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Detailed Analysis of Respondents’ Comments on Exposure Draft 
 
I. General Statements of Support of Note 
 Respondent’s Comment 
BDO 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.  
 

CGA-
Canada 

CGA-Canada supports IFAC in its efforts to ensure that professional accountants who audit financial statements are 
professionally competent and are current in their professional development. As such, CGA-Canada supports the intention of 
IES 8. 
 

CICA Thank you for this opportunity to comment on revised International Education Standards 8. Our comments are based on 
consultation with a number of our members who have responsibility for pre- and post-qualification professional learning and 
development, both at the CICA and the Provincial Institutes of Chartered Accountants/Ordre des Comptables Professionnels 
Agrées du Québec. 
 
We congratulate the IAESB on producing an IES that addresses the competency requirements for auditors and for addressing 
the comments on the original IES 8.  A statement on the competencies of the individual(s) responsible for the work is an 
essential piece of the assurance standards, which include ISAs, the Quality Control Standards and Ethics Standards. 
 

CPA-
Australia 
 

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

CSOEC-
CNCC 

The two French professional bodies representing auditors, « Compagnie Nationale des commissaires aux comptes » (CNCC) 
and professional accountants, « Conseil Supérieur de l’Ordre des Experts-comptables » (CSOEC) welcome this consultation 
launched by the IAESB on its set of Education standards, and more particularly on the Revised International Education 
Standard n°8 “Professional Development for Engagement Partners Responsible for Audits or Financial Statements”. They both 
bring their support to the outcomes-based approach adopted by the IAESB in the Revised IES 8. 
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DTT We fully support the objectives of the IAESB’s project to improve the clarity of its Standards, of which this Exposure Draft is a 
part, and we commend the IAESB in the work they have done on IES 8 to date.   
 

FEE FEE supports the IAESB’s project to improve the clarity of its standards. The revision is the opportunity to introduce 
improvements, in particular we commend IAESB for having adopted a learning outcomes approach rather than prescribing 
knowledge content as indicated in the extant IES 8.  

 
ICAA Overall we support the updating of IES 8 and commend the IAESB for undertaking the project to revise all the International 

Education Standards.   
 

ICPAU We support IAESB’s initiative to redraft and revise the International Education Standards.  
 

ICPAS We are in full support of the adoption of a principles-based approach which has enhanced the clarity and consistency across 
all IES.  
 

IDW We support commencement of the clarity project for the International Education Standards (IESs) of the IAESB because it is 
important that the member bodies of IFAC have clarity as to what the purposes of the standards are through the expression of 
the objectives, what the requirements are with which member bodies must comply, and what represents additional guidance in 
the explanatory material beyond the specified requirements.  
 

NZICA The NZICA supports the aims of redrafting IES 8 to provide greater clarification to IFAC member bodies and audit firms, 
however we do have concerns that the proposed revised standard, as released, fails to achieve this.   
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PWC We recognize that IES8 is intended to serve the public interest in establishing standards to better ensure the competence of 
professional accountants and in particular on audit engagements. We welcome the redrafting of this standard as part of the 
IAESB project to revise and redraft the International Education Standards, building on the concepts and principles of the 
Framework for International Education Standards for Professional Accountants (the Framework) and the IAESB Drafting 
Conventions (the Drafting Conventions). We support the aim to ensure consistent application by reducing ambiguity about the 
requirements imposed on an IFAC member body. We also recognize that in redrafting the standards the IAESB intends to 
clarify issues arising from changes in the environment of accounting education and the experience gained from implementation 
of the IESs by IFAC member bodies. 
 

 
 
II. General Statements of Concern and Related Matters for Consideration 
 Respondent’s Comment Staff Comment 

(where 
necessary) 

ACCA ACCA fully supports IAESB's move towards principle-based standards and a learning outcome 
approach.  As a professional accountancy body such an approach is more appropriate and useful than an 
input based model. 
 
We also strongly support the proposed change in the standard to focus on the Engagement Partner. We 
believe this will make the standard more capable of consistent application and therefore contribute to the 
IAESB’s overall objective to serve the public interest. 
 

 

CAI  
This exposure draft was considered by our Education and Lifelong Learning Board at its meeting in 
November 2012. Arising from this deliberation we have a number of comments on the ED. The efforts of 
the IAESB to reformat its standards in a “clarity” format are something we believe is appropriate and is 
supported.  
There are five matters which we believe need to be highlighted in our response:  
• The definition of the term “aspiring partner” is considered to be very broad and should be reconsidered 
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as detailed in our response to Question 1;  
• The practical experience requirements (in paragraph 16) make no reference to national licensing 

requirements which will override the IFAC requirements. The current statement which requires 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” should be replaced by specific reference to 
national requirements.  

• We support the use of a learning outcome approach but are concerned with the quantum of learning 
outcomes as presented in the ED. We would suggest a more “principles based” approach with more of 
the detailed outcomes being in the Explanatory Materials or by cross reference to the Auditing 
standards (See our response to Question 2).  

• The defined objective of the member body (in Para 12) appears to place an inordinate responsibility on 
the member body with the role of the member firm in the process has been ignored. (See our response 
to Question 10).  

• We agree that the IFAC member body has a role in the area of assessment (Paragraph 17) though this 
is constrained by the national regulatory framework.  

 
CICA We congratulate the IAESB on producing an IES that addresses the competency requirements for auditors 

and for addressing the comments on the original IES 8.  A statement on the competencies of the 
individual(s) responsible for the work is an essential piece of the assurance standards, which include ISAs, 
the Quality Control Standards and Ethics Standards. 
 
We also commend the IAESB for taking a learning outcome approach to describing professional 
competence in the proposed IES 8, along with the other revised IESs. We agree that the learning outcome 
approach is consistent with the development of principles-based standards and with the content and 
terminology used in the IAESB Framework (2009) document which refers to the development of 
competence.  We support the IAESB’s consistent application of the same framework across all these 
standards.  Because these standards are interrelated, a consistent application helps ensure a cohesive set 
of standards.   
 
Please find enclosed our detailed responses to the exposure draft questions.  Our main concern relates to 
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an issue that was raised in our comments on revised IES2 and 3. We are concerned about the proficiency 
level definitions, found in Appendix 1, which define the minimum learning outcomes and related proficiency 
levels for “Professional Accountants who are aspiring to be, or are newly appointed to the role of, 
Engagement Partner”.  In particular, we are concerned that the framework cannot easily be applied to the 
full spectrum of “professional accountants”, that is from the newly-certified professional accountant (who 
may also be the aspiring engagement partner) to an engagement partner, without some explanation of the 
circumstances and relative complexity of the situation in which they apply.   
 
In our view, the difference in professional ability and competence required of a newly-certified professional 
accountant varies significantly from that of an experienced engagement partner. We are uncertain the scale 
used in Table A appropriately reflects the increase in level of competence required.  In particular, the ability 
to handle complexity is not clearly captured.  The standard refers to a “low complexity audit” as being the 
setting for the Table A learning outcomes.  And yet, Table A uses the same proficiency level definitions as 
for IES 2, 3, and 4, requiring an Advanced or Intermediate level of proficiency for the newly appointed 
auditor.  The definitions to these proficiency levels, found in Appendix 1, refer to “high complexity” for the 
Advanced level and to “medium complexity” for the Intermediate level.  An apparent disconnect in the 
degree of complexity expected of the newly-appointed auditor.   
 
In our previously submitted comments on IES 2 and 3, we stated that our belief is that critical thinking 
ability, and thus the ability to deal with ambiguity, complexity and uncertainty, are not fully developed by the 
end of IPD/beginning of CPD, and that the proficiency level definitions should be adjusted to reduce the 
expectation for the newly-certified professional accountant.  When looking at the definition of the Advanced 
level, we still believe this may be true as it applies to the newly-appointed engagement partner. 
 
However, we found the opposite when reviewing the list of learning outcomes set for the newly-appointed 
engagement partner in Table A.  There are certain levels that in our view should be increased, as they 
relate to the assessment of audit risk (see our specific comments attached). These items need to be set at 
a higher proficiency level to be able to understand the audit environment, and complete the audit of a 
company appropriately.  It is a question of “equating” these competencies with others that are set at 
Advanced levels.  This appears to be further evidence of a disconnect in the levels expected from the one 
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end to the other of the professional spectrum.   
 
We wonder if there is a need to define an additional level of competence, between Intermediate and 
Advanced, which reflects the higher level of competence required for a professional accountant newly 
appointed as an auditor.   Or, it may be a matter of better explaining the “normal circumstances/complexity 
level” that is expected at the various points along the professional spectrum. 
 
It is important to note that our recommendation for changes in the levels and for further clarification of how 
complexity/the circumstances should be interpreted, for the purposes of this IES, is based on the 
assumption that the scale used for complexity is one that applies from the point of entry into IPD through to 
becoming a seasoned engagement partner.  If the Advanced Level is the highest level achievable by the 
engagement partner, then the level set for the newly-qualified partner, with a lower level of competency, 
must be set lower. With that in mind, we question why the mastery level is included in Appendix 1, if it is 
never used to help frame the competency level.  We believe the mastery level could be expected of a 
seasoned partner. It would be helpful to understand the role of the mastery level and the role it plays within 
the context of IES. We recommend that the level be clearly explained in Table A.   
 
We strongly encourage the IAESB to define the levels of complexity/the set of circumstances that are 
expected in IES 8 and the other IESs.  It is our opinion that the level of expectation may not be interpreted 
in the same way by all readers, as the level of complexity may not be put on the same scale by the different 
readers.  In Canada, for example, the level of complexity associated with what an entry-level professional 
accountant, who may also be a newly-appointed engagement partner, would be the level expected to be 
encountered in “normal circumstances”, those circumstances expected to be encountered by most newly-
appointed accountants.   
 

CICPA CICPA received the exposure draft of IES2, IES3, IES4 and IES8. After consideration, we would like to 
submit comments on it as follows: 
 
Basically, CICPA supports and agrees with IFAC’s revision and redraft work of IESs, especially the 
clarification of the scope and audience of IESs’ focus, as well as summarizing competence area, learning 

 



Proposed  International Education Standard 8 (Revised) - Comment Analysis   
  Agenda Item 3-3 

January 17, 2013  Page 7 of 206 

outcomes, and minimum levels of proficiency in forms of table in IES2, IES3, IES4, and IES8s’ exposure 
drafts. This will be helpful for IFAC member bodies to understand IESs and consistent with IAESB’s 
purpose of setting principle-based standards. And, it’s also of great help to assist professional accountants’ 
professional development and to protect public interest. We would like to submit detailed comments of the 
four exposure drafts as follows. 
 

CPA 
Ireland 

We consider the title of the document to now be more appropriate and reflective of the competence 
development of an engagement partner during the course of their professional career. 
 
We also welcome the learning outcomes approach adopted. 
 

 

CSOEC-
CNCC 

IESs are addressed to IFAC member bodies but may be helpful to other stakeholders (§ 2). Member bodies 
(CNCC and CSOEC in France) have to implement or influence the regulator in order to meet the 
requirements according to the local standards. 
 
The redrafting of the IESs requires achieving a result (learning outcome) but does not prescribe the inputs 
leading to the result (curricula, number of hours, etc.). 
 
If the competency is the final objective, this principle based approach leads to practical difficulties. 
Requirements based on soft (or louse?) concepts as “sufficient” (§ 15), “significant” (§ 16), “appropriate” (§ 
17 & 18), leave room for various interpretations. The explanatory material explains the standard but is not 
the standard itself and brings partly a solution to these difficulties. Thus, for example, the explanatory 
material states that “practical experience of less than three years may not be sufficient”. 
 
On the basis of the learning outcomes, as they are defined, it will be very difficult for IFAC to implement its 
Member Body Compliance Program. 
 
Last, one may doubt that these standards could really lead to an international harmonization of the 
prerequisites to enter the profession. 
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DTT We recognize the many challenges and complexities present in drafting this important standard, and note 
the hard work and careful thought that has gone into the preparation of this 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. 
 
Title of the proposed standard 
 
We note that the proposed revised standard has been re-titled to remove reference to ‘competence 
requirements’, and that the objective has been worded to reflect this.  However, we also note that the 
fundamental focus of the standard remains the achievement of competence, not the undertaking of 
professional development.  This is reflected by the learning outcomes set out in paragraph 13 ‘that 
demonstrate the professional competence’ and then in paragraph 17 which sets out the requirement for the 
assessment of the elements of professional competence and the requirements in paragraphs 18 and 19 to 
undertake CPD, which as IES 7 states is done in order to ‘develop and maintain professional competence.  
We recommend therefore that the Board change the title of the proposed Standard to ‘Competence 
Requirements for Engagement Partners Responsible for the Audit of Financial Statements’.   We also make 
further recommendations below in our response to Question 10 regarding the appropriate wording of the 
objective paragraph. 
 
Shared responsibility for professional development of engagement partners (paragraph 2) 
 
An important principle underpinning this standard is the identification of the stakeholders who have 
responsibility, individually or in a shared capacity, for the development of professional competence of 
engagement partners.  Paragraph 2 of the proposed standard states that ‘IFAC member bodies have 
responsibility for the professional development necessary to become an engagement partner’, however we 
disagree with this statement because, in our view, this responsibility typically lies with a range of 
stakeholders including the individual concerned, the employer, the IFAC member body, and others 
(depending on the particular circumstances of the environment and jurisdiction), rather than solely with the 
IFAC member body.  The extant IES 8 makes an important statement in paragraph 80 – ‘IFAC member 
bodies, individual professional accountants and audit organizations share the responsibility for ensuring 
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that audit professionals have the required competence for their roles’, in our view this important concept of 
‘shared responsibility’ has been lost in the revision of standard and we would urge the Board to revisit this.  
We do believe that IFAC member bodies have a specific responsibility in relation to engagement partners, 
to ensure appropriate processes are in place to assess the competence of individuals before they are 
permitted to act as engagement partners, but this is very different from having exclusive responsibility for 
the professional development of those individuals as is implied by the proposed wording in the Exposure 
Draft.  
 
Professional development programs and achievement of learning outcomes (paragraph 14) 
 
We note that implicit in the requirement set out in Paragraph 14 is the idea that the learning outcomes for 
an aspiring engagement partner will be achieved through a ‘professional development program’ which, in 
our view suggests some type of program of formal education.  However, we believe that practical 
experience gained outside of a formal professional development program will play the largest role in the 
development of aspiring engagement partners, and the standard should revised to better reflect this.  We 
note that paragraph 14 is identical to requirements set out in the recent exposure drafts of IESs 2, 3 and 4 
– however these standards address the period of initial professional development, during which an 
individual typically undertakes a structured program of professional accounting education.  We do not, 
therefore, believe paragraph 14 is appropriate, as written, for this standard. 
 
Related to this, we believe the Standard currently lacks Explanatory Material on how to achieve the 
learning outcomes set out in paragraph 13, despite providing Explanatory Material on how to achieve 
learning outcomes for more complex audits (paragraph A39).  We recommend that the Board provide 
Explanatory Material on how the learning outcomes listed in paragraph 13 are likely to be achieved. In our 
view they are likely to be achieved in a range of ways including: 
 

• Obtaining appropriate engagement experience; 
• Reflection on experience, including structured feedback and performance management processes; 
• Coaching and mentoring activities; 
• Participation in structured learning programs; 
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• Undergoing internal and external inspection processes; and 
• Career progression and promotion activities, including participation in formalized assessment 

centres. 
 
Assumptions regarding size and complexity of audit engagements (paragraph A32) 
 
We are concerned that the standard creates the impression that smaller audit engagements are, by 
definition, less complex and likely to be conducted by smaller firms (as per paragraph A32).  Our 
experience is that some smaller audit engagements can be highly complex.  Also as a large audit network 
we note that many individual firms within our network undertake significant numbers of audit engagements 
that would be regarded as smaller engagements under this Standard.  We recommend the Board provide 
more explanation in the introduction to the Standard on these important concepts, and in particular making 
it clear that it is not appropriate to presume a simple correlation exists between the concepts of size of audit 
engagement, complexity of audit engagement, and size of the firm delivering the audit engagement.  
 
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 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. 
 
Applicability to other individuals who sign audit opinions 
 
We appreciate the Board’s decision to focus specifically on the role of the engagement partner and to use 
the ISA 220 definition of engagement partner.  We understand that in certain jurisdictions individuals other 
than those formally admitted as partners of a firm may be permitted to sign the audit opinion.  Whilst there 
is reference to this in the definition of engagement partner (‘the partner or other person in the firm…’) we 
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believe this is an important point and recommend the Board considers inclusion of additional explanatory 
material to draw attention to the fact that the standard applies to all individuals who sign an audit opinion, 
whether or not they carry the designation of partner. 
 
Need for post implementation review of proficiency levels (paragraph A22) 
 
We note that paragraph A22 indicates that in practice IFAC member bodies may need to set higher 
proficiency levels than those set out in the proposed standard.   We are concerned that this suggests the 
proficiency levels set by the proposed standard are therefore not in line with good practice in the 
profession.  We appreciate that the Board would need further data to assess whether or not this is the 
case, and so we recommend that the Board conducts a post implementation review of the standard.  One 
objective of that review should be to determine how proficiency levels used in practice by IFAC member 
bodies compare to those set out in the standard. 
 

EFAA We welcome the move towards Professional Development Requirements but have some general 
comments about wording and terminology.  In particular, we challenge the use of the compound noun 
"learning outcomes".  What does this really mean and what would a reader of this ED understand from it?  
Is there a difference between an outcome and an objective in practical application? If there is, it would be 
helpful to clarify what this difference is, particularly as this is what is subject to assessment. 
 
We also note that the title of the extant IES has been changed because "the proposed amendments to the 
title reflect the IAESB’s views that the term, professional development, represents more accurately the 
progression of competence development which is needed for those aspiring to the role of the engagement 
partner within the context of a team".  That said, the major focus in paragraph 5 is on "professional 
competence", the term used in extant IES 8 and supposedly left behind.  There are inconsistencies in this 
ED that we believe need to be resolved. 
 

 

EYG We support the efforts of the Board to set continuing professional development for engagement partners 
responsible for the audits of financial statements for IFAC member bodies to impose on their members.  
We also support the change in focus to the one common role within the engagement team – the 

Please refer to 
the response of 
Question 10 of 
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engagement partner – irrespective of the nature, complexity, size, or type of audit. In addition, we support 
the learning outcomes focus instead of prescribing subject areas.   
 
Since the objective of this standard is directed to member bodies, we believe that additional explanatory 
materials are necessary to explain how this standard should be used by various stakeholders (member 
bodies, firms, and license regimes).  In addition, we believe the objective of the standard should be revised.  
See Question 10 below for additional details.   
 

the section on 
Specific 
Comments for 
additional 
information 

FEE Overall, it is unclear how IFAC member bodies can in practice be involved in the assessment of 
engagement partner authorisation criteria, which is generally a responsibility of the firm. 

 

 

HKICPA The Institute is concerned that the proposed IES 8 appears to represent a significant change in the 
objectives and activities of the IAESB that have serious implications for member bodies and their members.  
This Exposure Draft appears to have accommodated new strategies and objectives despite being a work in 
progress during the IAESB 2014-16 Strategic Review Public Consultation Survey that concluded in 
September of this year. The Institute would suggest that only on full consideration of the results of that 
survey and associated comments that were submitted by member bodies and international groupings 
should a significant change of direction be incorporated in proposed standards. 
 
The proposed standard introduces significant new responsibilities on IFAC member bodies without 
providing a clear rationale.  Proposed IES 8 expects professional bodies to take responsibility for 
mandating competency requirements for audit engagement partners and to monitor compliance with such 
requirements.  The reasons for such a significant change in extant IES 8 are not explained.  The proposed 
changes have the potential to significantly affect or even supersede the professional development agenda 
of member bodies and the vast resources that are invested in them. 
 
