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Committee: IAESB Consultative Advisory Group 

Meeting Location: ICJCE Headquarters, Madrid, Spain 

Meeting Date: September 16-17, 2013, beginning at 08:30 am 

SUBJECT: Revision of IES 8 – Issues and proposals from the Task 
Force (09/13) 

 

 
INTRODUCTION 

1. The aim of this paper is to assist the CAG in its discussion of the issues related to the ongoing 
revision of IES 8 “Competence Requirements for Audit Professionals” now renamed 
“Professional Development for Engagement Partners Responsible for Audits of Financial 
Statements’.  Specifically, the paper will:  

• Provide information on the revision of IES 8 and the discussions of the IAESB at its most 
recent and previous meetings;  

• Outline the recent work of the Task Force; and  

• Identify issues for discussion to assist the Task Force in the development of an Exposure 
Draft. 

 

BACKGROUND 

Project Scope 
2. The revision of IES 8 is part of the larger project identified in the IAESB’s 2010-2012 Strategy 

and Work Plan (and continued in the recently exposed Strategy and Work Plan) that aims to 
redraft and revise all IESs 1-8 by 2013. The IAESB’s original plan in revising IES 8 was to: 
a) Revise the Standard’s use and interpretation of the following key definitions: 

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

b) Clarify the Standard’s explanation surrounding: 
o Precise roles in a transnational audit; 
o Acceptance of the need for progression through a variety of roles, over time, whilst 

part of a larger team; 
o How the shared responsibility between IFAC member bodies, firms and regulatory 

authorities should work in practice; 
o The practical application of an IES that has requirements written primarily to 

individuals who are practicing members of Member Bodies; and 
c) Revise the Standard’s scope to clarify the coverage of the following key areas: 

o Engagement Partner Competences; 
o Specific Industries; and 
o Practical Experience. 

 
3. In addition to the areas noted above, the Task Force, supported by previous discussions at the 

IAESB, proposed moving towards defining the competences for the engagement partner in the 
context of an engagement team. This will likely mean that whilst requirements will be directed 
towards engagement partners, the context within which they operate (i.e. within a team) is likely 
to be covered within the Explanatory Materials section. Additional guidance for other levels 
within the engagement team may also be considered as part of the separate IES 8 Guidance 
project being chaired by Eileen Walsh. 
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Revision Project Timeline 
 
Appendix A outlines a Timeline of IES 8 Revision via the IAESB, CAG meetings as well as the Task 
Force and other parties.  
 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
Issue 1: Revised Objective  
 
4. Following responses received on exposure on IES 8 and other IPD IESs, the IAESB agreed to 

revise the standard wording used for Objective paragraphs so that the subject of the Objective 
became ‘this IES’ rather than being written to member bodies. 

 
5. At the March 2013 IAESB meeting with the IAESB agreed with the recommendation of the Task 

Force (following feedback on the Exposure Draft) to re-position the IES as one based on 
Engagement Partners rather than aspiring Engagement Partners.   As a consequence of the 
IAESB discussion, the direction of IES 8 shifted from focusing on the professional development 
required to be appointed into the role of engagement partner to an IES that instead focused on 
the CPD required to perform the role. 
 

6. A revised Objective statement was presented to the IAESB at the June 2013 meeting.  IAESB 
Members felt that the version provided was not as clear as it could have been in respect of the 
purpose and subject of the IES and there were also requests to ensure more of a link was made 
to professional competence and the importance of professional work experience/practical 
experience.   
 

7. The IAESB articulated to the Task Force the need to ensure the Objective effectively fulfilled its 
purpose as a route-map for the whole IES.  The Task Force agreed to re-review the Objective 
and to re-consider the Requirements to ensure greater consistency. 
 

8. The following table of Objectives demonstrate how the focus and nature of the Objective has 
moved since the 2012 Exposure Draft: 

‘ 

Source/Audience Objective Paragraph 
Exposure Draft of IES 8,  
 
Dec 2012 

‘The objective of an IFAC member body is to provide 
engagement partners with the professional development 
required to perform their role.’  
 

