in 2012, shares its concern regarding 
the place of continuous professional development and would like to bring again its support to the learning outcomes-based approach adopted 
in this proposed international education standard, rather than prescribing knowledge content as indicated in the existing IES8. 
 

CPA-
Australia 
 

We support the overall purpose of the revision of this standard. 

DTT We appreciate the level of work that has gone into developing this re-exposure draft and are fully support the objectives of the IAESB’s 
project to improve the clarity of its Standards.   
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EYG We support the efforts of the Board to prescribe the learning outcomes for professional competence that engagement partners responsible 
for the audits of financial statements are required to demonstrate.  We support the change in focus of IES 8 to the one common role within 
the engagement team – the engagement partner – irrespective of the nature, complexity, size, or type of audit. 
 

FEE FEE has always supported the IAESB’s project to improve the clarity of its standards and welcomes that the revision project is now at its 
final stage, which will give the IAESB the opportunity to pause its standard setting activities. 
 

HICPA In general, we support the objective of the revised IES 8, which aims to protect the public interest by ensuring that engagement partners who 
have responsibility for audits of financial statements have the necessary skills and training to perform their roles effectively. 
 

IAA Decisively support the initiative of IAESB on this issue, as continuing professional development is very important for professional competence 
that professional accountants are required to demonstrate when performing the role of an engagement partner responsible for audits of 
financial statements. 
 

ICAS We support the International Accounting Education Standard Board’s (IAESB’s) drive to develop principles based standards based on a 
coherent framework. 
 

IDW We support the general thrust of this IES, including its focus on the engagement partner and the use of learning outcomes, but we do 
continue to have a number of important concerns, even if we do believe that this IES is a considerable improvement over the first exposure 
draft. 
 

IRE The Belgian Institute of Registered Auditors (IBR-IRE) fully supports the rationale behind the Exposure Draft (ED) of IES 8, namely the focus 
on the requirement that prescribes the learning outcomes that demonstrate the professional competence of professional accountants serving 
in the role of the audit engagement partner. 
 

ISCA We are in full support of the adoption of a principles-based approach which has enhanced the clarity and consistency across all IES. 
However, the effectiveness of IES 8 could be further enhanced by providing practical guidance to facilitate adoption and implementation.  
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KPMG We have reviewed the Exposure Draft and are pleased that our initial concerns (set out in our letter of December 17, 2012) have been 
addressed in the re-exposed version of IES 8. We are broadly supportive of the direction of this revised IES 8. Our responses to specific 
questions posed by the IAESB in the Explanatory Memorandum to the Exposure Draft and paragraph-level comments are set out in the 
Appendix.  
 

PWC The efforts taken to remove ambiguity from the August 2012 Exposure Draft are welcome, particularly in changes made to focus on the 
role of the engagement partner as opposed to the aspiring engagement partner. 
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II. General Statements of Concern and Related Matters for Consideration 
 Respondent’s Comments Staff Comment 

(where necessary) 
ACCA ACCA supports the revision of this IES 8. The proposed revisions are preferable to the previous standard. 

 
 

AICPA-
PcEEC 

Per our comments in our response letter dated December 10, 2012, we do not believe that the change in focus from 
audit professionals to engagement partner responsible for audits of financial statements improves the effectiveness of 
the revised IES 8. The engagement partner is part of a team that must collectively possess the skills and experience 
necessary to accept a client and conduct a high quality audit serving the public interest. The change also introduces 
ambiguity into the intent of the standard as it could be construed to no longer be concerned with the education needs 
of all audit engagement team members.   
 
While we feel that the change in focus of IES 8 to audit engagement partner was a step in the wrong direction and 
exceeds what we view as the proper domain of educational standards, we have answered the below questions without 
consideration of our above comments in order to provide clear feedback on the specifics of the revised standard. 
 

 

Altaf Noor 
Ali 

The subject IES is not rigorous enough in addressing the critical aspects of professional competence of the 
engagement partners. It fails to protect public interest1 by recognizing and addressing the risks emanating from lack 
of character and responsibility in an engagement partner to lead, mentor and role model which go way beyond any 
other competency. There is an apparent disconnect on how CPD is to be achieved, maintained, further developed and 
demonstrated by an engagement partner to the IFAC member body; and by the IFAC member body to the IFAC. The 
IES is an academic version of the extant IES (and ED1); the latter containing a better expression in many respects.  
It will be a step back for the Board to proceed with the IES in its present form. 
Summary of Comments: 
We find the proposed IES to be too abstract2 and esoteric3 : 

 

1 See A13 
2 Abstract here means: “Existing in thought or as an idea but not having a physical or concrete existence”: OUP. 
3 Esoteric here means: “Intended for or likely to be understood by only a small number of people with a specialized knowledge or interest:” OUP 
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1. Its scope is confined to the professional competence of engagement partners responsible for audit of financial 
statements only4. It sheds a basic principle that different levels and responsibilities within an audit assignment 
will demand different levels of competence5. Competence requirements for audit professionals have been 
dispensed6. Without the term of aspiring engagement partner7, what do we call a professional accountant who’s 
on engagement team but not an engagement partner? Professional competence of those outside audit remains 
to be addressed. (see 8.1 below) 

2. The professional competence of an engagement partner is not subject to any assessment activity8 and one is 
responsible for undertaking relevant CPD activities9 that is appropriate to their work and professional 
responsibilities10. We consider non-record based self-assessment to be its crippling weakness. 

3. The sequence of three elements of professional competence11 should be in reverse from an engagement 
partner’s point of view. We consider that the learning outcomes of professional values, ethics and attitudes 
should take the forefront followed by professional skills and technical competence12 in Table A. Furthermore, 
we do not find the stated learning outcomes to be in proportion to their importance. 

4 “IES 8 is role specific”, See Explanatory Memorandum, Clarity of Title, Objective and Scope Paragraphs, first para. 
5 Para 14 of the extant IES. 
6 See Section 2 of the extant IES. 
7 “(2) removal of requirements relating to assessment and practical experience, as well as the concept of the aspiring engagement partner.” See Explanatory 
Memorandum, the sub-heading “Rationale for Re-Exposure” under the main heading “Background”. Also see para 3: “This IES focuses on the professional competence 
required for one particular role of a professional accountant: an engagement partner responsible for audits of financial statements”.  
8 One of the far-reaching changes proposed by the Board on which there’s no specific question framed in the feedback for respondents to convey their 

comments.  
9 “The professional accountant who performs the role of engagement partner is responsible for development and maintenance of professional competence by 

undertaking relevant Continuing Professional Development (CPD) activities that include practical experience.” Para 4. The revised ED removes 
“requirements relating to assessment and practical experience” for engagement partners, See Explanatory Memorandum, Rationale for Re-Exposure, 
first para. 

10 IES 7. Also mentioned in A8. 
11 The professional competence “is the integration and application of (a) technical competence, (b) professional skills, and (c) professional values, ethics, and attitudes”. 
See A2.  
12 Not to forget that the technical competence may be abundantly available in the audit engagement team. 
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4. The role of an engagement partner as a lead, mentor and role model for engagement team13 requires further 
explanation (see 5.3 below). The couple of lines devoted to the cause are insufficient and inadequate to convey 
the life-long behavioural influence an engagement partner may have on the future professional conduct of 
engagement team members.   

5. The IES is not addressed to the IFAC member bodies directly14 but evasively15. As a result, even the 
requirement to “regularly review and update” is no more there16, among others, is absent. The requirement for 
the IFAC member bodies is there in an outline form17 but the there is no guidance on how it will be possible for 
the member bodies to know if the learning outcomes are being achieved, maintained, and demonstrated by the 
engagement partners18. There is no implementation and monitoring mechanism to facilitate and ensure proper 
course of action by member bodies. 

 
BDO We have reviewed the exposure draft and are pleased that our initial concerns have been addressed in the re-exposed 

version of IES 8. We are broadly supportive of the direction of this revised IES and we set out below our responses to 
the IAESB’s questions in the explanatory memorandum accompanying the exposure draft. 
 
As noted in previous submissions, we support the IAESB’s project to redraft and revise where appropriate all of the 
IESs in accordance with the clarity drafting conventions as set out in the Framework for International Education 
Standards for Professional Accountants.  
 

 

CAI We note the focusing of the standard on the competence requirements of Engagement Partners rather than audit 
professionals and that these requirements are to be met by CPD.  We consider that this approach is appropriate.  

 

13 See para 10, competence area, (k) personal (ii) and (iii). 
14 See para 2, ED1 of IES. “This IES is addressed to International Federation of Accountants (IFAC) member bodies.”  
15 See para 4 of the IES.: “However, this IES is addressed to the IFAC member bodies that foster a commitment to lifelong learning among professional accountants.”  
16 “IFAC member bodies shall regularly review and update professional development programs that are designed to achieve the learning outcomes as set out in this 
IES.” See para 14 (and upto 19 for others). 
17 See para10. 
18 “Only those professional accountants who demonstrate the learning outcomes listed in Table A will be able to deal with the complex situations that 

engagement partners may face during their careers”, and that is all it says without elaborating. A10 
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However we do note that the audit team is significantly wider that just the audit engagement partner and the education 
needs for other members of the audit team have been ignored. 
 

CPA 
Australia 

It is noted that paragraph 4 discusses the obligation of the engagement partner in relation to continuing professional 
development. The standard does not discuss the role of the firm, however CPA Australia is of the opinion that the firm 
as a key stakeholder should be noted in this paragraph. 
 

 

CPA Ireland In Ireland, the EU’s Statutory Audit Directive has been transposed into Irish legislation via the European Communities 
(Statutory Audits) (Directive 2006/43/EC) Regulations 2010. It requires that a competent authority shall require that a 
statutory auditor shall take part in appropriate programmes of continuing education in order to maintain his or her 
theoretical knowledge, professional skills and values at a sufficiently high level. 
 

 

DTT We recognize the many challenges and complexities present in drafting this important standard, and note the careful 
thought that has gone into the preparation of this Re-Exposure Draft, and the resulting progress. Our comments below 
focus on what we believe to be the remaining issues together with our suggestions for improvement. 
 

1. CPD as the vehicle for the development of professional competence 
 
The draft standard clearly identifies continuing professional development (CPD) as the way in which 
engagement partners maintain and further develop professional competence.  We are concerned that CPD is 
widely understood, primarily, to represent structured learning activities such as attendance at a training course, 
and that many will read and interpret the requirements of IES8 in this context.  IES 7 Continuing Professional 
Development which sets an input based requirement for professional accountants of 120 hours over a three 
year period reinforces this interpretation.  Our view is that professional competence, particularly for engagement 
partners, occurs in many different ways, and that practical experience will be the most substantial and important 
activity.  While we believe that the Board took a broad view of CPD when drafting the standard, and made 
reference to practical experience in paragraphs 4 and A4, we do not believe this is sufficient to help users of 
the standard appreciate the breadth of CPD anticipated for engagement partners.   
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We therefore recommend the Board reviews the way it has positioned CPD as having an  exclusive role in 
development of professional competence and consider carefully how to represent a broad view of the range of 
developmental activities likely to be involved, beyond structured learning.   We note that paragraph 5 of IES 7 
details the components of CPD as including coaching and mentoring, networking, observation, feedback, 
reflection and self-directed and unstructured gaining of knowledge.  These aspects should be referred to within 
this IES to make the broad definition very clear. 
 
See also the related point below on ‘Learning Outcomes terminology’.   
 

2. Learning Outcomes terminology 
 
Related to the point above, we note that the Board has chosen to use consistent terminology from IESs 2, 3 
and 4 for Table A, referring to ‘learning outcomes’ that demonstrate the achievement of professional 
competence.  While we understand the Board’s desire for consistent approach across its standards, we think 
this terminology is unhelpful when (as noted above) a substantial contributor to the development and 
maintenance of professional competence of an engagement partner will be practical experience.  The term 
‘learning outcome’ places emphasis on the role of formal education, and structured learning activities.  This 
emphasis is appropriate for the period of initial professional development (IPD) for the professional accountant 
when such activities play a central role, but is unhelpful when discussing the development of the engagement 
partner, much of which takes place in the work environment away from formal learning activity.  
 
We therefore recommend that the Board replace the term ‘learning outcomes’ with ‘behavioral outcomes’ or a 
similar term – recognizing the qualitatively different nature of development at this point in an individual’s career 
when compared to IPD. 
 

3. Applicability to interim reviews 
 
We note that the standard is applicable to the audit of financial statements and is not required to be applied to 
other assurance work. We agree on the need to be clear on the scope of the standard,  but recommend that 
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the Board considers whether the scope of the standard should extended to include engagements performed 
under 2410 Review of Interim Financial Information Performed by the Independent Auditor of the Entity. We 
believe there is significant overlap between the professional competence required to perform reviews of interim 
financial information and to perform audits of financial statements and believe interim reviews should be 
mentioned specifically. 

 
EYG We recommend that the Exposure Draft be reviewed by the International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board 

(IAASB) and the International Ethics Standards Board for Accountants (IESBA) given the relationship of proposed IES 
8 to standards issued by these Boards.  This review will ensure consistency with standards issued by the IAASB and 
the IESBA.   

 

FEE FEE has always supported the IAESB’s project to improve the clarity of its standards and welcomes that the revision 
project is now at its final stage, which will give the IAESB the opportunity to pause its standard setting activities. The 
revision is the opportunity to introduce improvements, in particular we commend the IAESB for having adopted a 
learning outcomes-based approach rather than prescribing knowledge content as indicated in the extant IES 8.  

 

 

HKICPA We appreciate the changes that have been made to the proposed revised IES 8 subsequent to consultation on the 
previous version in 2012.  In particular we support the re-focus of the standard to competencies of existing engagemen  
partners rather than aspiring engagement partners.  
 
However, we continue to have concerns that the proposed standard will introduce significant new responsibilities on IFAC 
member bodies which will be required to mandate and monitor CPD activities for engagement partners.  We appreciate 
that IES 8 has been redrafted and now provides a clearer rationale but some of our basic concerns, expressed in respec  
of the consultation paper, remain.     
 
As it stands, the revised IES 8 now becomes a CPD detailed standard which identifies a list of learning outcomes (Table 
A) to be supported by CPD activities.  It expects professional bodies to establish mandatory competency requirements 
for audit engagement partners and to monitor compliance with such requirements (per paragraph 10 of the standard)   
However, the specific obligations on IFAC member bodies remain unclear as the explanatory materials (paragraph A9 o  
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the standard) mentions the responsibility of the IFAC member bodies, but only to the extent that "By complying with the 
requirements of this IES and fulfilling their obligations under SMO 1 and SMO 2, IFAC member bodies promote, through 
CPD, the professional competence required to perform the role of an engagement partner."  It does not fully elaborate 
on the obligations to require their members who are engagement partners to undertake the CPD that leads to the 
achievement of the Table A learning outcomes. 
     
We are also concerned about the practical implication of the requirements.  There seems to be an obligation on IFAC 
member bodies to require CPD that is responsive to all of the learning outcomes prescribed in the Table A.    This may 
then presumably flow down to the partners themselves (and in turn their firms) to demonstrate that their learning can 
match up with the prescribed list in IES 8.  The CPD requirements of many member bodies currently focus heavily on 
the number of CPD hours undertaken by the individual and consequently the monitoring of compliance with CPD 
requirements is also often focused on time.  The implementation of revised IES 8 would require a change of CPD 
evaluation and monitoring mechanism for many member bodies to monitor CPD compliance at a more granular level.  
 
We also have some comments relating to the learning outcomes as listed in Table A (see appendix).  It is a difficult task  
try to define all abilities that an engagement partner is expected to have and at the appropriate level of detail.  For examp  
it is quite possible to define more outcomes for "Audit of financial statements" in addition to the 10 already listed.  It mig  
be helpful if IES 8 provided more of an analysis of how to come up with these 10 items (say with reference to the procedur  
listed in the auditing standards).  In addition, there does not seem to be enough focus on the evaluation of wheth  
specialist skills are necessary (and more generally whether the engagement team as a whole has the right skills a  
experience to effectively perform the audit).   
 
Finally, the proposed standard does not go far enough in terms of guidance on implementation and monitoring.  For 
an individual who is an engagement partner, "the learning outcomes are likely to be demonstrated within the context 
of a work environment" (per paragraph A16 of the explanatory material).  It will be challenging to monitor an 
engagement partner's achievement of the learning outcomes in this context, particularly in determining who can make 
the assessment and how can it be done.  Implementation costs could be high.  We believe it would be better to 
reposition IES 8 as guidance for audit firms on how their partners could raise their professional competence with 
reference to the learning outcomes as listed in Table A 
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Appendix 
 
Table A: Learning Outcomes for the Professional Competence of an Engagement Partner 
 
(a) Audit of financial statements 
 

o As noted in the above general comments, there seems to be a mixture of high level and more detailed 
points.  Point (ii) for instance is very high level but then (iii) seems quite detailed.  
 

o Point (vi) – developing a strategy to address the objective of the auditing standard is a requirements of each 
auditing standard and doesn't seem to sit here very logically as a learning outcome. 

 
o Should there be a specific point on the evaluation of misstatements that have been identified and how they 

should be communicated to TCWG (to mirror point (vii))? 
 

o There should perhaps be more focus on the evaluation of internal controls themselves – point (vii) just refers 
to the evaluation of significant deficiencies (seems to make the assumption that someone has already 
evaluated internal controls and determined significant deficiencies). 

 
(b) Financial accounting and reporting 

 
o Point (i) refers to the FS being prepared in accordance with the reporting frameworks.  Where issuing a "true 

and fair"/ "fair presentation" opinion they would have a broader obligation to consider these concepts. 
 

(c) Governance and risk management 
 

(d) Business environment 
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o Not sure what "auditor expectations" are.  If this is to do with overall risk assessment the point could be made 
more explicitly? 

 
(e) Taxation 
 

o The way this is phrased could be taken as a "boilerplate" description of a partner's responsibility in respect 
of any part of an audit of financial statements.  Is this a subset of learning outcomes under "audit of financial 
statements" or should it be more specifically related to competency in the field of taxation? 

 
(f) Information technology 
 

o The two outcomes seem to only focus on IT activities at the planning stage – not clear why not extended to 
other activities (including evaluation of work done by IT specialists if relevant).  As for the comment above 
on taxation this could be read as a description of engagement partner activities in, primarily, the planning 
stage of an audit. 

 
(g) Business laws and regulations 
 

o Prior to the two activities listed, would there be an earlier activity to consider which laws, regulations and 
rules are relevant to the client and its financial statements? 
 

(h) Finance and financial management 
 

o With the importance of financial instruments and fair value, should this also include reference to evaluation 
of the entity's use of such instruments as well as evaluation of valuation techniques and models (which would 
not be unique to financial instruments and could be relevant for many other areas)? 
 

o Point (i) –the meaning of the point around evaluating the various sources of financing in isolation is 
unclear.  Is the point here in the context of a going concern analysis? 
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o Point (ii) – this is something that isn’t always relevant – a good example of the dangers of creating an implied 

"definitive" list of learning outcomes.  In particular, analysis of budgets may not be a key skill (unusual in 
some jurisdictions to place any value in the budgeting process). 

 
(i) Intellectual 
 

o Point (i) – this reads a bit more like "technical". 
 
(j) Interpersonal and communication 
 

o Should there be a point dealing with managing differences of opinion within the firm (as this can often be a 
very challenging activity)? 
 

o Should there also be a point about effectively obtaining information from management (for example an 
effective fraud discussion can be a challenging activity)? 

 
o Point (iv) – not clear what "negotiations" refer to, especially as audit quality should not be compromised 

through negotiation?  If it is referring to fee negotiations, not sure if it belongs in this standard. 
 
(k) Personal 

 
(l) Organizational 
 
(m) Commitment to the public interest 

 
o Is reference to "wider society" really necessary or appropriate?  "Public interest" seems broad enough. 
 

(n) Professional skepticism and professional judgment 
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(o) Ethical principles 
 

o Point (ii) – should it also include the effective response to the threats once identified?   
 
 

IAA Decisively support the initiative of IAESB on this issue, as continuing professional development is very important for 
professional competence that professional accountants are required to demonstrate when performing the role of an 
engagement partner responsible for audits of financial statements. 
 

 

ICAEW It is difficult for ICAEW to respond to the latest exposure draft. This is because IES 8 during its development has 
increasingly become a hybrid standard. It has stopped being a pure education standard and in its latest form is part 
education standard, part practice review criteria and part thought leadership. This in turn means that the proposed 
standard has implications for different teams and functions within member bodies, each of which may see different 
benefits, costs and issues with IES 8. ICAEW has therefore consulted widely internally in formulating this response, 
and this response reflects the views of the Learning & Professional Development Department, the Professional 
Standards Department and the Technical Strategy Department.  
 
In summary, ICAEW welcomes the desired contribution to raising audit standards that IES 8 promotes, and notes that 
the latest exposure draft has significant improvements on the previous draft, such as: the focus on engagement 
partners; removing the minimum level of proficiency column for learning outcomes; and the introduction of Figure 1 in 
addition to paragraphs A5 to A7.  
 

 

ICAS Key points 
We support the International Accounting Education Standard Board’s (IAESB’s) drive to develop principles based 
standards based on a coherent framework. In particular: 

• We recognise that the IAESB has listened to comments made on the previous Exposure Draft of IES 8; 
• The revised version of IES 8 has addressed the majority of the concerns raised in our response to the previous 

draft in December 2012; 
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• The scope of the standard is now appropriate to apply to those conducting an audit engagement partner role, 
rather than aspiring engagement partners; 

• The redrafted IES 8 improves readability and clarity; and 
• ICAS supports the outcomes based approach, with the recognition that International Federation of Accountants 

(IFAC) member bodies may want to adapt the learning outcomes specified. 
 