In addition, given that many of the definitions adopted in the proposed IES 8 are derived from ISAs and that 
ISQC 1 and a number of ISAs include references to competencies of audit teams, including engagement 
partners, it would be helpful to have included as background information the views of the IAASB on how the 
proposed IES 8 would support and integrate with the requirements of ISQC 1 and ISAs. 
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In view of the fundamental issues that are raised by proposed IES 8 the Institute has not provided detailed 
responses to all of the questions set out in the Exposure Draft but has provided the following commentary, 
which primarily addresses the following two questions: Question 6: Do you anticipate any impact or 
implications for your organization, or organizations with which you are familiar, in implementing the new 
requirements included in this proposed IES 8 (Revised) and Question 10: Is the objective to be achieved by 
a member body, stated in the proposed revised IES 8, appropriate? 
 
The second sentence in paragraph 2 states: “IFAC member bodies have responsibility for the professional 
development necessary to become an engagement partner”. Paragraph 12 expresses a similar 
requirement.  We would be interested to learn the authoritative source for this statement.  The Exposure 
Draft does not explain the source or rationale for this statement as both background information and 
guidance in paragraphs A1-A15 is silent on this issue.  This statement was not made in the extant IES 8 
and does not appear to be supported by either the SMOs or the Framework for International Education 
Standards for Professional Accountants. 
 
This statement is a major change from the extant IES 8. As such we are of the view that its introduction 
should be clearly explained and supported in the explanatory memorandum under the section headed 
“Significant Issues” or by reference to an appropriate authoritative source. 
 
There does not appear to be any ambiguity in the revision and redrafting of IES 8 on the part of the IAESB.  
The same statement is made in both paragraphs 2 and 12 of the ED. However, the ED does not provide 
examples or useful guidance on how member bodies might be able to discharge this supposed obligation.  
We have serious doubts that all IFAC member bodies themselves believe they have such an obligation. 
 
In the explanatory memorandum on page 7 under the sub-heading “Review of Professional Development 
Programs” it is highlighted that the proposed revised IES 8 prescribes IFAC member bodies to regularly 
review and update their professional development programs that are designed to achieve learning 
outcomes. We doubt that many IFAC member bodies would have such programs in place and believe that 
while many member bodies retain input based professional development programs it is not appropriate or 
practical to focus on outcomes in IES 8.  Indeed. paragraph A7 acknowledges that most if not all IFAC 
member bodies would not have in place professional development programs that are designed to achieve 
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learning outcomes simply because “these matters are usually not within the control or authority (or scope) 
of an IFAC member body”.  
 
The Institute does not believe that a "one size fits all" approach to competency requirements will work 
across all member bodies that are in differing stages of development and have different approaches to 
professional development.  Furthermore it does not recognize that within any one territory, member bodies 
will have member firms that run their business in different ways.  What would be an appropriate approach 
for IFAC member bodies is to specify the general learning outcomes and other relevant qualitative criteria 
that professional development programs (such as those operated by accounting firms in respect of their 
own staff who are on a path to partnership) necessarily exhibit in order to gain recognition as an 
engagement partner, public accountant, holder of a practicing certificate, however it may be described in 
various parts of the world. This is consistent with the approach and discussion found in paragraph A15, for 
example. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, the timeframe for compliance with proposed IES 8 may be problematic.  To 
introduce such significant changes in member body responsibilities and to engage all practicing firms in a 
meaningful implementation program could take longer than allowed by the expected issue date and 
provisional implementation date of 1 July 2015. 
 
In conclusion we have grave concerns, as expressed above, that the proposed revised IES 8 represents a 
significant shift in focus and content from the extant IES 8, including the imposition of major responsibilities 
on member bodies, without a clear explanation or rationale for the changes. On this basis the Institute does 
not support the issue of revised IES 8 in its current proposed form. 
 

ICAA The focus of this Standard is on audits of financial statements, which remains of vital importance.  We also 
note in the draft standard references that it may be applicable to practitioners providing other assurance 
services. Stakeholders are increasingly demanding reporting of non-traditional information such as 
emissions data, integrated reporting, or in Australia, water accounting.  Assurance is being sought and 
provided on many of these non-traditional reports, and separate consideration of the skills and 
development required for these services may be appropriate.  
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ICAEW ICAEW recognises that major changes have been made to the proposed Standard since its last exposure 
(our 2010 response to which is appended here) and the undoubted efforts of the IAESB which have 
underpinned this. However, ICAEW remains firmly of the view that our fundamental concerns with IES 8 
have not been addressed and that the Standard as it is described here should not be implemented. We 
question whether any International Education Standard should exist from the IAESB in this space and 
believe that the development of guidance for audit firms is the appropriate approach.  
 
Our concerns with the exposure draft are various but centre on three core problems: 
 
Firstly, the Standard is addressed to member bodies but it is clear from the content of the proposals that 
member bodies cannot be held responsible for ensuring implementation. Once a professional accountant 
has qualified with an IFAC member body, he or she will be subject to that body’s general CPD regime (in 
accordance with IES 7) but it will be the employing audit firm (not to mention the professional accountants 
themselves) who will be responsible for the onward career momentum and the development and 
assessment of engagement partner competence. 
 
Secondly, the Standard’s scope is unclear and flawed in crucial aspects. In particular, the focus on ‘aspiring 
engagement partners’ re-creates the very problems removed by the deletion of ‘audit professional’ and 
‘significant audit judgement’ from the 2010 iteration of the proposed Standard. It is left completely open to 
question who is deemed to be an ‘aspiring engagement partner’ and at what point in an auditor’s career 
they identify themselves as such – and are so viewed by others. 
 
Thirdly, given the above, we do not believe that IES 8 should remain constituted as an International 
Education Standard. As we remarked in 2010, what the IAESB should be striving to produce here is a 
guidance document on professional competence for the development of audit engagement partners for use 
by those audit firms (and only those firms) who would find this helpful. There could possibly be a corollary 
role for some member bodies (again on a voluntary basis) in helping those firms review whether they have 
successfully implemented the guidance. But it cannot be for member bodies to develop processes and 
guidelines and seek to impose them on audit firms.   
 
We therefore urge the IAESB to think again and to redraft and redevelop the material here as guidance 
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notes for audit firms regarding engagement partners only. We would be willing to give our views on such 
guidance in due course but ICAEW cannot support the creation of a new IES 8 as described here, that of 
an education standard where responsibility lies with member bodies. All of our following answers to the 
specific questions asked by the exposure draft must be read with this in mind. We have tried to engage 
with each of these questions on their merits but those questions are drafted from the assumption that there 
will be a Standard, which we strongly advise against.  
 

ICAI The responsibility of firms for the development of professional competence of aspiring engagement 
partners and engagement partners may be brought out explicitly in this standard.  Though Para A35 of 
the Explanatory Material makes a mention that the firm may integrate the monitoring of an engagement 
partner’s CPD into the firm’s internal inspection program, the results of which are usually made 
available to the IFAC member body or to those responsible for an external quality assurance program, 
it does not explicitly place the responsibility on the firm. Reference may be drawn to other Quality 
Control standards which impose responsibility on firms for the development and maintenance of 
professional competence of the members of the engagement team.  

 
This IES does not consider competence requirement with reference to the engagement team as a 
whole i.e. whether the composition of the team is such that the team as a whole is competent to 
perform the audit.  It only deals with the professional competence requirements of individual 
engagement partners/aspiring engagement partners. This aspect needs reconsideration.  In addition to 
the professional competence of the engagement partner, the professional competence of the 
engagement team as a whole to perform an audit should also be considered. This would also be in 
consonance with SQC 1 and ISA 220. 
 
The role progression depicted in Schedule 1 showing the relationship between experience, IESs, and 
the role of an Engagement Partner, does not seem to correctly represent the intent of the Standard, 
since the aspiring engagement partner’s period is shown to cover both IPD and a certain period of CPD 
before the individual is appointed as an engagement partner.  Further, the definition of “aspiring 
engagement partner” given in the Glossary includes an aspiring professional accountant as well. 
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 The intent of the standard, as reflected in Para 3 of IES 8 and Paras A1 and A5 of the 
Explanatory Material forming part of IES 8, clearly conveys that it is concerned with a 
professional accountant who aspires to be an engagement partner. Paras 13 to 17 of IES 8 and 
Paras A16 to A35 of Explanatory Material forming part of IES 8 lay down the requirements of 
professional accountants who are aspiring to be, or are newly appointed to the role of, 
Engagement Partner (Refer to the caption under “Requirements”, given below para 12).      

 
 Therefore, there is a need to remove the inconsistency between the stated definition of “aspiring 

engagement partner” and the real intent of the said term as per the requirements of the 
standard. Accordingly, the definition of aspiring engagement partner may be modified to exclude 
an aspiring professional accountant from its scope and the diagrammatic representation given in 
Schedule 1 may be modified as shown hereunder in order to show the role progression from an 
aspiring professional accountant (during the period of IPD) to a professional accountant who 
aspires to become an engagement partner (the period of CPD before the individual is appointed 
as an engagement partner) to an engagement partner. 
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ICAS We support the International Accounting Education Standards Board’s (IAESB’s) drive to develop principles 
based international education standards based on a coherent framework.  We also support: 

• the principle of moving the focus of IES 8 to aspiring and serving engagement partners and 
proposing professional development requirements for these individuals; 

• the redrafting of IES 8 to improve readability and to clarify issues resulting from experience gained 
from implementation of the existing IES 8; 

• the proposal to take an outcomes based approach to professional competence; and 
• that the explanatory material allows International Federation of Accountants (IFAC) member bodies 

to adapt the learning outcomes to their national requirements. 
 

We do however have concerns in a number of areas. 
 
Whilst one of the stated purposes of the revision is to focus the standard on engagement partners and 
aspiring engagement partners, the definition of aspiring partner has been set too wide, in our view, for the 
standard to meet this purpose.  The definition of an aspiring engagement partner is ‘an aspiring 
professional accountant or professional accountant who is developing their competence consistent with the 
requirements and expectations of IES 8’.  The definition of an aspiring professional accountant is then 
stated as ‘an individual who has commenced a professional accounting education program as part of IPD’.  
This is a very broad definition, potentially encompassing not only current engagement partners and those 
aiming for this role, but could be interpreted as including all other levels of audit staff, including students, 
pre and post qualified individuals, and those performing a managerial role.  As a result, the proposed 
revisions may cover the same, if not a wider range of, individuals as that of the existing IES 8 definition of 
an 'audit professional'.  We consider that the focus should be on existing engagement partners and those 
who are due to become such partners in the near future, and that the definition should be narrowed to 
reflect this. 
 
We are also concerned with the practical experience requirements in paragraph 16, which require a 
‘significant proportion of the practical experience of an individual aspiring to the role of engagement partner 
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to be related to the audit of financial statements’.  With the exception of large and national audit firms, the 
vast majority of audit engagement partners in the UK are general practitioners who not only conduct audit 
work but are, in many cases, more heavily involved in non-audit services.  With the rising audit exemption 
thresholds in the UK, many audit engagement partners have a reducing portfolio of audit clients.  To ensure 
that sufficient practical experience is in place, the UK licensing regime has stringent audit hours 
requirements in order to attain the audit qualification required to be eligible to become an audit 
engagement partner.  We are therefore of the opinion that this requirement should be made less 
prescriptive in IES8, or removed altogether, to allow the IFAC bodies to address national licensing 
requirements.  Retaining this requirement could have anti-competitive implications for the UK. 
 
We agree with the learning outcomes based approach but consider that a more principles based, higher-
level. approach should be adopted to Table 1 and that competence areas should be the only prescribed 
requirement.  If, however, the learning outcomes are retained, we broadly agree with these, but consider 
that those derived from the audit engagement partner’s requirements in the International Standards on 
Auditing (ISA) should either be included in full or, preferably, reduced to one requirement e.g. ‘an advanced 
knowledge of and application of the ISAs in relation to all aspects required of the engagement partner role’ 
 
We disagree that the objective of the IFAC member body is “to provide engagement partners with the 
professional development required to perform their role”.  In our opinion, the responsibility for the 
professional development is between the (aspiring) engagement partner and their firm. In our view, the 
IFAC member body is responsible for assessing the effectiveness of that development, as part of the 
licensing and monitoring regime, before allowing the individual to become an audit engagement partner 
and in assessing their ongoing competence to continue as an audit engagement partner.  We agree that 
IFAC member bodies should conduct assessment activities, but consider that what these are depends 
heavily on the regulatory framework and licensing regimes in place at a national level and that this decision 
should be made at that level.   
 
In the UK, The Financial Reporting Council and ICAS have, recently, jointly commissioned research into a 
review of audit competencies in the UK.  This research project will run for a year and has only just 
commenced.  In the UK we will, therefore, require to factor in any changes resulting from that research as 
well as the proposed changes in IES8.  It is important, therefore, that the standard is principles based and 
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any prescriptive requirements are removed in order to allow IFAC bodies to address their additional 
national requirements.   
 

ICPAS The proposed amendments to IES 8 are appropriate and aligned with the IAESB Drafting Conventions and 
its Framework (2009) document. We support the adoption of a principles-based approach and appreciate 
IAESB’s efforts in mapping the competence area for the professional development of engagement partners 
to learning outcomes and levels of proficiency. However, the effectiveness of IES 8 could be improved by 
clarifying definitions used in the IES, distinguishing between the learning outcomes at Advanced and 
Mastery levels and enhanced with more practical guidance to facilitate adoption and implementation. In 
addition, we recommend further practical guidance for SMPs to meet the minimum competency areas and 
learning outcomes due to the limitations they face on account of their size and nature of operations.  
 

 

 

IDW We are deeply concerned by a number of issues that we have identified in our consideration of IES 8. In 
particular we are concerned about the following: 
 
• We are not convinced that IES appropriately deals with the difference between audit engagement 

partners responsible for the audits of financial statements of SMEs and those responsible for such 
audits of larger, more complex entities. The way the requirements and the accompanying diagram are 
set up, it suggests that more CPD is required to be able to perform financial statement audits of larger, 
more complex entities, whereas those performing financial statement audits of SMEs only need to 
“maintain” their competence once having achieved it. In our view, auditing of SMEs is a specialization 
that requires CPD to increase competence over time, much like a specialization for the financial 
statement audit of larger, more complex entities. 

 
• We believe that the learning outcomes and levels of proficiency in Table A suffer from serious problems. 

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

o The requirements in IES 8 do not seamlessly mesh with the requirements in IES 2, 3 and 4, 
and in particular, it is unclear sometimes whether more is actually being required or whether 
there is overlap 

o Some of the learning outcomes and levels of proficiency do not appear to be appropriate for 
engagement partners, and multidisciplinary and integrative skills are not addressed 

 
• We are not convinced that additional implementation guidance is needed: the standard should be able 

to stand on its own. 
 

In relation to the alignment of the learning outcomes with the requirements in the ISAs, we strongly 
recommend that the IAESB obtain technical input from the IAASB. 

IRBA • The development of engagement partner competence is not within the ambit of the professional body 
in South Africa. This standard is therefore not relevant and cannot be enforced by the South African 
professional body; The South African Institute of Chartered Accountants.  

• The IRBA notes that the development of competence to achieve engagement partner status is left to 
the reserve of Continuing Professional Development. The IRBA feels that this is too informal and 
supports a more formal, output based approach with regard to the development and assessment of 
professional competence of audit professionals.  

 

 

KPMG We understand the need for a framework and related guidelines for engagement partner competence area  
however, we have the following significant concerns regarding the proposed standard (as more detailed in o  
responses to Questions 1 and 6 of Appendix A): 
• Strong, clear alignment is lacking between the proposals in IES 8 and existing requirements in ISA 220 an  

ISQC 1 particularly regarding competence development and practical experience requirements; 
• The progressive and continuing nature of competence development needs further emphasis in the scope  
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the standard such that the standard sets minimum competence requirements for engagement partners an  
does not distinguish newly appointed engagement partners from serving engagement partners;  

• The proposals and guidance regarding the “aspiring engagement partner” are confusing and lack context  
we recommend that all such references be removed so that the standard focuses on engagement partn  
competence; 

• Implementation of the proposals may not be practically executable by IFAC member bodies;; 
• The additional assessment and monitoring requirements of this standard are unnecessary as partn  

competence assessment is not the domain of IFAC member bodies (it is the existing accountability of aud  
firms in meeting their requirements under ISQC 1) and, IES 6 and IES 7 adequately cover assessment an  
monitoring of IPD and CPD respectively; 

 
NZICA NZICA supports the need for a pronouncement in this area of auditor competence.  We believe that IFAC 

member bodies have a relevant role to play in this area, in the public interest, for their own members.  
While there is considerable overlap with government regulators, we consider that it is appropriate for the 
profession to take a lead role in identifying the appropriate competence levels for those involved in audit 
engagements. 
 
It is our belief that the general principles underpinning IES 8 include: 

• an underlying objective of improving and maintaining audit quality 
• ensuring all IFAC member bodies regulate professional accountants to the extent that risks to audit 

quality are addressed 
• ensuring that competencies required of members of the audit engagement team are proportionate 

to the complexity, size and nature of the audit engagement 
• ensuring that any imposition of controls is balanced against the need to ensure ongoing access to 

auditors by the general community 
• consistency across standards (including IESs, and those pronouncements issued by the IAASB and 

the IESB) 
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We are concerned that the proposed revised standard IES 8 does not fully support these general 
principles.  The proposed standard appears to focus on the engagement partner, thereby failing to address 
the competencies required of other members of the engagement team who are likely to be playing a 
significant role in making judgements in the audit engagement.  The term ‘aspiring engagement partner’ 
has been introduced, however we believe this is unhelpful and creates further ambiguity, somewhat similar 
to the problems with the previous definition of the ‘audit professional’.  We consider that the proposed 
standard, in its current form, is unworkable.  The proposed standard appears to require member bodies to 
provide professional development for engagement partners, however we see this as a role of the audit firm 
and other providers.  The member body has an obligation to ensure their members undertake relevant 
continuing professional development activities, relevant to the type of audit work they are engaged in.  The 
provision of such CPD arguably should be left to those with the expertise to do so, with monitoring by 
member bodies.  Other standards, such as the Code of Ethics and ISQC 1 impose requirements on the 
individual professional accountant and the audit firm to develop and maintain competence relevant to the 
nature of the job.   
 
Furthermore, we believe the standard appears it only points to regulated licensed auditors, and fails to 
address others. 
 
NZICA considers that any revised IES 8 should focus on the obligations of IFAC member bodies to all 
professional accountants providing audit services, not only the engagement partner.  It should focus on the 
requirements to qualify and maintain competence, relevant to the type of engagement the professional 
accountant is involved in (with respect to complexity, size and nature of the engagement), in this specialist 
area.       
 

SAICA 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 to be the case in South Africa where further ‘professional’ 
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experience is required and where professional competence is assessed. 
These introductory comments inform some of our responses to the questions posed by the IAESB. 
 

   
 
III. Responses to Specific Questions  
 

Question 1:   Does the proposed change to focus on the engagement partner provide greater 
clarity, improve the effectiveness and implementation of the proposed IES 8 
(Revised)?  If not, explain the nature of any deficiencies? 

 

 

AAT In answer to the first question, on whether the proposed change to focus on the engagement partner 
provide greater clarity, improve the effectiveness and implementation of the proposed IES 8, we agree. 
 
The extant IES 8 is focussed on “audit professionals” and we have always, along with many other 
stakeholders, had difficulty with this term. Many AAT members work in audit teams, and might be termed 
“audit professionals”. However, unless they hold additional qualifications and/or memberships they are not 
eligible to act as engagement partners. So, whilst they might conceivably have been thought to be affected 
by IES 8 in that many AAT members work within audit teams, the current IES 8 requirements make it very 
clear that their content is inappropriate for AAT’s membership. The proposed change to the scope of the 
revised IES 8 brings welcome clarity and we strongly support this change. The revised version makes it 
clear that IES 8 requirements do not apply to accountancy education programmes for those who are not 
acting or intending to act a engagement partners. This clarifies that AAT accountancy education 
programmes are outside its scope, and we know that this will also clarify matters for many other IFAC 
member bodies.   
 
