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Introduction 
1. The aim of this information paper is to update the IAESB on the progress to date in 

respect of the IES 8 Consultation Paper.  Specifically this paper will: 
• Consider comments obtained during recent presentations at consultation 

meetings and forums. 
• Highlight further potential opportunities for Board/Task Force presentations as 

part of the formal consultation process. 
 
Background 
2.  The Consultation Paper in respect of the revision of IES 8 ‘Competence 

Requirements for Audit Professionals’ (http://www.ifac.org/Guidance/EXD-
Details.php?EDID=0136) was released for public consultation on March 12 2010, 
with a final date for submission of comments by June 15 2010.  The revision of IES 
8 is part of the larger project identified in the IAESB’s 2010-2012 Strategy and 
Work Plan that aims to redraft and revise all IESs 1-8 by the end of 2012. 

 
Project Scope 
3.  The IAESB’s objective in revising IES 8 is to: 

(i) Revise the Standard’s use and interpretation of the following key definitions: 
Significant judgment, Audit professional, Education and development 
program, and Advanced level.  

(ii) Clarify the Standard’s explanation surrounding: 
• Precise roles in a transnational audit; 
• Acceptance of the need for progression through a variety of roles, over 

time, whilst part of a larger team; 
• How the shared responsibility between IFAC member bodies, firms 

and regulatory authorities should work in practice; 
• The practical application of an IES that has requirements written 

primarily to individuals who are practicing members of Member 
Bodies; and 

(iii) Revise the Standard’s scope to clarify the coverage of the following key 
areas: 
• Engagement Partner Competences 
• Specific Industries 
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• Practical Experience. 
 
February IAESB Meeting 
4.  At the February meeting, The IAESB considered a paper on issues related to the 

public consultation and reviewed a draft of the public consultation questions. 
 
5.   The following matters were raised as part of the IAESB discussion of the issues 

paper and were considered for inclusion in the final Consultation Paper that was 
drafted by the IES 8 Task Force: 
• In considering the CAG’s advice the IAESB agreed to ask questions to obtain 

clarification on the following topics: the audience of the Standard’s 
requirements, the definition of an audit professional, and the use of the term 
‘significant judgment’. 

• The IAESB advised the Task Force to include a question in respect of the need 
to clarify the shared responsibilities for developing audit professionals amongst 
stakeholders. 

• Potential consideration (also advised by CAG) on the use of a competency 
model or matrix in respect of skills. 

• Inclusion of public oversight bodies as part of the consultation process. 
• Revision of a question in respect of whether the IES should cover specialized or 

different types of audit engagements. 
• Agreement with the task force recommendation that the consideration of 

acquisition/measurement of skills should be removed. 
• Agreement with the task force recommendation in respect of the consideration 

of terminology issues and the need to eliminate inconsistencies. 
• Inclusion of an additional question inviting comment in respect of any other 

issues that needed to be considered as part of the revision process. 
 
6.   Following on from the discussion with the IAESB, the Task Force re-worked the 

Consultation Paper to ensure that relevant comments or amendments were included 
and to refine the language used in the Paper in order to ensure greater clarity. 

 
IAESB IES 8 Task Force Consultations 
7. In addition to the request for comments from member bodies, firms, regulators and 

other stakeholders, the task force has also solicited comment from the following 
organisations: 

 
Dates Consultation Forum Task Force Member 

April 14, 2010 Forum of Firms - 
Transnational Audit 
Committee 

Greg Owens 

May 3, 2010 Federation European des 
Experts-Comptables 
(‘FEE’) 

Hans Christian Krogh 

July 8 or 9, 2010 (TBC) IFAC Developing Nations 
Committee  

Greg Owens 
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8. At the time of the May 25-28 Copenhagen meeting of the IAESB, the consultation 
period was still open for a further two weeks.  No written submissions have yet been 
received by the Task Force.  The comments which follow are only tentative views 
which have been obtained in respect of the first section of the original Consultation 
Paper in respect of matters of definition and clarification about requirements. 

 
 
Discussion 
Initial Comments 
9. In presenting the comments which follow in the Appendices, we have firstly 

identified the specific questions that were posed to the body being consulted and 
then have separated the specific feedback that was received during the consultation.  
Due to the limitations on presentation time, it was agreed that these sessions would 
focus on Section One of the Consultation Paper – namely the consideration of 
definitions and scope of IES 8.   
 

10. The comments in the Appendices represent comments made by individuals rather 
than any common position in respect of FEE or the Forum of Firms.  Overall the 
impression from these two consultations was that there was support for an IES in 
respect of audit professionals but that there was a need for greater clarification in 
respect of scope and definitions as outlined in the Consultation Paper. 

 
Proposed Way Forward 
11. The comments that have been received are only in respect of two direct 

consultations and as a consequence the Task Force believes it will be important to 
wait and analyze the further comments that will be received once the June 15 
consultation period deadline has passed.   
 

12. During the May meeting of the IAESB in Copenhagen, the Task Force will: 
• Provide an oral report on progress and any further Task Force discussions 
• Identify any issues that require further clarification or direction from the 

IAESB 
• Discuss what additional steps need to be undertaken in respect of the 

consultation process, and 
• Consider what should be presented at the November IAESB meeting in 

respect of consultations and comments. 
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APPENDIX 1 

 
Task Force – IES8, Public Consultations in respect of Consultation Paper 
 
Consultation Audience: Forum of Firms Meeting, Hilton Hotel, London 
Consultation Date:  April 14, 2010   
IES8 Task Force Presenter: Greg Owens 
 
1) Do you consider that the IAESB has identified the critical issues in respect of 

“whom” the IES 8 requirements are aimed at? 
 