Background 
ICAS responded to the consultation on the previous IES 8 Exposure Draft on 11 December 2012. A number of concerns 
were raised with this Exposure Draft, and ICAS is pleased to note that the majority of these issues have been 
addressed. Specifically: 

• The term ‘aspiring engagement partner’ is no longer used, with the current draft of IES 8 making reference to 
the engagement partner only. We agree that the narrowing of the scope is appropriate and ensures the focus 
is on existing engagement partners, while allowing aspiring engagement partners to use the revised Standard 
as a guide; 

• The previous draft required a ‘significant proportion of the practical experience of an individual aspiring to the 
role of engagement partner to be related to the audit of financial statements’  ICAS is pleased to note that this 
requirement has been removed, given the vast majority of audit engagement partners within the UK are general 
practitioners, heavily involved in non-audit work. In particular, we feel paragraph A12 in the current Explanatory 
Material is appropriate and helpful in confirming to audit partners that they must undertake CPD ‘appropriate to 
the complexity of the audits in which they serve as engagement partners’; and 

• We note that the statement in the previous Exposure Draft that it was the objective of the IFAC member body 
to ‘provide engagement partners with the professional development required to perform their role’ has been 
removed. This recognises that it is up to an individual engagement partner and their firm to address CPD 
requirements, while the IFAC member body’s responsibility is to assess the effectiveness of that training and 
development as part of the licensing and monitoring regime. 

 
Our response in December 2012 noted that we had concerns over the prescriptive nature of the learning outcomes in 
the Standard, and these concerns remain. ICAS would prefer to see principles based, higher level approach taken in 
Table 1, and this is discussed further in our response to Question 3. 
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Finally, in the UK, ICAS and the Financial Reporting Council have jointly commissioned research into a review of audit 
competencies in the UK. This work is ongoing and is due to report in the summer of 2014. Therefore, in the UK we will 
have to factor in any changes resulting from that research along with the proposed changes to IES8. A principles based 
Standard would therefore allow IFAC bodies to address any additional national requirements. 
 

ICPAK ICPAK commends the IAESB for the proposed revision which we believe reflects the aims of the new Framework and 
the desire to apply the envisaged “clarity” approach. This proposed standard will go hand in hand with the IAASB 
project on framework for audit quality. We believe the IAESB should cascade these competency requirements to senior 
members of the audit team who are currently ignored in this standard. 
 

 

IDW We support the general thrust of this IES, including its focus on the engagement partner and the use of learning 
outcomes, but we do continue to have a number of important concerns, even if we do believe that this IES is a 
considerable improvement over the first exposure draft. 
 
Overall, we believe that the learning outcomes in Table A suffer from a number of problems. Some of our concerns 
include: 

o Many of the learning outcomes do not align with the requirements in the ISAs for audits of financial 
statements, which leads to the impression that IES 8 is setting requirements for audits  

o Multidisciplinary and integrative skills are not addressed 
o The verbs used in the learning outcomes are neither defined nor categorized by level of proficiency, 

which will cause some difficulty in implementing this IES a demonstrating compliance 

In relation to the alignment of the learning outcomes with the requirements in the ISAs, we recommend that the IAESB 
draw on the commensurate IAASB pronouncements. 
 

 

IRE The current text of IES 8 ED refers in its paragraph A18 to the “essential” character of developing and applying 
professional skepticism in the context of determining the reliability and sufficiency of the audit evidence obtained. 
Therefore, indirectly this ED is stating that the competence area (n) is to be considered “key”, which leads to the vital 
question whether it would make sense to distinguish between “key” and “non key” competence areas. If this difference 
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is considered important, then an additional column might need to be added into Figure A, providing an overview of 
relevant learning outcomes. If this difference, however, is considered not to be important, paragraph A18 needs to be 
re-written such that the description of the importance of professional skepticism and professional judgment does not 
lead to the possible interpretation that (n) is more important than the other learning outcomes. Having read the current 
text of this paragraph A18, we also believe that competence areas (k) and (m) are “key”, so where do you draw the 
line in terms of “importance” ? In this context, we suggest to combine the current paragraph A2 with A18, as the former 
refers to the difference between professional competence on the one hand and knowledge of principles, standards, 
concepts, facts and procedures on the other. We further believe that this difference merits attention in the introductory 
section of the standard, and not in an explanatory “A” paragraph written down at p. 17 of the ED, as this would enhance 
the understanding of the reader of IES 8 of what this standard is really about. 
 
Some of the listed learning outcomes refer to the audit strategy already (see e.g. f (ii))). We, however, suggest to 
incorporate an additional “technical competence” area related to the development of an audit strategy, in particular 
balancing (for non-significant risks of material misstatement) between the use of Test of Controls and Substantive Audit 
Procedures to be performed during the audit of the financial statements. 
 

ISCA The proposed amendments to IES 8 are appropriate and aligned with the IAESB Drafting Conventions and its 
Framework (2009) document. We note and commend IAESB’s efforts in clarifying the scope, objective and 
requirement sections of the IES from the last exposure draft in August 2012. In general, we support the adoption of a 
principles-based approach and the IES 8 provides a comprehensive and concise presentation of the learning outcome 
requirements for engagement partners during Continuing Professional Development (CPD). However, IES 8 could be 
enhanced with more practical guidance to facilitate adoption and implementation.  
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PWC The efforts taken to remove ambiguity from the August 2012 Exposure Draft are welcome, particularly in changes 
made to focus on the role of the engagement partner as opposed to the aspiring engagement partner. 
 
The need for a separate standard is however not clear.  While IES 8 Revised evidently complements the existing IES1-
7, the extent of duplication with IES2-4 and IES7 makes it difficult to see a specific value in IES 8 Revised, particularly 
in the absence of any prescribed assessment, measurement and monitoring requirements. 
While being role specific, IES 8 Revised seems only to prescribe certain aspects of IES 7 to individuals performing the 
role of the engagement partner on audits of financial statements; (eg. an outcomes basis of measurement and a 
definition of the expected competencies for the specific role).  On this basis, we would recommend that the content of 
this standard be distilled into an Appendix to IES7. 
 
Our response below answers the questions raised in the Request for Comments section of the Exposure Draft.  All 
paragraph references (Para XX) are to the December 2013 IES 8 Exposure Draft unless otherwise indicated. 
 
 

 

SAICA We refer to the IAESB request for comment issued in December 2013 for which comment is due by 17 April 2014. 

We note that the proposed IES 8 identifies the role of engagement partner as one of the roles which a professional 
accountant might play, and is not specifically identified as a post-qualification specialisation. It follows, therefore, that 
the proposed IES 8 requires that professional development of an engagement partner is through CPD. However in 
some jurisdictions this role may be regarded as a specialisation (after qualifying as a professional accountant) with 
professional development through further education and training with attendant assessment. This is the case in South 
Africa where chartered accountants require further ‘professional’ experience and there is further assessment before 
registration as an auditor. 

 

When is a professional accountant competent to be an engagement partner? 

Paragraphs 1, 3, A3, 9 and 10 of the proposed standard and p. 7 of the Explanatory Memorandum, when read together, 
create uncertainty regarding the point at which an individual is professionally competent as an engagement partner. 
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Paragraph 1 suggest that this competence is acquired only after qualifying as a professional accountant, while 
paragraph 3 and page 7 suggest that a professional accountant is already competent.  

We note that “the IAESB has not included proficiency levels for the competence areas because it is expected that a 
professional accountant, acting in the role of engagement partner, has already achieved the required professional 
competence, and now needs to maintain and further develop professional competence through relevant CPD” (refer 
p. 7 of the explanatory memorandum). This suggests that the professional accountant is competent to be an 
engagement partner at the point of qualification as a professional accountant and maintains and further develops this 
competence through CPD. This interpretation is supported by the second sentence of paragraph 3 of the proposed 
standard.  

We recommend that this matter is clarified. 

 

Professional accountant competent to be an engagement partner 

Our analysis of page 7 of the explanatory memorandum (see above) is that a professional accountant, at the point of 
qualification, is competent to be an engagement partner. We suspect that this is the point of departure for the proposed 
IES 8 (but refer above for clarity on this point). If this is so we make the following observations: 

• Professional accountants possess the competence to be an engagement partner. CPD will maintain and further 
develop this competence; 

• The same requirement for maintenance and development of competence applies to all other post-qualification 
professional tasks/specialisations (refer IES 7). 

• We understand why professional competence for engagement partners is the subject of a separate IES. However, 
we believe that the standard should identify the reasons for this - why is this post qualification specialisation singled 
out for attention through an IES when others are not? 

• We note that a professional accountant would be considered to be professionally competent as an engagement 
partner (refer above) irrespective of the nature of professional experience in IPD. We are of the view that 
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professional experience in IPD for those aspirant engagement partners should include appropriate auditing 
experience. It is inconceivable that an engagement partner could have no experience at all in an audit environment. 

 

Recommendations 

1. Clarity – point at which an engagement partner is considered competent: We recommend that this matter be 
clarified. 

2. Should a professional accountant be considered competent to be an engagement partner at the point of 
qualification as a professional accountant, we recommend that there be a requirement for relevant pre-
qualification experience in an audit environment. 
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III. Responses to Specific Questions  
 

Question 1:   Is the Objective statement (see paragraph 9) of the proposed IES 8 Exposure Draft (December 
2013) appropriate and clear? 

 

 

ACCA Yes 
 

 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

The Objective statement of the proposed IES 8 ED is clear, and as with other revised standards, is better directed to 
outcomes rather than to member bodies per se. 
 

 

Altaf Noor Ali Yes. We find the objective statement to be appropriate and clear; but the claim remains unsatisfied with the mere 
outline of learning outcomes in Table A without a hierarchy of supporting sub-learning outcomes. 

We find the use of word “establish” to be slightly out of context when member bodies have been rightly provided with 
the flexibility to “develop additional competence areas or additional learning outcomes that are not specified in this IES. 
This may occur, for example, when an engagement partner audits specialized industries or transactions”19. At best, 
the learning outcomes can be more accurately described as the “minimum”20 learning outcomes expected of an 
engagement partner. The impression of attaining finality associated with the word “establish” appears to be invalid. 
 

 

BDO We agree that the Objective statement is appropriate and clear. 
 

 

CAANZ We believe that the concept of continuing professional development and competence is still unclear in the ED. 
In paragraph 4 and A4 in the Explanatory Material, for example, practical experience is included in CPD, but in 
the last sentence in paragraph 5 the IES appears to be restricted to (lifelong) learning. 
 

 

CAI The objective as stated in paragraph 9 is clear.  

19 See A17 
20 This fact was mentioned quite clearly in para 13 of the ED1: “These learning outcomes shall, at a minimum, include those listed in Table A.” 

June 2014  Page 22 of 119 

 



Proposed  International Education Standard 8 (Revised) - Comment Analysis   
  Agenda Item 2-2 

 
CNCC The paragraph 9 states that “The objective of this IES is to establish the professional competence that professional 

accountants performing the role of an engagement partner need to maintain and further develop through CPD”.  
 
This objective is also further developed through paragraphs 1 and 5,that respectively refer to the prescription of learning 
outcomes and the application of IES 7, under which IFAC members should require all professional accountants to 
develop and maintain relevant and appropriate competence, to engagement partners. 
 
All these details given toward the objective of IES 8 finally seem appropriate and clear. 
 

 

CPA-Australia The current objective, paragraph 9, would benefit from revision to include reference to the fact that professional 
accountants performing the role of an engagement partner must first develop the necessary professional competence. 
It is recommended that the term ‘develop’ is added to the objective. It is recommended the objective be amended to 
state “The objective of this IES is to establish the professional competence that professional accountants performing 
the role of an engagement partner need to develop and maintain…’ 
 

 

CPA-Ireland To clarify the objective it may be useful to further specify that the IES 8 applies to engagement partners responsible 
for the audits of financial statements. 
 

 

DTT In general we support the Objective paragraph, but have concern about the final phrase ‘maintain and further develop 
through CPD’.  The concept that an Engagement Partner needs to have achieved and therefore to continue to maintain 
professional competence in the areas listed in Table A is understood.  However we are unsure of the Board’s intention 
when describing the need for further development of professional competence through CPD.  We are concerned that 
this could be interpreted to mean that the current level of professional competence (i.e. that set out in Table A) is 
insufficient or incomplete.   For example does the Board envisage that further development of professional 
competence would occur in areas not currently listed in Table A?  Or does the Board envisage development of 
professional competence would be needed beyond the level described by the learning outcomes in Table A?   
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We note that there has been a decision to move away from the phrase ‘develop and maintain’ used throughout other 
IESs.  We encourage the Board to revisit that decision and consider if ‘develop and maintain’ would be more helpful 
terminology to use here.   
 
We recommend the Board clarifies the concept of further development of professional competence and revisits the 
wording of the objective paragraph (and elsewhere in the standard where this term is used).  The Board may also 
consider if further explanation in the explanatory material is required.   

 
EYG No, the objective statement is not clear.  The objective statement in paragraph 9 is inconsistent with paragraph 1 of 

the proposed IES 8.   

Paragraph 1 indicates that proposed IES 8 prescribes the learning outcomes for professional competence that 
professional accountants are required to demonstrate when performing the role of an engagement partner responsible 
for the audits of financial statements.  Paragraph 9 indicates that the objective of this IES is to establish the professional 
competence that professional accountants performing the role of an engagement partner need to maintain and further 
develop through Continuing Professional Development (CPD).  Therefore, it is unclear if proposed IES 8 is prescribing 
the learning outcomes or prescribing the professional competence that engagement partners responsible for the audits 
of financial statements need to maintain and further develop.  Additionally, because it focuses on professional 
competence rather than learning objectives, the objective statement as currently worded also implies a particular level 
of competence.  We suggest rewording the objective statement to focus on learning outcomes, which would be more 
consistent with the scope of the standard as described in paragraph 1 and with the requirement in paragraph 10 
indicating that professional competence is demonstrated by the achievement of learning outcomes.  We also believe 
that the objective statement should specify that the standard applies to the role of an engagement partner responsible 
for audits of financial statements.     

 

 

FEE According to paragraph 9, the objective of this IES is to establish the professional competence that professional 
accountants performing the role of an engagement partner need to maintain and further develop through CPD. 
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Generally, this objective statement indicates that IES 8 addresses CPD requirements for audit engagement partners, 
which is a first step to understand what IES 8 is about.  
 
The objective statement becomes clearer when read in conjunction with paragraph 10: “IFAC member bodies shall 
require professional accountants performing the role of an engagement partner to undertake CPD that maintains and 
further develops the professional competence required for this role. Such professional competence is demonstrated 
by the achievement of the learning outcomes listed in Table A.” 
 
This indicates that IFAC member bodies – if they should be involved in monitoring and enforcing CPD in their country 
– would have to ensure that audit engagement partners follow specific CPD requirements, which exceed the general 
CPD requirements prescribed by IES 7. 
 
Although the objective and the requirement are theoretically sufficiently clear, they give rise to some questions about 
how to put them into practice. Furthermore, as far as IFAC member bodies in the EU are concerned, the legal 
framework in the EU needs to be considered.  
 

a) Audit engagement partner 
 
Table B of IES 8 refers to the engagement partner definition in ISA 220, according to which an engagement partner 
is the partner or other person in the firm who is responsible for the audit engagement. 
 
Generally, it is at the disposal of an audit firm to designate an audit engagement partner, which is done for each 
audit engagement.  
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The information that someone has become engagement partner for an individual assignment is in general not 
separately forwarded to an IFAC member body, which makes it difficult for an IFAC member body to assess which 
professional would be subject to the specific CPD requirements outlined in IES 8. Statutory auditors in the European 
Union need to be approved and registered with a competent authority, which does not necessarily need to be an 
IFAC member body. Even if this should be the case, an IFAC member body would initially only dispose of the 
information that a statutory auditor is approved and registered, which usually takes place after the qualification as 
a statutory auditor. However, this is not automatically the point in time, where a qualified statutory auditor becomes 
an engagement partner in a firm.  
 
Therefore, in order to fulfil the task of monitoring and enforcing the specific CPD requirement of IES 8, IFAC 
member bodies would face the practical challenge to establish procedures to gather the information which qualified 
professional is an audit engagement partner or extract such information from other files where available.  
 
 

b) Requirement to undertake CPD 
 
For statutory auditors in the European Union, the EU Statutory Audit Directive requires Member States to ensure 
that statutory auditors are required to take part in appropriate programmes of continuing education in order to 
maintain their theoretical knowledge, professional skills and values at a sufficiently high level. Failure to respect 
the continuing education requirements needs to be subject to appropriate penalties.  
 
This CPD requirement applies to all statutory auditors in the EU, apart from that, there is no specific CPD 
requirement for audit engagement partners in the EU. 
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IES 8 is, like all International Education Standards, addressed to IFAC member bodies. IFAC member bodies in 
EU Member States – where involved in CPD – could generally establish additional CPD requirements for audit 
engagement partners. However, the transposition of the EU Statutory Audit Directive is up to EU Member States. 
In cases where EU Member States would set out specific CPD requirements in their national law, these rules would 
prevail. In terms of wording, it should be noted that the EU Statutory Audit Directive is under review and that the 
revised version will most probably refer to key audit partners (“Member States shall ensure that, when the statutory 
audit is carried out by an audit firm, that the audit firm designates at least one key audit partner”), which would 
comprise the audit engagement partner, the group auditor or the signing partner.  
 
Additionally, it needs to be considered that the ultimate responsibility for CPD in the EU lies with public oversight 
bodies, not with professional organisations, which limits the influence of IFAC member bodies on CPD requirements 
in the EU.  
 
Furthermore, if organising CPD, professional organisations like the IFAC member bodies need to pay particular 
attention to competition law. A recent decision of the Court of Justice of the European Union highlighted that 
competition law was infringed when a professional organisation organised remunerated mandatory continued 
training for chartered accountants in a way that the training market became segmented.  

 
 

IAA In our opinion the objective statement is sufficiently clear and appropriate, considering the changes that have been 
made in that way. 
 

 

ICAEW Yes, it is clear. However, while we welcome moves to raise audit quality, we have some concerns with ‘appropriateness’ 
over the implications for member bodies, professional accountants and audit firms following the introduction of the term 
‘CPD’, and its linkage to IES 7. 
 

 

ICAP Yes 
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ICAS In the view of ICAS, it would be helpful if the word ‘audit’ was included in the objective to make it clear who this Standard 
applies to. By referring to ‘engagement partner’ rather than ‘audit engagement partner’ the Objective appears 
inconsistent with the title of the Standard. While the term ‘engagement partner’ is defined in the IAASB Glossary of 
terms, and this is included within the Explanatory Material, we feel it would be clearer to either refer to ‘audit 
engagement partner’ within the Objective or reflect the title of IES 8 within the Objective paragraph. However, we 
acknowledge that this Revised Standard has been more closely aligned with the terminology used in the ISAs and 
therefore if the Objective were to remain, we would have no significant concerns. 
 

 

ICPAK We are of the view that the objective statement is appropriate and clear.  
 

 

IDW We believe that the continued focus on the engagement partner provides greater clarity with respect to whom the 
requirements apply and also thereby improve the effectiveness and implementation of the proposed IES. The reason 
for this is the fact that the engagement partner is the only common member of an engagement team across all audits 
of all kinds and sizes for firms of all kinds and sizes, and the only such member to be defined in law, regulation, auditing 
standards and licensing arrangements. Therefore, only education requirements for engagement partners can be 
developed, applied and enforced.  
With respect to the wording of the objective, we would like to point out that before seeking to “maintain” the professional 
competence to perform the role of an engagement partner, a professional accountant must first “obtain” that 
professional competence. For this reason, we strongly recommend that the words “obtain and” be inserted in between 
the words “to” and “maintain”. We believe the objective to be otherwise appropriate and clear.  
 

 

ISCA Yes, we agree with the Objective statement as it summarizes clearly the intent of IES 8. 
 

 

IRE We believe that it would be better to describe the objective in terms of establishing “the professional competence areas 
that professional accountants performing the role of an engagement partner need to maintain and further develop 
through CPD”, in order to enhance the link between paragraph 9 and Table A included in paragraph 10. 
 

 

JICPA It is appropriate and clear. 
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Juvenal Yes, I think that the objective statement of the proposed IES 8 Exposure Draft is appropriate and clear. 
 

 

KPMG Although we agree that the Objective as presently drafted is clear, we believe that: 

• Explicit  alignment is lacking between the Objective of IES 8 and the ISA requirements regarding partner 
competences; 

• The Objective could better articulate that IES 8 provides  guidelines, rather than requirements, for engagement 
partner competencies and learning outcomes; and 

• The Objective should encompass the principle of partners sustaining their competencies through CPD (as set out 
in IES 7) and on the job experiences. 

 

In this connection, we propose that the Objective be re-worded as follows: 

 “The objective of this IES is to establish guidelines for the professional competence, as evidenced by learning 
outcomes, that professional accountants performing the role of an engagement partner need to maintain and further 
develop through CPD as set out in IES 7 including ongoing practical experience in order to assume the responsibilities, 
make the judgments and form the conclusions required by the International Standards on Auditing.”   

 

 

PWC The revised objective of the standard in addition to IES 7 is unclear.  Please see general comments above. 

In addition, we believe that the scope of the standard should be limited to those performing the role of the engagement 
partner on audit engagements, congruent with the name of the revised standard.  Many engagement partners on other 
assurance engagements are specialists in their particular field and are not always qualified accountants who have 
been subject to any of the competency requirements of IES1-7.  The competency requirements of this standard may 
therefore not be directly applicable. 
 

 

SAICA Please refer to our comments under the introduction paragraph above. We are unsure whether CPD is necessary to 
gain competence as an engagement partner or is only necessary to maintain and further develop this competence. 
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Question 2:   Is the Requirement (see paragraph 10) of the proposed IES 8 Exposure Draft (December 2013) 
appropriate and clear? 