IAESB Board Meeting  
 
June 2013 

‘The objective of this IES is to establish the requirements for the 
learning outcomes related to the continuing professional 
development of technical competence, professional skills and 
values, ethics and attitudes, required to perform the role of an 
Engagement Partner.’ 
 

Task Force Proposed 
Version  
 
Sept 2013 

‘The objective of this IES is to establish the professional 
competence, which professional accountants need to develop 
and maintain through continuing professional development and 
practical experience, in order to perform the role of an 
engagement partner.‘ 
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Action Requested: 
 

1. What are your views on the proposed Objective for IES 8? 
 

2. Do you believe the Objective as it is proposed articulates an appropriate 
direction for the IES as an IES focused on CPD? 
 
 

 
Issue 2: Content, positioning and title of ‘Table A’ 
 
9. A current draft of Table A is provided for the CAG in Appendix B. 

  
10. The IAESB has continued to make refinements to the IES 8 Table A of Competence Areas 

during various IAESB meeting.  At previous IAESB meetings there was agreement to 
differentiate IES 8 as a CPD standard with the Competence Areas by removing the Proficiency 
Levels.  Further contributions and amendments were proposed following the Exposure Draft 
comments and discussion at the IAESB.   
 

11. Prior to the June 2013 IAESB meeting, the Task Force: 
 
• Reviewed all comments received from during exposure to check for completeness 
• Removed level of proficiency and ensured the verbs were accurate for advanced level 
• Checked consistency with ISA requirements and ensured no additional auditing 

requirements were being set by an education standard 
• Checked consistency with IES 2, 3 and 4 
• Cross-compared Table A to other competency frameworks. 

 
12. Several changes were made within Table A, including the elimination of the Proficiency Levels 

as most Learning Outcomes went to the Advanced Level in any case and this specific feedback 
from respondents to the Exposure Draft.  Key to the need to review Table A has been the 
evolution of the Requirements that previously accompanied Table A. Previously the 
Requirements focused on the achievement of the learning outcomes as part of the appointment 
process to the role of Engagement Partner.  As the Requirements have been modified following 
the elimination of the concept of aspiring Engagement Partner, so the Learning Outcomes have 
been redirected towards those that need to be achieved whilst serving in the role of 
Engagement Partner.  As a consequence the tone and emphasis of Table A has had to be 
reconsidered. 
 

13. The Task Force and IAESB has had some limited discussion on the nature of Table A and 
whether the table itself needs to: 
 
• Drop the ‘Table A’ reference which can cause confusion with the levels and nature of the 

other Table As contained within IESs 2, 3 & 4 
• Be renamed to be consistent with its new position as a CPD Competency Map for 

Engagement Partners 
• Be moved to the Explanatory Materials to de-emphasise that this is a checklist of CPD and 

instead is a competency map of learning during the career of an engagement partner. 
 

14. Although no definitive decisions have been made by the IAESB in respect of the positioning or 
title of Table A, the IAESB would seek input from the CAG to see if they have a preference. 
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Action Requested: 
 

3. Based on Appendix B, do you have any additional feedback on Table A 
content? 
 

4. Do you agree that Table A should remain within the Requirements section 
of the IES? 
 

5. What are your views on potentially changing the title of Table A to 
‘Competency Map for Engagement Partners?’ 
 
 

 
Issue 3:  Incorporation of Practical/Professional Experience 
 
15. IAESB discussions and feedback from respondents indicated the need to emphasise that IES 8 

was primarily focused around a particular type of Professional Accountant – an Engagement 
Partner.  As a consequence, the IAESB has been keen to ensure that professional competence 
within IES 8 comprises elements of IPD (IESs 2, 3, 4), CPD (IES 7) and Practical Experience 
(IES 5). This is based on the concept that for CPD to be effective, the nature, extent and timing 
of that CPD should to be role-specific, and that practical experience in an outcomes based 
approach has to be incorporated as part of the Objective of the IES.   
 