As a result, we are not submitting further comments on IES 8 as AAT’s membership and, therefore, AAT’s 
professional accounting education programme is outside the scope of IES 8.  

 

 

ACCA Yes, the proposed change to focus on the engagement partner does provide greater clarity and we believe  
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it will improve the effectiveness and implementation of the proposed IES8.  
 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

We do not believe that the change to focus on the engagement partner improves the effectiveness of the 
proposed IES 8.  As per our comments on the earlier exposure draft, we continue to believe that audit 
engagement management is a firm-based competency that is best addressed in quality control standards. 
The skills and processes necessary to manage an audit engagement are business skills and processes 
which are in addition to and beyond training programs and study of a curriculum/body of knowledge and 
assessment.  Successful engagement management is a combination of business skills and processes that 
ensure that the firms conducting an audit, and the individuals within those firms, have the ability to 
construct methodologies and perform activities in order to ensure a high-quality audit that complies with 
professional standards, meets the business needs of the client, and the fulfills the fiduciary responsibilities 
of the auditor to the client and the public.  In terms of skills, the factors to be considered in the appointment 
of an engagement partner are primarily firm-specific and take into account more than the qualifications of 
the individual auditor.  Rather, the firm must look at the skill and experience levels of all of the staff that will 
be working on an engagement, supporting an engagement, and reviewing an engagement.  The 
engagement partner is part of an overall team that must collectively possess certain skills and experience 
in order to accept a client and conduct a high-quality audit. 
 
Therefore, the change in focus of IES 8 to audit engagement management (firm management) from that of 
the educational attainment of an audit professional (a specialty within the broader accounting profession) is 
a step in the wrong direction in our opinion and exceeds what we view as the proper domain of educational 
standards.   
 
The change in focus from an audit professional to an engagement partner also introduces potential 
ambiguity into the intent of the standard.  The standard could be construed as no longer concerned with the 
education needs of all individuals working on audit engagements, but only those with responsibility for 
management of the audit engagement.  The education objectives, therefore, would be a combination of 
those skills unique to auditing (the focus of the previous IES 8) and project management skills. If the 
proposed standard is to focus on auditing skills, then the change to engagement partner is unsatisfactory; 
the standard would be better, in our view, to retain the original wider target of all audit professionals.  If the 
focus of the proposed standard is engagement management skills, then we suggest that the Board 
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consider the broader group of professional accountants that manage tax, advisory and other types of 
projects and engagements.  Issues specific to audit engagements are best addressed in International 
Standards on Auditing (ISA) and International Standards on Quality Control (ISQC).   
 

Altaf Noor Ali 1.1. Yes. The focus of the IES on engagement partner provides greater clarity.  
1.2. It is easy to relate the concept of “aspiring engagement partner” to “aspiring professional accountant”. 

However, splitting the engagement partner in two further terms - “newly appointed” and “serving”  
causes confusion. 

1.3. Our initial understanding is that an aspiring engagement partner becomes a serving engagement 
partner on qualifying “authorization criteria”. What confuses us is the use of terms “aspiring” and 
“newly appointed” engagement partner together. We took them as two different entities, not the same.  

1.4. Hence, it is not clear whether the requirements for professional development are to be attained before 
being appointed as an engagement partner or afterwards. We recommend some clarity on this matter.  

1.5. Furthermore, coming to the effectiveness and implementation aspects, the IES being a statement of 
principles yields to so much interpretation. Also, the IES provides for no mechanism IFAC to check 
and monitor the implementation of this IES by the IFAC member bodies.  

1.6. In conclusion, the use of engagement partner provides clarity to the contents of the IES but the same 
cannot be said about its effectiveness and even less so for its implementation as no implementation 
guidance is a part of this IES.  

 

 

BDO Yes, we consider that the change to focus on the engagement partner provides greater clarity and 
improves the effectiveness and implementation of the proposed IES 8 (Revised). In our response to the 
public consultation on the extant IES 8, we noted that the current focus on the Audit Professional role 
caused a lack of clarity in respect of ‘to whom’ this particular definition applied.  In seeking to focus on the 
engagement partner we do regard this proposed version of IES 8 to be an improvement.  However, we 
believe that for improved clarity, and in respect of any accompanying guidance that might be issued 
alongside IES 8, we believe it would also be helpful to have further guidance for detailed reviewers of audit 
files.  Often, the role of the engagement partner is as a general reviewer of a file, and not a detailed 
reviewer of each working paper.  From a professional services firm’s perspective, it would be beneficial to 
have more guidance set out specifically for detailed reviewers of files. 
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CAI We note the proposed move from a focus on competence of “audit professionals” to that of the 
engagement partner. This change is supported as it aligns the standard with existing auditing standards.  
 
The definition of an aspiring engagement partner is ‘an aspiring professional accountant or professional 
accountant who is developing their competence consistent with the requirements and expectations of IES 
8’. The definition of an aspiring professional accountant is then stated as ‘an individual who has 
commenced a professional accounting education program as part of IPD’. This is a very broad definition, 
potentially encompassing not only current engagement partners and those aiming for this role, but could be 
interpreted as including all other levels of audit staff, including students, pre and post qualified individuals, 
and those performing a managerial role. As a result, the proposed revisions may cover the same, if not a 
wider range, of individuals as that of the existing IES 8 definition of an 'audit professional'. We believe that 
this is not an intentional presentation and thus may need to be clarified. 
 

 

CGA-
Canada 

The focus on a single role – the engagement partner – that is common to all audit engagements, and which 
has already been defined in the International Standards on Auditing, should improve consistency of 
application by firms in different jurisdictions.  
 

 

CICA Yes. We agree with the overall approach of defining the requirements of the role of engagement partner 
and find the graphic representation is Schedule 1 that is provided to be most helpful in understanding the 
application of IES 8. 
 
Note: For those of us reading the standard for the first time, it took several reads to fully comprehend the 
flow from one role to the other, and to understand where the roles overlap within the terms: “aspiring 
professional accountant”, “aspiring engagement partner”, “newly appointed engagement partner” and 
“engagement” partner.  The number of different terms caused some confusion at first, and required several 
reads to fully comprehend, particularly when reading the explanatory material.   
 
It is our understanding that IES 8 builds on IES 2 through 5 (stated in A1) to define the requirements for “an 
engagement partner”.  Based on A15, an “engagement partner” includes both the “aspiring” and “serving” 
engagement partners.  Here again, it took some effort for the those of us reading the standard for the first 
time to comprehend that parts of the standard were directed to the aspiring/newly-appointed engagement 
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partner (Table A), while other sections were directed to the engagement partner (CPD).  Perhaps a 
clarification can be made in the Introduction to explain that certain parts are relevant to each.  
 
We recommend finding a way to better distinguishing the different roles as they need to be more clearly 
articulated to help the reader understand the progression through the various roles over time.  Although 
Schedule 1 is already very helpful, ensuring all the roles are represented on it by adding the aspiring 
professional accountant would add clarity.  Clarifying who a serving partner can would also be helpful. 
 

CICPA Yes. We believe focusing on engagement partner could increase IES8’s effectiveness and clarity. 
 

 

CIPFA Yes, it does. 
 

 

CPA-
Australia 

CPA Australia supports the focus on the engagement partner. The focus on the engagement partner 
creates greater clarity for the application of the standard and enhances the effectiveness of the standard. 
 

 

CPA-Ireland Yes, we believe that the focus on the engagement partner achieves these objectives. 
 

 

CSOEC-
CNCC 

During the revision process of the proposed IES 8 (Revised), the IAESB has developed a table of learning 
outcomes (Table A) for a newly appointed engagement partner. These learning outcomes build, where 
appropriate, on the proposed learning outcomes identified in revised IESs 2, 3 and 4.  
 
Yes, the objective is to set standards to become an auditor with the right to engage his responsibility and 
not to set standards for audit staff members. 
 

 

DTT We welcome the Board’s decision to focus on the role of engagement partner, a role that is clearly defined 
under IFAC pronouncements, and we fully support this approach.    
 
We do, however, note that despite the clarity provided with the definition of an ‘engagement partner’ this 
role does cover an extremely broad range of audit engagements, with very different levels of relevance to 
the public, and to public interest concerns. A consequence of this has been for the Board to focus the 
learning outcomes in the proposed standard at the level of a newly appointed engagement partner on a 
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less complex audit.  While we appreciate this is a clearly identifiable point of entry, our concern is that this 
level is not usually where the primary public interest concerns lie.  We do appreciate the challenges facing 
the Board in this respect, and have no doubt this has been a widely debated topic, but we would 
encourage the Board to revisit this exclusive focus of the proposed standard.  One way to address this 
would be to introduce the concept of audits of ‘public interest entities’  and to consider presenting higher 
levels of minimum proficiency, or additional learning outcomes for those serving as engagement partners 
on such audits. 

 
EFAA We generally agree with the arguments proposed in the explanatory memorandum and in paragraph A2 of 

the explanatory material that the engagement partner is the “one common role within the engagement 
team irrespective of the nature, complexity, size or type of audit”.  To that end it appears appropriate that 
the focus in IES 8 is on the aspiring and the serving engagement partner. 
 
In this respect we would agree that it provides greater clarity. 

 

 

EYG Yes, we believe the proposed change to focus on the engagement partner provides greater clarity and will 
improve the effectiveness and implementation of IES 8 because the role of an engagement partner is 
widely understood and identifiable in the profession.   
 

 

FEE The extant IES 8 prescribed competence requirements for audit professionals. Considering the difficulties 
in defining “audit professionals” and taking into account that the ISAs specifically refer to the responsibility 
of the engagement partner, we welcome the proposed change to focus on the engagement partner. 

 

 

ICAA The purpose of the extant IES 8 was to ‘prescribe competence requirements for audit professionals, 
including those working in specific environments and industries’ whereas the proposed IES 8 (Revised) 
‘prescribes the professional development requirements for aspiring engagement partners and serving 
engagement partners who provide assurance services for audits of financial statements.’  The change does 
not have a substantial impact on clarity or effectiveness. 
 

 

ICAEW The proposed change does provide greater clarity where, but only where, it focuses on the engagement 
partner. We agree with the rationale given that the engagement partner is the person held responsible for 
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the quality of an audit. We also agree with the outcomes approach.  
 
However, even leaving aside the Standard versus guidance argument, the proposed Standard fails at those 
points where it refers to ‘aspiring engagement partners’. This weakness is fundamental and undermines the 
whole approach. The meaning of ‘aspiring engagement partners’ is completely unclear and its inclusion re-
introduces the ambiguity and confusion that had been successfully removed by the deletion of ‘audit 
professional’ and ‘significant audit judgement’ in this iteration. In our opinion, the scope of any new 
publication should not go beyond engagement partners. We strongly recommend removal of the phrase 
‘aspiring engagement partners and serving’ in paragraph 1 and consequential amendments where 
necessary, including the removal of paragraph A4.  
 
The focus of the ‘Standard’ should also be on auditing only and we recommend that the second sentence 
of paragraph 8 be replaced with the wording used in the explanatory memorandum on paragraph 1 of page 
6, namely: ‘Although this IES applies to audits of financial statements, the prescribed learning outcomes 
may also be helpful when performing audits on other historical financial information in compliance with the 
ISAs or other types of assurance and related services.’ 
 

ICAI 
Para 1 defining the scope of IES 8 prescribes the professional development requirements for aspiring 
engagement partners and serving engagement partners who provide assurance services for audit of 
financial statements. Further, paras 13 to 17 of IES 8 contains the requirements for professional 
accountants who are aspiring to be, or are newly appointed to the role of, Engagement Partner.   

The title of IES 8 is “Professional Development for Engagement Partners responsible for Audit of 
Financial Statements”. 

This title does not correctly reflect the intent of IES 8 as contained in Para 1 which focuses on the 
professional development requirement for both aspiring and serving engagement partners.   

Therefore, the title of IES 8 may be modified suitably as follows – 

 



Proposed  International Education Standard 8 (Revised) - Comment Analysis   
  Agenda Item 3-3 

January 17, 2013  Page 32 of 206 

“Professional competence requirements for conducting audit of financial statements”  

The definition of term “Aspiring engagement partner” in the Glossary needs to be modified, since the 
same includes within its scope, an aspiring professional accountant as well. The requirements 
contained in Para A16 to A35 are in respect of professional accountants who are aspiring to be, or are 
newly appointed to the role of, Engagement Partner (Refer to the caption under “Requirements”, given 
below para 12 of IES 8).  The scope of the standard as contained in para 1 and para 3, including paras 
A1 and A5 of the Explanatory Material forming part of IES 8, also makes reference only to professional 
accountants who are aspiring to be engagement partners or who become engagement partners.  

Therefore, the definition of the term “aspiring engagement partner” in the Glossary may be modified to 
exclude reference to an “aspiring professional accountant”. 

It is only a professional accountant who is eligible to be appointed as an engagement partner.  
Therefore, it is rational that he be referred to as an aspiring engagement partner when he is working as 
part of the engagement team till the time he is appointed as an engagement partner.  Of course, the 
practical experience gained during IPD to the extent it relates to audit of financial statements can be 
considered for the purpose of compliance with the practical experience requirements set out in this 
standard.  

 
ICPAU The proposed change provides more clarity on the identity of the individual to whom the IES 8 is 

addressed.  
 
However, the proposal limits applicability of the IES to engagement partners and aspiring engagement 
partners. The definition of “Audit Professional” in the current IES 8 allows for a wider category of individuals 
within the audit team to meet the requirements of IES 8. 
 
We do not support a change in the scope of the standard. 
 

 

ICAS The goal of focusing only on aspiring and current engagement partners should provide greater clarity and  
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would reduce the scope of those requiring to comply with the standard, resulting in a more focused 
approach to compliance by audit firms.  This will also bring IES 8 in line with the emphasis that is given to 
the engagement partner role in the ISAs and in ISQC 1. 
 
However, we have concerns over the definition of an aspiring professional accountant.  The definition of an 
aspiring engagement partner is ‘an aspiring professional accountant or professional accountant who is 
developing their competence consistent with the requirements and expectations of IES 8’.  The definition of 
an aspiring professional accountant is then stated as ‘an individual who has commenced a professional 
accounting education program as part of IPD’.  This is a very broad definition, potentially encompassing not 
only current engagement partners and those aiming for this role, but could be interpreted as including all 
other levels of audit staff, including students, pre and post qualified individuals, and those performing a 
managerial role.  As a result of this, the proposed revisions may cover the same, if not a wider range, of 
individuals as that of the existing IES 8 definition of an 'audit professional'.  In our view, the definition should 
be narrowed to those likely to become an audit engagement partner in the near future, for example within 
the next two years. 
 

ICPAS Greater clarity with regard to the definition of the “serving engagement partner” as referred to in paragraphs 
1 and 4 will help improve the effectiveness of the standard. It would also be helpful to clarify whether the 
professional development of non-licensed professional accountants who are assigned a role similar to the 
engagement partner’s role within a financial statements audit engagement team will fall within the scope of 
this IES. The definition of the engagement partner that has been specified within Explanatory Material’s 
Table B, in accordance with ISA 220 states that “The partner or other person....... has the appropriate 
authority from a professional, legal, or regulatory body.” This definition appears to contradict paragraph 3 in 
which it has been stated that public practice licensing is outside the scope of this IES. Hence, the clarity 
and effectiveness of this IES would be enhanced if it could be made explicit if engagement partners would 
include both licensed and non-licensed professional accountants. Given the importance of ethics to the 
profession, it will be helpful if reference to the relevant IFAC ethics statement(s) could be included under 
Table B for completeness. 
 
 If the intent of the proposed IES 8 (Revised) is to include sole proprietors who are responsible for the audit 
of financial statements, it will be clearer to make this explicit.             
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IDW We believe that the proposed change to 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.  
 

 

IMCP During the revision process of the proposed IES 8 (Revised), the IAESB has developed a table of learning 
outcomes (Table A) for a newly appointed engagement partner. These learning outcomes build, where 
appropriate on the proposed learning outcomes identified in revised IESs 2, 3 and 4. 
 
We support that the changes made focusing on the engagement Partner provide greater clarity improving 
effectiveness and implementation of the proposed IES 8 also we don’t think that it should be measured like 
a minimum level of proficiency, we think that all the competence areas provided on the Table A should be 
managed at advanced level of proficiency, clearly in some cases the engagement partner should use 
some support of other areas of the firm as tax department, IT professionals, valuation specialists, etc. to 
complete their competencies. 
 

 

IRBA We agree that the proposed IES 8 (Revised) provides some clarity by focusing on the role of the 
engagement partner.   
 
The interpretation of this IES may differ across jurisdictions and whether the proposed standard in its 
current form will improve effectiveness of implementation of the IES cannot be ascertained. 

 

 

JICPA We agree with the proposed change as it improves effectiveness, and assists with the implementation of 
the standard. 
 

 

Juvenal Yes, the proposed change to focus on the engagement partner provide greater clarity, improve the 
effectiveness and implementation of the proposed IES 8, and I consider that the table “A” initially integrated 
a process that development the in the account profession. 
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In this moment the great projects have been elaborated in the regulators for attend this decade of research 
in the account profession, I think that is very important observed the relationship with responsibility, 
transparency, competence, clearly and objectivity. 
 

KPMG We agree that the engagement partner is an appropriate focus for this standard as the engagement partner 
is the one common role within the engagement team irrespective of the nature, complexity, size, or type of 
audit and the person held responsible for the quality of an audit.  

We understand the need for a framework and related guidelines for engagement partner competence 
areas. However we believe these should be presented for the engagement partner only with no need for 
distinguishing between the newly appointed engagement partner and the serving engagement partner. 

We appreciate the Board’s intention to address the progressive nature of competency development by 
including in the scope of this standard those aspiring to become engagement partners but we believe the 
definition of “aspiring engagement partner” is ambiguous, and creates confusion in the rest of the standard 
as to whom the competence focus applies to. Accordingly, for clarity and to streamline the standard, we 
recommend that the Board remove all references to the aspiring engagement partner in IES 8 and instead, 
within the scope of the standard,: 

• Explain that the standard requires IFAC member bodies to set out the learning outcomes underlying the 
competence areas pertinent to engagement partners; 

• Align IES 8 to the key principle in ISA 220 which states that the engagement partner’s responsibility is to 
be satisfied that the audit team collectively has the appropriate competence to perform the audit in 
accordance with professional standards and enable the issuance of the appropriate auditors’ report. 

• Clarify that professional development to become an engagement partner, for both aspiring professional 
accountants and professional accountants, is progressive in nature and on-going throughout one’s 
career in the profession; and, 

• Clarify that assessment for those who are also still aspiring professional accountants is guided by the 
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IPD requirements of IES 6, while professional accountants who are not yet engagement partners must 
comply with the CPD requirements and monitoring provisions of IES 7. 

While we agree that IFAC member bodies should establish expected learning outcomes relating to the 
professional competence of engagement partners, we do not agree that IFAC member bodies are in a 
position to assess the achievement of such competence areas by aspiring engagement partners. This is 
not consistent with ISQC 1.29 which requires audit firms to establish policies and procedures to provide it 
with reasonable assurance that it has sufficient personnel with the necessary competence, capabilities and 
commitment to ethical principles. Also, we view such assessment by member bodies as impractical, if not 
impossible, because the nature of such assessment involves qualitative considerations demonstrated by 
engagement partners in working with clients, colleagues and mentoring staff. We therefore recommend that 
paragraph 17 and the related explanatory material (Para A33 - A35) be deleted.  
 