 

 

ACCA Yes 
 

 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

The Requirement of the proposed IES 8 ED as stated is clear. 
 

 

Altaf Noor Ali No. We find a major disconnect between the requirements mentioned in Table A and its achievement. How is it possible 
to achieve them without being assessed properly is not clear. 

 

We do not find the learning outcomes to be laid out properly. In case of an engagement partner, the whole sequence 
of professional competence needs to be reversed (see 3.4 below). Specifically, we see competent area “(o) ethical 
principles” to be the first competence area, which is presently appearing as the last. 

 
The Board made sweeping changes in the re-exposure draft21 suo motu. No question designed to obtain feedback 
from the respondents if they are comfortable with the changes. 
 

 

BDO We agree with the requirement included in paragraph 10 of the exposure draft; however as Table A is not exhaustive, 
as noted in paragraph A17, we believe that a statement should be appended such as “…, additional learning outcomes 
may be required depending on the engagement partner’s circumstances.” 
 

 

CAANZ Yes, except the first sentence incorrectly emphasises the (input) of CPD rather than the achievement and 
maintenance of competence. We suggest it would be better worded as "/FAG member bodies shall require 

 

21One of these being: “removal of requirements relating to assessment and practical experience, as well as the concept of the aspiring engagement partner”. 
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professional accountants performing the role of an engagement partner to maintain and develop the 
professional competence required for this role by undertaking appropriate CPD." 

 
CAI The requirement as stated in paragraph 10 is clear.  Whilst the proposed standard proposes that its requirements are 

met by CPD we note that the standard goes well beyond the requirements of other standards.  We also note that under 
IES 7 there is a requirement that the achievement of competency is assessed.  The proposed standard is silent on this 
point.   
 

 

CNCC This Requirement states that “IFAC member bodies shall require professional accountants performing the role of an 
engagement partner to undertake CPD that maintains and further develops the professional competence required for 
this role. Such professional competence is demonstrated by the achievement of the learning outcomes listed in Table 
A”.  
 
The CNCC agrees on the importance of continuous learning of a high level through professional training.  
On the one hand, it is no doubt that this requirement, which sounds appropriate and clear, could indeed actively 
contribute to reassure third parties and more globally all the stakeholders about the nature and the added value of the 
Statutory Auditor’s assignment.  
But on the other hand, it could lead to some difficulties regarding the assessment of the achievement of these learning 
outcomes by engagement partners. 
 

 

CPA-Australia CPA Australia believes that the inclusion of a reference to the need to ‘develop’ the professional competence, as noted 
in the response to Question 1, would add clarity to paragraph 10. It is recommended that paragraph 10 be amended 
to state ‘IFAC member bodies shall require professional accountants performing the role of an engagement partner to 
undertake CPD that develops and maintains the professional competence required for this role.’ 
 

See Response of 
Question 1 in this 
Section 

CPA-Ireland The requirements set out in paragraph 10 are considered to be clear. However the level of prescriptive detail specified 
may prove challenging. 
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DTT In general we support the requirement, but our comments in response to Question 1 related to the concept of ‘maintain 
and further develop’ are also applicable to the requirement in paragraph 10.   
 

See Response of 
Question 1 in this 
Section 

EYG No, we believe the requirement in paragraph 10 can be further clarified.  The requirement in paragraph 10 should 
specify that the role relates to the engagement partner responsible for audits of financial statements.  We believe the 
implementation guidance for IES 8 should include guidance on how often the requirement in paragraph 10 of proposed 
IES 8 needs to be evaluated by member bodies and other interested stakeholders. 
 

 

FEE According to paragraph 9, the objective of this IES is to establish the professional competence that professional 
accountants performing the role of an engagement partner need to maintain and further develop through CPD. 
 
Generally, this objective statement indicates that IES 8 addresses CPD requirements for audit engagement partners, 
which is a first step to understand what IES 8 is about.  
 
The objective statement becomes clearer when read in conjunction with paragraph 10: “IFAC member bodies shall 
require professional accountants performing the role of an engagement partner to undertake CPD that maintains and 
further develops the professional competence required for this role. Such professional competence is demonstrated 
by the achievement of the learning outcomes listed in Table A.” 
 
This indicates that IFAC member bodies – if they should be involved in monitoring and enforcing CPD in their country 
– would have to ensure that audit engagement partners follow specific CPD requirements, which exceed the general 
CPD requirements prescribed by IES 7. 
 
Although the objective and the requirement are theoretically sufficiently clear, they give rise to some questions about 
how to put them into practice. Furthermore, as far as IFAC member bodies in the EU are concerned, the legal 
framework in the EU needs to be considered.  
 

 Audit engagement partner 
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Table B of IES 8 refers to the engagement partner definition in ISA 220, according to which an engagement partner is 
the partner or other person in the firm who is responsible for the audit engagement. 
 
Generally, it is at the disposal of an audit firm to designate an audit engagement partner, which is done for each audit 
engagement.  
 
The information that someone has become engagement partner for an individual assignment is in general not 
separately forwarded to an IFAC member body, which makes it difficult for an IFAC member body to assess which 
professional would be subject to the specific CPD requirements outlined in IES 8. Statutory auditors in the European 
Union need to be approved and registered with a competent authority, which does not necessarily need to be an IFAC 
member body. Even if this should be the case, an IFAC member body would initially only dispose of the information 
that a statutory auditor is approved and registered, which usually takes place after the qualification as a statutory 
auditor. However, this is not automatically the point in time, where a qualified statutory auditor becomes an engagement 
partner in a firm.  
 
Therefore, in order to fulfil the task of monitoring and enforcing the specific CPD requirement of IES 8, IFAC member 
bodies would face the practical challenge to establish procedures to gather the information which qualified professional 
is an audit engagement partner or extract such information from other files where available.  
 
 

 Requirement to undertake CPD 
 
For statutory auditors in the European Union, the EU Statutory Audit Directive requires Member States to ensure that 
statutory auditors are required to take part in appropriate programmes of continuing education in order to maintain their 
theoretical knowledge, professional skills and values at a sufficiently high level. Failure to respect the continuing 
education requirements needs to be subject to appropriate penalties.  
 
This CPD requirement applies to all statutory auditors in the EU, apart from that, there is no specific CPD requirement 
for audit engagement partners in the EU. 
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IES 8 is, like all International Education Standards, addressed to IFAC member bodies. IFAC member bodies in EU 
Member States – where involved in CPD – could generally establish additional CPD requirements for audit engagement 
partners. However, the transposition of the EU Statutory Audit Directive is up to EU Member States. In cases where 
EU Member States would set out specific CPD requirements in their national law, these rules would prevail. In terms 
of wording, it should be noted that the EU Statutory Audit Directive is under review and that the revised version will 
most probably refer to key audit partners (“Member States shall ensure that, when the statutory audit is carried out by 
an audit firm, that the audit firm designates at least one key audit partner”), which would comprise the audit engagement 
partner, the group auditor or the signing partner.  
 
Additionally, it needs to be considered that the ultimate responsibility for CPD in the EU lies with public oversight 
bodies, not with professional organisations, which limits the influence of IFAC member bodies on CPD requirements 
in the EU.  
 
Furthermore, if organising CPD, professional organisations like the IFAC member bodies need to pay particular 
attention to competition law. A recent decision of the Court of Justice of the European Union highlighted that 
competition law was infringed when a professional organisation organised remunerated mandatory continued training 
for chartered accountants in a way that the training market became segmented.  
 

IAA The Requirement specified in paragraph 10, it is appropriate and clear. 
 

 

ICAEW Please see the answer to Question 1.  
 
While empathising with the IAESB’s motives, we are also concerned that Table A effectively becomes a canon of 
required learning and development which impinges on the freedom of operation in the CPD space for member bodies, 
professional accountants and audit firms. However, this may be useful material for the IAASB to consider as part of its 
proposed review of quality control standards, for instance by amending ISQC 1.   
 

See Response of 
Question 1 in this 
Section 
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It is also important to note that the ‘defined standard’ (paragraph A2) required to be an effective, quality engagement 
partner will vary depending on one’s clients. 
 
Related to this, the proposed standard refers in this Requirement section, and in several other places, to the need for 
engagement partners to not merely maintain their competence but to ‘further develop’ it. Given that the engagement 
partners will already be experienced, skilled and knowledgeable professionals at the top of their firms, ‘maintenance’ 
may in fact be a sufficient and more realistic goal.  
 
And given the range of learning outcomes, and the possibility of changes in the market and/or business practices, it 
may also be necessary to consider the time period over which some CPD may be achieved. 
 

ICAP Yes 
 

 

ICPAK We agree that the requirement is appropriate and clear. 
 

 

ICAS Yes. ICAS recognises the amendments that have been made from the previous draft, and that the current Exposure 
Draft reflects the role of IFAC member bodies have in ensuring engagement partners maintain appropriate CPD. 
However, we have some concerns over the prescriptive nature of the learning outcomes which are noted in our 
response to Question 3. 
 

See Response of 
Question 3 in this 
Section 

IDW We have no comments on this issue.  
 

 

ISCA Yes, we agree with the Requirement as it is appropriately aligned with the Objective statement and provides an 
overview of the expectations required of professional accountants performing the role of an engagement partner. 
However, it would be useful for IAESB to further clarify the learning outcomes listed in Table A. Please refer to 
comments in Questions 3 and 5. 
 

See Response of 
Questions 3 & 5 in 
this Section 
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IRE We suggest to modify as follows : (a)(vi) Approve or establish an appropriate audit strategy in relation to “the auditor’s 
overall objective” (+ insert reference to ISA 200) instead of the “audit objective”, as ISA 200 clarifies what the link is 
between the auditor’s overall objective, the objective of the audit and an objective of an individual ISA. According to 
ISA 200, it is the auditor’s overall objective to obtain sufficient and appropriate audit evidence that the financial 
statements are free from material misstatement. 
 
(a)(vii) “Evaluate significant deficiencies in internal control and other matters to be communicated to those charged 
with governance” (so leave out the word “in”); 
 
(b)(iii) “Assess the reasonableness of financial statements”: We believe this wording is not appropriate, as 
reasonableness relates to  e.g. the assessment of the reasonableness of accounting estimates or obtaining reasonable 
assurance on whether the financial statements as a whole are free from material misstatement. Therefore, we suggest 
to rephrase this sentence as follows: 
“Assess the true and fair view, or the fair presentation (in al material respects) of the financial statements”; 
 
(e)(i) : “(..) assess the effect of the results of procedures (or the possible effects of a limitation in the scope of the audit 
procedures ”, in order to also be able to cope with situations dealing with the impossibility to obtain sufficient and 
appropriate audit evidence in a number of audit areas. 
 
(j)(ii) : “Resolve conflict” : does this also apply to conflicts arising within the audit team, or is this only viewed in relation 
to communication with the audited entity (management, those charged with governance, other persons or bodies, ..)? 
 

 

JICPA It is appropriate and clear.  We do have one concern, however, regarding the description of Table A in paragraph 10: 
“Such professional competence is demonstrated by the achievement of the learning outcomes listed in Table A.” This 
statement could be construed to mean that professional accountants can perform the role of engagement partner 
simply by achieving the learning outcomes listed in Table A. To clarify that the development of the professional 
competence entails, but is not limited to, the achievement of the learning outcomes listed in Table A, we propose the 
following wording for Table A.  
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Proposed change: 

“Such professional competence is demonstrated by the achievement of learning outcomes, which shall include 
those listed in Table A.” 

 
Juvenal I agree with the requirement of the proposed IES 8 Exposure Draft is appropriate and clear.   

 
 

KPMG Although we agree with the direction of the Requirement, we believe that to achieve consistent implementation across 
all IFAC member bodies, the standard should use wording that reflects the proposals as more of a framework of 
guidelines rather than “requirements”. In this connection, we propose the Requirement be reworded as follows: 

“IFAC member bodies establish professional development requirements that are necessary for engagement partners 
to perform their role relative to the audit of financial statements and shall require them to undertake CPD that maintains 
and further develops the professional competence required for this role. Such professional competence is 
demonstrated by the achievement of the learning outcomes, guidelines for which are set out in Table A.” 

 

 

PWC The revised requirement is appropriate in that it is consistent with IES 7 while being role specific to the engagement 
partner.   

It is clear and focuses on the responsibilities of the IFAC member bodies.    It is not clear from paragraph 10 or the 
supporting explanatory paragraphs how IFAC member bodies would be expected monitor compliance with that 
requirement. 

 

 

SAICA In South Africa, the responsibility for professional development of an engagement partner is not the sole responsibility 
of the member body. This responsibility is shared with the statutory body responsible for the audit and assurance 
function. The responsibility for CPD for an engagement partner is also shared with the licensing authority (The 
Independent Regulatory Board for Auditors – ”IRBA”). Thus paragraph 10 of the proposed IES 8 is not entirely 
appropriate for SAICA. It is likely that similar circumstances pertain in other jurisdictions. 
 

 

June 2014  Page 37 of 119 



Proposed  International Education Standard 8 (Revised) - Comment Analysis   
  Agenda Item 2-2 

In addition the point of becoming a Registered Auditor (RA) is not necessarily the same point at which a SAICA member 
who is also an RA becomes an engagement partner at a firm. The appointment to the engagement partner role varies 
significantly from firm to firm. 
 
The circumstances in South Africa make would make it very difficult for the member body (SAICA) to ensure that the 
learning outcomes listed in the Table A are achieved before becoming an engagement partner. In other words it would 
be difficult for SAICA to comply fully with paragraph 10 which requires that the member body ‘shall require professional 
accountants performing the role of an engagement partner to undertake CPD …’   
 
It is suggested that, in jurisdictions where responsibility for the professional development and assessment of aspiring 
engagement partners is shared with the licensing authority, the member body should satisfy itself that those aspects 
of professional development which are the responsibility of the licensing authority are being carried out by the licensing 
authority in accordance with IES 8. 
 

   
 

Questions 3:  Do you agree with the proposed learning outcomes provided in Table A? 
 

 

ACCA Yes, however the personal characteristics are a little light, primarily in j and k of Table A. While there is a base line on 
technical knowledge that is well captured, to ACCA the audit partner role is all about how this is applied. This is primarily 
in the CPD camp from an educational perspective, and unlikely to be met by formal courses.  
 
Specifically: 
 
• An audit engagement partner needs to be robust in arguing their case and standing up to challenge. Table A j ii talks 
about conflict management in a rather weak way, but there are times when it is important that the EP stands up for 
what is right even if that creates conflict; 
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• It is important that the engagement partner is a strong enough person that they cannot be put under undue pressure 
for example by the threat of losing the assignment if they do not do what the client wants or in fee negotiations; 
 
• To counteract the slightly ‘awkward’ characteristics above, there is also the willingness to consult and seek support 
in difficult situations (whether technical, ethical or commercial); 
 
• Can the characteristics between partner and a good manager be clarified? Most of the technical requirements would 
be the same. The difference is in accepting personal responsibility – which is why many firms provide support for 
managers making this transition. 
 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

This is an extensive list of necessary learning outcomes, but presumably a basic rather than exhaustive compilation. 
We also suggest consideration that term “learning outcome” be defined within the ED and added to the IAESB Glossary 
of Terms.  
 

 

Altaf Noor Ali Coming now to the contents of Table A, we notice that the number of learning outcomes and the amount of text devoted 
to the learning outcomes of “technical competence” is the most, followed by “professional skills”, and thereafter by 
“professional values, ethics, and attitude”. 
Against 23 learning outcomes for technical competence mentioned, there are only ten for skills and six for professional 
ethics. So the ratio is 23:10: 6. This disproportionate array raises a few obvious matters. 
 
The IES creates the impression that the sequence in which areas of professional competence are listed imply a 
diminishing level of importance that is to be attached to each one of them. In other words, is the IES inadvertently 
conveying that the component devoted most text is the fundamental of these three? If that is not the case, is it because 
of the nature of subject area which makes it difficult to come up with learning outcomes about the other two? 
 
As an engagement partner, we tend to see the sequence of headings in Table A as a 3-sided pyramid with each side 
so well integrated and  connected with the other two22. Professional values, ethics, and attitude occupies the central 

 

22 The ies rightly states that “It is the integration and application of (a) technical competence, (b) professional skills, and (c) professional values, ethics, and attitudes”. 
See A2.  
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stage for us as an engagement partner with technical competence and professional skills on its sides. We do not see 
this to be as reflected by the description in the IES.   
 
The IES should clearly convey to the IFAC member bodies that a learning outcome is the starting point for designing 
appropriate learning contents (and assessment) strategy. This is nowhere so expressed in the IES.  
 

BDO In general, we believe that the learning outcomes in Table A should all reflect an advanced level of competence through 
the activity verbs used in the descriptions. The verb “assess” is used in paragraphs (a)(iii), (a)(iv), (b)(iii) and (f)(ii), and 
we believe that this verb is not clear in its distinction of an “advanced” level description as professionals at lower levels 
are also expected to assess in certain elements of their job.  
 
We suggest that term “assess” be replaced with a verb that more clearly demonstrates an advanced level such as 
“evaluate”.  In addition, and in conjunction with our response to question 2, it may be appropriate to add an additional 
learning outcome related to the development and maintenance of specialist knowledge as it pertains to an engagement 
partner’s client base across all relevant competences. We believe that these learning outcomes should be added in 
the technical competence section of Table A for both (a) Audit of financial statements and (b) Financial accounting and 
reporting.  
 
We understand that the standard was written with the audit engagement partner in mind and as a consequence the 
greater level of granularity in (a) Audit of financial statements in comparison to the other areas. It would improve clarity 
if the reasoning accompanying this decision were explained in the Explanatory Material.  
 
In regards to section (a) Audit of the financial statements, we believe that learning outcomes related to advising on the 
implications to the financial statement audit of pending changes in assurance standards and also regarding the 
evaluation of misstatements identified should be included. 
 
In relation to Item (a)(i) we believe the outcome would be better stated with reference to the engagement partner and 
their firm; therefore we suggest that it read “Evaluate the risks to themselves and their firm…”. 
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In regards to section (a)(ii) we suggest that “oversee” be replaced with “direct,  supervise and review” in order to be 
consistent with ISA 220. 
 
In regards to section (b) Financial accounting and reporting, we feel that a learning outcome should be related to 
ensuring that the engagement partner is current on new financial reporting standards in general, and specifically those 
related to industries or reporting requirements for their clients (see earlier comments above).  
 
We also believe that section (c) Governance and risk management would benefit from the inclusion of competences 
related to identifying those charged with governance and determining the best form of communication, and assessing 
the level of communication received from those charged with governance and whether it is appropriate in the client 
circumstances. 
 
In regards to section (e) Taxation, we suggest the inclusion of an additional competence to determine when to engage 
an auditor’s specialist. Different engagement partners will have varying levels of knowledge in this field and therefore 
it is important for them to identify when the complexity is such that their knowledge alone is no longer sufficient. 
 
In relation to section (n) Professional skepticism and professional judgment, we believe it is key that engagement 
partners foster this mind-set and skill in their engagement team, therefore we believe that an applicable competence 
should be added, such as: “[E]ncourage skeptical behaviour in less senior team members and continuously challenge 
them to be more skeptical.” 
 

CAANZ We believe that the Technical Competences (b) to (h) are about the audit procedures rather than specific 
competences. It seems incongruous to "achieve learning outcomes" in situations where all these must have 
been achieved/demonstrated by the individual already to be an engagement partner. The language in 
Requirement 10 is to "maintain and further develop professional competence", which does not denote initial 
learning that uses learning outcomes. The LO terminology is IPD-style or at best input measures of CPD, 
appropriate for those aspiring to be engagement partners to achieve. Existing engagement partners need to 
demonstrate their maintenance of competence (an output measure of CPD). 
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CAI Based on our review we concur with the list of learning outcomes in Table A and have no significant suggestions or 
proposed amendments.   
 
We note that the standard does not provide any guidance on the level of competence required for each learning 
outcome.  This is disappointing.  We note the inclusion of learning outcomes regarding communications regarding 
governance and risk management (competence area (c)) but consider that these communication requirements would 
apply to a wider range of areas that just this topic.  Under the area of professional skills the area of leadership should 
receive increased emphasis. 
 

 

CNCC The CNCC shares the IAESB’s concern to introduce a learning outcomes approach and agrees with the Table A, which 
is comprehensive and clear. 
 

 

CPA-Australia CPA Australia believes that the proposed learning outcomes in table A reflect the necessary knowledge and skills for 
engagement partners. 
 

 

CPA-Ireland We agree that the areas of competence identified are appropriate. However as raised above the level of detail 
prescribed may prove challenging. It may be more appropriate to include this level of detail as guidance within the 
explanatory materials. 
 

 

DTT We have a number of comments on Table A.  In addition to these points we have made a number of more detailed 
points under ‘Specific drafting points’ below.   
 
Section (a) Audit of Financial Statements 
 
In our view all competence areas and learning outcomes listed in Table A contribute to the competence needed to 
conduct an audit of financial statements, not just those listed in Section (a) – however Section (a) is titled ‘Audit of 
financial statements’.  We recognise that those learning outcomes listed in Section (a) are specifically related to audit 
technical knowledge and activities, but we encourage the Board to reconsider the title of this section, and avoid 
conveying the impression that only those competences in Section (a) relate to an audit of financial statements.   
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Consistency of learning outcomes 
 
We note that the learning outcomes are a mixture of high level concepts and more detailed points.  For example (a) 
(ii) is a high level learning outcome, but (a) (iii) is much more detailed.  We recommend the Board conduct a general 
review the content of Table A to confirm that the level of detail is appropriate for each learning outcome. 
 