16. Extracts of the proposed Requirements have focused on the concept of professional 
competence: 
• ‘…the learning outcomes for professional competence of those professional accountants 

who perform the role of engagement partner.’ 
• ‘undertake CPD that develops and maintains the professional competence that is required 

for the role of an engagement partner.’ 
   

17. Within the explanatory materials, IES 8 has also built on the concept of practical experience 
within the context of professional competence.  One suggestion has been to include a diagram 
as part of the Explanatory Materials in order to show how all 3 elements build towards 
professional competence for Engagement Partners.  Discussions are still ongoing about 
whether to call the experience piece ‘professional’ or ‘practical’ experience. 

 

Action Requested: 
 

6. Do you consider that the professional competence concept for IES 8 
needs to focus on the practical experience element (over an above what is 
covered for professional competence in IESs 2, 3 & 4)? 

 
7. Is the diagram and accompanying explanatory material (see Appendix C) 

helpful and would you support its inclusion within the Explanatory 
Materials? Do you have any proposed edits to the paragraphs? 
 

8. Do you agree with the Task Force’s approach in Explanatory Material 
extract A4 ( see Appendix C) to outline why the output approach is likely 
to be the most valid measurement approach in measuring competence? 
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Issue 4: Concept of Shared Responsibility  
 
18. One issue that has been a consistent consideration for  both the extant IES 8 and the revised 

IES 8 has been how to articulate the shared responsibilities and inputs that stem from the 
framework in which Engagement Partners are appointed and operate, in particular those 
responsibilities highlight by: 
 

• ISA 220/ISQC1 requirements – consideration of competence 
• Role of member bodies – reviews of CPD 
• Role of firms – internal reviews of competence/CPD, and 
• Role of regulators – regulatory framework. 

 
19. As part of the IAESB discussions, a diagram and related explanatory paragraphs have been 

proposed for inclusion within the Explanatory Material that supports the Scoping section of IES 
8.  

 

Action Requested: 
 

9. Do you find the diagram (see Appendix D) helpful as an articulation of 
how the IES sits within the wider stakeholder environment? 
 

10. A revised version has been proposed (see Appendix D) and the Task 
Force and IAESB would be interested in whether the CAG see this as an 
improvement on the version previously presented at June? 
 

11. Can you recommend any improvements to the diagram? 
 

12. Do you have any amendments to propose to the accompanying 
explanatory material paragraphs as shown in Appendix D? 
 

 
Issue 5: Monitoring and Enforcement 
 
20. Another issue that has been a consistent consideration in respect of both the extant IES 8 and 

the revised IES 8 has been how to set monitoring and enforcement guidelines for member 
bodies that require an active role from them, whilst not creating requirements which are 
unrealistic or unachievable.  

 
21. As part of the IAESB discussions, explanatory paragraphs have been proposed for inclusion 

within the Explanatory Material that support various sections of IES 8 as it relates to monitoring 
and enforcing.  

 

 
 

Action Requested: 
 

13. Do you believe the explanatory paragraphs (see Appendix E) adequately 
set out the guidelines for monitoring and enforcing the requirements of 
IES 8? 
 

14.  Does the CAG have any additional comments on the proposed wording for the 
revised IES 8 as provided in Appendices B, C, D, and E? 
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PROPOSED WAY FORWARD 
22. The Task Force will take into account the comments of the CAG in preparing the revised 

version of IES 2, which will be presented to the IAESB at its October 2013 meeting 
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APPENDIX A 
Timeline of IES 8 Revision 
 
The table below identifies the key activities and decisions made in respect of IES 8 at previous 
IAESB meetings. 
 