• Forum of Firms was largely supportive of the need to ensure the IES focuses clearly 
on the ‘whom’ IES8 should be addressed to (see later comments re scope of the 
IES8 and potential audience). 

• Request that we consider involving regulators where appropriate (examples being 
IFIAR) 

• General feeling that this question does need answering and is not helped by 
definitions that are not particularly clear (see comments below) 

 
2) Would expansion of the “Audit Professional” definition cause concern, or would 

you broadly support this approach? Are there any additional factors that you 
think the IAESB should consider including as part of this definition? 
• Some concern expressed about that fact that the Consultation Paper in terms of how 

it is written may imply that the IAESB intends to take a broader approach when 
determining the contexts in which this IES operates – feeling that broadening the 
definition and the scope of who was affected by this standard might increase 
unnecessarily scope and impact on firms which are not directly subject to IFAC 
SMOs. 

• Agreement that it would be helpful to identify the ‘who’ in terms of ‘audit 
professional’– and in particular, to consider at what level does this term have impact 
and on whom? 

 
3) Do you agree that any revision of IES 8 necessitates consideration of the use of the 

term “significant judgment”? If so, what advice would you give the IAESB on this 
matter? 

 
• IAESB might want to consider whether the terms ‘significant judgment’ should be 

defined more clearly by IFAC as it is present in the new clarified ISAs and also may 
have an over-reach into the IESBA publications.  As a consequence will need to 
ensure the IAESB is very consultative during the process of revision. 

• May want to consider the term on a more holistic basis (i.e. the skills held within the 
whole team rather than by any particular individual). 

• Definition has the potential to be too widely interpreted. 
• Concern that the ‘significant judgment’ definition may be hard, if not impossible, to 

define on an auditing basis: challenge to the board to identify what they would 
consider to be ‘significant’ on an audit and indeed to clarify what would be deemed 
to be ‘not significant’ as it could be challenged that actually almost all decisions on 
an audit have a level of significance attached to them. 
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• Defining significant judgment could be a very large task that should not readily fall 
to the IAESB to perform this. 

 
4) Are there any additional considerations that you would like the IAESB to consider 

when clarifying guidance on shared responsibilities among the stakeholders 
identified above? 

 
• Have we considered as a task force whether the notion of this IES and the 

implications for a number of stakeholders and interested parties has exceeded our 
original IFAC delineated terms of reference?  Are we considering extending our 
terms of reference given that the IES is applicable to stakeholders other than 
Member Bodies of IFAC? 

• What ability to require or mandate the implementation of IES8 does the IAESB 
actually have in terms of regulators, firms and those who are not members of IFAC? 

• Issues identified in the consultation paper indicate the need to work more closely 
amongst the standard setting Boards of IFAC to eliminate any overlaps and ensure 
consistency of message. 

• Why does IES8 only focus on Transnational Auditors?  Does this mean that we are 
proposing to widen the coverage of IES8 into other audit specialisms or areas if so, 
this might cause some concern given the issues noted above. 
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APPENDIX 2 

 
Task Force – IES 8, Public Consultations in respect of Consultation Paper 
 
Consultation Audience: FEE QMA Working Party, FEE Offices, Bruxelles 
Consultation Date:  May 3, 2010   
IES8 Task Force Presenter: Hans Christian Krogh 
 
 
1) Do you consider that the IAESB has identified the critical issues in respect of 

“whom” the IES 8 requirements are aimed at? 
• An audit standard should also consider the internal auditor as they may have 

more impact over the coming years. 
• Where are the accountant technicians?  
• The Standard shall cover the whole spectrum from becoming an engagement 

partner and to be an experienced engagement partner as well as the whole audit 
team 

• There should be education standards for a wide range of specialists for example 
bank auditors, auditors of pension funds, tax specialists etc. 

 
2) Would expansion of the “Audit Professional” definition cause concern, or would 

you broadly support this approach? Are there any additional factors that you 
think the IAESB should consider including as part of this definition? 
 

• The definition of a audit professional should link to other auditing standards 
• The definition of an audit professional raises the question: What is an audit non- 

professional? 
• The audit team has different roles – IES 8 covers more roles that the engagement 

partner – discussed if IES 8 should be narrower. 
• The definition of an audit professional should be linked to the licensing of an 

auditor. 
 
3) Do you agree that any revision of IES 8 necessitates consideration of the use of the 

term “significant judgment”? If so, what advice would you give the IAESB on this 
matter? 

• The definition of a professional auditor does not need to link to the definition of 
significant judgment 

• The concept is helpful but needs clarification 
 
4) Are there any additional considerations that you would like the IAESB to consider 

when clarifying guidance on shared responsibilities among the stakeholders 
identified above? 

• What is a high level? Some accountants, who works with foreign exchange & 
IFRS  - can be dealing with matters that are much more complicated than some 
audits. 

• Should the Standard cover more that audit of historical financial information? 
• It is in the public interest that IES8 is broader than just a statutory audit 
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• If IES 8 is too principles-based there is a risk, that other bodies will issue rules-
based Standards required by the public. 

• “advanced level” – what is the benchmark and what level is below advanced 
level? It is not defined properly 

• If one expects a more differentiated audit business in the future (SMP, Top Tier, 
Public), what is IES8 answer to that? 

• Do IES8 reflects the needs in SMP market? 
• Should the requirements be scalable, for example a Standard which covers small 

practitioners as well as for large firms? 
• In the future auditors may need to specialize more – and this cannot be solved 

with CPD 
• Auditors have to be better able to learn 
• Auditors have to say ‘no’ to audits where they do not have the competences. 
• IES8 is only for audits – SMP practices cover a lot more 
• Output based system require high quality of assessors  
• Assessment shall not be covered by IES8 but by other standards. 

*********** 