Inclusion of specialists 
 
We are concerned that there is insufficient emphasis on the use of specialists within the audit and recommend the 
Board carefully reviews this area, particularly given the focus this area has from a range of stakeholders in the 
profession.   There is reference in (f)(i) to the ‘IT professional’, but that is the only explicit reference within Table A to 
use of a specialist.  We would expect to see consideration of the use of a range of specialists, including those involved 
in fair value measurement, review of management estimates and impairment related issues.   Learning outcomes in 
this area would need to cover both planning the use of specialists, and also reviewing and evaluating their work. 
 
We also recommend that there should be an additional learning outcome addressing the need for the Audit 
Engagement Partner to assess whether the engagement team as a whole has the right mix of skills and knowledge to 
perform the engagement. 
 
Internal Controls 
 
In our view the coverage of internal control concepts within Table A is insufficient.  We would expect to see a clear 
progression in Table A through the assessment of risks, the identification of controls to address these risks, and then 
development of the response to the risk based on the result of testing internal controls. 
 
We also note that (a) (vii) refers to the evaluation of significant deficiencies.  We recommend the Board should consider 
adding a similarly constructed learning outcome relating to the evaluation of misstatements. 
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EYG Yes, we agree with the proposed learning outcomes provided in Table A subject to the following comments.  There is 

an additional learning outcome that we would expect to see included in paragraph 10, Table A.  We suggest that a 
learning outcome be added to the financial accounting and reporting competence area related to evaluating the impact 
of changes in accounting rules or standards on financial statements, and their impact on the entity being audited.   

We believe that all the learning outcomes should be reviewed to make sure they include the outcome of the activity 
that is expected to occur (i.e., each learning outcome should include the activity and the outcome of the activity).  Below 
are two examples to demonstrate how the learning outcomes should be revised to ensure that they describe both the 
activity and the outcome of the activity.   

• Learning outcome (a) (i) needs to indicate what decision or action should be taken once the risks have been 
evaluated.  As a result, we suggest this learning outcome be reworded as follows:  Evaluate the risks identified 
by engagement acceptance and continuance procedures to determine whether it is appropriate to accept or 
continue the engagement.   

• Learning outcome (a) (v) needs to indicate what decision or action should be taken.  As a result, we suggest 
this learning outcome be reworded as follows:  Review Evaluate indicators for evidence of bias in 
management’s estimates and in other areas of judgment and identify indicators for evidence of bias.  

There are certain learning outcomes that we believe should be revised because they are unclear. We offer the following 
comments and suggestions to be considered in revising the proposed learning outcomes provided in Table A: 

• It is unclear what “audit objective” means in the context of learning outcome (a) (vi) Approve or establish an 
appropriate audit strategy in relation to the audit objective.  

• The learning outcome (a) (vii) Evaluate significant deficiencies in internal control and in other matters to be 
communicated to those charged with governance needs to be revised.  As written, it suggests that the auditor 
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evaluates deficiencies in other matters.  We do not believe it was the intent of the Board to establish a 
requirement to evaluate deficiencies in other matters.   

• We recommend that learning outcome (b) (i) Evaluate whether an entity has prepared, in all material respects, 
financial statements in accordance with the applicable financial reporting framework be moved to the audit 
financial statements technical competence area rather than the financial accounting and reporting competence 
area since this learning outcome is based on a requirement in ISA 700.   

• It is unclear what “reasonableness” means in the context of learning outcome (b) (iii) Assess the 
reasonableness of financial statements relative to the nature of the business, the operating environment, and 
the entity’s ability to continue as a going concern.  We suggest that this learning objective be revised as follows:  
Assess the reasonableness of Evaluate the financial statements relative to the nature of the business, the 
operating environment, and the entity’s ability to continue as a going concern.  

• The reference to auditor expectations in learning outcome (d) (i) is misleading.  This is currently the only learning 
outcome that references auditor expectations. Therefore, we suggest this learning outcome be revised as 
follows:  Analyze relevant industry, regulatory and other external factors, including market, competition, product 
technology, and environmental requirements that are used to inform auditor expectations audit risk 
assessments. 

• It is unclear what “including the work of others” means in the context of learning outcome (e) (i) Evaluate 
procedures performed, including the work of others, to address the risks of material misstatement in the 
financial statements in respect of taxation, and to assess the effect of the results of procedures on other areas 
of the audit.  Work of others usually refers to internal audit and we do not believe that the Board intended to 
refer to internal audit in this learning outcome.   We suggest that this learning objective be revised as follows:  
Evaluate procedures performed, including the work of others, to address the risks of material misstatement in 
the financial statements in respect of taxation, and to assess the effect of the results of procedures on other 
areas of the audit. 
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• We suggest that learning outcome (g) (i) Evaluate the impact on the audit of a potential breach of laws and 
regulations be revised to be consistent with ISA 250. We suggest that this learning objective be revised to:  
Evaluate the possible effect the impact on the audit of identified or suspected non-compliance with laws and 
regulations to determine the effect on the audit strategy and audit opinion of a potential breach of laws and 
regulations.  

• The reference to plan appropriate testing and review procedures seems redundant to the reference to design 
the corresponding audit strategy in learning outcome (h) (i) Evaluate the various sources of financing available 
to an entity to design the corresponding audit strategy and plan appropriate testing and review procedures.   
We suggest that this learning objective be revised as follows:  Evaluate the various sources of financing 
available to an entity to design the corresponding audit strategy and plan appropriate testing and review 
procedures.   

• Learning outcome (i) (i) Evaluate the accounting estimates, including fair value estimates made by management 
should be included in the technical competence section of Table A, rather than the professional skills section of 
Table A.   

• The use of the word “assess” implies a specific obligation in learning outcome (m) (i) Assess audit quality and 
the effect on the public interest, the profession, and wider society.  We suggest that this learning objective be 
revised to:  Understand the factors affecting Assess audit quality and the importance of audit quality to the 
effect on the public interest and create an environment for conducting a quality audit at the engagement level, 
the profession, and wider society.   

• We do not believe that “to ethical dilemmas” is necessary in learning outcome (o) (i) Apply the ethical principles 
of integrity, objectivity, professional competence and due care, confidentiality and professional behavior to 
ethical dilemmas in the context of an audit and determine an appropriate resolution.  We suggest that this 
learning objective be revised to:  Apply the ethical principles of integrity, objectivity, professional competence 
and due care, confidentiality and professional behavior to ethical dilemmas in the context of an audit and 
determine an appropriate resolution. 
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• We suggest the following revision to (o) (iii):  Protect, subject to relevant legal requirements, the confidential 
information of the entity in accordance with ethical responsibilities and relevant legal requirements.   

 
FEE Generally, IES 7 obliges IFAC member bodies to require all professional accountants to undertake CPD. According 

to IES 7, IFAC member bodies have to establish a systematic process to monitor whether professional accountants 
meet the CPD requirements and to provide appropriate sanctions. IES 7 allows output-based, input-based or 
combined approaches, but does not at all refer to the content of CPD. Insofar, it is up to IFAC member bodies – where 
involved in CPD in their country – to design relevant CPD programmes for professional accountants.  
 
In contrast, IES 8 obliges IFAC member bodies to require from audit engagement partners specific CPD and sets out 
a long list of detailed learning outcomes regarding technical competence, professional skills and professional values, 
ethics and attitudes. 
 
It would be challenging for IFAC member bodies to design programmes that would be appropriate to cover all those 
detailed learning outcomes. It would be even more challenging for IFAC member bodies to establish a systematic 
process to monitor whether audit engagement partners meet the specific CPD requirements and to provide 
appropriate sanctions in case of non-compliance. In the EU, IFAC member bodies would also need to consider that 
the ultimate responsibility for CPD for statutory auditors lies with the relevant oversight body and that competition law 
needs to be complied with (see response to questions 1 and 2).  
 
Therefore, it might be worth re-considering whether such detailed learning outcomes need to be prescribed in IES 8. 
It may be more appropriate to keep the wording of the learning outcomes in the “Requirements” part of the standard 
more general and to include the detailed descriptions in the “Explanatory Materials”, using them as examples.  

 

 

IAA Yes, we are agreeing, because you are considering all the necessary attributes for each of the competency areas: 
technical, professional values, ethics and attitudes. 
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ICAEW Yes. We agree with them as helpful guidance on the competencies for an engagement partner. We do not however 
agree with them as a syllabus of mandatory learning outcomes to be monitored by member bodies. 
 
We also think it is helpful that the IAESB has removed the minimum level of proficiency column for the learning 
outcomes. 
 

 

ICAP We agree 
 

 

ICPAK We agree that the learning outcomes provided in table A are comprehensive and cover all key aspects of required 
learning and development of the engagement partner. 
 

 

ICAS In line with our previous response in December 2012, we agree with the learning outcomes based approach and that 
a tabular format is clear and easy to follow.  
 
However, we consider that a more principles based approach should be adopted to Table 1 and that competence areas 
should be the only prescribed requirement. While the learning outcomes have been revised since the previous draft, 
our initial concern that the detailed learning outcomes make the requirements more prescriptive than the original 
standard, remains. Our preference would be for the competence areas to remain as higher level principles, with the 
detailed outcomes set at a national level reflecting national requirements. 
 
Should the learning outcomes remain, we have the following concerns. 
 
Within section (a) Audit of financial statements, there are a large number of learning outcomes which come from 
different International Standards on Auditing (ISAs). However, not all requirements are included which means some 
requirements appear to be given more emphasis than others, when there is an equal requirement. Therefore, in line 
with our previous response, we would suggest having one overarching learning outcome in section (a) relating to the 
ISAs. We feel this is covered in learning outcome (ix) in section (a) ‘Evaluate whether the audit was planned and 
performed in accordance with applicable auditing standards (e.g. ISAs) and with relevant laws and regulations. 
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If this learning outcome is met, it would therefore follow that the remaining learning outcomes in this section have been 
met and therefore we feel this single outcome would be sufficient. 
 
We would also repeat our previous concern here regarding section (e) Taxation. We believe there is a risk in specifically 
referring to the audit of tax here as the engagement partner should be able to action this outcome for all audit areas 
relevant to the engagement. As such, it may be appropriate to expand this outcome to be more of a generic nature to 
cover all areas relevant to the audit. 
 

IDW We agree with the use of a learning outcomes approach because it permits a focus on measurable competencies. We 
also agree with the use of the tabular format adopted for learning outcomes because it permits the identification of 
competence areas and the related learning outcomes.  
However, we do not believe that overall, the requirements are clear and appropriate. In particular, we have the following 
pervasive concerns: 

• Without a definition of the meaning of the verbs and their categorization by level of proficiency, it is rather 
difficult to design appropriate education programs and assessment. We strongly recommend that the verbs 
used be defined and categorized by level of proficiency. 

• Many of the learning outcomes do not align with the requirements in the ISAs for audits of financial statements, 
which leads to the impression that IES 8 is setting requirements for audits. 

• No mention is made of integrative or multidisciplinary skills, as a competence area, which we believe are an 
important component of professional skills for audit partners. 

Due to the number of our detailed concerns, we have provided in Section 4 to this comment letter a breakdown of the 
issues that we have identified related to the concerns above by individual areas of technical competence and by 
learning outcomes. We have come to the conclusion that it is incumbent upon the IAESB to have the wording of the 
learning outcomes agreed with the IAASB to prevent educational requirements for engagement partners being set that 
are not aligned with the ISAs. 
 

See Response of 
Section 4 

ISCA Table A of the proposed IES 8 (Revised) will serve as a useful guide in mapping the competence areas to learning 
outcomes and level of proficiency.  
 

See Response of 
Questions 5 & 9 in 
this Section 
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The professional competence of an engagement partner can be achieved through CPD and working experience. Some 
of the technical competencies in Table A are at a level of proficiency that must be acquired through considerable further 
experience within the audit firms. We recommend that IAESB provide practical guidance on how member bodies can 
monitor whether engagement partners have achieved the learning outcomes. Please also refer to our comments in 
Questions 5 and 9. 
 
For details on suggested amendments to the learning outcomes, please refer to Appendix A. 
 

IRE We refer to our generic comments and our answer to Question 2. 
 

See Response of 
Question 2 in this 
Section 

JICPA We agree with the proposed learning outcomes, but also see a need for several improvements:   

(1) Learning outcome (vi) of the competence area “(a) Audit of financial statements” states, “Approve or 
establish an appropriate audit strategy…,” while learning outcome (ii) of the competence area “(f) 
Information technology” states, “Assess the effect … on the audit strategy…,” and learning outcome (i) of 
the competence area “(h) Finance and financial management” states, “…design the corresponding audit 
strategy….” All of these learning outcomes refer to the same term “audit strategy,” but the position of an 
engagement partner seems to differ from one competence area to another. We believe these descriptions 
should be reviewed to make the position of an engagement partner more consistent.  

(2) The term “audit strategy” is used in the learning outcomes of      competence areas “(a) Audit of financial 
statements,” “(f) Information technology,” and “(h) Finance and financial management.” We believe that 
the learning outcomes related to “audit strategy” should be added to the other competence areas. To that 
end, we propose that all of the descriptions in Table A be reviewed comprehensively from an “audit 
strategy” perspective and that the descriptions of learning outcomes in each competence area make 
reference to “audit strategy,” as appropriate.  

(3) Since the competence area “(c) Governance and risk management” relates to technical competence, the 
learning outcomes for this competence area should relate to items regarding knowledge and techniques 
of “governance and risk management.” Yet the learning outcome “(i) Manage communications with those 
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charged with governance of an entity” under “(c) Governance and risk management” seems to fall into 
the competence area “(j) Interpersonal and communication.” We therefore propose that learning outcome 
(i) be moved to an appropriate competence area.  

(4) In relation to the learning outcome of the competence area “(e) Taxation,” August 2012 IES 8 ED clearly 
referred to “the assistance of a tax professional.” Yet now, for unexplained reasons, the December 2013 
IES 8 ED has been changed to: “Evaluate procedures performed, including the work of others…” 
Meanwhile, learning outcome (i) of the competence area “(f) Information technology” in the December 
2013 IES 8 ED clearly advises professional accountants to seek “the assistance of an IT professional.” 
For this reason, we propose that the learning outcomes of the competence area “(e) Taxation” explicitly 
advise professional accountants to seek the assistance of a “tax professional.”  

(5) The learning outcomes of the competence area “(f) Information technology” only include items related to 
IT controls. We believe that information technology within the context of an audit encompasses more than 
merely items related to IT controls. From the viewpoint of audit strategy, we believe that the use of 
information technology is helpful, for example, in dealing with any form of fraud that leads to material 
misstatements. We therefore propose that professional accountants also be advised to “consider using 
the computer-assisted audit techniques (CAATs)”  

(6) Learning outcome (iv) of the competence area “(j) Interpersonal and communication” states: “Manage 
negotiations effectively with the entity.” When a negotiation is managed effectively, the negotiators will 
naturally “present, discuss, and support views effectively,” “resolve conflict,” “resolve audit issues,” etc. 
as a matter of course, as described in the learning outcomes (i) to (iii). We therefore see no need to 
include “manage negotiations” as a learning outcome.  

(7) The learning outcomes of the competence areas provided in the December 2013 IES 8 ED are all written 
in the context of audit procedures. None of the descriptions address the knowledge underlying the audit 
procedures. We therefore propose the addition of learning outcomes that relate to the knowledge, etc. 
required for performing the audit procedures.  

(8) The competence areas “Management accounting,” “Economics,” and “Business strategy and 
management” listed in Table A of IES 2 (revised) are not included in Table A of the December 2013 IES 8 
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ED. If professional accountants are to act as engagement partners, we are uncertain whether they will be 
required to achieve a level of proficiency prescribed in Table A of IES 2 (revised) for those competence 
areas. If they are to be subject to such a requirement, we believe that the requirement should be explained 
in the Explanatory Material section or elsewhere. If the IAESB has no such intention but intends to require 
professional accountants to achieve an advanced level of proficiency for the competence areas 
“Management accounting,” “Economics,” and “Business strategy and management” when they perform 
the role of engagement partner, the IAESB should add those competence areas to Table A of the 
December 2013 IES 8 ED.     

(9) Items performed during audit procedures are described within the learning outcomes of the competence 
areas “(b) Financial accounting and reporting” to “(h) Finance and financial management.” If those 
competence areas are intended to be different from the competence area “(a) Audit of financial 
statements,” the learning outcomes within those competence areas should focus on the attainment of the 
knowledge and skills required to perform the audit procedures. For example, learning outcome (i) of the 
competence area “(b) Financial accounting and reporting” states: “Evaluate whether an entity has 
prepared, in all material respects, financial statements in accordance with the applicable financial 
reporting framework.” Here, the description following “whether” (“…an entity has prepared, in all material 
respects, financial statements in accordance with the applicable financial reporting framework”) seems to 
be the audit opinion itself (i.e., that the financial statements are prepared in accordance with the financial 
reporting framework). We wonder why this is listed as a learning outcome in a competence area other 
than “(a) Audit of financial statements”. We recommend a review of each of the learning outcomes in each 
competence area from this perspective.  

 
Juvenal Yes, I agree with the proposed learning outcomes provided in Table A. 

 
 

KPMG We generally agree with the directions set out in Table A.  We compared the learning outcomes in Table A to the 
performance requirements for engagement partners identified in the International Standards on Auditing and as a 
result, we propose the following improvements: 
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1. Immediately following the header to Table A “Learning Outcomes for the Professional Competence of an 
Engagement Partner”, add a qualifying statement that states “This Table presents guidelines for the professional 
competencies and related learning outcomes of professional accountants performing the role of engagement 
partner. Certain factors and circumstances will result in higher learning outcomes from those set out below 
including specialist knowledge needed by engagement partners attributable to, for example, complex accounting 
standards or reporting requirements of specialized industries such as financial institutions, regulators, and 
governments.” 

2. We believe that the learning outcomes in Table A should all consistently reflect a higher level of competence 
through the active verbs used in the descriptions. We see several examples of verbs, such as “assess”, that 
indicate a foundation or intermediate level rather than an advanced level. For engagement partners, we believe 
appropriate verbs include “evaluate, lead, approve” that should be used consistently throughout Schedule A.  

 

3. Regarding Section (a) Audit of the financial statements, we believe that the following additional learning outcomes 
should be added : 

1) Evaluates misstatements individually and in the aggregate against materiality and evaluates the need for 
financial statement adjustment, as well as changes in presentation and disclosure and the impact on the audit 
opinion if not adopted.  

2) Confirms the involvement of specialists (taxation, IT, valuations, pensions, etc.) and related scope and timing 
of their work as well as expected deliverables.  Evaluates audit conclusions based on the specialist’s work 
and deliverables. Note: while we see that you have specifically called out the use of IT and Tax specialists 
but not finance/valuations specialists and where there are many specialists that an audit partner can interact 
with, we suggest you might want to remove specific references to specific specialists in Table A, and use this 
catch-all learning outcome. 

4. Regarding Section (a) Audit of financial statements: 

1) (a)(ii) We suggest that “oversee” be replaced with “direct, supervise and review” for consistency with ISA 220. 
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2) (a)(viii) We suggest that the learning outcome be both to “evaluate and conclude on the sufficiency……” 

5. Regarding Section (b) Financial accounting and reporting, we believe the following additional learning outcomes 
should be added: 

1) Evaluates judgments made by management in selecting accounting policies and making measurements, 
classifications and disclosures. 

2) Stays current on new financial accounting and reporting standards in general, and where applicable, on 
financial accounting and reporting standards of specialized industries and/or those issued by regulators or 
governments. 

6. Regarding Section (e) Taxation, we believe there needs to be a reference to the use of tax specialists as 
appropriate to reflect the differing competence levels of audit engagement partners in taxation and the varying 
complexity of tax accounting in financial statements across different sectors and entities within those sectors. 

7. Regarding Section (h) Finance and financial management: 

1) We are confused by the relevance of learning outcome (i) “Evaluate the various sources of financing available 
to design the corresponding audit strategy and plan appropriate testing and review procedures” to the 
engagement partner’s accountabilities in a financial statement audit. It seems to be focused on assessing 
available financing instead of evaluating the entity’s existing financing which would require partner’s 
accountability and competence regarding the appropriateness of debt classification and disclosures as well 
as the risk of debt covenant defaults which may trigger liquidity and potential going concern risks and potential 
reporting considerations. Learning outcome (ii) in this section also seems to have no audit engagement 
context which we presume is related to the assessment of the entity’s ability to continue as a going concern 
or to assess impairment risks.  We ask that you clarify these learning outcomes so as they are in the context 
of an engagement partner’s competence regarding his/her accountabilities for a financial statement audit.  

2) We also note that Table A calls out the need for involving taxation specialists and IT specialists but not to 
valuations specialists in connection with going concern risk assessments and impairment assessments in a 
financial statement audit. We suggest that you do so for consistency. (See also our comment 3.2 above). 
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8. Regarding Section (l) Organizational, we believe the following additional learning outcome should  be added: 

1) Evaluates and confirms that the engagement team has the appropriate skills and experience to perform the 
engagement, including the specialist resources. 

9. Regarding the Section on Professional Values, Ethics and Attitudes, we believe the appropriate verb to be used 
to describe  the learning outcomes of competencies (m) and(n)  should be “exemplify” as follows: 

1) (m)(i) “Exemplify audit quality and the effect on the public interest, the profession and wider society.” 

2) (n)(i) “Exemplify a skeptical mindset in evaluating an entity, its management and the evidence obtained during 
an audit.” 

3) (n)(II) “Exemplify professional judgment in planning and performing an audit of financial statements and on 
reaching conclusions on which to base an auditor’s opinion.” 

 

10. Regarding Section (n) Professional skepticism and professional judgment, we propose the following additional 
learning outcomes be added: 

1) Coaches the audit team members through researching and resolving complex audit, accounting or regulatory 
issues.  