February 2010 Meeting – New York 

 Public consultation issues paper 
considered 

 Reviewed public consultation 
questions 

 CAG comments were discussed 
 

 Amendments to wording of public consultation wording 
were agreed 

 Clarifying amendments were made to the public 
consultation questions 

May 2010 Meeting - Copenhagen 

 Progress report provided by chair 
of IES 8 team 

 Public consultation period still 
ongoing 

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

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

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

September 2010, CAG meeting 

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

 

November 2010 Meeting - Singapore 

 Full presentation of results from 
consultation 

 A summary paper on consultation 
paper responses 

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

Areas agreed by IAESB: 

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

 Focus on engagement partner of historical financial 
statements 

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

 Eliminate term ‘advanced level’ 

 Focus on ‘good practice’ not ‘best practice’ 

 Ensure Requirements do not go beyond those in 
ISAs/ISQC1 

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

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

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

March 2011 Meeting - Geneva 

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

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

Feedback from the IAESB included: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

May 2011 Meeting - Toronto 

 Issues Paper presented by 
secretary of IES 8 Task Force 

 Re-presented revised progression 
diagram (see below) 

 Introduced concept of ‘aspiring 
engagement partner’ 

 Asked for feedback on positioning 
of a competence matrix 

 Continued support for focus on engagement partner 

 Recommendation that the Task Force consider a matrix 
of competences 

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

 IAESB on balance favoured inclusion of a matrix within 
the Requirements 

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

 Agreed to withdraw reference to holding of 
undergraduate degree or equivalent 

 General support for drafted objective with drafting 
working group suggestions 

October 2011 Meeting – Cape Town 

 Issues Paper presented by Chair 
of the IES 8 Task Force 

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

 Discussed the Table A Taxonomy 
of Aspiring Engagement Partner 
competences 

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

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

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

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

 Include definitions section in the Explanatory Materials. 

March 2012 – Merida 

 Issues Paper presented by Chair 
of the IES 8 Task Force 

 Presented revised diagram to the 
IAESB 

 Presented revised definition of 
Aspiring Engagement Partner 

 Presented latest draft of IES 8 

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

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

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

 Diagram reworked based on IAESB feedback 

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

June 2012 – New York 

 Issues Paper presented by Chair 
of the Task Force 

 Recommended requirements on 
CPD for partners 

 Recommended removal of 
overlapping assumptions 

 Recommended improvements for 
Table A learning outcomes 
 

The IAESB agreed to: 

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

 Wording amendments following a page by page review 

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

 Additional paragraphs on standard concepts – 
professional competence, learning outcomes, 
competence areas  
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 Vote for exposure of IES 8 for a 90 day period 

October 2012 – London 

 IES 8 out for exposure until 
December 2012 

N/A 

March 2013 – New York 

 Issues Paper presented by Chair 
of the Task Force 

 Presented analysis of comments 
received on exposure 

o Aspiring engagement 
partner 

o Consideration of move 
towards CPD standard 

o Comments in respect of: 
 SMPs 
 Objectives 
 Table A 
 Requirements 

IAESB agreed to: 

 Potential elimination of the role and requirements 

around ‘aspiring engagement partner’  

 Elimination of proficiency levels within Table A 

 Need for further review of learning outcomes to Table A 

(checking for completeness) 

 IES to articulate the responsibility and interdependency 

of other stakeholders, in particular referencing ISQC 1 

and ISA 220  

 Review the IES in the context of a CPD standard 

 Consult with IAASB and others in respect of key 

changes and Table A. 

 

June 2013 – New York 

 Issues Paper presented by Chair 
of the Task Force 

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

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

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

 
 

Feedback and direction from the IAESB, included: 

 Continue with the revision project of IES 8 

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

 Retain use of the stakeholder/landscape diagram within 
the IES 

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

 To consider some form of practical experience 
dimension for inclusion within the revised IES to build 
on the notion that practical competence  = IPD + CPD + 
practical experience. 
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APPENDIX B 
Table A – Learning Outcomes for an Engagement Partner 
 

Competence Area  Learning Outcomes  

Technical Competence  

A. Audit of financial statements  

 

(i) Evaluate the risk of audited entity and engagement 

acceptance and continuance. 

 (iii) Approve or recommend an appropriate audit strategy 

and plan in relation to the audit objective.  

(iv) Evaluate whether the applicable auditing standards 

(e.g., ISAs) and relevant laws and regulations have been 

appropriately applied on the audit engagement.  