We believe the CPD requirements and monitoring requirements of IES 7 are sufficient for the maintenance 
of professional competence for engagement partners and recommend that paragraph 18 make this 
reference to IES 7. 
 

NZICA NZICA believes that the proposed change of focus to the engagement partner and the aspiring 
engagement partner does not provide greater clarity.  While we acknowledge that the term “engagement 
partner” is more easily understood than “audit professional” we consider this change to backtrack 
somewhat on the IAESB’s responsibility to act in the public interest to set competence requirements for 
those professional accountants who are involved in, and responsible for, providing audit services. 
 
As we understand it, the original intention of IES 8 was to prescribe minimum competency requirements for 
those professional accountants who are responsible for parts of the audit engagement; put simply, ensuring 
those who are responsible for aspects of the audit or assurance engagement are competent to perform that 
role and make those judgements.   
 
While the firm and the engagement partner holds ultimate responsibility for the audit, there are many 
members of the audit team who are responsible for key judgements and who should be subject to minimum 
competence requirements.  We believe this should continue to be the focus of IES 8, not only the 
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engagement partner. 
 
The proposed standard also introduces the term "aspiring engagement partner".  We assume this term was 
created to help clarify the confusion around the term "audit professional", however we consider that it 
introduces further confusion and appears to be a one-dimensional approach to addressing others who 
perform certain roles within the audit team.  There are many members of the audit team who hold 
responsibility for aspects of the engagement but who may have no desire nor fit the profile of an 
"engagement partner" and therefore will never be an 'aspiring engagement partner'.  The introduction of 
this concept also results in the standard beginning to stray into the area of a firm's progression pathway to 
partnership.   
 

PWC We support the move to focus on the role of the engagement partner as it is the one common role within 
the engagement team irrespective of the nature, complexity, size, or type of audit which makes the 
implementation of IES 8 (Revised) consistent across all IFAC member bodies.   
However we have a number of key concerns in respect to this point set out below: 

1) The title of the standard and the objective set out in paragraph 12 refer to an engagement partner 
however throughout the standard the focus changes and refers to a newly appointed partner (f0r 
example Table A) and an aspiring engagement partner (for example the scope in paragraph 1) This 
makes the standard hard to follow and to determine which roles are covered within the scope of IES 
8(Revised)  
 We would suggest changing the terminology throughout the standard to Engagement Partner and 
removing the definition of aspiring engagement partner in the glossary which is broad and therefore 
hard to implement.  

2) Although we agree with the focus on the engagement partner role we would like to understand what 
guidance should be followed for those who have met the competence of IPD in IES1 - 6, are not an 
engagement partner, but are in the assurance profession. Would we expect that they only need to 
meet the CPD competence within IES7 and nothing further specific to audit? 

3) Paragraph 8 provides the option to IFAC member bodies to extend the requirements to non audit 
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types of engagements.  We feel this option is onerous and not in keeping with the standard which is 
focused on the audit engagements.  

 
SAICA Yes 

 
 

SAIPA The proposed focus on the engagement partner does provide greater clarity. However SAIPA is of the 
opinion that the title of the new IES “Professional /development for Engagement Partners Responsible for 
Audits of Financial Statements” is limiting.  This is borne out by the learning outcomes on technical 
competence (“C”) governance and risk management requires an advanced level of the outcomes listed 
here.  This extends beyond the audit of financial statements which is placed as the main object of the 
standard.  We would therefore recommend that the title of the statement should be “Professional 
Development for Engagement Partners Responsible for Audits”. 
 

 

 
Question 2:   Does Table A of the proposed IES 8 (Revised) on learning outcomes provide clarity 

with respect to the competence areas and levels of proficiency you would expect to 
see of a newly appointed engagement partner?  Are there any learning outcomes you 
would expect to see included or eliminated? 

 

 

ACCA Generally Table A provides greater clarity on the competence areas as there is much more detail. However 
some specific comments on the learning outcomes are below: 

 
• (a) Audit of financial statements  

There should be additional learning outcomes on engaging clients and quality control. 
(viii) – This should refer to ‘internal control’ significant deficiencies and matters to be communicated ‘to 
those charged with governance.’ 
Before (ix) on preparing an audit report, there should be a learning outcome on forming an audit 
opinion. 
There should be a learning outcome on advising on the findings and implications of the audit. 
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• (c) Governance and risk management   
(iii) ‘risks of material misstatements’ should refer to ‘of the financial statements.’ This also applies in 
(d)(i), (e)(ii), (f)(ii), (g)(i), (h)(ii) and (p)(ii). 
 

• (d) Internal control  
(iii) –This should refer to ‘significant’ deficiencies. 
 

• (e) Business and organizational environment; economics; business management 
Minimum level of proficiency should be changed to ‘Advanced’  
(i) can be used to ‘obtain an initial understanding of the entity and its environment’ would be more in 
line with ISA 315 than used to ‘form auditor expectations. 
 

• (g) Information technology 
This section could be deleted - these are just part of the general internal control aspects.   
 

• (h) Business laws and regulations  
There should be a learning outcome on advising on legal and regulatory obligations. 
 

• (i) Finance and financial management 
The finance and financial management outcomes seem artificially separated from the direct audit 
matters. In particular, (iii)( Analyse the components of the cost of capital to determine their 
appropriateness in the areas of interest) seems disconnected from the audit objective. 
Key performance indicators should be included in the learning outcomes. Identifying and monitoring 
financial objectives and performance measures.  
 

• (j) Management accounting 
Learning outcome (ii) could be subsumed in auditing outcomes. 
 

• (k) Intellectual  
(i) ‘the assertions of entity management’ needs to be clarified in relation to intellectual professional 
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skills or moved to (p) Professional skepticism and professional judgment. 
 

• (m) Interpersonal and communication 
Include a learning outcome about establishing business relationships. 
 

• (n) Organizational  
Include a learning outcome on appraising others. 
 

• (p) Professional skepticism and professional judgment 
Learning outcome (iii) (role model) would fit better in (n) or (o).  
 

• (q) Ethical principles  
(i) This would be better to change to the five fundamental principles. Professional competence and due 
care could be merged with confidentiality added, as well as having confidentiality separate in (iii). A 
separate learning outcome on independence should be included. 

 
AICPA-
PCEEC 

Many of the learning outcomes described in Table A could be viewed as a summarization of the key 
provisions of auditing and ethics standards.   For example, the sections within Technical competence 
generally correspond to ISA and applicable accounting standards. The ethical sections similarly map into 
ethical standards. However, there is no reference to those standards within Table A, a surprising omission. 
An engagement partner is the primary party responsible for knowledge of and compliance with professional 
standards, including compliance by members of the engagement team.  It may be more desirable to 
reference those standards explicitly rather than reproduce the content of those standards.   
 
The most important column in Table A, and the one that at least partially distinguishes this from standards 
on IPD, is the minimum level of proficiency.  Arguably, there is no unique curriculum necessary for 
becoming an engagement partner; rather candidates should have demonstrated their ability to apply the 
learning outcomes in IPD and subsequently the leadership and organizational skills necessary for the 
position.  Therefore, this standard might consider dispensing with Table A altogether in favor of a qualitative 
statement of the general level of competency required to be an engagement partner.  
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Altaf Noor Ali 2.1. We recommend the use of “aspiring” and “serving” engagement partners only1. Table A is titled 
“Learning outcomes for a Newly Appointed Engagement Partner”. We recommend the term “Newly 
Appointed” is replaced by “Aspiring Engagement Partner” 

2.2. 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, attitude”. 

2.3.  Against 33 learning outcomes for technical competence mentioned, there are only ten rows for skills 
and seven for professional ethics. So the ratio is 33:10: 7. This disproportionate array raises a few 
obvious matters. 

2.4. The IES conveys the impression that the sequence in which components2 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 the most text is the most 
fundamental of these three? If that is not the case, is it because of the subject area which makes it 
difficult to come up with learning outcomes about the other two?  

2.5. 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.  

2.6. Table A gives an impression as if a “collective” proficiency level is applicable to all the learning 
outcomes in that competence area. Whereas each learning outcome in a competence area is subject 
to its own proficiency level which may be at variance with others in the same group. For example, for a 
competence area say “A”, whose minimum level of proficiency is “intermediate”, a learning outcome (ii) 
may be assigned an “advance” level of proficiency. The fact that proficiency level applies to learning 
outcomes individually which may be at variance with other in the same group should be clear by 
assigning proficiency to each learning outcome in Table A3.  

2.7. The IFAC member bodies are not bound to assess each of the learning outcomes. How the IES 
ensures that each of the three components gets a proportionate and equitable assessment opportunity. 

 

 
1 In line with Para 1 of the IES8:  
2 The IES also uses the word “area” (para A16) but we will use the term “component” only for consistency. 
3 See A21. It states: “Each learning outcome has been assigned a minimum level of proficiency”. Table A shows a single proficiency assigned to each competence area. 
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2.8. If assessment of an individual aspiring to be an engagement partner requires further development, the 
action of the IFAC member body should be included in the main body of the IES4, and not in the 
explanatory . 

2.9. In conclusion5, inter-comparison of the learning outcomes shows those of “technical competence” to be 
well developed but the same cannot be said for the other two components: professional skills and 
professional values, ethics and attitudes. We would surely like to see the other two components to be 
as rigorous as the technical competence. 

 
BDO It is our opinion that Table A of the proposed IES 8 (Revised) does not provide sufficient clarity with 

respect to the competence areas and levels of proficiency required of a newly appointed engagement 
partner. 
 
In respect of competence areas: 
 
From a professional services firm’s standpoint, there is no recognition of those individuals between 
‘professional accountant’ and ‘engagement partner’ and in this regard we note that formal education is 
only part of the progression to partner, with informal education and experience also playing a significant 
role. 
 
In the proposed IES 8 (Revised) there are a number of competence areas with the same minimum 
proficiency level as previously exposed IESs; however the learning outcomes for the competence areas 
are different. While we appreciate that IES 2, 3 and 4 apply to all accounting professionals, and IES 8 
(Revised) is engagement partner specific, this is confusing as it suggests that there are different learning 
outcomes for a number of competence areas at the same minimum proficiency level. There should be one 
single set of learning outcomes for each level of proficiency per competence area. 
 
In regards to section (a)(ix) of Table A, we believe that the wording should be strengthened to ‘Determine 
the appropriate audit report on the financial statements’ from ‘Prepare...’. The current outcome using the 

 

 
4 See A33 
5 Also, clarify the significance of the sequence of components of professional competence. Why technical competence is placed before the other two? 
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word ‘Prepare’ is more suggestive of writing the report once the type of opinion has been decided. 
Determine would be more indicative of making such a decision. 
 
In regards to section (i)(iv) of Table A, we believe that this learning outcome should be moved to section 
(b). Financial instruments are no longer ‘off-balance sheet’ and not all financial instruments are entered 
into for the purposes of financial management, for example, operational trading purposes and as such this 
learning outcome appears to us to be more relevant to ‘Financial Accounting and Reporting’ than ‘Finance 
and Financial Management’. 
 
In regards to section ‘(g) Information technology’ of Table A, we believe that these learning outcomes 
should be changed to allow consultation with an information technology specialist where appropriate, 
similar to that stated in section ‘(f) Taxation’ competence area. 
 
In regards to section ‘(p) Professional scepticism and professional judgment’ of Table A, we agree that 
acting as a role model for aspiring engagement partners is key; however we feel that it is more appropriate 
as a learning outcome for the personal competence and as such should be transferred. 
 
In respect of levels of proficiency: 
 
There are four levels of proficiency per Appendix 1 (Mastery, Advanced, Intermediate, and Foundation). 
As ‘Mastery’ is not used within the revised IESs that have been exposed and based on the description 
given which we believe may relate only to a small group of very experienced individuals within the 
profession, we recommend that this level of competence is removed or that the guidance text make it clear 
that the inclusion of this proficiency level is only to demonstrate a progressive continuum within which the 
IESs sit. 
 
In addition, we note certain of the competences have a minimum level of ‘Intermediate’. Based on the 
progression from Initial Professional Development (IPD) to the engagement partner level that we would 
expect to see in our member firms, we believe that those competences that are not specialist areas, such 
as ‘(e) Business and Organizational Environment; Economics; Business Management’, ‘(h) Business Laws 
and Regulations’, ‘(i) Finance and Financial Management’ and ‘(j) Management Accounting’ should have a 
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minimum competence level of ‘Advanced’, rather than ‘Intermediate’. We consider that this would then 
reflect the difference in experience from those completing IPD up to engagement partner level. 
 
Another concern for us is how soft skills are evaluated as these include a much more subjective element 
that is not easy to define. This could lead to inconsistent implementation among member bodies. 
Perception and interpretation of some ‘soft skills’ is likely to vary from person to person,  for example what 
is considered to be an ‘advanced’ level of ‘commitment to public interest’? Typically, such an assessment 
is made by firms during the evaluation and promotion process; however the application of this becomes 
difficult when it is mandated. We believe that measurement issues should not be a driver of skills that are 
believed to be relevant to a role; however if a certain level is specified for such a skill, objective 
assessment of whether that level has been achieved is difficult. In this regard, we believe that soft skills 
should be mentioned in general within the standard and the detail and evaluation should be included, 
instead, within the explanatory material. We also recommend that the implementation guidance should 
recognize that the definitions are not clear cut and cannot be measured with consistency or precision. IES 
8 should clearly recognize that there is a level of discretion to be had when evaluating these competences. 
In retrospect, we believe this is something that should be considered for all the revised IESs. 
 
A further point, and one we consider in hindsight to be applicable to the other IESs issued, is that the ISAs 
do not refer to ‘competences’ and therefore it is not clear how the competences in the IESs relate directly 
to the ISAs under which we audit. 

 
CAI The introduction of detailed learning outcomes has been a feature of other proposed clarity standards. The 

change is welcomed. We do make the following observations:  
• We do note that there are quite a number of learning outcomes to be achieved and wonder if the 

presentation and structure of this could be improved, perhaps through a tighter definition (a “principles 
based” approach) of requirements with some of the detail moved to guidance/ explanatory materials. As 
noted in our response to Question 1 the definition of aspiring individuals is potentially very wide when 
this is not the stated intention. If this matter is not addressed this would create a significant unintended 
“burden” on a wider range of audit staff.  

• In our response to other EDs we have questioned if it is appropriate to have then all at the same 
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proficiency level in each section or whether this should be done at a learning outcome level.  
• In terms of the detailed learning outcomes we make the following observations:  
 
 

o Under governance and risk management: the reference to “tools” in Learning Outcome (ii) is not 
clear;  
o Under the heading of Finance and Financial Management the wording of learning outcome (iii) 
needs to be reviewed as reference to “in the areas of interest” is not clear. In Learning Outcome (iv) 
we suggest the word “and” be added before the word “to”.  
o Under the heading Management Accounting we believe that the wording of Learning Outcome (i) 
could be clearer;  
o Under the heading Professional Values, Ethics and Attitudes learning outcome (p) there is a brief 
reference to the assessment of the independence of the engagement partner. Given the fundamental 
importance of this issue it might be given greater prominence.  

• Other areas which might be considered which could be highlighted or developed further in the learning 
outcomes would include:  
o Assessing the competence of the audit team and any specialist skills required;  
o Ability to manage group audits and group auditor responsibility.  

 
CGA-
Canada 

The IES appears to contain conflicting information regarding the proficiency levels. The presentation of the 
proficiency levels within Table A of Paragraph 13 suggests the minimum proficiency level applies to the 
competence area as a whole, whereas Paragraph A21 states that the minimum proficiency level is provided 
for each learning outcome. This confusion must be removed. This can be done by either explicitly stating a 
proficiency level for each learning outcome, or by establishing that the proficiency level is for the 
competence area as a whole.  
 
 CGA-Canada believes that if an input-approach is to be permitted the minimum length of the practical 
experience period that would be sufficient to meet the requirements of IES 8 must be specified, and it must 
be greater than the period of initial professional development (IPD) set out in IES 5. CGA-Canada believes 
a three-year period is appropriate, but that the period should not be less than 24 months. Paragraph A18 
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indicates that the requirements of IES 8 may be achieved in whole or in part within the period of IPD. It 
should not be possible to satisfy the requirements of IES 8 prior to satisfying the requirements of IES 5.  
 

CICA Yes. The Table of learning outcomes is helpful.   
 
We agree with the idea of building on IES 2-5 for IES 8 for a new appointed engagement partner on the 
basis that the auditor will acquire additional competencies to become an auditor in addition to being 
certified as a professional accountant.  Taking into account our previous comments on the levels of 
proficiency set in IES 2, IES 3, and IES 4, where we suggested that the expectation levels may be too high 
for the aspiring professional accountant based on their critical thinking ability, it is difficult to judge the 
proficiency levels being suggested for IES 8.  When applying our comments on IESs 2, 3 and 4 to IES 8, a 
decrease in the levels set for the newly-appointed engagement partner is recommended (since they can be 
newly appointed in Canada at the same time as they certify as a professional accountant).   However, we 
recognize that the team setting and added assurance experience results in increased levels of 
competence.  We are therefore unclear on the level of complexity expected of the newly-appointed auditor 
(see our response to Question 3). 
 
In our view, certain items listed as “Intermediate” we would expect to be higher: 
 
(e) Business and organizational environment; economics; business management- items (ii) Apply 
knowledge of the entity (e.g. group, parent, or components) in order to identify and assess the risks of 
material misstatement.  
Unless specialist assistance is needed to understand the entity, which is sometimes the case, we would 
expect that the newly-appointed engagement partner would have advanced knowledge of the entity and be 
able to apply this knowledge to identify and assess the risk of material misstatement.  
 
(i)Finance and Financial Management –item (ii) Analyze and audited entity cash flow, budgets, and 
forecasts, as well as working capital requirements to assess going concern. 
 
We would expect that an engagement partner would be able to assess going concern at an advanced 
proficiency level, especially when the analytical tools used involve analyzing an audited cash flow, budgets 

Please refer to 
response of 
Question 3 for 
further 
information 
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and forecasts.  
 

CICPA Broadly we agree with the learning outcomes listed in Table A. We find that the learning outcome in Table A 
(p)(iii) “ Act as a role model to aspiring engagement partners” involves subjective judgment and is difficult to 
be consistently applied across IFAC bodies or other stakeholders. 
 

 

CIPFA The breadth of competence areas in Table A 7 is broadly appropriate, but the following comments are 
offered as possible improvements:  

• It would be more appropriate to have (j) Management accounting at the Advanced level rather than at the 
Intermediate level. 

• The use of the term ‘business’ in the names of competence areas (e) and (h) is understandable, but there 
could perhaps be some indication that all sectors are expected to be covered, rather than just commercial 
enterprises. The learning outcomes under (e) Business and organizational environment management, for 
example, could be adapted to include issues that are crucial in carrying out audit work in the public sector 
environment – ie issues regarding political and other forms of accountability. 

The learning outcomes in Table A provide a very clear basis on which to construct a more detailed 
education program. As these are focused on minimum levels only, there is clearly considerable scope for 
member bodies to vary the content of their programs by adding to the learning outcomes by increasing the 
range of areas covered and the level of proficiency required. Some specific comments on learning 
outcomes: 

• Internal audit may be assumed as part of (d) Internal control and (f) Governance, risk management and 
internal control. However, we would recommend having some specific reference to internal audit.  

Use of the verbs ‘understand’ and ‘consider’ is not ideal in the specification of learning outcomes as these 
are not directly assessable. 

 

CPA-
Australia 

With reference to Table A, many of the learning outcomes are developed most effectively through on-the-
job training in addition to professional development courses. In recognition of the diverse skills and 
experience required of an engagement partner, the ability to assess the needs and risks of an engagement 
(i.e. use professional judgment) and to identify which other complementary skills are required for the 
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completion of the specific audit engagement is critical. Such competency development requires significant 
professional experience and mentoring. 
 