2) Challenges all audit engagement team members to demonstrate professional skepticism and apply 
professional judgment. 

3) Appropriately identifies risk issues that require consultation and/or escalation and communicates clearly and 
appropriately with relevant consultative bodies.  

4) Debriefs with the audit engagement team on critical insights gained, outcomes of tough entity conversations 
and continuous improvement opportunities regarding professional judgment. 

 

June 2014  Page 55 of 119 



Proposed  International Education Standard 8 (Revised) - Comment Analysis   
  Agenda Item 2-2 

PWC In general, we support the learning outcomes listed in Table A subject to understanding/resolution of the matters listed 
below: 

1. The need to have learning outcomes for many of the ISA requirements is questionable.  Where a learning outcome 
is in line with a specific ISA requirement we recommend it should be deleted.  Instead there should be one learning 
outcome that refers to the engagement partner having appropriate level of competence to comply with all ISA 
requirements which are applicable to the engagement partner’s responsibility.  Such a change will ensure that there 
are no inconsistencies between ISAs & IES 8 Revised over time.  

2. Should specific ISA requirements remain in Table A, the listed learning outcomes should include the assessment 
of competence and capabilities of the engagement team to perform the audit and the subsequent determination of 
appropriate levels of review and supervision (ISA220). 

3. How has the completeness of the list of competencies for each category been determined?  

4. Learning outcome (i) in (g) Business laws and regulations should be reworded to "Evaluate the impact on the audit 
of a potential breach of laws and regulations which are relevant to the financial statements". 

 

 

SAICA We have the following suggestions to make with respect to the Table A. 
  

 
(a)(vii)- Proposed wording changes 

 
"Evaluate significant deficiencies in internal 
control and in other matters to beI 
communicated to those charged with 
governance identified during the audit." 
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(a)(viii)- Proposed wording changes 

 
"Evaluate the sufficiency and 
appropriateness of audit evidence 
obtained and of the related 
documentation in supporting the audit 
opinion expressed " 

 
(b)(ii)- Proposed wording changes 

 
"Evaluate the recognition, measurement, 
presentation, and disclosure of 
transactions and events within the financial 
statements in accordance with the 
applicable financial 
reporting framework. 

 
(d)(i)- Proposed wording changes 

 
"Formulate auditor expectation using 
relevant information on industry, regulatory 
and other external factors, including (but 
not limited to) market. .." 

 
(g) - Additional proposed learning outcome 

 
"Identify the relevant and applicable 
laws and regulations." 

June 2014  Page 57 of 119 



Proposed  International Education Standard 8 (Revised) - Comment Analysis   
  Agenda Item 2-2 

 
(h) -Finance and financial 
management: Request for clarity 

 
The context for these two learning 
outcomes is not clear.  Does it only relate to 
those instances where the financial 
statements may be used to obtain funding 
and/or to assess the entity's ability to 
continue as a going concern? 

 
(i)(i)  Proposed wording changes 

 
"Evaluate the accounting estimates, 
including fair value estimates made 
by management for 
reasonableness " 

 
(l)  Additional proposed learning outcome 

 
"Allocate staff to the engagement team with 
the appropriate competence and 
capabilities." 

 
(o)(i)  Proposed wording changes 

 
"Apply the ethical principles of integrity, 
objectivity, ... and professional behaviour 
to ethical dilemmas identified in the context 
of an audit ..." 

 
(o)(ii) Proposed wording changes 

 
"Identify, consider, and evaluate threats to 
objectivity and independence that can 
occur during an audit engagement and 
take appropriate action where necessary." 
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We also recommend that the learning outcomes include reference to an engagement partner's responsibility to 
obtain knowledge of his/her firm's quality control measures for audit engagements and to adhere to these.  This 
may fit well with the competence area "Organizational". 
 

   
 

Question 4:    Do you agree that levels of proficiency for the competence areas should not be included in Table 
A? 

 

 

ACCA Yes, including levels of proficiency would cause unnecessary complication. 
 

 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

We believe that the levels of proficiency could be included within Table A as helpful guidance. 
 

 

Altaf Noor Ali We agree that: “the IAESB has reviewed the activity verbs of the learning outcomes to ensure that they reflected an 
Advanced level of proficiency.”23 However, the purpose of assigning levels of proficiency was to use it for other IESs24. 
How is that going to be achieved now? 

 

 

BDO We agree that the levels of proficiency for the competence areas do not need to be included in Table A provided that 
the activity verbs (i.e. evaluate, approve, etc.) used in the learning outcomes are already reflective of an advanced 
level of proficiency. Our opinion on the activity verbs has been discussed in Question 3 above.   We would however 
recommend that to show the build from the earlier IESs 2 – 4, that the Title ‘Learning Outcomes’ be amended to 
‘Advanced Learning Outcomes’ to indicate the raised level of competence expected of someone performing this role. 
 

See Response of 
Question 3 in this 
Section 

23See first para of heading “Requirement on Learning Outcomes for Professional Competence on an Audit Engagement Partner” in explanatory memo. 
24 See first para Appendix 1: “The Classification of Proficiency Levels supports the IAESB’s use of learning outcomes in its publications such as, International 

Education Standards (IESs) 2, 3, 4, and 8.” 
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CAANZ No. These should be included at an advanced level. Since Table A is to be achieved by further development 
of competence (Paragraph 10), it appears that these must be beyond IPD - so must be at a higher level 
than IES 2, 3 and 4. 

 

 

CAI The range and scale of potential audit engagements from unincorporated entities through to major multinational 
enterprises means that the required level of proficiency may differ.  Hence we support the approach and would suggest 
that any proficiency requirement by left with the Member Body or Regulator in question. 
 

 

CNCC The CNCC is supportive of the removal of levels of proficiency which were previously mentioned as “intermediate” and 
“advanced”, as they left room for interpretation and where against the need of harmonisation.  
 

 

CPA-Australia CPA Australia agrees that the levels of proficiency for the competence areas should not be included in Table A.  
CPA-Ireland We would agree that it is not necessary to include the levels of proficiency. 

 
 

DTT Yes.  We agree that the levels of proficiency for the competence areas should not be included in Table A. 
 

 

EYG Yes, we agree that the levels of proficiency for the competence areas should not be included in Table A.  However, we 
believe that explanatory material is necessary to explain that it is expected that professional accountants, acting in the 
role of engagement partner, have already achieved the required professional competence and now need to maintain 
and further develop professional competence through relevant CPD.  Without this explanation, it may be difficult for 
Member Bodies to assess whether an individual is undertaking sufficient CPD to maintain or further develop their 
professional competence for the role of an engagement partner responsible for audits of financial statements. 
 

 

FEE Yes. As the competence areas are comprehensive and if the learning outcomes are clearly described without too 
much detail (see response to question 3), the level of proficiency can after all be subject to the assessment system 
that is used on a national level. 
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IAA Yes, we are agree, because the areas of jurisdiction laid down in Table A, representing the General Framework which 
should focus the professional profile, while the levels of each of these areas of expertise observe an specific  evaluation 
to certain jobs or audit engagements. 
 

 

ICAEW Yes. It was unclear what standard these levels equated to and what value was gained by having a small number of 
‘intermediate’ ratings in a document largely ‘advanced’. So it seems a sensible streamlining to remove them. However, 
member bodies, regulators and partners assessing the CPD required will need to have some way of establishing the 
benchmark expected to be achieved.  
 

 

ICPA We agree 
 

 

ICPAK The range and scale of potential audit engagements vary across levels of engagements in terms of complexities thus 
varied levels of proficiency. We agree with non-inclusion of levels of proficiency as these would be ambiguous and 
suggest that different levels are acceptable for different learning objectives which are not realistic. They would also be 
difficult to measure.  
 

 

IDW We believe that levels of proficiency for each competence area, or even for each learning outcome, as the case may 
be, should be provided in Table A. This would need to be in line with a categorization of verbs by level of proficiency 
and definition of the verbs used. It begs the question as to why levels of proficiency are used in IESs 2, 3 and 4, but 
not IES 8. 
 

 

ICAS Yes. In our previous response, we had concerns over the use of ‘intermediate’, ‘advanced’ and ‘mastery’. We are 
pleased that this concern has been addressed, and that the current Exposure Draft allows proficiency levels to be 
considered at a national level. 
 
Further, this allows engagement partners to exercise professional judgment in ascertaining the appropriate level of 
CPD depending on the nature and size of their portfolio of audit clients. 
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IDW The removal of proficiency levels and the related content of Appendix 1 in the prior Exposure Draft remove ambiguity 
in the expected competencies of engagement partners.   

This creates appropriate flexibility to consider the competencies in light of the complexity of specific engagements on 
which engagement partners serve, better supporting the consistent application of the standard to all engagement 
partners, irrespective of the size of organization they work in. 
 

 

ISCA Yes, we agree that the levels of proficiency for the competence areas should not be included in Table A as the minimum 
levels of proficiency are implicit in the descriptions of the learning outcomes (i.e. in the verbs used). Non-inclusion of 
the levels of proficiency also eliminates the difficulty associated with the interpretation of the minimum levels of 
proficiency which is subjective. 

 

IRE No opinion 
 

 

JICPA We agree. We believe, however, in spite of the explanations that appear in the significant issue section of the 
Explanatory Memorandum, that it is difficult to construe, from the body of the standard, that professional accountants 
acting in the role of engagement partner should have already attained an advanced level of competence during IPD 
with respect to all of the competence areas prescribed in IES 8. The verbs used to describe the learning outcomes 
do not seem sufficient to express this point. We believe this point should be either explained in the Explanatory 
Material sections or stated as a note to Table A.  

 

 

Juvenal I agree with levels of proficiency for the competence areas should not be included in the Table A.  I think that this 
matter has relation with training of the partner not in relation the Professional Competence for Engagement Partners. 
 
The IFAC elaborated two discussions that can be useful in this case, the Principles for Effective Business Reporting 
Processes25 and The Role and Expectations of a CFO: A Global Debate on Preparing Accountants for Finance 
Leadership26. 
 

 

25 https://www.ifac.org/sites/default/files/publications/files/Principles-for-Effective-Business-Reporting-Processes.pdf 
26 http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/role-and-expectations-cfo-global-debate-preparing-accountants-finance-leaders 
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KPMG We agree that the levels of proficiency for the competence areas should not be included in Table A provided that the 
activity verbs (i.e. evaluate, approve, etc.) used in the learning outcomes reflect a higher  level of proficiency for 
engagement partners as set out in our response to Question 3.  

 

 

SAICA Yes 
 

 

   
 

Question 5:   Are there any additional explanatory paragraphs needed to better explain the requirement of the 
proposed IES 8 Exposure Draft (December 2013)? 

 

 

ACCA No 
 

 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

We do not see the need for any additional explanatory paragraphs to better explain the requirement of the proposed 
IES 8 Exposure Draft. 
 

 

Altaf Noor Ali Yes.  

Expand the hierarchy of the each learning outcomes in Table A. Specifically the one relating to the professional values, 
ethics and attitude. 

 

The role of engagement partner as a mentor and role model requires elaboration. An engagement partner is our best 
bet in shaping up the future engagement partners. As a team leader, the responsibilities placed are enormous and 
should be properly described. The greatest ever threat to the profession is not from our collective failure to come up 
with best technical standards but from an engagement partner and an engagement team lacking a character.   
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This document should be a stand alone document. Any cross references should be reproduced. For example, a 
statement like: “an important part of CPD for engagement partners is practical experience”27 automatically pops the 
unanswered question: “what are others?” 
 
The emphasis in the extant IES on competence required for audit professionals28 in specific environments and 
industries, and in ED129, is only to be found towards the tail in this IES30. 
 

BDO Other than our above comments in relation to the explanatory paragraphs, we do not believe that there are any 
additional paragraphs needed.  
 

 

CAANZ No 
 

 

CAI We have no suggested additional paragraphs to add at this time. 
 

 

CNCC The CNCC welcomes the IAESB’s work on definition and does not have any additional requests to add to the project. 
 

 

CPA-Australia Paragraph A14 notes increased regulation as one of the sources of pressure for change, however it does not currently 
include the ongoing changes to auditing standards as a source of change. The ongoing amendments to existing 
standards, combined with revisions and new standards may be seen to sit outside the term ‘increased regulation’ and 
should be noted as a separate factor. 
 

 

CPA-Ireland None identified. 
 

 

DTT We have the following comments on the coverage of the current explanatory material and recommendations for 
improvement.  In addition to these points we have made a number of more detailed points under ‘Specific drafting 
points’ below.   

 

27A4. 
28 See Section 4 
29 See para 19 
30 See A17 
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Paragraph A4 
 
This paragraph seeks to emphasise the importance of practical experience as a component of CPD.  We believe that 
it does not cover in sufficient breath or depth the importance of practical experience in achieving professional 
competence.  Please also see further comments under General comments above. 
 
Paragraph A9 
 
The current wording of this paragraph implies that, by meeting the requirements of IES 8, firms and engagement 
partners will be in compliance with the requirements of ISQC1 and ISA 220.  We recommend the Board review this 
wording, as there are many other actions needed to ensure compliance with ISQC1 and ISA 220 beyond the meeting 
the requirements of IES 8. 
 
We suggest that the final sentence should read: 
 “….As a consequence, it assists firms in complying with the requirements of ISQC1 and engagement partners in 
complying with the requirements of ISA 220.” 
 

EYG The explanatory guidance in proposed IES 8 is not sufficiently balanced.  First, the majority of the explanatory material 
relates to the Scope of the Standard section of proposed IES 8.  The Exposure Draft contains minimal explanatory 
material on the requirement of the standard.  Secondly, it seems inconsistent to only have explanatory materials for 
professional skepticism and professional judgment (paragraph A18 and A19) and not have explanatory materials for 
other competencies.  We recommend that paragraphs A18 and A19 be removed.  If the Board decides not to remove 
these paragraphs, then paragraphs A18 and A19 need to be challenged and revised by the Board.  For example, we 
believe it is misleading to state that “because all organizations are operating in an ever increasingly complex and 
uncertain globalized economy, developing and applying professional skepticism is essential for engagement partners.” 
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There are many other reasons besides increasing complexity that result in the need for partners responsible for the 
audit of financial statements to apply professional skepticism. 

Additionally, we believe that explanatory guidance should be added for the following: 

• Guidance should be added to explain that professional accountants, acting in the role of engagement partner, 
have already achieved the required professional competence in paragraph 10 and now need to maintain and 
further develop professional competence through relevant CPD.  Additionally, we believe that examples in the 
explanatory guidance of how the requirement in paragraph 10 could be applied to partners responsible for 
audits of financial statements would be helpful.    

• Guidance should be added to explain how practical experience of engagement partners responsible for audits 
of financial statements plays a role in the development and maintenance of professional competence.  
Additionally, guidance should be added to explain how practical experience is to be demonstrated and 
documented.    

• Guidance should be added as to how to measure that the learning outcomes are demonstrated since certain 
learning outcomes (e.g., leadership) are acquired on the job and not through formal learning and development.  

 
FEE See response to question 3: The wording of the learning outcomes in the “Requirements” part of the standard should 

become more general and the detailed descriptions should be moved to the “Explanatory Materials”, using them as 
examples. 

 

See Response of 
Question 3 in this 
Section 

IAA We consider that it is not necessary to add explanatory paragraphs, because the requirements of IES 8 proposal are 
quite clear. However we do not oppose its inclusion 
 

 

ICAEW No 
 

 

ICAP No  
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ICPAK As noted above, we believe the requirements are sufficiently clear and do not believe that any additional explanatory 

paragraphs are necessary. 
 

 

ICAS No 
 

 

IDW We do not believe that additional explanatory paragraphs would be needed if the learning outcomes in Table A were 
more closely aligned with the wording in the ISAs and the verbs were defined and categorized by level of proficiency. 
 

 

ISCA We suggest that IAESB provide additional explanatory paragraphs to clarify the underlined sentence in Paragraphs 
A16 and A19 below: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In accordance with IES 7, Continuing Professional Development (Redrafted) Paragraphs 13 and 15, member bodies 
implementing an input-based approach shall require the professional accountant to: 

• Complete at least 120 hours (or equivalent learning units) of relevant professional development activity in each 
rolling three-year period, of which 60 hours (or equivalent learning units) shall be verifiable; 

• Complete at least 20 hours (or equivalent learning units) of relevant professional development activity in each 
year; and 

 

Extract from IES 8 
A16. Table A identifies the learning outcomes for (a) technical competence, (b) professional 
skills, and (c) professional values, ethics and attitudes, which establish the content and depth 
of knowledge understanding, and application required for each specified competence area. 
The learning outcomes are likely to be demonstrated within the context of a work 
environment. 
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• Measure learning activities to meet the above requirements. 

 With reference to the above extracts from IES 7 and 8, it would be useful for IAESB to clarify: 
• The relevance of 120 hours in the context of paragraph A16. Since the learning outcomes are likely to be 

acquired through work experience, why is it necessary to prescribe a minimum of 120 hours of CPD?  and 
• How do engagement partners demonstrate that they have achieved the learning outcomes in Table A through 

their work environment? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We recommend that IAESB further guidance on how engagement partners could demonstrate that they have achieved 
the learning outcomes in Table A for Professional Values, Ethics and Attitudes. 
 
 

IRE No. We suggest, however, to rephrase some of the A-paragraphs as follows: 
 
A11 : “This IES is applicable to professional accountants serving in the role of audit engagement partner”. As the 
introductory section of this IES clearly stipulates that it does NOT apply to professional accountants serving in a role 
other than audit engagement partner, we suggest to eliminate the phrase “Similarly, many of the learning outcomes 

 

Extract from IES 8 
A19. CPD does not on its own provide assurance that engagement partners will act with due 
professional care. Developing an attitude that includes a questioning mind and critically 
assessing audit evidence is also important. Audit engagements....  
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required for an audit of financial statements may be relevant to those engagement partners responsible for assurance 
engagements relating to non-financial statement information, such as environmental or social reporting”. We agree, 
however, with the content of this phrase, but also believe that the due process to be followed within IFAC should also 
be followed such that if the IAESB intends to create requirements related to competence areas for engagements other 
than audits, a different standard should be created. If this is not the intention, the IAESB should NOT include these 
indirect requirements (not black or white but some kind of a “grey” paragraph which is NOT clear) into this IES ED. So 
in order to foster the clarity of this IES, we suggest to eliminate this phrase. 
 
A13:  We suggest to rephrase “enhances audit quality” by “contributes to audit quality” , as the term “enhance” is too 
strong (is rather a statement of fact than rather referring to a possible/likely impact on audit quality). 
 

JICPA We recommend a review of the descriptions on practical experience during Continuing Professional Development 
(CPD) in IESs 7 and 8, and the addition of a few paragraphs to enhance the understanding of practical experience 
during CPD. Once those descriptions are completed and organized, we would like the IAESB to consider developing 
some guidance on practical experience during CPD.  

IES 7 makes no reference to practical experience during CPD whatsoever. Paragraph A4 of IES 8 notes the 
importance of practical experience in achieving the professional competences prescribed in IES 8, and paragraphs 
A10 and A16 also have relevant descriptions. Yet all in all, these paragraphs fail to convey a clear understanding of 
practical experience during CPD. We believe these descriptions on practical experience during CPD should be 
reorganized and that a few paragraphs should be added to enhance the understanding of practical experience.  

In addition, paragraph 5 of IES 5 states that “this IES specifies requirements for practical experience during IPD” and 
notes that IES 8 specifies requirements for practical experience for engagement partners. This can be construed to 
mean that practical experience during CPD is prescribed outside IES 5. Yet as noted above, there are no detailed 
descriptions on practical experience during CPD in other standards. We suggest that the IAESB develop guidance 
on practical experience during CPD. 

 

 

Juvenal No, I think that there are not any additional explanatory paragraphs needed to better explain the requirement of the 
proposed IES 8 Exposure Draft (December 2013). 
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KPMG We see the last sentence of paragraph 12 as important enough to warrant a paragraph of its own and positioned closer 

to paragraph 4 with added clarity that the competencies and learning outcomes set out in Table A are the same for all 
engagement partners whether acting as sole practitioners, working in medium sized firms or in the large multinational 
firms.  We also see the need for more clarity and guidance than is currently provided regarding the definition of 
“complex” audit engagements and the relevant CPD intended for engagement partners on these audits.  

Regarding paragraph 4, we believe “practical experience” should be clarified as “practical work experience” and more 
emphasis should be placed on the importance of coaching/mentoring, taking on technical instructor accountabilities 
and consulting with senior professionals as essential for engagement partners to maintain professional competence. 

We also recommend that paragraphs A18 to A20 inclusive be deleted from the explanatory notes as they unnecessarily 
paraphrase the ISAs, add little value regarding explaining CPD requirements and appear to be addressing the 
engagement partner rather than the IFAC member body for which this standard is intended.  

 

 

PWC As per Para 4, the standard is addressed to IFAC member bodies. Further explanations may be required to support 
them in implementation of the standard including descriptions of: 

• Possible measurement and assessment techniques to evidence learning outcomes, and by implication sufficiency 
of CPD. 

• How the achievement of learning outcomes may be monitored 

 

 

SAICA Refer to our comments in the introduction above 
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Question 6:   Does figure 1 of Explanatory Material section for the proposed IES 8 Exposure Draft (December 

2013) assist in understanding which stakeholders have responsibilities that impact the 
professional competence of engagement partners? 

 

 

ACCA The inclusion of Initial Professional Development should be reflected as the engagement partner would be building on 
initial audit skills. 
 

 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

In current form, Figure 1 cannot stand alone as explanatory paragraphs A5 through A9 are necessary and useful. 
Additionally, we suggest adding a reference to “IES 8” within the Engagement Partner oval.  
 

 

Altaf Noor Ali No.  