(v) Lead the process of planning, performing, and 

completing the audit of financial statements.  

(vi) Identify and assess the risks of material misstatement 

of the financial statements, including fraud or error, and 

customize the audit strategy and plan accordingly.  

(vii) Evaluate the sufficiency and appropriateness of audit 

evidence obtained.  

(viii)  Evaluate significant deficiencies in internal control 

and other matters to be communicated to those charged 

with governance of the entity. 

(ix) Determine the appropriate audit report on the financial 

statements.  

(b) Financial accounting and reporting  

 

(i) Review  the presentation and disclosures of financial 

statements in the context of the relevant financial reporting 

framework.  

(ii) Evaluate accounting policies to determine whether an 

entity has adopted and presented them as required by the 

relevant financial reporting framework.  

(iii) Assess the reasonableness of financial statements 

when compared to the understanding of the business, the 

operating environment and the financial situation of an 

entity.  

(iv) Evaluate the accounting treatment and disclosure of 

transactions, including accounting estimates and areas of 

judgment.  

 

(c) Governance and risk management  

 

(i) Manage communication with those charged with 

governance of an entity.  

(ii) Evaluate corporate governance structure, tools, and risk 

assessment processes to identify risks of material 

misstatement affecting an entity.  

(iii) Evaluate an entity’s risk assessment process and the 

way it is monitored as part of the assessment of risks of 

material misstatement of the financial statements. 

  

(d) Internal control  

 

(i) Develop an understanding of the control environment 

and evaluate the design and implementation of controls, to 

identify risks of material misstatement of the financial 

statements. 
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(ii) Evaluate the tests performed on the operating 

effectiveness of the controls.  

 

(e) Business and organizational 

environment; Economics; Business 

management  

 

(i) Formulate auditor expectations using relevant industry, 

regulatory, and other external factors (e.g., market, 

competition, product technology, environmental 

requirements)  

(ii) Assess the risks of material misstatement of the 

financial statements. using knowledge of the entity (e.g., 

group, parent, or components)  

 

(f) Taxation  

 

(i) Review the procedures to be performed in the audit of 

taxation balances with, if appropriate, the assistance of a 

tax professional.  

(ii) Evaluate procedures performed to address the risks of 

material misstatement of the financial statements in respect 

of taxation, and assess the effect of the results of 

procedures on other areas of an audit.  

 

(g) Information technology  

 

(i) Evaluate the information technology (IT) environment to 

identify controls that relate to the financial statements with, 

if appropriate, the assistance of an IT professional. 

(ii) Assess the effect of IT controls on the audit strategy, 

and on the potential risks of material misstatement of the 

financial statements. 

 

(h) Business laws and regulations  

 

(i)Evaluate the impact on the audit of a potential breach of 

laws and regulations.  

(ii) Evaluate security and stock exchange regulations as 

they apply to the risks of material misstatement, and the 

presentation and disclosure requirements of the financial 

statements. 

 

(i) Finance and Financial 

management  

 

(i) Evaluate the various sources of finance available, 

including financial instruments to an entity to be able to 

understand the effect on the entity, design the 

corresponding audit strategy and plan appropriate testing 

and review procedures.  

(ii) Review an entity’s cash flow, budgets, and forecasts, as 

well as working capital requirements to assess going 

concern.  

 

(j) Management accounting  

 

(i)Review the entity’s approach to cost and management 

control to identify and assess the risks of material 

misstatement. .  

 

Professional skills 

(k) Intellectual  

 

(i) Evaluate the judgments made by entity management on 

a range of audit and accounting matters.  

(ii) Resolve audit issues using (a) inquiry, abstract, and 

logical thought, and (b) critical analysis to consider 



Agenda Item 5-1 
 

Prepared by Eileen Walsh (Task Force Chair), Greg Owens, Andrew Barry, and IES 8 
Task Force, September 2013 

 

12 

alternatives and analyze outcomes during an audit.  

 

(l) Personal  

 

(i) Promote and undertake lifelong learning to safeguard 

audit quality and, ultimately, the public interest.  