Competence area (e) Business and organizational environment; Economics; Business management’s 
learning outcomes, especially (ii) apply knowledge of the entity in order to identify and assess the risks of 
material misstatement, are integral to audit and assurance. We recommend the minimum level of 
proficiency for analyze relevant industry, regulatory, and other external factors for this competence area’s 
learning outcomes be intermediate as proposed and the minimum level of proficiency for apply knowledge 
of the entity be advanced and not intermediate as proposed. 
 

CPA-Ireland At a national level there may be additional learning outcomes that require inclusion, for example the local 
legislation governing the audit process, third party reporting, auditor qualification etc and we welcome the 
flexibility within paragraph A22 which allows IFAC members to develop additional learning outcomes. 
 
We believe that the area of Technical Competence listed at (a) (ix) should be given greater prominence 
within the table. 
 

 

CSOEC-
CNCC 

Yes. Table A is comprehensive and clear, considering the outcome approach. 
 
CNCC and CSOEC suggest to complete the point (b) (iv) as follows: “Evaluate the accounting treatment 
and disclosure of transactions, including accounting estimates, impairment tests and the use of fair values”. 
 

 

DTT The concepts of competence, professional competence and their relationship to learning outcomes are an 
important basis for the standard.  However, it is unclear if the proposed standard is seeking to set out a 
competence framework in Table A and the accompanying Appendix.  In our experience a structure of 
competence areas, outcomes and proficiency levels is commonly described as a competence (or 
competency) framework (or model), but the Board has not described Table A as such.  This leaves IFAC 
member bodies and other stakeholders uncertain as to whether they need to undertake further work to 
develop a framework or to simply adapt Table A to their local environments.  Greater clarity from the Board 
on what Table A represents is fundamental to promoting consistent and effective implementation. 
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We note that the Appendix to the standard presents four levels of proficiency – Foundation, Intermediate, 
Advanced and Mastery level, and yet the Mastery level of proficiency is not required of engagement 
partners for any competence area.  While we understand that the proposed standard is addressed to 
those entry level partners serving on less complex audits, we believe the Board has created an issue in 
adopting this model which will be poorly perceived and understood.  We can anticipate that those who 
scrutinise the profession will pose the challenge that if the audit engagement partner, who carries ultimate 
responsibility for an audit opinion, is not expected to achieve a ‘Mastery’ level competence in any of the 
competence area required to deliver an audit engagement, then who will be expected to achieve this level 
of proficiency?  In our view greater clarification of the Mastery level of proficiency, and where it is likely to 
apply is required and linking this to the idea of audits of public interest entities as mentioned above could 
help address this issue.    
 
In addition to these points we have made a number of specific comments on the content of Table A under 
‘Specific drafting points’.  These include a number of suggestions to increase the proficiency level in 
certain competence areas from Intermediate to Advanced. This reflects our view that it is important that 
areas of competence which relate to the identification of risks of material misstatement should be 
positioned at a consistently high level of proficiency. 

 
EFAA Table A is pitched well and neatly summarises a range of competence areas with proficiency descriptors.  

Whilst we are of the opinion that it probably suits a much larger accounting practice it has sufficient 
flexibility within it so that it can be adapted for all.  That said, it may be of value to preface the table with an 
explanatory paragraph that recognizes that Table A sets out the expected learning outcomes but that the 
competences required are not necessarily the same for all engagement partners in every size of practice 
and for all audit engagements.  There may be circumstances where an engagement partner in an SMP 
requires different competences and different levels of competence from those operating in a very large firm 
engaged on mainly large and international audit clients.  An explanation of this circumstance would be of 
value. 
 
We have some reservations as to the determination of the “Minimum Level of Proficiency” as we believe 
that the lower boundary of acceptability depends on the context.  Such minimum levels would change from 
engagement to engagement depending on the size and nature of the audited entity.  Ultimately it is for the 
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engagement partner and firm to determine the required level of Proficiency. For example, in the audit of an 
entity that has inventory, judgement on its valuation often references the costs of production.  In such 
circumstance, one could quite easily conclude that the Minimum Level of Proficiency for Management 
Accounting should be “Advanced”. 
 
Stakeholders may be surprised that certain competencies are required at less than an advanced level.  
Table A actually determines that the minimum level attributed could be as low as “Intermediate” in some 
circumstances.  In contrast, it may also be the case that some audits are so complex and so specific that 
the proficiency level must actually be that of “Master”. 
 
Therefore, we question whether the actual classification should be one of “Minimum Level of Proficiency” 
when in fact what is required under the ISAs (International Standards of Auditing) is for the engagement 
partner to be able to exercise professional judgement.  This means (as defined within the glossary of the 
ED from ISA 200 paragraph 13(k)) that the engagement partner should apply “relevant training, knowledge 
and experience within the context provided in auditing”. 
 
To our mind the term “relevant” is the most significant criteria as the level of competence required in every 
engagement is that which is relevant.  This is ultimately a matter of judgement for the engagement partner 
and the firm with reference to the engaging entity. 

 
 

EYG Yes, we believe Table A of the proposed IES 8 on learning outcomes provides clarity with respect to the 
competence areas and levels of proficiency expected of a newly appointed engagement partner.  However, 
we challenge if the term learning outcome is the most accurate way to describe or categorize these 
outcomes.  Oftentimes, the learning outcome described is obtained or learned through “on the job” 
experience.  We suggest that the term learning outcome be changed to observable outcome.  We believe 
this change will reflect the fact that learning outcomes will not always be obtained in a classroom setting, 
which is what may be implied by the word “learning”. 
There are no additional learning outcomes that we would expect to see included in paragraph 13, Table A.  
In a few cases, we believe that certain learning outcomes should be eliminated or combined.   We offer the 
following suggestions: 
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• The learning outcome (a) (i) Evaluate the risk of engagement continuance or acceptance does 
appear to be a learning outcome.  Rather, this is a competence that is developed through 
experience, and not necessarily through formal learning.  In addition, we believe the terminology in 
this learning outcome should be revised to agree with the International Standards on Auditing (ISAs).  
The ISAs use the term client and engagement acceptance and continuance.   

• The learning outcome (a) (i) Evaluate the risk of engagement continuance or acceptance seems 
very similar to learning outcomes (a) (ii) Evaluate the audit risk profile of an engagement in respect 
of components of audit risk and (a) (vi) Identify and assess the risks of material misstatement of the 
financial statements, including fraud or error, and customize the audit strategy accordingly.  We 
suggest that these learning outcomes be reviewed and combined to eliminate duplication.  In 
addition, the term audit risk profile in (a) (ii) is not used in the ISAs.  Therefore, we suggest this 
terminology be revised to use a defined ISA term.  

• We suggest that learning outcome (b) (ii) should be revised as follows:  Evaluate the selection of 
accounting policies to determine whether an the entity has adopted and applied and disclosed them 
as required by the relevant financial reporting framework.   

• The reference to financial situation in learning outcome (b) (iii) makes it unclear as to what is being 
addressed with this learning outcome.  Therefore, we suggest the learning outcome be revised as 
follows:  Assess the reasonableness of financial statements when compared to the understanding of 
the business and operating environment of and financial situation of an the entity.  

• We struggle how the learning outcome (c) (ii) relates to the requirements of a financial statement 
audit.  Therefore, we suggest the learning outcome be revised as follows:  Evaluate corporate 
governance structure, tools and risk assessment process to identify risks of material misstatement 
affecting an entity.    

• The term risk management process in learning outcome (c) (iii) Consider an entity’s risk 
management process and the way it is monitored as part of the assessment of risks of material 
misstatement is not used in the ISAs.  Therefore, we suggest this learning outcome be revised to 
agree with the ISAs.  The ISAs use the term entity’s risk assessment process.   

• We suggest that learning outcome (d) (ii) be revised as follows:  Evaluate tests of operating 
effectiveness of controls performed.   

• We suggest that learning outcome (d) (iii) be revised as follows:  Evaluate effects of deficiencies in 
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internal control and communicate significant deficiencies in internal control to those charged with 
governance of an entity.   

• The reference to auditor expectations in learning outcome (e) (i) is confusing and misleading 
because this is 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 (e.g., market competition, product technology, environmental requirements) that are 
used to inform auditor expectations audit risk assessments. 

• The learning outcome (g) (i) should be split into two separate outcomes as follows:  1)  Evaluate the 
information technology (IT) environment to identify controls that relate to the financial statements 
and 2) Assess the effect of IT controls on the audit strategy, and on the potential risks of material 
misstatement.   

• The learning outcome (g) (ii) Determine which of the identified control deficiencies need to be 
communicated is duplicative to the learning outcome (d) (iii) Evaluate effects of deficiencies in 
internal control and communicate deficiencies to those charged with governance of an entity.  
Therefore, we suggest adding including IT aspects to (d) (iii) and deleting (g) (ii).    

• We suggest that learning outcome (h) (i) be revised as follows:  Evaluate the impact possible effect 
of non-compliance or suspected non-compliance with laws and regulations on the audit of potential 
breach of laws and regulations financial statements of an entity and other aspects of the audit.   

• We suggest that learning outcome (h) (ii) be revised as follows:  Evaluate Understand security and 
stock exchange regulations and the impact on disclosure requirements and the financial statement 
reporting process as they apply to the risks of material misstatements and presentation 
requirements of audit engagements.   

• Learning outcome (i) (iii), as written, seems outside the scope of an audit.  We suggest that learning 
outcome (i) (iii) be revised as follows:  Analyze the components of the cost of capital to determine 
their appropriateness in the areas of interest (e.g., in the context of an impairment test).  An 
alternative would be to delete learning outcome (i) (iii) and incorporate the concept of impairment 
testing into (i) (ii).   

• We suggest that learning outcome (n) (ii) Initiate and manage changes in audit strategy be revised 
since, as currently drafted, it is similar to learning outcome (a) (iii) approve or recommend an 
appropriate audit strategy in relation to the audit objective.  We suggest that learning outcome (n) (ii) 
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be revised as follows:  Manage audit engagements by providing leadership of audit teams, including 
changes to the audit strategy in response to changes in risk, and by effective project management.   

• The terminology in learning outcome (p) (ii) Exercise professional judgment in planning and 
performing and audit of financial…an auditor’s opinion.  Exercise professional judgment in respect of 
engagement acceptance and continuance, assessment of…expert should be revised to agree with 
the ISAs.  The ISAs use the term client and engagement acceptance and continuance. 

• Learning outcome (p) (iii) Act as a role model to aspiring engagement partner does not seem like it 
should be limited to the professional skepticism and professional judgment competence area.  We 
would expect an aspiring engagement partner to be a role model in more areas than professional 
skepticism and professional judgment.   

• We believe that the list of competence areas should be aligned between IES 2 and IES 8.  Our 
preference is to use the competence areas in IES 8 since these are less detailed.   

In general, the learning outcomes capture adequately the minimum levels of proficiency to be achieved by 
a newly appointed engagement partner.  However, we disagree with the minimum proficiency level for (c) 
Governance and risk management competence area.  We do not believe this competence area should be 
advanced.  We believe that to properly plan an audit an engagement partner would not necessarily need 
knowledge at the advanced level in the governance and risk management competence area.   
 

FEE  
a) Competence areas 
 
Overall, the 17 competence areas cover the appropriate subjects regarding newly appointed engagement 
partners.  
 
As they combine the competence areas that are required in the proposed IES 2, 3 and 4 for Initial 
Professional Development of Professional Accountants, it might be worth considering whether economics, 
which is listed in Table A of the proposed IES 2, should also be included in the proposed IES 8.  
 
As far as the competence areas as such, their sequence and the overall concept are concerned, we refer 
to our comments on the proposed IES 2, 3 and 4. The sequence of the competence areas should be 
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reviewed and a restructuring should be considered so that the sequence is aligned with the necessary 
education steps. This applies also to the learning outcomes. 

 
 
b) Learning outcomes 
 
The learning outcomes are described rather detailed, which can be conducive for harmonising 
engagement partner authorisation criteria and ensuring a certain level of quality. However, in practice, it 
might be challenging to translate such detailed learning outcomes into national requirements.  
 
Therefore, it could be considered to keep the wording of the learning outcomes in the “Requirements” part 
of the standard a bit more general and to include the detailed descriptions in the “Explanatory Materials”, 
using them as examples.  

 
 
c) Levels of proficiency 
 
Overall, we question whether IES 8 should prescribe any level of proficiency. As the competence areas 
are comprehensive and if the learning outcomes are described clear enough but not too detailed (see 
above), the level of proficiency could after all be subject to the assessment system that is used on national 
level. 
 

ICAA Table A provides a useful reference and aligns with the approach taken in IES 2 3 and 4 so that there is c  
across all these Standards.  
We suggest that Competence Area (g) Information Technology should be aligned with (d) Internal Control    
Advanced level of proficiency given the interdependence of IT environments and the controls within business   
 
Competence Area (h) Business Laws and Regulations may need to be clarified further; if the financial f  
under which the entity is reporting is a part of the business laws and regulations this should be set at an Ad   
Mastery level of proficiency for a newly appointed audit partner. If the financial reporting framework is o   
business laws then it may be possible to argue that an Intermediate level of proficiency is appropriate. Ho   
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consider that the financial reporting framework is of such fundamental importance that in our view the  
requirement should be set at the Advanced to Mastery level, regardless. 
 
Competence Area (i) Finance and Financial Management, currently set at an Intermediate level of proficiency   
set as Advanced. Given that the assessment of going concern falls within this Competence Area, and goin   
issues are a focus point on auditing proficiency there is no justification for ranking this proficiency any lowe    
core proficiencies as set out in the table from (a) to (d). 
 
We also suggest that Competence Area (j) Management Accounting should be uplifted to an Advance    
proficiency rather than Intermediate. 
 

ICAEW Yes, Table A does provide reasonable clarity but improvements could be made. For instance, with respect 
to proficiency levels, in some areas the level should be increased from Intermediate to Advanced: 
  

1. Business and organisational environment: the understanding of the business is a critical part of the 
audit. 

2. Business laws and regulations: considering relevant laws and regulations is a key part of the audit. 
3. Finance and Financial Management: the second outcome references the assessment of going 

concern which is a major and valued part of the audit and is being given enhanced emphasis in the 
current auditor reporting discussions. 

 
We would also highlight that some of the technical competencies described, and some of the professional 
skills, are most clearly at a level of proficiency that cannot be delivered by member bodies and must be 
acquired through considerable further experience within audit firms. For instance, the following 
competencies/learning outcomes in Table A: (a)(v) and (a)(ix) on the audit of financial statements; (c)(ii) on 
governance and risk management; (h)(ii) on business laws and regulations; and (i)(iv) on finance and 
financial management. This underlines the point that member bodies cannot be held responsible for 
ensuring compliance.  
 
Furthermore, we suggest in the learning outcomes under ‘Audit of financial statements’ the inclusion of 
‘direction, supervision and review’ and also ‘carrying out of Engagement Quality Control Review (EQCR)’. 
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There may also be a case for including the ability/experience to enable the engagement partner to comply 
with ISQC 1 paragraphs 23b(i) and 23c concerning independence requirements. 
 
There are two additional deficiencies with Table A. Firstly, it is drafted as if the engagement partner will 
personally undertake all the functions described. This overlooks the role of the engagement partner in 
selecting and leading the audit team. Secondly, with the exception of complex audits, the proposed 
Standard lacks explanatory material on how to achieve the stated learning outcomes. 
 

ICAI 
The requirements for professional accountants who are aspiring to be, or are newly appointed to the 
role of engagement partner, are contained in paras 13 to 17 of IES 8.  

However, para 13 and Table A thereunder prescribe the learning outcomes for a newly appointed 
engagement partner.  Para A5 of the Explanatory Material further clarifies that the role of a 
professional accountant aspiring to be an engagement partner may be performed before, during, or 
after meeting requirements in paras 13 to 17 of this IES.  This further clarifies that the minimum level 
of proficiency in respect of the competence areas listed in Table A is expected of a newly appointed 
engagement partner. Therefore, there is no minimum level of proficiency prescribed for an aspiring 
engagement partner in respect of the competence areas listed in Table A.   

However, para 17 relating to “Assessment” requires that IFAC member bodies shall establish 
appropriate assessment activities to assess the achievement of technical competence, professional 
skills and professional values, ethics and attitudes of aspiring engagement partners. As per para A5 of 
IES 8, a professional accountant aspiring to be an engagement partner will usually serve for several 
years on engagement teams, and may progress through supervisory and managerial roles under the 
supervision of a serving engagement partner.  Therefore, a professional accountant can be an aspiring 
engagement partner from the stage he completes his IPD till the time he is appointed as an 
engagement partner.  

Hence, IES 8 should specifically clarify that assessment of professional skills and professional values, 
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ethics and attitudes to test whether they meet the minimum level of proficiency in respect of the 
competence areas listed in Table A should be of an aspiring engagement partner at the stage when he 
is  considered for appointment as an engagement partner. Such an assessment should be made by 
the firm in which he is to be appointed as an engagement partner.  

As regards technical competence requirements, the syllabi of the IFAC member body should be 
comprehensive enough to largely cover all the competence areas mentioned in Table A, so that the 
same are tested at the IPD stage itself.  This is because it would be difficult for the member body to 
test such a wide range of competencies at a later stage when the professional accountant is 
considered for appointment as an engagement partner. At the time of consideration for appointment as 
an engagement partner, the concerned firm can test, through workplace assessments and CPD, or a 
combination of both, as to whether the professional accountant has acquired an advanced level of 
proficiency in the specialised areas of audit of financial statements and internal control.    
 

The minimum level of proficiency in the competence area “Taxation” may be raised to an “advanced” 
level, considering that in most economies, tax considerations play a significant role in strategic 
business decisions. In such economies, tax laws are still evolving and are prone to frequent changes 
making them quite complex. 

Further, since an advanced level of proficiency is expected in the competence area “Financial 
accounting and reporting”, and a sound knowledge of business laws and regulations is an essential 
pre-requisite for understanding the accounting implications arising therefrom, the level of proficiency in 
business laws and regulations should be correspondingly raised to an advanced level. 

Also, it may be noted that the following learning outcomes listed under these competence areas are in 
harmony with the description of an advanced level of proficiency as per Appendix I –  

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

• Evaluate the impact on the audit of a potential breach of laws and regulations. 
• Evaluate security and stock exchange regulations as they apply to the risks of material 
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misstatements and presentation requirements of audit engagements. 

Further, it may be noted that the verb “evaluate” is included in the list of indicative verbs for an 
advanced level of proficiency. 

The technical competence requirements specified in Table A may be assessed at the stage of IPD 
itself, by including the same as part of the syllabi of the IFAC member body. 

 
ICPAU Yes, the learning outcomes provide clarity with respect to the competence areas and levels of proficiency. 

 
However, we would like to see included, the following competence areas at a proficiency level: 
 
a. Practice Management: The engagement partner, especially in a small or medium-sized practice (SMPs) 

has a role to play in management of the firm, staff recruitment and management, budgeting, client 
relationship management, risk management etc. 

b. Quality Control: The engagement partner particularly in SMPs will play a fundamental role in ensuring 
compliance with ISQC 1 and in developing and updating quality control policies and procedures.  

 
Whereas, the IES focuses on role of the engagement partner in the audit of historical financial statements, 
consideration should be given to their wider role in the audit firm.  
 

 

ICAS We agree with the proposed outcomes based approach and setting the requirements in a table also makes 
them easy to follow. The proposed outcomes based approach is in line with the ICAS outcome based 
approach to Continuous Professional Development (CPD), and will encourage a clearer link between IES 
8, CPD, training plans and appraisal outcomes. 
 