We find the diagram to be inconsistent with the context and against the public interest. Our understanding is that this 
IES addresses the IFAC member bodies only indirectly. It holds them no more responsible to review and update 
professional development programs that are designed to achieve the learning outcomes31, among others.  

 

 

BDO We believe that figure 1 of the Explanatory Material assists in understanding stakeholder responsibilities that impact 
the professional competence of engagement partners; however we believe that further explanation could be included 
to improve the clarity of this diagram and overall understanding. 
 
We note that there is no reference to the “Regulator” in the explanatory paragraphs, although they are included in the 
diagram. We also note the dotted line connecting the regulator to the engagement partner and other stakeholders; 
however we question whether this should be considered a solid line in certain circumstances.  Perhaps one way of 
achieving greater clarity is to indicate within the Explanatory Materials that the role of the regulator might be direct or 
indirect depending on the local framework or structure. 
 

 

31See para 13-19 of ED1. 
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We also note that the client is missing from this diagram. We believe that the nature of entities (sector, size, legal 
structure, etc.) can have a significant impact on the continuing professional development of an engagement partner, 
as we mentioned in our response to question 3, and the diagram should be reflective of such. 
 

CAANZ IES 8 is not included in Figure 1. 
 

 

CAI We consider that figure 1 and the explanation regarding stakeholder responsibilities is clear. We note the re-positioning 
of the standard within the context of ISQC1 and this is supported. 
 

 

CNCC This figure accurately and clearly summarises the paragraph 2, which details the various stakeholders and what are 
the relationships between them. 
 

 

CPA-Australia CPA Australia believes that Figure 1 clearly illustrates the relevant stakeholder relationships.  
CPA-Ireland Yes, agreed 

 
 

DTT We agree that Figure 1 assists the reader in understanding which stakeholders have responsibilities that impact the 
professional competence of engagement partners. 
 
However, we are concerned that the title of Figure 1 could be taken to imply that regulators have responsibility for the 
professional competence of Engagement Partners which is not the case.  We recommend that the wording be changed 
to “Stakeholders with an Interest in the Professional Competence of Engagement Partners” to better represent the 
situation. 
 

 

EYG The graphic in figure 1 assists in describing stakeholders with responsibilities impacting the requirements for 
professional competence of engagement partners.  We believe that the title of the graphic should be revised to indicate 
that it is describing stakeholders with responsibilities impacting the requirements for professional competence of 
engagement partners.  Additionally, we believe the graphic needs to consider other factors that play an important role 
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in the professional competence of engagement partners such as the Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants and 
industry specific requirements.   

The explanatory materials to figure 1 do not explain how the stakeholder’s responsibilities relate to proposed IES 8.  
The explanatory materials only repeat information from other IFAC publications.  We recommend that these 
explanatory materials be revised to indicate how other standards established by other IFAC Boards impact proposed 
IES 8.   
 

FEE From the EU point of view, where most EU Member States are civil law jurisdictions, the legislator (“regulator”) should 
be on top of the figure 
 

 

IAA Yes, Figure 1 of the Explanatory Material section, allow a clear understanding of the responsibilities that touch the 
professional competence of engagement partners. 
 

 

ICAEW Yes, but we would respectfully point out that within a proposed standard directed at IFAC member bodies, Figure 1 
accurately highlights that the professional accountant and the firm have key roles to play in the professional 
competence of engagement partners.  
 
As we outlined in our December 2012 response to the previous exposure draft, IES 8 may be better re-positioned as 
guidance for audit firms rather than as an educational standard for member bodies. The contents of IES 8 seem 
increasingly less ‘educational’ and out of keeping with the main body of IESs. 
 

 

ICAP Yes 
 

 

ICPAK Yes, we believe it does. 
 

 

ICAS As a graphic, Figure 1 does provide an accurate representation of the stakeholders who have such responsibilities. 
However, given each IFAC member body operates under different jurisdictions, with different terminology we would 
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question whether this adds anything to the understanding of the application of IES8. However, if the final version 
retained this figure, we would have no significant concerns. 
 

IDW We believe that figure 1 does assist in understanding, but as noted in our comments by paragraph to paragraph 2, 
paragraph 2 misleads readers as to the relationship between the organizations depicted as quality control standards 
for engagement performance (ISA 220). It would therefore be helpful to revise paragraph 2 as we strongly recommend, 
and then to consider whether this revision prompts additional clarification amendments to the figure.  
 

 

ISCA Yes, figure 1 has provided a clear illustration of the responsibilities of various stakeholders that impact the professional 
competence of engagement partners. 
 

 

IRE Yes 
 

 

JICPA We believe that figure 1 contributes to a better understanding of the responsibilities of each stakeholder. 

 

 

Juvenal I agree with the figure 1 of Explanatory Material section for the proposed IES 8 Exposure Draft (December 2013).  I 
understand that stakeholder has impact direct with relation the modification of professional competence of engagement 
partner.  This point includes competence, transparency, high quality and training of the partner in the organization. 
 

 

KPMG We find Figure 1 is confusing - it’s not clear how it is to be used, whom it is intended for and how it relates to partner 
competence and learning outcomes. We find that explanatory paragraphs A.5 to A.9 inclusive are also confusing and 
do not add value to explaining the Objective, Requirement and Table A of the proposed standard.  

We recommend that Figure 1 and paragraphs A.5 through A.9 of the explanatory material be deleted.   

 

 

PWC The diagram illustrates stakeholders with responsibilities impacting the professional competence of engagement 
partners.  IES 8 Revised does not feature in the diagram however. 
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Specific questions/comments on the diagram include: 

1. Where does IES 8 Revised fit into Figure 1? 

2. The implications of variations in “jurisdiction specific relationships” between the Firm, Regulator and IFAC member 
body on IES 8 Revised is unclear from the diagram and the standard.   

3. It is unclear from the diagram whether the Firm and the IFAC member body impact only engagement partners, or 
whether the line passing through the Professional Accountant section means that they too are impacted by these 
stakeholders. 

4. Is Para. A9 accurate insofar as it implies that by following IFAC member body CPD, firms can comply with ISQC 1 
and individuals with ISA 220? 

 
SAICA Yes 

 
 

   
 

Question 7: Are there any terms within the proposed IES 8 Exposure Draft (December 2013) which require 
further clarification? If so, please explain the nature of the deficiencies? 

 

 

ACCA No 
 

 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

As stated in our response to Question 3, we believe that “learning outcome” should be defined within the standard. 
 

See Response of 
Question 3 in this 
Section 

Altaf Noor Ali The term “audit” and “CPD” appears to be missing from the glossary. Also, the term for a professional accountant on 
audit engagement team who is not an engagement partner?  
 

 

BDO Paragraph A12 discusses small and medium practitioners. We believe that this may require additional explanation 
regarding how a practitioner would qualify as such.  
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CAANZ 

See earlier comment on CPD. 

Make sure that the definition of engagement team is consistent with the new definition after clarifying re 
internal audit. 

Paragraph A9's reference to ISA 220 needs some clarification. Paragraph A14 needs 
to include changes in ISA's. 
Paragraph 2 suggests that regulators are part of the system of quality control - rather than having oversight 
of it. 

 

 

CAI We have no suggested additional terms requiring clarification to add at this time. 
 

 

CNCC No. 
 

 

CPA-Australia CPA Australia believes the requirements in the standard are clear and appropriate. Points for consideration have been 
raised in responses to previous questions.  
 

 

CPA-Ireland None identified. 
 

 

DTT Please see point 1 under General comments above, related to the breadth of CPD.  
EYG We believe the term “learning outcome” is often understood to refer to formal learning delivered online, or in the 

classroom. We therefore challenge whether the term “learning outcome” is the most accurate way to describe or 
categorize the outcomes in proposed IES 8, given they are often obtained or reinforced through “on the job” experience.  
We suggest that the term learning outcome be changed to development outcome, observable outcome or performance 
outcome.  We believe this change will reflect the fact that learning outcomes will not always be obtained in a traditional 
classroom setting. 
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FEE Considering that IES 8 focusses on CPD for audit engagement partners, the effective date would need to be specific 
regarding which audit engagements at which point in time are concerned. 
 
The second sentence of paragraph A 12 of IES 8 (“Irrespective of the size or nature of the entity, and the firm of the 
engagement partner providing the audit, this IES assumes that engagement partners continue to undertake CPD 
appropriate to the complexity of the audits in which they serve as engagement partners.”) may be perceived as 
discriminatory for SMPs and could be deleted. CPD requirements for engagement partners should not refer to less 
complex or more complex audits. Audits required under EU law should be carried out according to ISAs. The clarified 
ISAs can be used for audits of entities of all sizes, of all types, in all jurisdictions as they are proportionate. 

 

 

IAA We consider that there are no terms within the proposed IES 8, which require further clarification. 
 

 

ICAEW No 
 

 

ICAP No. However, suggesting the following minor editorial corrections in Table B - IAASB definitions adopted in IES 8, para 
A-1, Explanatory Material, pages 16-17 (changes suggested in column “Source of Term”): 
 
Defined 
Term  

Source of Term  Definition in Use  

Engagemen
t Partner  

ISA 220  
Quality Control for an 
Audit of Financial 
Statements, Paragraph 
7 (e)  
 
ISA 220, Paragraph 7 (a)  

The partner or other person in the firm who is responsible for 
the audit engagement and its performance, and for the auditor’s 
report that is issued on behalf of the firm, and who, where 
required, has the appropriate authority from a professional, 
legal, or regulatory body.  
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Financial 
Statements  

 
 
IAASB Glossary of 
Terms  
 
ISA 200, Paragraph 13(f)  

 
 
A structured representation of historical financial information, 
including related notes, intended to communicate an entity’s 
economic resources or obligations at a point in time or of the 
changes therein for a period of time in accordance with a 
financial reporting framework. The related notes ordinarily 
comprise a summary of significant accounting policies and 
other explanatory information. The term “financial statements” 
ordinarily refers to a complete set of financial statements as 
determined by the requirements of the applicable financial 
framework, but can also refer to a single financial statement.  

 
 
Firm  

 
 
IAASB Glossary of 
Terms  
 
ISA 220, Paragraph 7 (e) 

 
 
A sole practitioner, partnership or corporation or other entity of 
professional accountants.  

 
 
Engagemen
t Team  

 
 
ISA 220  
Paragraph 7 (d)  

 
 
All partners and staff performing the engagement, and any 
individuals engaged by the firm or a network firm who perform 
audit procedures on the engagement. This excludes an 
auditor’s external  
 

Professional 
Judgment  

IAASB Glossary of 
Terms  
 

The application of relevant training, knowledge and experience, 
within  
the context provided by auditing, accounting and ethical 
standards,  
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ISA 200, Paragraph 13 
(k) 

in making informed decisions about the courses of action that 
are appropriate  
in the circumstances of the audit engagement.  
 

Professional 
Skepticism  

IAASB Glossary of 
Terms  
 
ISA 200, Paragraph 13 
(l) 

An attitude that includes a questioning mind,  
being alert to conditions which may indicate possible 
misstatement due to  
error or fraud, and a critical assessment of evidence.  
 

Auditor’s 
Expert  

IAASB Glossary of 
Terms  
 
ISA 620, Paragraph 6 (a) 

An individual or organization possessing expertise in a field 
other than  
accounting or auditing, whose work in that field is used by the 
auditor to  
assist the auditor in obtaining sufficient appropriate audit 
evidence. An  
auditor’s expert may be either an auditor’s internal expert (who 
is a partner or  
staff, including temporary staff, of the auditor’s firm or a network 
firm), or an auditor’s external expert.  

 

ICPAK We believe the terms within the ED are clear. 
 
 

 

ICAS No, in the view of ICAS all terms used are appropriately explained, subject to our response to Question 3 above. 
 

 

IDW As noted in our responses by paragraph and to Table A, we believe that there are additional terms from the ISAs that 
may be needed to help users of this IES understand the scope and requirements of this IES, and that the verbs used 
in the learning outcomes need to be defined to ensure that there is a common understanding of what is required.  
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ISCA With the revisions made to IES 8 and our suggested revisions outlined above, we are of the view that the terms have 
been adequately clarified. 

 

IRE We refer to our answers to the questions above. 
 

 

JICPA We have no further comments on this point. 
 

 

Juvenal I have doubt if the analysis of financial instruments is considered with competence for partner.  In the Table A in the 
sections and is not clear: for example the Section b is about Financial accounting and reporting; Section c is about 
Governance and risk management  and Section h is about Finance and financial management, I do not know if this 
point has been included in this proposal.   
 
I think that the IAESB/IFAC, if the board agrees, needs to observe what is the responsibility of professional in relation 
the competence analysis for financial instruments or other matter about finances for the IFAC do not have problems in 
the future, because probably this point in this moment is very important in the organizations private and public sector 
and for small entities in cases applied. 
 
 

 

KPMG Paragraph A12 discusses small and medium practitioners (SMPs). We believe that this may require additional 
explanation regarding how a practitioner would qualify as such. We also recommend providing more explicit guidance 
for how SMP compliance with the requirements would differ from larger public auditing firms, for example in the use of 
Specialists. Practical examples in the form of implementation guidance would be particularly helpful in this regard.  

 

 

PWC With the exception of describing the “defined standard” included in para. A2, there are no further clarifications of 
terminology required. 
 

 

SAICA Refer to our comments in the introduction above 
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Question 8:   Do you anticipate any impact or implications for your organization, or organizations with which 
you are familiar, in implementing the requirement included in this proposed IES 8 Exposure 
Draft (December 2013)? 

 

 

ACCA There are significant implications for ACCA in implementing the requirements included in this proposed IES 8 Exposure 
Draft (December 2013).  ACCA will need to identify individuals on our database, verify compliance with the standard 
at monitoring visits and capture information on annual CPD returns. ACCA will develop our licensing and CPD 
requirements for engagement partners. 
 

 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

We do not anticipate any impact or implications for our organization, or organizations with which we are familiar, in 
implementing the requirement included in this proposed IES 8 Exposure Draft. 
 

 

Altaf Noor Ali Locally, 80% of our members work outside practices. The Board should expedite its work on IES on their professional 
competence.  
 
Let us now devote some space to the provision of effective CPD activities for serving engagement partners.  
 
On positive side, our dear and progressive Council of the Institute of Chartered Accountants of Pakistan took a decision 
to video record all cpd activities and to make it accessible to our members by posting it on its web site free of cost. 
Furthermore, the scope of cpd-hours earning activities and events was considerably enhanced by the revised policy. 
The names of top five CPD earners are mentioned in the member newsletter. Most sensibly, e-learning portal for 
students and later for members is being considered and hopefully will be initiated soon.  
 
On the other hand, way back, without an effective formal oversight, our Council handed over holding of cpd activities 
to the Regional Committees.  Result? The Council has no formal influence over the topics and its quality; irrelevant, 
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uninteresting topics; the quality of program is largely an individual speaker’s voluntary effort32 as most come as unpaid 
guest speakers. 70% of the participant fee pays for the dinner; and no formal participant assessment33. 
 
An effective CPD Subcom of the Council is presently missing from our decision making structure.  
 
We must also face the issue, if any, of non-participation by members in CPD activities held by disclosing the band-
wise hours achieved by the aggregate membership.  
 
No action has been taken against members who fail to achieve CPD hour requirements.  
 
Our concern is that the matters relating to this role will continue to be run the way they presently are. 
 

CAANZ The need to explicitly measure CPD outcomes will be very difficult for audit firms and professional bodies. 
Completely new records and reporting will be necessary for professional bodies that satisfy IES 7 with the input 
method. 

It is acknowledged that audit as a sub-discipline increasingly requires specialist education. For example, 
regimes such as the proposed Approved Assurance Practitioner Regime in New Zealand make explicit 
reference to audit specific CPD. However, this recognition of increased educational specialization must be 
balanced with the costs of implementation for both firms and professional bodies. The proposed standard IES 
8 is likely to require changes to Information Technology and a broader education awareness campaign. We 
therefore recommend that an appropriate lead time be provided to ensure that robust monitoring systems can 
be implemented and tested. 
 

 

CAI We do not anticipate difficulties in implementing this standard as this falls within our existing CPD requirements. 
 
 

 

32 Most speaker are unpaid. 
33 Sometime ago, I wrote a letter on this topic which can be accessed at http://www.altafnoorali.com/index_files/144_cpd_comments.htm 
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CNCC According to the draft, audit engagement partners should be subject to a long list of detailed learning outcomes 

regarding technical competence, professional skills, ethical behaviour. It can be very challenging for member bodies 
to design appropriate programs which will cover all those detailed learning outcomes. It can be also very challenging 
for member bodies to design a process to monitor to what extent auditing engagement partners meet all the CPD 
requirements.  
 

 

CPA-Australia CPA Australia is of the opinion that some of the requirements in proposed IES 8 (Revised) could result in the need for 
significant review to member bodies’ frameworks for the development and maintenance of the professional 
competence required for the role of  engagement partner. Guidance on the nature and extent of activities required from 
member bodies to undertake their role under the proposed IES 8 (Revised) would be of assistance. This is particularly 
the case in relation to the practical experience elements of continuing professional development.  
 

 

CPA-Ireland As raised above, as a member body with the responsibility for implementing these proposals we would envisage 
significant challenges in the implementation and monitoring of such proposals due to the level of detail prescribed in 
Table A. 

 

 

DTT While the requirement of the proposed standard is written to IFAC member bodies, we recognise that, in practice, 
network audit firms play a significant role in the development of engagement partners.  We operate a robust and 
consistent approach, both to the assessment of competence of our engagement partners, and to monitoring of CPD 
across our Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu Limited (DTTL) network.  Our network firms also meet the requirements laid 
down by the local IFAC member bodies in relation to CPD. 
 
We therefore expect that the proposed standard will have limited impact on our network.  We do however note that our 
network of firms operate in a wide variety of jurisdictions.  IFAC member bodies across those jurisdictions are likely to 
take different approaches in their implementation IES 8, which may result in changes to current level of tracking and 
monitoring required in some jurisdictions. 
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EYG Yes, we anticipate implications to our Firm.  Although these will be influenced by the proposed implementation 
guidance, we anticipate the proposed IES 8 may require our Firm to modify our process for demonstrating the 
competence of new engagement partners responsible for the audits of financial statements at the time of promotion.  
Additionally, in order to demonstrate that learning outcomes are achieved, we may have to determine whether we need 
to monitor practical experience or the content of our formal learning programs in a different manner.   

 

 

FEE See response to question 3: It would be challenging for IFAC member bodies to design programmes that would be 
appropriate to cover all those detailed learning outcomes. It would be even more challenging for IFAC member bodies 
to establish a systematic process to monitor whether audit engagement partners meet the specific CPD requirements 
and to provide appropriate sanctions in case of non-compliance. In the EU, IFAC member bodies would also need to 
consider that the ultimate responsibility for CPD for statutory auditors lies with the relevant oversight body and that 
competition law needs to be complied with (see response to questions 1 and 2). 
 

See Response of 
Questions 1 & 2 in 
this Section 

IAA Yes, in fact the implementation of this proposal IES 8 compel greater Training and Continuing Professional 
Development, by the Partners in charge of the work, as well as by the candidate for that office, allowing wider 
dissemination and implementation of this Standard will result in better service to users. 
 

 

ICAEW Yes. If implemented, this standard may make a positive contribution to raising the standard of audit work by 
engagement partners and their firms. This is welcome and would have our support. 
 
However, this positive contribution may come at a cost: 
 
(a) implementation would have significant financial costs for member bodies that are required to adjust their CPD 
monitoring policies and practices;  
 
(b) the freedom of member bodies, professional accountants and audit firms over CPD would be negatively impacted; 
and 
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(c) engagement partners and their firms might not agree with IES 8 and therefore might not be supportive of increased 
monitoring by member bodies in this space. 
 

ICAP We do not see any significant impact or implication. However, we note that, at present, we do not see any institution 
or body in Pakistan specialized or focused in/on developing training of engagement partners. This situation calls for a 
proactive action on the part of the Institute. The Institute would need a support mechanism in place to facilitate 
engagement partners to undertake required CPD activities. 

Before providing reasonable opportunities to engagement partners, requiring from them to undertake specific and 
mandatory CPD activities conforming to the requirement of IES would not be appropriate. IAESB may consider 
providing a transitional period for developing the required capacity within member bodies.   

 

 

ICPAK There will be no substantive impact as the Institute already has a process of ensuring that all members eligible to act 
as engagement partners meet the annual CPD requirements prior to being issued with a practicing certificate that 
allows them to perform the engagement partner role. 
 

 

ICAS Presuming that the changes alluded to in Question 3 above are addressed, we cannot foresee any significant 
implications in implementing the new requirements.  
 
We note that our previous concerns regarding the practical experience requirements and the definition of aspiring 
engagement partner have been removed and therefore these concerns have been addressed. 
 

 

IDW We expect that those organizations in our jurisdiction responsible for the education of those seeking to become 
members of our profession will be affected by the new requirements.  
 

 

ISCA We envisage that with greater guidance as highlighted in our comments to Questions 3, 5 and 9, it will facilitate the 
implementation of the new requirements in this IES. 
 

See Response of 
Questions 3, 5,& 9 
in this Section 

JICPA No, we do not. We are, however, planning to look into some of the minor changes made during the revision of IES 8.  
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Juvenal I do not have impact or implications of the organization.  I suggest that for this point the new focus need to be for the 

universities and professional training in company. 
 

 

KPMG No 
 

 

PWC Ultimately it is the IFAC members who would assess and monitor compliance with IES 8 Revised, and the role as the 
firm would be to support individuals in providing information to them to evidence their CPD. 

Without a fuller understanding of the areas noted in response to question 5, we cannot conclude on the impact or 
implications on our organisation. 