(ii) Act as a mentor or coach to the engagement team in 

respect of developing professional competence.  

(iii) Act as a role model to the engagement team.  

(m) Interpersonal and communication  

 

(i) Present, discuss, and defend views effectively with the 

entity and those charged with governance.  

(ii) Resolve conflict through formal, informal, written, and 

spoken communication.  

(iii) Resolve audit issues, consulting when appropriate.  

(iv) Manage negotiations effectively with the audited entity.  

(n) Organizational  

 

(i) Manage audit engagements by providing leadership of 

engagement teams and project management.  

(ii) Initiate and manage changes in audit strategy and audit 

plan. 

 

Professional Values, Ethics, and Attitudes  

(o) Commitment to the public interest  

 

(i) Assess the effect on the public interest, the profession, 

and wider society of a specific course of action by an entity 

in relation to the audit. 

 

(p) Professional skepticism and 

professional judgment  

 

(i) Adopt a skeptical mindset in light of the nature of an 

entity, management, and the evidence obtained during the 

audit.  

(ii) Exercise professional judgment in planning and 

performing an audit of financial statements, including (a) 

determining and assessing risks of material misstatement 

of the financial statements, (b) designing and executing 

audit procedures, and (c) reaching conclusions on which to 

base an auditor’s opinion.  

(ii) Exercise professional judgment in respect of audited 

entity and engagement acceptance and continuance, 

assessment of independence, and using the work of an 

expert. 

 

(q) Ethical Principles  

 

(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.  

(ii) Identify, consider and evaluate threats to objectivity and 

independence  that can occur during an audit engagement.  

(iii) Protect the confidential information of the audited entity.  
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APPENDIX C 
Practical/Professional Experience 
 

 
 
Related Explanatory Material: 
*The paragraph numbering below is for the purposes of this extract only  

A1. CPD includes education, practical experience, training, coaching and mentoring, networking, 

observation, feedback, reflection and self-directed and unstructured gaining of knowledge. 

A2. IFAC member bodies have responsibility under IES 7 to promote, provide access to, and 

establish their preferred approach to measuring the relevance and appropriateness of CPD.  

These approaches may include the input, output or combination approaches as identified 

under IES 7.   

A3. In choosing a measurement approach, the following characteristics should be considered: 

(a) Validity ⎯ whether it measures what needs to be measured; 

(b) Reliability ⎯ whether it consistently produces the same result, given the same set of 

circumstances; and 

(c) Cost effectiveness ⎯ whether the benefits outweigh the costs of measurement. 

A4. Output measures, being directly focused on competence, are rated as highly valid. They can 

be challenging to implement without substantial investment in measurement systems, leading 

to concerns over their cost-effectiveness. Because of the inherent compromise between 

validity, reliability, and cost effectiveness, a mix of input, process, and output measures is 

often adopted. However, output measures are the measures most closely linked with the 

objective of this IES – the development and maintenance of CPD. 

A5. In determining how best to measure the appropriateness of CPD, member bodies are 

encouraged to consider the concepts of sufficiency and environment as outlined in IES 5: 

Initial Professional Development. Consideration of the demands placed on engagement 

partners by their practical experience in the work environment is therefore likely.  

A6. Taken together the concepts of sufficiency and environment when considered in a work 

context are more likely to enable member bodies to measure the appropriateness of CPD to 

perform the role of an engagement partner. In particular, IFAC member bodies may measure 

appropriateness by taking into account an individual engagement partner’s: 
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(a) Portfolio of audit engagements 

(b) Prior practical auditing experience (whether obtained during IPD or CPD) 

(c) Practical experience as an engagement partner 
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APPENDIX D 
IES8 Landscape Diagram – presented to the IAESB June 2013  

 
 

IES8 Landscape Diagram – to be presented to the IAESB October 2013  
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Related Explanatory Material: 
*The paragraph numbering below is for the purposes of this extract only  

A7. Although it is the responsibility of the individual professional accountant to maintain 

competence by undertaking relevant CPD activities, this IES is addressed to IFAC member 

bodies, whose role is to: 

(a) Foster a commitment to lifelong learning among professional accountants; 

(b) Facilitate access to CPD opportunities and resources for their members; and 

(c) Adopt good practice standards to help their members to develop and maintain the 

professional competence necessary to protect the public interest, including the development 

of appropriate measurement, monitoring, and compliance procedures. 