We consider it very important that IFAC member bodies should be able to develop the learning outcomes 
and proficiencies to meet national requirements and welcome that the explanatory material allows IFAC 
member bodies to do so. This is vital to ensure that the national requirements of the individual IFAC 

Please  refer to 
response of 
question 3 of this 
section 
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member bodies are appropriately reflected 
 
We agree with the competence areas set but consider that the detailed learning outcomes make the 
requirements more prescriptive than the original standard. Our preference would be for the competence 
areas to remain, as higher level principles, with the detailed learning outcomes and the proficiency levels 
set at a national level reflecting national requirements.  
 
However, if the consensus is that the learning outcomes and proficiency levels should be set by the IAESB, 
we are in broad agreement with these learning outcomes, however we have concerns in a number of 
areas.    
 
There are a large number of prescribed learning outcomes that relate to current audit engagement partner 
requirements in the ISAs, particularly ISA 220, but not all requirements are included.  The risk with 
including some, but not all, of the areas expected in the role of an engagement partner is that some are 
given more emphasis than others, where there is an equal requirement.  In Table A it may be more 
appropriate to be more succinct at outcome (iv) by taking a more principles based approach and instead of 
having a list of ISA requirements in (a), (c), (d) and (i) state instead that the partner should have an 
‘advanced knowledge of and application of the ISAs in relation to all aspects required of the engagement 
partner role’.  If, however, the level of detail is to remain, the omitted requirements should be included to 
cover all other engagement partner responsibilities in the ISAs, including evaluation of 
errors/misstatements, consultation and resolution of differences. 
 
In competence area reference (f), 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. 
 
As explained earlier, the definition of an aspiring individual is potentially very wide, when this is not the 
stated intention. If this definition is not narrowed the levels of learning outcomes and proficiencies would 
likely not be the same for this wide range of individuals potentially within scope.  This further supports the 
need to narrow the definition of aspiring engagement partners, or Table A would require updating to provide 
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a gradual increase in the level of knowledge and proficiency over the various levels. 
 

We agree that the competence areas (a) to (d) and (k) to (q) should be set at an advanced level (however 
see our comments on the mastery level in Comment 3 below).   

 
An intermediate level has been set for competence areas (e) to (j).  When reading the competence areas 
only, ignoring the learning outcomes, we can understand why an intermediate level has been set, as these 
competencies will not always be fully relevant to all audits and we would not normally expect audit 
engagement partners to have an advanced absolute knowledge of each area (e.g. an audit engagement 
partner does not need to be an Information technology expert).  However, when the wording of the learning 
outcome is considered, which is not referring to absolute knowledge but the 
evaluation/application/evaluation of these areas, we would consider that this should be set at an advanced 
level in relation to any audit where the competence area is relevant.   
 

ICPAS Table A of the proposed IES 8 (Revised) will serve as a useful guide in mapping the competence areas to 
learning outcomes and levels of proficiency.  However, it is not clear if the table of learning outcomes (Table 
A) for a newly appointed engagement partner is only applicable to the learning outcomes for a newly 
licensed engagement partner or will include those who have been assigned to assume the role of an 
engagement partner but might not necessarily be the partner who will sign off on the audited financial 
statements within the engagement team. An additional statement to clarify that aspiring engagement 
partners should be encouraged to work towards the learning outcomes under Table A should also be 
included for clarity. Please refer to our comments in Question 1. 
 
For details on suggested amendments to the learning outcomes, please refer to Appendix A. 
 

Please refer to 
the response of 
question 1 for 
further 
information 

IDW We agree with the adoption 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, the related learning outcomes and the associated level of 
proficiency required in an understandable fashion. We particularly welcome the addition of the levels of 
proficiency to the learning outcomes, which provide an indication of the depth of competency required in 
relation to the learning outcome. 
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However, we do not believe that overall, the requirements are clear and appropriate. In particular, we have 
the following pervasive concerns: 

• Our comparison of the learning outcomes and levels of proficiency for the same areas of technical 
competence in IES 2, 3 and 4 indicate that the requirements in IES 8 do not seamlessly mesh with 
the requirements in these other standards, and in particular, it is unclear sometimes whether more is 
actually being required or whether there is overlap 

• 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 

• Some of the learning outcomes and levels of proficiency do not appear to be appropriate for 
engagement partners 

• Some of the verbs used do not match the minimum level of proficiency set forth for a particular 
competence area (see below); we therefore suggest that the minimum levels of competence be 
differentiated by learning outcome so that these match the verbs used. 

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

Due to the number of our concerns in this respect, we have provided in Appendix 3 to this comment letter a 
breakdown of the issues that we have identified related to the concerns above by individual areas of 
technical competence, by learning outcomes and by levels of proficiency. One of the signatories to this 
letter has been a technical advisor on the IAASB for most of the last 14 years (as well as being a past 
technical advisor on the IAESB for one and a half years). On this basis of his expertise, 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. 
 

IMCP Appendix 1 of the proposed IES 8 (Revised) Exposure Draft provides a description for each of the four 
classifications of proficiency to help IFAC member bodies set learning outcomes for professional 
development programs. Examples of indicative verbs under each level of proficiency are also included to 
assist those who wish to develop additional learning outcomes. Appendix 1 is common to the proposed 
IESs 2, 3, and 4 which also focus on learning outcomes relating to all aspects of professional competence. 
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We estimate that the concepts shown on the table A of the proposed IES 8 Professional Development for 
Engagement Partners Responsible for Audits of Financial Statements provide an adequate clarity of the 
different areas that the engagement partner should know, in our opinion in all the areas the engagement 
partner should have an advanced proficiency level of knowledge. 
 

IRBA The learning outcomes included in Table A appear to be appropriate. However, the IRBA does not support 
leaving the development of such competence to the realm of CPD and would seek more formal 
requirements and programs for the development of audit competence.  

 

 

JICPA While we are supportive of the proposed Table A which includes clarification of the learning outcomes and 
levels of competency, when compared to the extant IES 8, we suggest for the Board to consider further the 
following issues, by referring to the Appendix attached to this comment letter: 
1. We note that more complex and higher levels of learning outcomes are required for some competence 

areas in IES 8, in view of the fact that they are for professional accountants responsible for audits of 
financial statements. However, specified minimum levels of proficiency for some competence areas do 
not seem to correspond to the levels and complexities outlined in some learning outcomes. Also, given 
that the learning outcomes stated in the proposed IES 8 are additional ones, that should be built on the 
proposed learning outcomes identified in IESs 2, 3 and 4, and would be expected of individuals 
assuming the role of engagement partners, the minimum levels of proficiency for competence areas 
required in proposed IES 8 should be generally higher than those expected of professional accountants 
in IESs 2, 3, and 4. 
 

2. Some differences exist in the way the competence areas are listed and categorized in the proposed 
IES 8, as compared to those in IESs 2, 3, and 4. In order to maintain consistency between the IESs, we 
would recommend for the IAESB to align Table A in IES 8 with those in IESs 2, 3, and 4. 
 

3. With the limited information provided in Appendix 1 of the ED, it is not clear to us as to how the IAESB 
decided on the minimum levels of proficiency for each competence area. Therefore, the IAESB needs 
to provide authoritative references as to why the proposed minimum levels of proficiency are essential 
and appropriate for each competence area, and why the required proficiency levels in Table A are 
believed to be sufficient, as a minimum, for each competence area. 
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Juvenal I think that the Table A of the proposed IES 8 (Revised) on learning outcomes provides the competence 

areas and levels of proficiency, but in relation appointed engagement partner, I observed that the regulators 
need to elaborated in this moment papers for publication about what´s internal control, risk management, 
integrated reporting, management process, audit services, risk audit, for help to take decisions with clearly, 
objectivity and knowledgement. 

 
Actually, there is much information, but only in this moment with evolution of this research in the regulators 
the organizations are beginning observed this process with new focus, principally for internal control with 
your importance, for example 
 
I think that the integration of the organizations, big firms, regulators, governments can be elaborated a form 
for constructed a model of internal control international that can be used with effectiveness and your 
informations are high quality. 
 
For this moment, I think that there aren´t some learning outcomes, but in the future, more or less 5 years 
after results of discussion paper elaborated for EFRAG6 about impact for development of financial 
standards, could be that need to included or eliminated something, I don´t know. 
 
I agree with the proposal described in the Appendix 1, considering the description in the page 30 about 
“The classification includes descriptors of four levels of proficiency for learning outcomes. These 
descriptors will help to set learning outcomes to demonstrate technical competence, professional skills, and 
professional values, ethics, and attitudes in a variety of professional accounting roles and specializations”. 
 

 

KPMG We support the move to a learning outcomes-based approach, as this is aligned with a principles-based 
approach. We particularly support the integration of technical and professional competence areas along 
with professional values, ethics and attitudes. 
We believe that learning outcomes should be designed to achieve those competence areas that are 
expected of engagement partners (both newly appointed and serving) relative to the audit of financial 

 

 
6 http://www.efrag.org/Front/p217-2-272/Proactive---Considering-the-Effects-of-Accounting-Standards.aspx 
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statements. However, we see the learning outcomes set out in Table A as representing more of a guiding 
framework rather than “requirements”. 
 
We also believe the minimum levels of proficiency as set out in Table A are implicit in the descriptions of the 
learning outcomes (i.e. in the verbs used) and that assigning a proficiency level in the third column not only 
creates difficulty in applying the outcomes when a full range of application scenarios is considered but may 
also unintentionally overstep the provisions of ISQC 1 on audit firms regarding competence development 
and maintenance.  
 
We therefore recommend that paragraph 13 be re-written as guidance, not requirements, regarding 
learning outcomes demonstrating professional competence of engagement partners without distinction 
between newly appointed engagement partners and serving engagement partners; we also recommend 
removing the right hand column on proficiency level in Table A and inserting a new paragraph in the 
Explanatory Material which sets out that:  
• the learning outcomes expected of the engagement partner are set at a minimum level;  
•  certain factors and circumstances result in a higher proficiency level needed by engagement partners 

(e.g. complex accounting standards or reporting requirements);  

Lastly, we find that the learning outcome in Table A (p) (iii) “Act as a role model to aspiring engagement 
partners” involves subjective judgement and is difficult to be consistently applied across IFAC member 
bodies or other stakeholders. We recommend deleting this learning outcome. 
 

Mahadevan Table A 
Heading Should Be Only Engagement Partner 
As Proposed In The Title To Ies 8 
And The Words 
A Newly Appointed 
Be Deleted  
In Title Of Table A 
 
No Learning Outcome To Be Excluded 
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Inclusion Of Information Security Separately Or In Information Technology Desirable In My Opinion 
 
 

NZICA Table A introduces a set of competencies required of the engagement partner.  In line with our comments 
above, we do not believe this standard should focus only on the engagement partner and as such the table 
in our view requires some editing.  The extent of what this may look like depends on the focus of the 
standard, and until the Board reaches clarity over this, the content of the table cannot be resolved. 
 
We believe there is some merit in introducing the level of proficiency of “mastery” to some of these aspects, 
if the table is focussed on the Engagement Partner.   
 
As a general comment, we consider that many of the technical competencies and professional skills 
described in Table A appear to be at a level that can ideally only be provided by the firms and through 
extensive specialist experience within an audit firm, rather than an IFAC member body. 
 

 

PWC Assuming table A is written for Engagement Partners and not Aspiring Partners - we support the learning 
outcomes as set out in Table A of IES 8 (revised) other than those set out below:  
General 
We question the need to have learning outcomes for many of the ISA requirements.  Where a learning 
outcome is in line with a specific ISA requirement we recommend it be deleted.  There should be one 
Learning Outcome that refers to the engagement partner having appropriate level of competence to comply 
with all ISA requirements that are applicable to the engagement partner’s responsibility.  Such a change will 
ensure that there are no inconsistencies between ISAs & IES 8 over time.  
Level of Competence 
Paragraph 5 notes that the competence levels in the standard are the minimum requirements, however we 
would expect that an engagement partner would be at an Advanced level for (e) Business and 
organizational environment; Economics; Business Management and (i) finance and financial management.  
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Technical Competence 
We would expect to see a learning outcome focusing on audit quality within technical competence. 
 

SAICA We believe that the following amendments are required in terms of competencies and proficiency levels: 
Table A (a) Audit of Financial Statements (i) “Evaluate the risk of engagement continuance or acceptance”  
- Recommend this be updated to refer to “client and engagement acceptance and continuance”. 
 
Table A (a) Audit of Financial Statements  - Suggest additional learning outcome being ... “ (x) Prepare an 
audit file to evidence compliance with the auditing standards, audit work completed, and conclusions 
reached” 
 
Table A (g) Information Technology  - Recommend the existing text under learning outcome “(ii)” be 
replaced with the learning outcome under “(d)(iii) – I.e. Evaluate the effects of any deficiencies in internal 
control and communicate those deficiencies to those charged with governance of an entity. 
 
Table A (h) Business laws and regulations. Recommend learning outcome “(i)” be replaced with...” (i) Able 
to identify laws and regulations that could have a material impact on the financial statements. (ii) Develop 
an understanding of how the client manages the risk of non-compliance with laws and regulations. (iii) 
Prepares an appropriate audit response to address residual risk. (iv) Responds appropriately to instances 
of legal non-compliance, by notifying those charged with governance and complying with any reporting 
obligations which may be imposed on the Auditor. Retain the IAESB’s second learning outcome. 
 
Table A (i) Finance and Financial Management – we believe that the minimum level of proficiency required 
for bullets (ii) and (iv) should be advanced. 
 
Table A (i) Finance and Financial Management – we believe that the learning outcome (i) should be 
amended as follows......”Analyze the various sources of finance available to an audited entity to be able to 
understand the effect on the entity’s going concern and plan appropriate testing and review procedures.” 
 
Table A (i) Finance and Financial Management – we believe that the learning outcome (ii) should be 
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amended as follows......” Analyze an audited entity’s financial position, historical financial performance, 
cashflow budgets, and forecasts as well as working capital requirements to assess going concern.” 
 
Table A Professional Skills (k) to (n) – We agree with the learning outcomes as defined. We realise that 
these learning outcomes are intended to build on the learning outcomes defined in IES3, but would 
recommend the IES3 outcomes be noted here once again.  
 
Table A (n) Organizational – learning outcome (ii) makes reference to the need for the Auditor to initiate and 
manage change in audit strategy. We believe that there is scope to include a further learning outcome 
which will deal with the auditor’s ability to manage all change as a learning outcome. 
 

SAIPA Table A is very comprehensive and pretty much covers all the competence areas and levels of proficiency 
expected of a newly appointed engagement partner. SAIPA supports this fully. 
 

 

 
Questions 3:  Does Appendix 1 of the proposed IES 8 (Revised) Exposure Draft provide adequate 

clarification to assist in the interpretation of the learning outcomes that are listed in 
Paragraph 13 of the proposed IES 8 (Revised)? If not, what changes do you suggest? 

 

 

ACCA In relation to the proficiency levels in Appendix 1, ‘assess’ and ‘approve’ could be added to the indicative 
verbs for Advanced. This is consistent with what is used in Table A. 
 

 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

Because there is no unique curriculum or assessment associated with becoming an engagement partner, a 
qualitative statement of the skill levels in Appendix 1 with reference to the skills acquired in IPD could 
replace the learning outcomes in Paragraph 13.   
 

 

Altaf Noor Ali 3.1. It is difficult (and perhaps not appropriate) to come up with a categorical yes or no answer to your 
query. 

3.2. Prima facie, so much of room for interpretation in this IES has been provided that the IFAC member 
bodies are with a free hand in filling up the specific contents of each learning outcomes in virtually 
every aspect of this IES.  
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3.3. For example, the IFAC member bodies have been provided undue leverage in deciding upon the 
assessment activities. “This may include written examination and workplace assessment”7.  Similarly, 
flexibility has been provided in adding to the learning outcome and assigning it a level of proficiency. 

3.4. Whereas, we understand that the task of IEASB has been difficult one and you have done the best that 
was possible in the circumstances, given the involvement of so many other stakeholders other than an 
IFAC member body in a jurisdiction.  However, we must also be aware that trying to reconcile so many 
diversified environments internationally will leave so much of the subject matter open to interpretation 
that it can so easily be manipulated to suit certain interests. 

 
BDO Please refer also to our response for Question 2. We agree with the four levels of competence; however 

note that ‘Mastery’ is not used in the guidance so far. We believe that such an omission diminishes its 
usefulness in the context of the IESs. 
 

Please refer to 
the response of 
question 2 for 
further 
information 
 

CAI The content of Appendix 1 is in line with the appendix used for other education standards. One question 
arises to me on reviewing this is whether this should be rewritten with specific reference to audit partners 
and audit assignments so that the meaning of “intermediate” and “advanced” proficiency level is clearer. It 
may be better that proficiency levels are set at national level. 
 

 

CGA-
Canada 

CGA-Canada agrees that Appendix 1 provides adequate clarification to assist in interpreting the listed 
learning outcomes. The statement regarding varying levels of ambiguity aids in distinguishing among the 
proficiency levels. 

 

 

CICA We are uncertain how to apply Table A’s proficiency levels. Paragraph A5 supports the complexity 
described in Table A, whereas paragraph 5b suggests the opposite.  
 
Paragraph A5 states “Only those professional accountants with a wide range of technical competence and 
professional skills will be able to deal with the complex situations that engagement partners may face 

 

 
7 See A34 
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during their careers. A professional accountant aspiring to be an engagement partner will usually serve for 
several years on engagement teams, and may progress through supervisory and managerial roles under 
the supervision of a serving engagement partner. These roles may be performed before, during, or after 
meeting requirements in paragraphs 13–17 of this IES. This progression through increasing levels of 
responsibility is the usual path by which a professional accountant prepares to assume the role of an 
engagement partner. Those serving as engagement partners continue to develop and enhance their 
professional competence through leading or serving on audit engagements, and through other professional 
development.” 
 
This paragraph implies a level of competence that needs to be attained takes years to get to and that newly 
qualified engagement partners need to be able to deal with complex situations.   
 
However, later in the standard, A18 states “Competence areas, learning outcomes and minimum levels of 
proficiency identified in Table A of this IES build on the professional competence components identified 
within IPD. As a result, the required learning outcomes may be achieved, in whole or in part, concurrently 
with the requirements of IPD or subsequently as part of CPD.  And, A20 also supports there being a lower 
level of complexity at entry: “The learning outcomes are the minimum to be achieved by an individual 
appointed to the role of an engagement partner. The minimum learning outcomes are those that provide 
the base to enable professional accountants to develop a specialization such as an audit engagement 
partner.”  These paragraphs seem to contradict the above statement in terms of the time required to 
develop the skill to be able to handle more complexity. 
 
In addition, paragraph 5 b) states: “The minimum professional competence requirements for newly 
appointed engagement partners are those considered necessary to address less complex audits;”  
 
Combine 5 b) above with Table A where the Intermediate level relates to “moderate levels of ambiguity, 
complexity and uncertainty” and the Advanced Level relates to “work situations that are characterized by 
high levels of ambiguity, complexity and uncertainty”, and noting that most of the learning outcomes require 
intermediate or advanced levels of proficiency, and we are uncertain of the level of complexity actually 
associated with the minimum learning outcomes listed in Table A.   
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On the one hand, A5 implies a need for a professional accountant to be able to handle complexity to be 
able to qualify as an engagement partner, and yet there is an acknowledgement in 5 b) that at the point of 
being newly appointed the complexity of the audit is likely low.  When we take note that an “advanced” 
proficiency level is expected for Financial Accounting and Reporting i.e., item (a) requires an advanced 
level which by definition requires an ability to handle high complexity and then we consider the restriction 
imposed by 5 b) to low complexity audits, we are unsure how to interpret the outcome.  Is 5 b) in effect 
bringing the level down to “foundational” i.e. low levels of ambiguity, complexity and uncertainty? There 
appears to be a contradiction, and disconnect between these descriptions from a “complexity” view point.   
 