As noted above, Para. A11 provides the option to IFAC member bodies to extend the requirements to non audit types 
of engagements.  We feel this option may be onerous and is not in keeping with the standard which is focused on the 
audit engagements. 
 
 

See Response of 
Question 5 in this 
Section 

SAICA No, with the exception of our comment at question 2. 
 

See Response of 
Question 2 in this 
Section 

   
 

Question 9:    What topics or subject areas should Implementation guidance cover? 
 

 

ACCA Does the standard reflect that if a firm holds an auditing certificate but conducts no audits the engagement partner is 
still required to maintain competence?  With regards to the implementation date, will organizations have to be ready to 
implement on the date the standard is approved? 
 

 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

If implementation guidance is to be developed for this standard, which we do not support at this time, methods of 
measuring the achievement of learning outcomes will be helpful to many stakeholders in emerging economies. 
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Altaf Noor Ali The IES, in its present form, is not ready-to-implement kind. 

 
It should be a standard feature of the IFAC to announce a task force to oversee the world-wide implementation of the 
IES and to facilitate IFAC member bodies. 
 
The kind of organisation structure and mechanism required by the IFAC member bodies to implement the IES. 
 
A program for consultation and site-visits should also be initiated. I am sure our Council will welcome such process 
involving Pakistan.   
 

 

CAANZ It would be helpful to have implementation guidance on distinguishing between the responsibilities of an audit 
partner and the responsibilities of other members of the audit team . A view of how the responsibilities progress 
from entry level (IPD) to peak career (CPD for audit partners) would be useful. 
 

 

CAI Given that the standard is based on a CPD requirement we do not consider that additional implementation guidance 
is needed at this time. 
 

 

CNCC This guidance material should demonstrate how to link competencies and inputs, as the input based approach is 
prevailing in a large number of jurisdictions. It would be also very useful to have some examples. 
 

 

CPA-Australia As mentioned in our response to Question 8, CPA Australia is of the view that guidance for member bodies to assist 
them ensure that their frameworks address the requirements of proposed IES 8 (Revised) would be of value. 
 

 

CPA-Ireland We would welcome guidance specifically aimed at small/medium sized audit firms. 
 

 

DTT We believe it would be helpful for the Board to provide examples of how learning outcomes could be achieved, 
particularly where practical experience is likely to play a significant role in development.  These examples should 
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illustrate how the concept of shared responsibility for the professional development of engagement partners works in 
practice in different environments.  
 

EYG We believe that the issuance of examples would be helpful in the implementation of proposed IES 8.  To facilitate the 
implementation of proposed IES 8, we believe the Board should issue implementation guidance simultaneously with 
the issuance of proposed IES 8 as a standard.  Any implementation guidance should be concise, faithful to the issued 
standard and limited to the requirements described therein.  Implementation guidance on proposed IES 8 should 
provide examples of how to apply the requirement of proposed IES 8.  We believe the implementation guidance should 
include: 

• Examples of detailed competency models that could be used to meet the competency areas of proposed IES 
8 and to serve as the basis of the design of learning and development programs.     

• Examples on how the learning outcomes in paragraph 10 may be measured and assessed by firms and other 
interested stakeholder.  Additionally, examples of appropriate assessment activities to be used by the firms or 
other interested stakeholders would be helpful.  

Examples of how the learning outcomes in paragraph 10 may be achieved by practitioners, such as examples of which 
learning outcomes may be achieved through traditional learning programs and which ones may be achieved from 
practical experience. 
 

 

FEE Although the proposed IES 8 appears to be comprehensive and even too detailed (see above), so that implementation 
guidance is not necessarily required, some examples of current practice might be helpful. 
 

 

IAA We believe that should emphasize in professional skills, values and ethical behavior, with the aim of strengthening the 
image and credibility of the accounting profession, as well as establishing appropriate dissemination channels, that 
allow knowing as quickly as the same. 
 

 

ICAEW We continue to believe that the outcomes that the IAESB wants to achieve, which generally ICAEW shares, may be 
more effectively and efficiently achieved if a new IES 8 were repositioned as guidance for audit firms on how their 
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partners can access appropriate CPD activities to support the maintenance and development of the Table A learning 
outcomes and help for the firms in judging the partners’ success in doing this.  
 
There may also be a role for any guidance that is issued as a support tool for developing countries where there is a 
view that improvements are needed, and particularly in countries without independent professional oversight and 
inspection of audit firms.   
 

ICAP No comments 
 

 

ICPAK We believe the implementation guidance should be relatively simple, particularly as the ED does not specify levels of 
competence where most ambiguity would have arisen. 
 

 

ICAS In line with our previous response in December 2012, if the standard is principles based we do not see the need for 
guidance. 
 

 

IDW In our jurisdiction, we do not require, nor would we necessarily find it useful, to have implementation guidance to help 
us meet the requirements of this IES. In our view, just like IES 1 to 7, IES 8 should be able to stand on its own without 
implementation guidance. Furthermore, given the differences in educational systems and licensing requirements 
across jurisdictions, we have come to the conclusion that such guidance may not be that useful. We recognize that 
there may be some jurisdictions with less developed institutions with respect to auditor education, but we believe that 
it should not be the function of the IAESB to engage in foreign development activities – this is a matter for national 
governments, education authorities, regional organizations, international projects (e.g., Common Content) and 
international development organizations such as the U.N. and the World Bank.  
 

 

ISCA We would suggest implementation guidance on: 

• How member bodies can monitor whether the engagement partners have achieved the learning outcomes; if 
possible, it would be helpful for IAESB to share best practice examples.   
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• Evidence to demonstrate that the engagement partners have achieved the learning outcomes through their 
work environment (For example, would the reports prepared during their course of work or certification by 
independent parties suffice?); and 

• Optimum composition of input-based approach, output-based approach and combination approach to verify the 
areas of competence achieved as a result of CPD. 

 
We noted that transitional arrangements are not included in IES 8 and we propose the inclusion of transitional 
arrangements to facilitate the adoption and implementation of IES 8. These transitional arrangements should be 
communicated prior to effective date of July 1st, 2016 to facilitate the communication of these requirements to all 
engagement partners. 

 
JICPA We believe it should cover matters such as learning methods and practical experience to achieve the competences 

prescribed in Table A.  

IES 7 has some descriptions on learning methods, but these descriptions are aimed at professional accountants other 
than engagement partners. In our view, the Implementation guidance should address the learning methods by which 
engagement partners can further develop their competences.  

Moreover, for the reason described above in our comment for Question 5, we believe that the Implementation 
guidance should also cover the practical experience engagement partners require to further develop their 
competences.  

 

See Response of 
Question 5 in this 
Section 

Juvenal I think that in relation the finances and the development for training for CFO/ CEO the IAESB-IFAC to observe some 
aspects that impact the responsibility and professional competence of accountant for these areas for the IFAC do not 
have problems in the future. 
 

 

KPMG As noted in our responses to the preceding questions, the guidance could separate and contrast (through the use of 
illustrative examples) the competence areas and learning outcomes that would be required of engagement partners 
working (1) as SMPs and sole practitioners, (2) on medium sized engagements and (3) on engagements where the 
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entities have complex industries, operations and accounting/reporting requirements. More implementation guidance is 
needed for SMPs, specifically how to comply with the requirements of the standard given their limited resources.  

 
PWC See our response to question 5 above. 

 
See Response of 
Question 5 in this 
Section 

SAICA No specific comments on this at this stage. 
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IV. Comments on Other Matters 
Altaf Noor Ali We do not agree with the Board’s approach of shifting IES 8 focus from “the professional development 

required to be appointed into the role of engagement partner (i.e., an education hurdle or benchmark) to an 
IES that instead focused on the ability of engagement partners to perform their role.”34 

 

The Board has demolished the edifice it thoughtfully erected in ED1 by taking out so much out of it, which 
was much warranted. 

 

This IES may have its own strengths but its seriously flawed and the Board is well advised to tread cautiously 
with it. 
 
 

 

BDO Often IES 8 appears to address the engagement partner directly despite being addressed to the IFAC 
member bodies, for example paragraphs A18 – A20. 
 
We note that IES 8 requires that certain skills are developed and demonstrated by learning outcomes (as 
listed in paragraph 10 of the standard), for example promote and undertake lifelong learning, act as a mentor 
or coach to the engagement team or act as a role model to the engagement team. While we agree that these 
are skills that an engagement partner should develop and display IES 8 is silent on how the IFAC member 
body should control, measure and evaluate such outcomes. We believe additional guidance on the 
development of these competences and their subsequent measurement and evaluation would be beneficial 
to the users of this IES. 
 

 

34 See the sub-heading :Rationale for Re-exposure” under the heading “Background”.  
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As noted in our previous comment letters, we would support the development of an electronically integrated 
set of IESs which when linked directly to an updated glossary would enable the user (online or offline) to 
navigate successfully the suite of IESs.  This would remove the need for the placing of occasional definitions 
in the text of each IES and would also enable the user of each IES to have an immediate source of information 
rather than having to seek a glossary. We would also request that the IAESB consider moving towards having 
a consolidated set of IPD and CPD IESs to aid understanding, usage and implementation. 
 
We would also support continuing efforts to improve the availability of translations in respect of exposure 
drafts and final pronouncements. 
 

DTT In addition to our responses to the specific questions posed in the Explanatory Memorandum, we also provide 
a number of specific comments on the Re-exposure draft together with suggestions for changes to enhance 
the clarity of the final standard. 
 
Paragrap
h 

Existing Wording Comments/Suggestions for change 

Paragraph 
3 

This IES builds on the learning 
outcomes of IESs 2, 3, and 4 that 
describe the professional 
competence required of aspiring 
professional accountants of the end 
of Initial Professional Development 
(IPD). 

Typographical error: 

“…by the end...” 
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Table A 

(a) (vi) 

Approve or establish an appropriate 
audit strategy in relation to the audit 
objective 

It is unclear what in relation to the 
audit objective means.  Does it mean 
the objective of the auditing standard? 

We recommend that the wording is 
reviewed for clarity. 

Table A 

(b) (i) 

Evaluate whether an entity has 
prepared, in all material respects, 
financial statements in accordance 
with the applicable financial 
reporting framework. 

We recommend the Board considers 
whether this learning outcome should 
also refer to the consideration of the 
concepts of  “true and fair” or ”fair 
presentation” where the audit opinion 
is expressed in these terms. 

Table A 

(d) 

Formulate auditor expectations 
using relevant information on 
industry, regulatory, and other 
external factors, including market, 
competition, product technology, 
and environmental requirements. 

It is unclear what auditor expectations 
are referring to.  If this is linked to 
identifying specific audit risks, then 
this should be stated. 

We recommend the Board reviews the 
wording of this learning outcome. 
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Table A 

(e) (i) 

Evaluate procedures performed, 
including the work of others, to 
address the risks of material 
misstatement in the financial 
statements in respect of taxation, 
and to assess the effect of the 
results of procedures on other 
areas of an audit. 

This sentence is overly complex and 
conveys the sense of an overly 
passive role for the engagement 
partner.   

We recommend rewording as follows: 

(i) Evaluate procedures undertaken to 
address the risks of material 
misstatement in the financial 
statements in respect of taxation, 
including reviewing and evaluating the 
work of others.  Assess the results of 
the procedures and the impact on 
other areas of the audit. 

Table A 

(g) 

Business Law and Regulations  We recommend including an 
additional  learning outcome at the 
start of this competence area: 

Assess the regulatory environment 
and consider which laws and 
regulations are relevant to the 
engagement and its financial 
statements. 
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Table A 

(g) (i) 

Evaluate the impact on the audit of 
a potential breach of law and 
regulations. 

We recommend rewording as: 

Evaluate the impact on the financial 
statements being audited of a 
potential breach of law and 
regulations. 

Table A 

(h) (i) 

Evaluate the various sources of 
financing available to an entity to 
design the corresponding audit 
strategy and plan appropriate 
testing and review procedures. 

We believe that the term ‘available’ 
makes this area too broad.   In addition 
the term ‘appropriate testing and 
review procedures’ implies that it is a 
review rather than an audit. 

We recommend rewording as: 

Evaluate the sources of financing 
used by an entity in order to design the 
corresponding audit strategy and plan 
appropriate analytical procedures. 
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Table A 

(h) (ii) 

Evaluate an entity’s cash flow, 
budgets, forecasts, and working 
capital requirements. 

This learning outcome requires 
clarification. 

We believe the Board’s intention is for 
an engagement partner to evaluate 
the entity’s cash flow, budgets, 
forecasts and working capital 
requirements for reasonableness in 
order to use in the audit’s analytical 
procedures  and in consideration of 
the appropriateness of the going 
concern assumption, rather than to 
report on these items separately. 

We therefore recommend rewording 
as: 

Evaluate an entity’s cash flow, 
budgets, forecasts and working capital 
requirements for reasonableness prior 
to use in performing analytical 
procedures and in consideration of the 
appropriateness of the going concern 
assumption. 

June 2014  Page 97 of 119 



Proposed  International Education Standard 8 (Revised) - Comment Analysis   
  Agenda Item 2-2 

Table A 

(h) 

Finance and financial management We recommend a further learning 
outcome covering the assessment of 
the entity’s use of financial 
instruments and the evaluation of 
valuation techniques and models. 

Table A 

(i) (i) 

Evaluate the accounting estimates, 
including fair value estimates made 
by management 

We recommend that this learning 
outcome is better placed under the 
Technical section of Table A rather 
than under Intellectual skills. 

Table A 

(j) (ii) 

Resolve conflict through 
appropriate forms of 
communication. 

This is an extremely broad learning 
outcome and potentially far more than 
an Audit Engagement Partner would 
normally do. 

We recommend that the definition is 
revised to be more specific to the 
context of an audit.  We also 
recommend addressing the need to 
manage differences in opinion within a 
firm. 

Table A  

(j) (iii) 

Resolve audit issues, consulting 
when appropriate.  

We recommend rewording as: 

Conclude on audit issues, consulting 
when appropriate. 
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Table A 

(j) (iv) 

Manage negotiations effectively 
with the entity. 

We are unclear as to the types of 
negotiations that the Audit 
Engagement Partner would be 
managing with the entity other than 
fee negotiations.  

We recommend that this learning 
outcome is removed. 

Table A 

(m) (i) 

Assess audit quality and the effect 
on the public interest, the 
profession and wider society. 

We believe the public interest would 
be best served by not just by 
assessing audit quality but by 
executing high quality audits. 

We believe that the reference to wider 
society is already covered by public 
interest and should be removed. 

We therefore recommend rewording 
as: 

Execute high quality audits and 
understand the effect of audit quality 
on the public interest and the 
profession. 
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Table A 

(o) (ii) 

Identify, consider, and evaluate 
threats to objectivity and 
independence that can occur 
during an audit engagement. 

The effective response to these 
threats once identified should also be 
included. 

We recommend rewording as: 

Identify, consider, evaluate and 
respond to threats to objectivity and 
independence that can occur during 
an audit engagement. 

Paragraph 
A14 

 

Engagement partners are required 
to maintain and further develop 
their professional competence as 
they work in an environment of 
significant change. Pressure for 
change can come from many 
sources, including (a) increased 
regulation, (b) developments in 
financial and non-financial 
reporting, (c) emerging 
technologies, (d) increasing use of 
business analytics, and (e) 
business complexity. 

We recommend including ‘changes in 
International Standards on Auditing  
(ISAs)’ in the list of areas of 
environmental change: 

….(a) increased regulation, (b) 
developments in financial and non-
financial reporting, (c) changes in 
International Standards on Auditing 
(ISAs), (d) emerging technologies, (e) 
increasing use of business analytics, 
and (f) business complexity. 
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Paragraph 
A20 

Planning effective CPD in the areas 
of professional skepticism and 
professional judgment requires due 
care and may need innovative 
learning methods in which 
mentoring, reflection, time, and 
experience within the context of a 
work environment often play a key 
role. 

This paragraph contains the term “due 
care”.  As this term has legal 
connotations and may confuse 
readers, we recommend rewording: 

Planning effective CPD in the areas of 
professional skepticism and 
professional judgment requires 
careful thought… 

 
 

EYG • Explanatory materials paragraph A1 is not referenced to the body of proposed IES 8.  We suggest 
that paragraph A1 be referenced.     

• The Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants uses the term professional competence.  We suggest 
that the IESBA perform a review of proposed IES 8 to make sure that there are is no unintended 
confusion between how professional competence is used in proposed IES 8 and how it is used in the 
Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants.   

• We suggest that paragraph 2 be revised to remove the reference to regulators being “involved” with 
the system of quality control.  We suggest the following revision to paragraph 2: In Law or regulation 
in many jurisdictions, a regulator is also involved in this system of may impose additional requirements 
regarding quality control.   
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• We suggest the following revision to paragraph 3:  This IES builds…accountants at of the end of Initial 
Professional Development (IPD). 

• We suggest that paragraph 4 in the Scope of this Standard section be moved up to follow paragraph 
1.  We believe moving this paragraph would make the Scope of this Standard section flow better.   

• Paragraph 4 indicates that “The professional accountant who performs the role of engagement partner 
is responsible for development and maintenance of professional competence by undertaking relevant 
Continuing Professional Development (CPD) activities that include practical experience”.  The 
definition of CPD in the IAESB glossary of terms does not include practical experience.  Therefore, 
we suggest this paragraph be revised to reflect the definition of CPD, as defined by the IAESB glossary 
of terms.  Additionally, paragraph 4 indicates that this IES is addressed to the IFAC member bodies 
that foster a commitment to lifelong learning among professional accountants seems misleading.  We 
don’t believe it was the intent of the Board to limit this IES to those IFAC member bodies that “foster” 
a commitment to lifelong learning.  We suggest deleting this sentence, as it seems unnecessary given 
the following paragraph (paragraph 5).      

• We suggest the following revision to paragraph 10:  IFAC member bodies shall require professional 
accountants performing the role of an engagement partner responsible for audits of financial 
statements to undertake CPD that maintains and further develops the professional competence 
required for this role.   

• Certain terms in Table B reference the IAASB Glossary of Terms, while other terms refer to specific 
ISAs.  We challenge whether it is necessary to include these terms in proposed IES 8, when they are 
already defined in other IFAC standards.  If these terms remain in proposed IES 8, we suggest that 
the source of term column be removed from the table since all of the terms in Table B are included in 
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the IAASB Glossary of Terms.  Additionally, as previously mentioned, we suggest that the IAASB 
review proposed IES 8 for consistency with their standards.  

• Paragraph A3 contains definitions for initial professional development and continuing professional 
development.  These definitions are already included in other IESs and the IAESB Glossary of Terms.  
Therefore, we suggest that the definitions be removed from this paragraph.   

• Indicating that the partner is responsible for the capabilities and competence of the engagement team 
in paragraph A6 suggests something beyond the requirements of paragraph 14 of ISA 220.  We 
suggest that this paragraph be revised as follows:  ISA 220 identified the engagement partner as the 
individual responsible for the capabilities and competence of the engagement team.  Unless 
information provided by the firm or other parties suggests otherwise, ISA 220 allows the engagement 
team to rely on the firm’s system of quality control in relation to the competence of personnel through 
their recruitment and formal training. requires the engagement partner shall be satisfied that the 
engagement team, and any auditor’s experts who are not part of the engagement team, collectively 
have the appropriate competence and capabilities to (a) Perform the audit engagement in accordance 
with professional standards and applicable legal and regulatory requirements; and (b) Enable an 
auditor’s report that is appropriate in the circumstances to be issued.  Unless information provided by 
the firm or other parties suggests otherwise, ISA 220 allows engagement partners the engagement 
team to rely on their firm’s system of quality control in relation to the competence of personnel through 
their recruitment and formal training. 

• The use of the words “as a consequence” in paragraph A9 suggests that firms are only able to comply 
with the standards mentioned based on CPD promoted by member bodies.  We suggest the Board 
review this paragraph to validate if this was their intent.     
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• The use of the word “demonstrate” in paragraph A10 precludes those who have not yet had an 
opportunity to do so.  Therefore, we suggest the following revision:  Only those professional 
accountants who demonstrate acquire the learning outcomes listed in Table A… 

• Paragraph A12 does not specifically mention that baseline knowledge of new accounting and auditing 
pronouncements should be maintained. Therefore, we suggest the following revision to paragraph 
A12:  This IES recognizes those situations in which the engagement partner operates as a sole 
practitioner or small or medium practitioner. In these situations, the engagement partner may be 
operating without the support of an engagement team, including those engagement team members 
with specialist skills. As a consequence, the engagement partner may undertake a much wider range 
of different tasks in performing the audit than would otherwise be the case. Irrespective of the size or 
nature of the entity, and the firm of the engagement partner providing the audit, this IES assumes that 
engagement partners continue to undertake appropriate CPD to maintain baseline knowledge of new 
accounting and auditing pronouncements and CPD appropriate to the complexity of the audits in which 
they serve as engagement partners.  

• We are unclear about the use of “due care” in paragraph A20 in view of the fact that “due care” is a 
fundamental principle of the Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants.   Additionally, paragraph 
A20 requires further clarification.  First, we do not agree with the inclusion of time.  We believe that it 
is about sufficient experience, which will be gained over time, but time is not the driver.  Finally, we 
suggest referring to a “blend” of learning methods rather than “innovative” learning methods.  
Therefore, we suggest the following revisions:  Planning effective CPD in the areas of professional 
skepticism and professional judgment requires due care and may need a blend of innovative learning 
methods in which mentoring, reflection, time and and sufficient experience within the context of a work 
environment often play a key role.   
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IDW Additional Detailed Comments By Paragraph 
 
1. We believe that the scope of IES 8 ought to be for all “audits” – which includes audits of historical 

financial information other than complete sets of financial statements as covered in ISA 805, including 
audits of single financial statements. Is the IAESB claiming that engagement partners for audits of single 
financial statements or parts thereof are not covered? We take the view that these ought to be covered 
because under ISA 805, an auditor must apply all of the ISAs relevant to the engagement, which thereby 
means that the education and training required to audit historical financial information other than 
complete sets of financial statements is exactly the same as that for the audit of complete sets of 
financial statements. There is therefore no reason not to extend the scope of this IES to cover such 
audits. 