A8. In accordance with IES 7, paragraph 12, IFAC member bodies require professional 

accountants to undertake CPD to contribute to the development and maintenance of 

professional competence that is appropriate to their work and professional responsibilities. 

IES 7, paragraph 17 further requires an IFAC member body to establish a systematic process 

to (a) monitor whether professional accountants meet the IFAC member body’s CPD 

requirements, and (b) provide appropriate sanctions for failure to meet those requirements.  

A9. ISA 220, paragraph 14 identifies the engagement partner as the individual responsible for the 

capabilities and competence of the engagement team, and ISA 220, paragraph A2 allows the 

engagement partner to rely on the firm’s system of quality control in relation to the 

competence of personnel through their recruitment and formal training. Furthermore, ISQC 1, 

paragraph 29 requires the firm to establish policies and procedures designed to provide it with 

reasonable assurance that it has sufficient personnel with the competence, capabilities and 

commitment to ethical principles necessary to (a) perform engagements in accordance with 

professional standards and applicable legal and regulatory frameworks, and (b) enable the 

firm or engagement partners to issue reports that are appropriate in the circumstances. 

Regulators provide oversight for this system of quality control.  

A10. By complying with the requirements of this IES and fulfilling their obligations under SMO 1
1
 

and SMO 2
2
, IFAC member bodies define the competence and capabilities necessary to 

achieve and maintain the professional competence required to perform the role of an 

engagement partner, thus helping firms to comply with the requirements imposed on them by 

ISQC 1 and engagement partners to comply with the requirements imposed on them by ISA 

220 with the ultimate aim of improving audit quality.  

  

                                                 
1
 Statement of Membership Obligation 1 – Quality Assurance sets out the requirements of an IFAC member 

body with respect to quality assurance review systems for its members who perform audits, review, other 

assurance and related services engagements of financial statements. The SMO specifically addresses the 

situation where an IFAC member body has no or shared responsibility for setting the rules and operating the 

quality assurance review system. 
2
 Statement of Membership Obligation 2 – International Education Standards for Professional Accountants 

and Other Pronouncements Issued by the IAESB sets out the requirements of an IFAC member body with 

respect to international standards and other pronouncements issued by the IAESB. The SMO specifically 

addresses the situation where an IFAC member body has no or shared responsibility for adopting and 

implementing professional accountancy education standards and guidance. 
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APPENDIX E 
Monitoring and Enforcement 
Related Explanatory Material: 
*The paragraph numbering below is for the purposes of this extract only  

 

A11. The rapidly changing complex environment within which engagement partners operate may 

prompt IFAC member bodies to regularly review and update the prescribed learning 

outcomes. IFAC member bodies may consider the guidance in SMO 1 when determining a 

review cycle for the appropriateness of the learning outcomes prescribed.  

 
And  
 

A12. IFAC member bodies may consider the guidance in SMO 1 when determining a review cycle 

for the measurement of the relevance and appropriateness of CPD being developed and 

maintained by engagement partners. 

A13. Various assessment activities can be reviewed on a test basis by IFAC member bodies and 

other stakeholders in order to assess the professional competence of engagement partners in 

relation to technical competence, professional skills and professional values, ethics and 

attitudes.  These activities may include: 

(a) Internal quality assurance programs performed by firms in respect of audit quality (under 

ISQC1) to establish whether any findings have indicated development areas in respect of 

professional competence 

(b) External quality assurance reviews to establish whether any findings have indicated 

development areas in respect of professional competence 

(c) A review of CPD to assess the appropriateness of that CPD in relation to the engagements 

on which that engagement partner has served. 

 
 