In addition, paragraph A5 seems to imply several years being required. Yet, there seems to be an 
acceptance of three years (the practical experience requirement) being sufficient, and in other places (A18) 
a suggestion that the outcomes can be achieved during IPD.  These apparent contradictions make it 
difficult to assess what is actually required, and when it is expected to be achieved, in Table A.  
 
It is mentioned in Appendix 1 that none of the learning outcomes are classified at Mastery level, and that 
Mastery has been included in the Classification in order to demonstrate the relative positioning of the 
Foundation through Advanced levels.  If “Advanced” is effectively the highest level in the suite of IESs, 
including IES 8, then expecting Advanced for the newly qualified professional accountant (which could 
possibly be at the end of IPD or with little CPD) seems high.  The level of competency would have 
developed further, would it not, to become an engagement partner, while working on a team, over several 
years?  How can the advanced level apply to both the newly-appointed and the more experienced 
engagement partner? Again, there appears to be a disconnect in the levels. In reality, we believe the 
mastery level can easily be applied to the more senior engagement partners, those that handle the 
complex audits.  Be believe the mastery level can and should be used in IES 8 to illustrate the level of 
complexity expected to be achieved over the entire spectrum of auditors and ability levels. 
 
When looking at Table A’s learning outcomes on a more instinctive level, it appears logical and necessary 
to expect an Advanced level from the engagement partner for (a) audit of financial statements and the other 
areas listed at the Advanced level.   It appears that the IAESB is trying to provide a one-size-fits-all 
standard for competence.   However, we believe competence depends to a degree on the circumstance in 
which the skill/knowledge is applied.  Perhaps there needs to be a level of proficiency established between 
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Intermediate and Advanced that better reflects the ability to do the same as advanced skills but in more 
normal circumstances/ the same verbs/skills applied in more moderate levels of complexity?  At a 
minimum, clarification of the level of complexity expected to be encountered in the circumstances 
associated with Table A and the proficiency level defined in Appendix 1 would be helpful.   
 

CICPA Yes. 
 

 

CIPFA Yes, it does. 
 

 

CPA-
Australia 

CPA Australia agrees that the content provided in Appendix 1 provides adequate clarification to assist in the 
interpretation of the relevant learning outcomes for each level of proficiency. A cross reference in proposed 
IES 8 (Revised) to Appendix 1 would be beneficial. 
 

 

CPA-Ireland Yes, we believe that it does. 
 

 

CSOEC-
CNCC 

Yes, the CNCC and the CSOEC approve the Appendix 1 which is an absolute necessity. 
 

 

DTT We believe it would improve clarity if the IAESB were to include a definition of learning outcomes in its 
glossary of terms. 
 
We believe Appendix 1 provides helpful clarification for users interpreting the learning outcomes listed in 
Paragraph 13 of the proposed IES, however we recommend providing a cross reference to the Appendix 
within Table A so that it is clear to the user that further guidance on the interpretation of learning outcomes 
and proficiency levels is available. 

 

 

EFAA The clarification is adequate subject to our comments made in response to question 2 above.  
 

Please refer to 
response to 
question 2 for 
information 
 

EYG Yes, Appendix 1 of the proposed IES 8 provides clarification to assist in the interpretation of the learning  
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outcomes listed in paragraph 13 of IES 8.   However, we believe the sentence describing that the learning 
outcomes relate to work situations that are characterized by… in the description section for each level of 
proficiency should be removed.  We believe inclusion of this sentence creates confusion.  In addition, the 
Advanced and Mastery level both indicate that learning outcomes at these levels relate to situations that 
are characterized by high levels of ambiguity, complexity, and uncertainty.  The learning outcomes at the 
Advanced and Mastery levels are expected to be different and therefore having the same statement for 
both levels of proficiency is confusing.   
 

FEE Although we are not convinced that IES should prescribe proficiency levels at all (see response to 
question 2 above), the descriptions in Appendix 1 generally appear to be reasonably detailed.  
 
The term “Intermediate” as such is not self-explanatory and might be difficult to translate, even with the 
description in Appendix 1. If proficiency levels are described, it might be more appropriate to derive them 
from existing education frameworks, like for example the European Qualifications Framework8, which also 
refers to learning outcomes9. 
 
As far as the description of “Mastery” level is concerned, it is unclear, why the “Indicative verbs include all 
those listed for Foundation, Intermediate and Advanced levels”, but do not provide any additional verb for 
the mastery level. This implies that the Mastery level cannot be described with appropriate verbs, so that 
there is after all no difference to the “Advanced” level, which is confusing. 
 
Since none of the learning outcomes are classified at Mastery level, this level is superfluous and we 
suggest deleting it from the Appendix. 

 

 

ICAA Appendix 1 is clear and straightforward, and aligns with the Appendix used in the Exposure Drafts for IES     
earlier this year. It is useful and appropriate to have this alignment across all IESs pertaining to both Initial P  
Development and Continuing Professional Development. 
 

 

 
8 http://ec.europa.eu/education/lifelong-learning-policy/doc/eqf/brochexp_en.pdf  
9 http://ec.europa.eu/education/lifelong-learning-policy/doc/eqf/note4_en.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/education/lifelong-learning-policy/doc/eqf/brochexp_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/education/lifelong-learning-policy/doc/eqf/note4_en.pdf
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ICAEW Yes, generally we find Appendix 1 useful. However, as we have remarked in responses to the exposure 
drafts on IES 2 and 3, we continue to see the criterion of ‘mastery’ in Appendix 1 as problematic. While 
there is arguably more basis for its inclusion in IES 8 (which is aimed at partners, rather than IES 2 and IES 
3 aimed at students), its inclusion still has the unfortunate effect of de-valuing the preceding three stages of 
Foundation, Intermediate and Advanced and setting a threshold that might be interpreted as perfection.  
 
 

 

ICAI 
The verb “assess” used to describe learning outcomes under competence area “Audit of Financial 
Statements” and “Financial accounting and reporting” in Table A does not find place in the indicative 
verbs as per the classification of proficiency levels for learning outcomes developed by IAESB in 
Appendix 1.  The same may be included in the list of indicative verbs used to describe learning 
outcomes to be demonstrated for an advanced level of proficiency. 

Likewise, the verb “determine” used to describe learning outcomes under competence areas “Taxation” 
and “Information Technology” may be included in the list of indicative verbs used to describe learning 
outcomes to be demonstrated for an intermediate level of proficiency. 

The verbs “approve”, “initiate” and “resolve” describing learning outcomes under “Audit of financial 
statements”, “Organizational skills” and “Interpersonal and communication skills”, respectively, may be 
included in the list of indicative verbs used to describe learning outcomes to be demonstrated for an 
advanced level of proficiency. 
 

 

ICPAU Yes, the Appendix provides adequate clarification of the levels of proficiency and their learning outcomes. 
 

 

ICAS As commented above, we would prefer for the proficiency levels to be set at a national level.  If, however, 
these are retained within the standard we consider it helpful that these are defined in Appendix 1. 
 
Whilst there is reference to the fact that the ‘Mastery’ level is not present in the suite of outcomes, there 
appear to be elements of the ‘Mastery’ level which should apply to all individuals acting as an engagement 
partner, particularly around ‘acting as a role model’, ‘providing thought leadership’ and ‘communicating with 
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impact’.   In fact, the only point at mastery level that might not apply to all audits, but is required of an audit 
engagement partner on complex audits, is ‘lead complex projects, resolve complex problems’. We are, 
therefore, of the view that there is no need for a separately categorised ‘Mastery’ level in this context, and 
that the mastery and advanced levels could be combined.   
 
However, we appreciate that these are the minimal proficiency levels and IFAC member bodies are able to 
increase proficiency levels where required. 
 

ICPAS Yes, generally. However, a clearer distinction in the learning outcomes for Advanced and Mastery levels of 
proficiency is recommended.  
 
For example, the learning outcomes for Advanced level states that “Learning outcomes at the advanced 
level relate to work situations that are characterized by high levels of ambiguity, complexity and uncertainty” 
and are very much similar to that of the Mastery level. The indicative verbs used for Mastery level should 
also differentiate these two proficiency levels more prominently. 
 

 

IDW Subject to our following comments, on the whole, we believe that Appendix 1 provides adequate 
clarification to assist in the interpretation of the learning outcomes listed in paragraph 13.  
However, we do have difficulty with the use of the following verbs in connection with the noted levels: 

“define” Developing a definition of a matter that has not yet been defined is one of the most 
intellectually challenging activities that involves both synthesis and analysis beyond a 
foundation level: indeed it is a mastery level of proficiency. The word “define” should be 
distinguished from the activity of “reciting” or explaining an existing definition. We 
therefore suggest that “define” be placed in the mastery level of proficiency and that 
“recite” be placed in the foundation activity. 

“interpret” Interpreting matters that have not yet been interpreted is also one of the most 
intellectually challenging activities that involves both synthesis and analysis beyond a 
foundation level: it is at least an advanced level of proficiency. The word “interpret” 
should be distinguished from the activity of “explaining” or “illustrating” existing 
interpretations. We therefore suggest that “interpret” be moved to the advanced level of 
proficiency. 
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 “distinguish” vs. “classify” vs. “identify” 
It is unclear to us what the underlying difference between “distinguish”, “classify” and 
“identify” is. Logically speaking, by distinguishing or identifying matters, one 
automatically classifies them (i.e., all three involve the attachment of predicates to 
antecedents).Two out of the three terms therefore ought to be deleted. The level of 
proficiency of the remaining term depends upon whether one is dealing with the 
distinguishing/classification/identification based on existing criteria (that is, the 
distinguishing characteristics of a matter that allow it to be identified or classified), or 
whether this involves developing criteria. The latter appears to be better described by 
the term “definition”, so we suggest that the former sense be used. This would permit 
the remaining term to be placed into the foundation level of proficiency. 

We also note that the verb “synthesis” has not been included, which we believe ought to be placed at a 
mastery level of proficiency.  
 

IMCP A lack of clarity in respect of the requirements for audit professionals involved in complex or transnational 
audits led the IAESB to rework the requirements in this area focusing on CPD requirements for those 
Engagement Partners serving on audits involving more complex (a) industries, (b) operations (including 
international ones) or (c) reporting requirements. 
We think that the appendix 1 of the proposed IES 8 (Revised) Exposure Draft provide adequate 
clarification to assist in the interpretation of the learning outcomes that are listed in Paragraph 13 of the 
proposed IES 8 (Revised) and presents in a very structured and simple form, however it should mention 
strongly the need to be adapted to satisfy local tax and legal requirements as needed. 
 

 

IRBA Appendix 1 does provide a level of clarification; however we have reservations as to whether the level of 
clarity provided will be sufficient to ensure consistent implementation. The articulation of standard cannot 
generate consistent application. Standards need to be demonstrated to achieve consistency.  

 

 

JICPA We believe that Appendix 1 is not sufficient enough, and the distinction between each of the four 
classifications of proficiency is not clear, or very difficult to understand. Therefore, we would recommend for 
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the IAESB to replace the proposed simple two-column table with the multiple columns layout as exemplified 
below, to clearly indicate the differences between the four proficiency levels: 
 

Level of 
Proficiency 

Levels of 
Ambiguity, 
Complexity 
and 
Uncertainty 

Work 
Situations 

The Scope of 
Communicati
on 
(Stakeholders
) 

(Any Others) 

Foundation Low Under 
appropriate 
supervision 

Supervisors 
or those with 
specialized 
expertise 

 

Intermediate Moderate Independentl
y 

Narrow  

Advanced High Manage and 
lead projects 

Wide   

Mastery  High Manage and 
lead complex 
projects 

Internal and 
external, Top 
management 

 

 
 

Juvenal Yes, the Appendix 1 of the proposed IES 8 provides adequate clarification to assist in the interpretation of 
the learning of the learning outcomes that are listed in Paragraph 13 of the proposed IES 8. 
 
I agree with Advanced for: Audit of financial statements, Financial accounting and reporting, Governance 
and risk management and Internal control Intermediate: Business and organizational environment; 
Economics; Business management, Taxation, Information technology, Business laws and regulations, 
Finance and Financial management, Management accounting. 
 
In relation the study Advanced for: Professional Skills – Intellectual; Personal; Interpersonal and 
communication; Organizational and Professional Values, Ethics, and Attitudes - Commitment to the public 
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interest; Professional skepticism and professional judgment; Ethical Principles.  
 
I consider that these studies describe in this paragraph are complex and important for development of 
accountant profession, for this some regulators and organizations elaborated great projects and published 
your papers that are important in this process as: IFAC about effective governance10, Risk Assessment 
elaborated for COSO11, ESMA for development financial instruments12 and IASB with your comments 
about SEC staff report13. 
 

KPMG For the reasons set out in our response to Question 2, we recommend removing the minimum levels of 
proficiency from Table A of IES 8 and related thereto, removing Appendix 1. 
 

Please refer to 
the response of 
Question 2 for 
further 
information 
 

Mahadevan As regards level of proficiency in my opinion these should not be at the same level as in ies 2 
Hence taxation should be advanced and not intermediate as appearing in ies 2 
Business and organizational environment should be advanced and not intermediate as in ies 2 
Finance and financial management should be advanced and not intermediate as in ies 2 
Management accounting should be advanced and not intermediate as in ies 2  
 

 

NZICA Yes, we think the approach adopted in Appendix 1 is a helpful guide to interpreting Table A, subject to our 
comments above. 
 

 

PWC We are comfortable that Appendix 1 provides adequate clarification to assist in the interpretation of the 
learning outcomes that are listed in Paragraph 13 of the proposed IES 8 (Revised) 

 

 
10 http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/effective-governance-risk-management-and-internal-control 
11http://www.coso.org/documents/COSOAnncsOnlineSurvy2GainInpt4Updt2IntrnlCntrlIntgratdFrmwrk%20-%20for%20merge_files/COSO-

ERM%20Risk%20Assessment%20inPractice%20Thought%20Paper%20OCtober%202012.pdf 
12http://www.esma.europa.eu/news/ESMA-announces-enforcement-priorities-2012-financial-statements?t=326&o=home 
13 http://www.ifrs.org/Features/Pages/IFRS-Foundation-Staff-Analysis-of-SEC-Final-Staff-Report.aspx 
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SAICA Yes 

 
 

SAIPA Appendix 1 is sufficiently descriptive to provide adequate clarification to assist in the interpretation of the 
learning outcomes. SAIPA supports this fully. 
 

 

 
Question 4:    Do the revised requirements in respect of more complex audits provide greater clarity 

and assist with implementation of the proposed IES 8 (Revised)? 
 

 

ACCA No - The general idea behind the requirement is sound but 'more complex’ begs the question 'more than 
what?'.  There could be confusion among members as to the definition of a more complex audit. Paragraph 
19 has implementation problems as a requirement given this uncertainty over the definition of ‘more 
complex’. We would suggest that Paragraph 18 is sufficient as a requirement and that Paragraph 19 is 
reworded as guidance. This then allows the issue to be dealt with as a continuum rather than two distinct 
categories.   
 
Regarding more complex audits, it would be helpful to have more examples of activities of appropriate CPD 
in A39.  
 

 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

The requirement in Paragraph 19 that IFAC member bodies require that engagement partners serving on 
audits involving more complex (a) industries, (b) operations (including international ones), or (c) reporting 
requirements undertake CPD in these relevant areas appears self-evident. 
 

 

Altaf Noor Ali 4.1. Yes.  Also, mention in the main body of the IES the response of IFAC member body if EP do not 
undertake CPD appropriate to their responsibilities14.   

4.2. Designing such CPD activities for serving engagement partners is a weak area of most IFAC member 
bodies. Cost of cpd programs is also a concern for smp. 

 

 

 
14 See A41 
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BDO No, the revised requirements do not assist with clarity and implementation. We believe that the 
determination of complex or non-complex engagement is a firm decision relating to risk management and 
should not be regulated by the member bodies. We believe that some guidance on what constitutes a 
‘complex’ or ‘non-complex’ engagement would be beneficial, but that this should not be prescriptive. 
 
We agree that for ‘complex’ engagements the engagement partner may need additional professional 
development and will need to be adequately trained; however the form and content of that should be the 
responsibility of the firm or engagement partner to determine, not prescribed by standard. 

 

 

CAI The guidance contained in paragraphs A3 to A6 seems a reasonable approach to the challenge of complex 
audits. However we note that paragraph 5 states that this is the minimum requirements for less complex 
audits. This appears to be contradicted in paragraph A2 which positions this as applicable for all audits 
regardless of their nature or complexity. We agree that it should be left for the IFAC member body to set 
any additional CPD requirements for areas such as complex audits. 
 

 

CGA-
Canada 

It is unclear how “more complex” and “less complex” are defined. Paragraph A38 indicates that audits 
within some industries or financial environments are considered “more complex”, but does not specify the 
industries or environments. Paragraph 5 indicates that an underlying assumption of IES 8 is that the 
proposed standard is designed to achieve the minimum competences needed for less complex audits. The 
degree of complexity is fundamental to IES 8; as such, complexity must be defined in the glossary, it 
should also be illustrated with examples. CGA-Canada believes this guidance is essential to consistent 
application of the standard among member bodies and engagement partners, and across jurisdictions. 

 

 

CICA Generally, we like what has been done with respect to complex audits. We believe that A18 and A19 reflect 
what a Member Body’s responsibility should be with respect to CPD.  
 

 

CICPA Yes. We feel that different users of this standard could interpret the term “complex” in a number of different 
ways and therefore feel some examples would be useful. 
 

 

CIPFA Yes, they do. 
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CPA-
Australia 

CPA Australia is of the opinion that the revised requirements in respect of more complex audits provide 
greater clarity and assist with the implementation of the proposed IES 8 (Revised). 
 

 

CPA-Ireland Yes 
 

 

CSOEC-
CNCC 

Yes, the CNCC and the CSOEC generally agree with these new requirements except that the word 
“complex” cannot be objectively defined. 
 
 

 

DTT No.  We presume that the Board is referring here to the requirement stated in Paragraph 19 as this is the 
only requirement which refers to the concept of ‘more complex audits’.   In our view this requirement does 
not add to the requirement stated in paragraph 18, and so the intention of the Board is unclear.  Either 
paragraph 19 represents further explanation of paragraph 18 and so should be repositioned as 
Explanatory Material, or some specific additional action of the part of the member body is expected, over 
and above the requirement in paragraph 18. We believe the requirement may be an implicit reference to a 
need for IFAC member bodies to establish additional learning outcomes for more complex audits (i.e. 
beyond those set out in Table A), but if this is the Board’s intention this needs to be clearly stated.  The fact 
that the Explanatory Material for paragraphs A39 to A41 is headed ‘Additional Learning Outcomes for More 
Complex Audits’ suggests this may indeed be the Board’s intention. 

 

 

EFAA Yes, although it seems an obvious statement to make and is perhaps unnecessary unless it is the intention 
of IAESB to provide further guidance on this issue at a later point in time.  
 
We are unclear as to the purpose of the titles/subtitles below the title "Requirements" which state 
Professional Accountants who are aspiring to be, or are newly appointed to the role of, Engagement 
Partner (Ref: Para A16 to A35) and Expected Professional Competence (Ref: Para A16 to A26).  The 
purpose of this text should be either clearly explained or the text removed.  
 

 

EYG We believe that the revision of the requirements to be principles based enhances the clarity of this IES.  
However, as Paragraph 19 is currently written it does not provide clarity.  In practice, there is no distinction 
made between those individuals who work on audits involving more complex situations and those who do 
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not.  In addition, we believe that examples of the types of continuing professional education required to 
serve audits in more complex industries should be included in the implementation guidance to IES 8.   
 