  Based on this analysis, the latter part of this paragraph should read: 
   “…engagement partners responsible for audits of financial statements and other historical financial 

information.” Hereinafter, reference to “financial statements” includes other historical financial 
information. 

 In this respect, we do not believe it to be appropriate to extend the scope of this IES to permit IFAC 
member bodies to apply this IES to other types of assurance and related services as provided for in 
paragraph 6. The nature of the competence required for an engagement partner to perform compilation 
engagements, agreed-upon-procedures engagements, or assurance engagements on green-house 
gas statements, for example, may be very different from those required to perform the role of an 
engagement partner for audits of financial statements, including other historical financial information. 
Without an analysis of what these differences might be, it may be premature to permit the application 
of the IES to these other circumstances. We therefore suggest that paragraph 6 be deleted. 

 
2. The second and third sentences in this paragraph state that  
 “Together, these pronouncements place responsibilities on the International Federation of 

Accountants (IFAC) member body, engagement partners, and firms as part of the system of quality 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

June 2014  Page 105 of 119 



Proposed  International Education Standard 8 (Revised) - Comment Analysis   
  Agenda Item 2-2 

control for engagement teams performing audits of financial statements. In many jurisdictions, a 
regulator is also involved in this system of quality control.”  

 When referring to “these pronouncements” the second sentence is referring to this IES, the SMOs, ISA 
220 and ISQC 1. This implies that these pronouncements are “part of the system of quality control for 
engagement teams performing audits”. We would like to point out that this is technically incorrect 
because only ISA 220 covers the system of quality control for engagement teams performing audits. 
This IES, when issued, would be a part of the financial reporting supply chain in relation to audits as 
defined in other IFAC publications because it does not directly relate to quality control of engagement 
teams performing audits, but quality control over the education and training of engagement partners 
through IFAC member bodies and firms. Likewise, the SMOs are a part of the financial reporting supply 
chain in relation to audits in that they represent the obligations of IFAC member bodies – not that of 
engagement teams. In addition, ISQC 1 deals with quality control at firm level – not quality control for 
engagement teams performing audits. The reference to regulators also being a part of the quality control 
system for engagement teams performing audits in the third sentence is also incorrect: regulators are 
generally either a part of the quality assurance as defined by IFAC or the financial reporting supply chain 
in relation to audits, or both.  

 We do not believe it to be appropriate for the IAESB to redefine what a “quality control for engagement 
teams performing audits” is in contravention of existing IFAC standard setting and other 
pronouncements. We therefore strongly recommend that the statements in the second and third 
sentences of this paragraph be revised to reflect current IFAC standard setting and other 
pronouncements. 

 
4. The last sentence in this paragraph states that “…this IES is addressed to IFAC member bodies that 

foster a commitment to lifelong learning among professional accountants.” Grammatically speaking, this 
means that this IES is not addressed to those IFAC members that do not foster such a commitment. 
We are not convinced that this was the intention (i.e., the intention was to address all IFAC member 
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bodies, and that these are required to foster a commitment to lifelong learning under IES 7). We suggest 
revising this sentence to clarify this matter.  

 
6. We refer our comments on paragraph 1 above, which recommend that this paragraph be deleted for 

the reasons noted. 
 
Explanatory Material 
 Our comments to the explanatory material below address only issues that would not be covered by 

amendments arising from the comments we have made to the introduction, objective and requirements.  
 
A1. We note that reference is made to the IAASB Glossary of Terms. We would like to point out that, unlike 

the Glossary of Terms of the IAESB in its Framework for International Education Standards for 
Professional Accounts, the IAASB Glossary of Terms is non-authoritative. If the IAESB chooses to 
include definitions from IAASB standards (which we support for clarity of the meaning of the terms used 
in this IES), then reference should be made to the commensurate IAASB standards, and not the IAASB 
Glossary. To this effect, the following definitions are to be found in the noted standards: 

 financial statements  ISA 200.13(f) 
 firm    ISA 220.7(e), ISQC 1.12(g) 
 professional judgment  ISA 200.13(k) 
 professional skepticism  ISA 200.13(l) 
 auditor’s expert   ISA 620.6(a) 
  Since it is not possible to understand the meaning of the definition “engagement partner” without the 

definition of “partner” and the definition of “engagement team” without the definitions of “partner” and 
“staff”, or the definition of “auditor’s expert” without the definition of “expertise”, we recommend that 
these definitions from ISA 220 and ISA 620 be included in Table B. We also note that the definition of 
“firm” and “engagement partner” in Table B do not refer to the footnote in ISA 220 clarifying that these 
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terms should be read as applying to their equivalents in the public sector where relevant: this needs to 
be added, too, so that public sector bodies using this IES understand that these terms apply.  

 
A2. The wording of this paragraph should be aligned with the corresponding paragraphs in IESs 2, 3 and 4.  
 
A4. The wording of this paragraph needs to be aligned with that in IES 7.4 to the extent that reference is 

not directly made to engagement partners. 
 
A6. The first sentence ought to be more closely aligned with that footnoted from ISA 220.14 by reading as 

follows: “ISA 220 requires the engagement partner to be satisfied that the engagement team, and any 
auditor’s experts who are not part of the engagement team, collectively have the appropriate 
competence and capabilities.”  

 
A9. Based on the requirements in guidance in IES 7, it seems to us that IFAC member bodies have a 

responsibility beyond just “promoting” the professional competence required to perform the role of an 
engagement partner. We suggest that the word “promote“ be amended accordingly.  

 It is unclear to us how, as a consequence of the first sentence, firms are able to comply with ISQC 1 
and engagement teams are able to comply with ISA 220. Certainly IFAC member bodies complying with 
SMOs 1 and 2 and this IES would facilitate firm compliance with ISQC 1 and engagement team 
compliance with ISA 220, but we are not convinced that firms and engagement teams would be unable 
to do so if IFAC member bodies did not comply with the SMOs or this IES. We suggest that the second 
sentence be amended accordingly. 

 
A11. Given our comments on paragraphs 1 and 6, this paragraph can be deleted.  
 
A12. In the last sentence, we suggest that the word “providing” be replaced with “responsible for” to align the 

wording with that in other paragraphs of this IES.  
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A14. The term “business analytics” should be replaced with “data analytics”, which we believe is the 
appropriate term.  

 
A18. In line with ISA 500.5(b), we suggest that the term “reliability” in the first sentence be replaced with 

“appropriateness” (including relevance and reliability). We are confused about the emphasis on 
“management representations” in the second sentence because it is unclear whether the reference to 
“management representations” relates to management assertions (whether explicit or implicit) in the 
financial statements or to other management representations to support those assertions in the financial 
statements. Professional skepticism is not only applied to management representations. If this sentence 
were to be retained, then reference could be made to professional skepticism in the context of the 
matters noted in ISA 200.18-.22, and in particular ISA 200.20.  

 The final sentence in this paragraph does not explain why professional skepticism is important in a 
complex or uncertain globalized economy. The sentence does not appear to have any real content. We 
therefore suggest it be deleted.  

 
A19. This paragraph appears to confuse professional skepticism with due care. Developing an attitude that 

includes a questioning mind and critically assessing audit evidence, as described in the second 
sentence, is in fact a part of the definition of professional skepticism, and does not relate to due care. 
The following two sentences are also not particularly helpful in relating the overall importance of 
professional judgment – it just appears to highlight certain areas where professional judgment is 
important. Overall, this paragraph does not appear to really provide useful guidance to the importance 
of professional judgment. We suggest that the IAESB draw on ISA 200.A23-.A27 to explain the 
importance of professional judgment, rather than seeking to develop its own, rather disjointed, guidance 
on this matter.  
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A20. It is unclear to us why the concept of due care is now being applied to those planning CPD. Furthermore, 
we did not find the guidance on innovative learning methods to be particularly helpful. We suggest that 
this paragraph either be redrafted to contain more useful content, or otherwise be deleted.  

 
  
Detailed Comments In Relation to Question 3 on Table A 
 
Technical competence 

(a) Audit of financial statements 

(i) It is not clear to what the “risk of engagement continuance or acceptance procedures” refers. 
Under ISA 220.12.1, an engagement partner is required to satisfy him or herself (an “evaluation”) 
for an engagement that appropriate procedures regarding acceptance and continuance of client 
relationships have been followed and determine (another “evaluation”) whether the conclusions 
reached in this regard are appropriate. Furthermore, ISA 220.13 requires the engagement partner 
to communicate information that would have caused the firm to decline the audit engagement to 
the firm (which presupposes an “evaluation” of that information).This learning outcome needs to 
be revised to reflect what is required in the ISAs. We suggest that this learning outcome be drafted 
as follows: “Evaluate that appropriate procedures regarding acceptance and continuance of client 
relationships have been followed and evaluate whether the conclusions reached in this regard are 
appropriate”. 

(ii) ISA 220 does not require the engagement partner to “oversee” the audit planning, performance 
and completion process, but rather ISA 220.14(a) requires the engagement partner to “take 
responsibility for the direction, supervision and performance” of the audit and for the 
appropriateness of the auditor’s report. The learning outcome should be revised to reflect this.  

(iii) Under ISA 570, the auditor does not “assess the ability of the entity to continue as a going 
concern”, but rather ISA 570.12 requires the auditor to “evaluate management’s assessment of 

 
 
 
 
 
 
See Response 
of Question 3 of 
Section IV 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

June 2014  Page 110 of 119 



Proposed  International Education Standard 8 (Revised) - Comment Analysis   
  Agenda Item 2-2 

the entity’s ability to continue as a going concern”. The learning outcome needs to be amended 
accordingly. 

(vi) The purpose of an overall audit strategy under ISA 300.7 is to set the scope, timing and direction 
of the audit, and to guide the development of the audit plan. We also note that often professional 
staff prepares the audit strategy, which then must be evaluated by the engagement partner. 
Furthermore, the verb “approve” does not intimate a high level of competence. We therefore 
suggest that the learning outcome read as follows: “Design an appropriate, or evaluate the 
appropriateness of, an overall audit strategy to set the scope, timing and direction of the audit and 
guide the development of the audit plan.”  

(vii) The second use of the word “in” implies that the engagement partner is supposed to “evaluate 
significant deficiencies in other matters to be communicated to those charged with governance. 
We believe that this is not what is intended, but rather that the engagement partner evaluate the 
appropriateness of other matters to be so communicated. We therefore suggest that the learning 
outcome be drafted as follows: “Evaluate significant deficiencies in internal control and evaluate 
the appropriateness of other matters to be communicated to those charged with governance”.  

(x) We suggest that the word “develop” be changed to “draft”.   
(b) Financial accounting and reporting 

We note that the draft of IES 2 only requires an intermediate level of proficiency. Since no levels of 
proficiency are used in this table, it is unclear whether any additional level of proficiency is required by 
IES 8: does it require an “advanced” level of proficiency? Or does this mean that the overall required 
level of proficiency is the same, or does this mean that the level of proficiency for the different learning 
outcomes for IES 2 and IES 8 is different? If the former applies, then there is no need for a separate 
section on financial accounting and reporting in IES 8; if the latter applies, then there should be a clear 
statement that the level of proficiency is advanced.  
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(ii) This learning outcome is limited to “transactions and events”. However, conditions may also need 
to be covered. We therefore suggest that the word “conditions” be inserted prior to the word 
“transactions”.  

(iii) In line with ISA 700, we suggest that the word “assess” be replaced with “evaluate”. It is unclear 
to us why the reasonableness of the financial statements would be evaluated “relative to … the 
entity’s ability to continue as a going concern”. The going concern basis of accounting is 
appropriate (under IAS 1) unless management chooses to cease operations or has not reasonable 
alternative but to do so, which is shortly prior to the need to liquidate. Furthermore, this issue is 
already addressed under (a)(iii). We therefore suggest that the reference to going concern be 
deleted here.  

(c) Governance and risk management 

(ii) It is not clear to us what the learning outcome in (ii) is requiring – in any case, we cannot find an 
equivalent requirement in an ISA to support such a requirement. ISA 315.11 requires the auditor 
to obtain an understanding of an entity’s ownership and governance structure as part of the 
auditor’s risk assessment procedures, but not to evaluate it. Furthermore, the auditor is required 
by ISA 315.13 in connection with ISA 315.16 to obtain an understanding of the results of any entity 
risk assessment process as part of the auditor’s risk assessment procedures. The learning 
outcome also appears to suggest that evaluating the governance structure and risk assessment 
process are the only things that need to be done to identify the risks of material misstatement, 
which is not the case. To be in line with the ISAs, we suggest that (ii) be replaced by the following 
learning outcome: “As part of the audit’s risk assessment procedures, evaluate the understanding 
of the entity’s governance structure and of any entity risk assessment process and of the results 
thereof for the purpose of identifying and assessing risks of material misstatement in the financial 
statements”.  

(d) Business environment 
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(i) The learning outcome does not appear to be in line with ISA 315.11: where are auditor 
“expectations” required? We suggest replacing this learning outcome with the following: “Consider 
the appropriateness of the understanding of the entity and its environment obtained in audit as 
part of the audit risk assessment procedures.”  

(e) Taxation 
(i) In line with the ISAs, we suggest that the verb “address” be replaced with “assess”, and the word 

“assess” thereafter be replaced with “evaluate”.  
(f) Information technology 

(i) We note that this learning outcome is not in line with ISA 315.21. We suggest that this learning 
outcome be changed to read as follows: 
“With, if appropriate, the assistance of an IT professional and as part of evaluating the 
understanding obtained of internal control relevant to the audit, evaluate the understanding 
obtained of how the entity has responded to risks arising from IT.” 

(ii) In line with the ISAs the word “assess” should be replaced with “evaluate” and the words “and 
audit plan” should be inserted after the words “audit strategy”. 

(g) Business laws and regulations 
(ii) This is a matter of specialization beyond that required for engagement partners for all audits of 

financial statements. For this reasons, this learning outcome is “over the top” and should therefore 
be deleted.  

(h) Finance and financial management 
(i) In line with the ISAs, the words “testing and review procedures” should be replaced with “audit 

procedures” (the ISAs do not speak of “testing and review procedures”).  
 

Professional Skills 
(i) Intellectual 

Overall, unless there are specific intellectual skills that are not covered by IES 3, then there should not 
be any need for separate learning outcomes in this IES.  
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(i) It is not clear to us why this is a generic “intellectual skill”. In our view, the intellectual skills provided 
for in IES 3 suffice for the evaluation of accounting estimates. Furthermore, there are other 
intellectual evaluations that need to be done in an audit (evaluating sufficiency and 
appropriateness of audit evidence, evaluating the appropriate recognition of items in the financial 
statements, etc.). For these reasons, this learning outcome should be deleted. 

(ii) Is this learning outcome suggesting that inquiry and abstract, logical thought are not already 
required by IES 3? The same applies to critical analysis, which is in IES 3.7(a)(iv). For this reason, 
it appears that this learning outcome is redundant.  

(j) Interpersonal and communication 
Overall, unless there are specific intellectual skills that are not covered by IES 3, then there should not 
be any need for separate learning outcomes in this IES. We are not convinced that these are not 
covered in some generic way in IES 3.  
 
 

Professional Values, Ethics and Attitudes 
(m) Commitment to the public interest 

(i) It is not clear to us what the purpose of this learning outcome is. Why would an assessment of 
audit quality involve an assessment of the effect on the public interest, the profession and wider 
society? It is unclear what this learning outcome is trying to achieve, other than paying lip service 
to the public interest. Unless there is a clear competence needed for an engagement partner in 
this area, this learning outcome should be deleted. 

(n) Professional skepticism and professional judgment 
(i) Auditors do NOT evaluate the “entity” or its “management” in an audit of the financial statements. 

We therefore suggest that, in line with ISA 200.15, the learning outcome in (ii) is entirely sufficient. 
Hence the learning outcome in (i) can be deleted. 
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ISCA We do not foresee any translation issues arising from the redrafted standard. The proposed effective date of 
July 1st, 2016 is considered reasonable and we do not foresee significant difficulties for developing nations 
to adopt the redrafted standard. 

We recognise that the professional accounting education is continuously evolving to meet the changes and 
demands in the marketplace. It would be in the interest of member bodies and other interested stakeholders 
who use the IESs in developing their CPD programmes and activities to assess the success and the 
relevance of their programmes. Therefore, we would like to propose that a feedback mechanism be made 
available for member bodies to share their development or implementation issues, including any difficulties 
encountered in complying with the revised standards, to facilitate the development of their CPD that meets 
the objectives of the revised IESs. 

Competence 
Area 

Existing Learning 
Outcomes 

Proposed 
Amended/Additional 
Learning Outcomes  

Rationale for Amendment/ 
Addition 

Technical Competence 

(a) Audit of 
financial 
statements 

(iii) Assess the entity’s 
ability to continue as a 
going concern 

(iii) Evaluate the 
management’s assessment 
of the entity’s ability to 
continue as a going concern. 

It is management’s responsibility 
to assess the entity’s ability to 
continue as a going concern (ISA 
1). 

  (xi) Evaluate the accounting 
estimates, including fair 
value estimates made by 
management. 

Review of accounting estimates 
requires technical competence in 
audit. 

Engagement 
Quality 

 (i) Ensure proper EQCR 
process is properly 

Insertion of a new technical 
competence area.  
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Control 
Review 
(EQCR) 

[Proposed 
addition to 
the 
competence 
areas] 

managed and carried out, 
while assuming primary 
responsibility and 
accountability for the audit. 

EQCR plays a significant role in 
ensuring audit quality by providing 
independent evaluation of the key 
judgements that have been made 
and in assessing if related audit 
procedures and documentation 
can support the audit conclusions 
reached. 

Professional Skills 

(i) Intellectual (i) Evaluate the 
accounting estimates, 
including fair value 
estimates made by 
management. 

 Proposed reclassification from 
“Professional Skills” to “Technical 
Competence”. 

Review of accounting estimates 
requires technical competence in 
audit. 

  (iii) Identify and assess the 
need for consultation from 
specialists/ experts (for eg. 
Information Technology, 
valuation of financial 
instruments etc). 

Specialist knowledge should be 
considered where it is required to 
assist in the audit process.  

  (iv) Evaluate the adequacy 
of the work of specialists/ 
experts if appropriate. 

Specialist knowledge should be 
considered where it is required to 
assist in the audit process.  
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(l)Organizatio
nal 

(i) Manage audit 
engagements by 
providing leadership 
and project 
management of 
engagement teams. 

(i) Manage audit 
engagements by providing 
leadership and supervision 
of engagement teams. 

Engagement partners’ role in the 
audit team is that of an 
engagement supervisory role 
instead of a project managerial 
role. 

 

JICPA Paragraphs 5 and 10 are similar in nature but quite different in wording. To enhance the readability of the 
standard, we propose the following change of wording in paragraph 5: from “to develop and maintain 
competence” to “undertake CPD that maintains and further develops the professional competence.”  

With regard to the term “audit strategy” used for several learning outcomes in Table A, we have noted that 
the term “overall audit strategy” is generally used in ISAs. Given that the revised IES 8 is intended to be read 
in conjunction with related pronouncements such as ISAs, we propose that the term “audit strategy” be 
aligned with “overall audit strategy” used in ISAs and that the definition of  “overall audit strategy” be included 
in Table B. 

Lowercase letters are used for the competence areas in Table A, while lowercase Roman numerals are used 
for learning outcomes. This can be confusing, given that some lowercase letters are identical to lowercase 
numerals (e.g., competence area (i) and learning outcome (i)). It may be better to change the numbering for 
the learning outcomes to Arabic numerals.  

For certain terms in Table B referring to the definitions used in IAASB, some definitions are taken from ISA 
220 and others are taken from the IAASB Glossary of Terms. The IAASB Glossary of Terms is a list of terms 
that are defined in ISAs, ISQCs, etc., and it gives definitions for all of the terms listed in Table B. As such, we 
propose a revision of Table B to ensure that all of the definitions used are the definitions prescribed in the 
IAASB Glossary of Terms.  
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    SECTION V.  DESCRIPTION OF ORGANIZATION 
 
ACRONYM 

FULL NAME OF ORGANIZATION  

ACCA The Association of Chartered Certified Accountants, 
United Kingdom 

AICPA-PcEEC American Institute of Certified Public Accountants’ Pre-
certification Education Executive Committee 

Altaf Noor Ali Altaf Noor Ali 
BDO International BDO Global Coordination B.V. 
CAANZ Chartered Accountants of Australia and New Zealand  
CAI Chartered Accountants Ireland 
CNCC Compagnie Nationale des commissaires aux comptes 
CPA-Australia CPA Australia 
CPA-Ireland CPA Ireland 
DTT Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu 
EYG Ernst & Young Global 
FEE Federation des Experts Comptables Europeens 
HKICPA Hong Kong Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
IAA Interamerican Accounting Association 
ICAEW The Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and 

Wales 
ICAP The Institute of Chartered Accountants of Pakistan 
ICAS The Institute of Chartered Accountants of Scotland 
ICPAK Institute of Certified Public Accountants of Kenya 
IDW Institut der Wirtschaftsprufer 
IRE Institut des Reviseurs d'Entreprises (Belgium) 
ISCA The Institute of Singapore Chartered Accountants 
JICPA The Japanese Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
Juvenal Denise Silva Ferreira Juvenal  
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KPMG KPMG International 
PWC PricewaterhouseCoopers 
SAICA The South African Institute of Chartered Accountants 
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