FEE Paragraph 5 (b) of the proposed IES 8 states that the minimum professional competence requirements for 
newly appointed engagement partners are those considered necessary to address less complex audits.  
 
However, paragraph A 2 of the Explanatory Notes says that “this IES focuses on the role of an 
engagement partner because it is the one common role within the engagement team irrespective of the 
nature, complexity, size, or type of audit.” 
 
Apart from the fact that this is contradictory, we are not convinced that competence requirements for 
engagement partners should refer to less complex or more complex audits. Audits required under 
Community law should be carried out according to ISAs. The clarified ISAs are usable for audits of entities 
of all sizes, of all types, in all jurisdictions.  

 

 

ICAA The Standard seems to suggest that all small clients lack complexity, and that audits of small firms are the   
smaller audit firms only. Neither statement is necessarily the case. 
 
In our view it would not be appropriate for an IFAC member body to deem an audit as complex, or non compl     
properly a matter for the professional judgment of the auditor. The issue of what is complex flows thro   
Standard, and Paragraph A40 introduces a concept of “more complex” audits (as distinct from “comp   
discussed elsewhere in the standard). Paragraph A40 should be refined to make it clearer that when we a   
with complexity we are discussing audit risk and use terms consistent with an audit risk evaluation.  
 

 

ICAEW We understand the logic for covering more complex audits in the Standard in order to emphasize that they 
may require higher or extra competencies, however we suggest that this could be addressed by referring to 
ISQC 1’s requirements for these types of engagement. Some examples could be given in implementation 
guidance. We also suggest the removal of the last sentence in A38 about ‘greater levels of professional 
judgment or professional skepticism’, because paragraph 15 of ISA 200 requires skepticism (not a degree 
of) for all audits. 
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We do, however, have some comments with the distinction that is made with regard to ‘more complex 
audits’. While we recognize that the primary public interest concern lies with public interest entities and that 
higher minimum proficiency may be justified here, we feel it may be too simplistic to generally equate the 
size of the audit with its complexity and risk. Larger companies will also have more internal control 
mechanisms and allied resources and so a smaller company might actually turn out to be a more complex 
(and risky) audit from the perspective of the auditor. 
 
There is also a danger that the proposals here deliberately or inadvertently describe a ‘league table’ of 
auditors, where some engagement partners are lauded as having the superior abilities to tackle complex 
audits but others are viewed as being less well-equipped and more junior. Within the UK at least, the legal 
position is that one is either a qualified statutory auditor or not; there are not degrees of qualification and 
licensure. 
 

ICAI IES 8 can provide additional guidance for complex audits in the Implementation Guide.  The 
Implementation Guide may, for instance, specify additional specific competencies which an 
engagement partner should possess depending on the complexities, risks involved in audit of financial 
statements of specialized industries. 
 
In respect of more complex audits, in particular, the responsibility of the firms for appointing a competent 
team to carry out such an audit may be brought out explicitly.  The competence requirement of the 
engagement team to perform an audit should include the competence requirement of the engagement 
partner as well as other members, including experts, forming part of the team. Although the quality of 
audit is the responsibility of the engagement partner, the appointment of a competent team to carry out 
such audit is the responsibility of the firm, which may be particularly mentioned in the Standard, by 
drawing references to the relevant International Standards on Auditing/Quality Control Standards.   
 

 

ICPAU Yes, the proposals provide sufficient clarity in the matter. 
 

 

ICAS We considered that it was clear in the original standard that complex audits required more advanced 
competencies and CPD.  We consider that this is equally clear in the proposed revision.    We agree that it 
should be left to the IFAC member bodies to require CPD in the relevant areas. 
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In paragraph 5(b) the standard states that an assumption has been made that the competence 
requirements for newly appointed engagement partners are those considered necessary to address less 
complex audits. Our experience in the UK differs from this.  It is not uncommon, particularly in the national 
UK audit firms, for aspiring engagement partners to have developed ‘through the ranks’ on specialist 
audits, particularly if they work for a specialist audit group within their firm, or are considered a specialist in 
a particular sector, and that on becoming audit engagement partner commence immediately on leading 
complex audits. However, the explanatory material A9 does appear to recognize this.  We therefore 
question why this assumption is made at all in paragraph 5(b) as we would consider that the complex CPD 
requirements in paragraph 19 should also apply to aspiring engagement partners involved in complex 
audits.  
 

ICPAS We noted paragraph A39 included appropriate learning and development activities as a type of Continuing 
Professional Development (CPD) activity to achieve the learning outcomes required to assume the role of 
engagement partner for more complex audits. However, learning and development activities could be 
generic and wide-ranging and thus, understanding could be enhanced if the different types of activities 
such as seminars, workshops or suitable participation in research and publications could be indicated.  
 
Whilst paragraph A40 gave examples of areas to be included in the  engagement partner’s CPD , it would 
be helpful to define what constitutes a complex audit. The factors to be considered need not be quantitative 
in nature such as the number of companies within a group engagement or the market capitalization amount 
but may include specific characteristics of the engagement such as highly regulated industries, 
multinational corporations or public interest entities etc. This would give more clarity to the meaning of a 
complex audit and enhance consistency in application across jurisdictions. 
 

 

IMCP It certainly provide greater clarity and assist with implementation of the proposed IES 8 in respect of more 
complex audits due to an order and requirements that should be reviewed. 
 

 

IDW At a principles-based level, we believe that the revised requirements in respect of more complex audits 
provide greater clarity. However, requirements do not “assist with the implementation of proposed IES 8”: 
they set the requirements that must be implemented. We are, however, concerned, that it leaves the 

Please refer to 
the response of 
question 5 for 
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impression that auditors of smaller, less complex entities are not specialists in that field. We address this 
problem in our response to Question 5. 
 

further 
information 

IRBA We believe that different stakeholders could interpret the term “more complex” in different ways and would 
therefore recommend that a definition and examples of what would constitute a complex assignment be 
included in the revised standard or in a guidance document. 
 
Para A39 provides guidance on appropriate CPD for more complex audits, we however suggest that these 
are activities which any engagement leader should be engaging in and are not specific only to more 
complex engagements.   

 

 

JICPA We believe that the revised requirements assist implementation of the proposed IES 8, by providing 
examples of activities and areas that may be relevant to CPD of serving engagement partners as stated in 
paragraphs A 39 and A40 respectively.  
 

 

Juvenal I think that in this moment revised requirements in respect of more complex audits provide greater clarity 
and assist with implementation is related with study about financial instruments and valuation, study of risk 
on diversity areas, research of audit in relation how´s the process of analysis, objective and transparency 
for to take attention the possible problems that can be occur in relation international standards, what´s 
modifying and increasing the study and work in this process, for example, I don´t know. 
 

 

KPMG As per our response to Question 1, we believe the CPE requirements and monitoring provisions of IES 7 
adequately cover the maintenance of professional competence by the engagement partner. 
 
While we appreciate the need for CPD to be relevant to complex areas such as transnational audits, we 
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. More 
emphasis is also needed on the importance of work experience and coaching/mentoring as essential to 
maintaining professional competence. 
 

Please refer to 
the response of 
Question 1 for 
further 
information 
 

Mahadevan Complex audits will require application of learning outcome-project management  
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Hence this may be added in appendix 1. 
 

NZICA NZICA does not consider this does offer any greater clarity, and we have concerns with the distinction that 
is drawn around ‘more complex audits’.  There appears to be a general view conveyed in this standard that 
a larger sized audit means greater complexity and risk, which is not wholly correct.  We believe the 
standard should focus on the requirements to qualify and maintain competence, relevant to the type of 
engagement the professional accountant is involved in, with respect to complexity, size and nature of the 
engagement. 
 

 

PWC We agree that this has given more clarity over this area and will assist in implementation in practice; 
however, different users of this standard could interpret the term “complex” in a number of different ways 
and therefore some examples would be useful.  
 

 

SAICA Yes 
 

 

SAIPA Yes. SAIPA supports this fully. 
 

 

 
Question 5:   Does the inclusion of a number of references to Small and Medium Practitioner 

(‘SMP’) engagement partners and their context provide appropriate coverage of their 
professional development needs?  Do you have any further recommendations in 
respect of how the proposed IES 8 (Revised) could be more aligned toward the needs 
of SMPs? 

 

 

ACCA The types of material introduced appear appropriate. 
 

 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

We do not see a particular need for separate references to Small and Medium Practitioners (SMPs) 
because SMPs are subject to the same auditing standards as a larger firm.  Under existing auditing 
standards, we believe that a practitioner whose professional development occurs in a SMP would be 
qualified by their experience to serve as an engagement partner on audits of firms of similar size and 
complexity and according to the same or highly similar professional standards.  
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Altaf Noor Ali 5.1. We appreciate the attention of the Board to this aspect.  However, in our opinion, much has been left to 

the IFAC member bodies to do, which usually doesn’t gets done.  In short, you have done your job 
well, but IFAC member bodies will struggle to shape what you have asked for. 

5.2. The Board must be mindful that the majority of our members are not in practice. Infact, 80% of our 
members here in Pakistan work outside practice and out of the 20% in practice about half work in small 
and medium sized practices.  

 

 

BDO No, we do not believe that the references provide appropriate coverage of the professional development 
needs of SMPs and believe that more guidance is needed in this specific area. For example, further 
guidance is needed in relation to the assessment aspect for SMPs. For a sole practitioner or a firm with a 
small number of partners it may be unrealistic to have formal testing.  
 
We also question whether paragraph A32 of the explanatory material will lead to a double standard in 
competence levels of engagement partners for large engagements and small – medium sized 
engagements. We believe that this could give rise to the following issue: 
 
Partners in the same firm specializing in different types of audits – would the engagement partner on the 
small or medium sized engagement, by way of the guidance in this IES, be held to a different level of 
competences than that of an engagement partner on larger engagements? We propose amending the first 
line of A32 so that, where it currently states: 
 
‘The professional competence required to serve as an engagement partner of small-and medium-sized 
entities may vary from those of an engagement partner for large entities.’ 
 
This should be restated to: 
 
‘The areas of focus in respect of the professional competence required to serve as an engagement partner 
of small and medium-sized entities may vary from those of an engagement partner for larger entities.’   
 
We believe that on appointing an audit firm, a client of any size should expect a standard level of 
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proficiency no matter the size of the firm engaged. The requirements and learning outcomes should be the 
same; however the method of delivery of the professional development may be different. 
 
We also note that paragraph A6 states ‘In jurisdictions where SMPs are more common...’; however, as 
noted above, we disagree that this should be a factor and suggest that the paragraph is removed. 
 

CAI Commentary regarding licensing regimes appears reasonable. This would appear to avoid the emergence 
of a two tier profession and this is to be welcomed. However any standard needs to be sufficiently 
principles based to allow it to apply to a broad range of audit practice sizes. As noted in our response to 
Question 2 we are concerned that some revision of the learning outcomes is required to achieve this. 

Please see 
response of 
Question 2 of 
this section 
 

CGA-
Canada 

IES 8 acknowledges that the environment, the resources, and the professional development needs of 
Small and Medium Practitioners (SMPs) differ from those of larger firms. IES 8 also allows that the role of 
the IFAC member body may differ as regards SMP and professional development. CGA-Canada agrees 
that it is important to recognize these differences and to provide the member bodies with flexibility in 
establishing how professional development requirements will be met.  

 

 

CHA No, we do not believe that the references provide appropriate coverage of the professional development 
needs of SMPs and believe that more guidance is needed in this specific area. For example, further 
guidance is needed in relation to the assessment aspect for SMPs. For a sole practitioner or a firm with a 
small number of partners it may be unrealistic to have formal testing.  
 
We also question whether paragraph A32 of the explanatory material will lead to a double standard in 
competence levels of engagement partners for large engagements and small – medium sized 
engagements. We believe that this could give rise to the following issue: 
 
Partners in the same firm specializing in different types of audits – would the engagement partner on the 
small or medium sized engagement, by way of the guidance in this IES, be held to a different level of 
competences than that of an engagement partner on larger engagements? We propose amending the first 
line of A32 so that, where it currently states: 
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‘The professional competence required to serve as an engagement partner of small-and medium-sized 
entities may vary from those of an engagement partner for large entities.’ 
 
This should be restated to: 
 
‘The areas of focus in respect of the professional competence required to serve as an engagement partner 
of small and medium-sized entities may vary from those of an engagement partner for larger entities.’   
 
We believe that on appointing an audit firm, a client of any size should expect a standard level of 
proficiency no matter the size of the firm engaged. The requirements and learning outcomes should be the 
same; however the method of delivery of the professional development may be different. 

 
We also note that paragraph A6 states ‘In jurisdictions where SMPs are more common...’; however, as 
noted above, we disagree that this should be a factor and suggest that the paragraph is removed. 

CICA Why distinguish SMP versus other firms if taking a learning outcome approach and establishing a 
“minimum” requirement for an auditor? Would the learning outcomes not be the same for a low complexity 
audit regardless of the environment the person is in if they are establishing a “standard”?   
 
There is a sense of ‘inequity’ between large firms and small firms in the wording of parts of the standard, 
almost giving a sense that the smaller firm is a “lesser” firm.  It is preferable, in our view, to speak in terms 
of more or less complex audits rather than firm size (as is done in A38 for example). 
 
We note specific instance of the sense of “inequity” in the wording of A5 and A6 (see below).  We prefer the 
wording of A10 and A11.  A5/A6 make the SMP route sound like a “lesser” route, rather than simply a 
different route.  In terms of establishing minimum standards it should not matter which route is taken.  
There should be no relationship to firm size but rather to the engagement’s complexities. Small firms can 
work in complex specialized industries.  The environment makes a difference only in terms of the 
complexity of the engagements they present and the relationship to PD/training, which is touched upon 
elsewhere in the standard.  
 
A5. Only those professional accountants with a wide range of technical competence and professional skills 

 



Proposed  International Education Standard 8 (Revised) - Comment Analysis   
  Agenda Item 3-3 

January 17, 2013  Page 89 of 206 

will be able to deal with the complex situations that engagement partners may face during their careers. A 
professional accountant aspiring to be an engagement partner will usually serve for several years on 
engagement teams, and may progress through supervisory and managerial roles under the supervision of 
a serving engagement partner. These roles may be performed before, during, or after meeting 
requirements in paragraphs 13–17 of this IES. This progression through increasing levels of responsibility 
is the usual path by which a professional accountant prepares to assume the role of an engagement 
partner. Those serving as engagement partners continue to develop and enhance their professional 
competence through leading or serving on audit engagements, and through other professional 
development.  

A6. This IES does, however, recognize that there may be situations in which engagement partners operate 
within small-or medium-sized practices (SMPs), and may not progress through increasing levels of 
responsibility. In jurisdictions where SMPs are more common, the IFAC member body may consider how to 
set the professional competence requirements for newly appointed and serving engagement partners.  
 
Compared to: 
 
A10. This IES assumes that an engagement partner most commonly works with an engagement team that 
he or she oversees as required by ISAs.5 This engagement team can comprise individuals who perform 
less complex tasks, as well as specialists who will address some specific areas of the audit that require 
particular expertise (internal technical departments, valuation specialists, actuaries, IT professionals, etc.) 
The expected minimum learning outcomes described in paragraph 13, Table A have been defined in this 
context.  

A11. There are situations in which the engagement partner operates as a sole practitioner. In these 
situations, this may mean that 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 tasks in performing the audit than would 
otherwise be the case. Irrespective of the size or nature of the audited entity, and the firm of the 
engagement partner providing the audit, this IES indicates that engagement partners continue to undertake 
CPD appropriate to the complexity of the audits in which they serve as engagement partners.  
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In looking at A5 and A6 we believe these two paragraphs could be deleted in their entirety.  In our view, 
other parts of the standard express the same content as A5 and A6 but do so more clearly and coherently.  
 

CICPA Yes. 
 

 

CIPFA Yes, it does. 
 

 

CPA-
Australia 

CPA Australia believes the inclusion of references to Small and Medium Practitioner  engagement partners 
and their context provides appropriate coverage of their professional development needs. 
 
 

 

CPA-Ireland We would welcome more focus on this sector, in particular the provision of specific guidance and best 
practice tools outlining how the learning outcomes can be effectively achieved for a sole practitioner or a 
small partnership. 
 

 

CSOEC- 
CNCC 

This reference to SMP is very important, as well as the concept of “Newly appointed engagement partner”, 
but it does appear only in the “explanatory material” and not in the standard itself. It would be desirable to 
include these references in the standard itself. 
 

 

DTT As a large network firm we are not in a position to provide specific feedback on this point, but recognise the 
importance of ensuring that this standard does appropriately address the needs of SMP engagement 
partners.  We would urge the Board to pay particular attention to the views of IFAC member bodies and 
other organisations that represent SMPs on this particular point. 
 
Also please refer to our comments in ‘General Comments’ under the heading ‘Assumptions regarding size 
and complexity of audit engagements (paragraph A32). 
 

 

EFAA The whole issue for SMPs is one of relevance.  In general, though not in every case, audits performed by 
SMPs tend to be less complex.  SMPs recognise that this is the case.  It is also clear that SMPs offer 
different career paths, which can often accommodate, though not always, less formal routes to partner 
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progression.  This is because smaller practices can make use of less formalised structures which they 
deem to be more fitting to their circumstances. 
 
As we have stated above we are of the opinion that Table A probably suits a much larger accounting 
practice.   It may be of value to preface the table with an explanatory paragraph that recognizes that Table 
A sets out the expected learning outcomes but that the competences required are not necessarily the 
same for all engagement partners in every size of practice and for all audit engagements.  An engagement 
partner in an SMP often requires different competences and different levels of competence from those 
operating in a very large firm engaged on mainly large and international audit clients.  We have already 
explained that we believe the appropriate criteria should be that of relevance and not one of “Minimum 
Level of Proficiency”.  What is required under the ISAs is for the engagement partner to be able to 
exercise professional judgement.  We believe that the term “relevant” is the most significant criteria as the 
level of competence required in every engagement is that which is relevant and this is particularly fitting in 
an SMP environment.   

 
EYG Overall, the inclusion of references to SMPs in IES 8 is appropriate.  However, paragraph A6, as written, is 

not helpful in differentiating SMPs and non-SMPs.  It is unclear how a professional accountant would not 
attain the competence through increased levels of responsibility.  Therefore, we suggest the following 
revision to paragraph A6:  The IES does, however, recognize that there may be situations in which 
engagement partners operate within small- or medium-sized practices (SMPs), and may not progress 
through increasing levels of responsibility vary from those of an engagement partner in a large practice.  In 
jurisdictions… 
 

 

FEE References to SMPs are contained in the Explanatory Material (A6, A32 and A 33), but not in the 
requirements of the proposed IES 8. We strongly support this approach, and draw the attention to the risk 
that otherwise the emergence of a two-tier auditing profession would be encouraged and audit 
engagement partners would be prevented from moving between firms.  

 

 

ICAA The ICAA has no further recommendations. 
 

 

ICAEW No.   
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Paragraph 5 outlines the four assumptions upon which the proposed Standard is based, yet the third 
assumption in paragraph 5(c) appears to be one that many small firms could not meet by definition if they 
are sole practitioners where the principal may not work within a wider engagement team. There also 
appears to be a conflict in the Standard between paragraph 5 and paragraph A7. 
 
Cost and proportionality could be better addressed. While the larger firms are more likely to have the 
infrastructure and resources to promote adherence (and generally speaking will have large and 
complicated audits), smaller firms and sole practitioners may not have this (and may have smaller and 
simpler audits). The obligations in the proposed Standard could damage the small audit firm and sole 
practitioners with more modest audits who may feel it is no longer commercially viable to operate in this 
space.  
 

ICAI 
In our opinion, IES 8 should provide comprehensive guidelines on generic competencies required of an 
engagement partner to conduct audit of financial statements.  Specific guidance to SMP engagement 
partners, both newly appointed and serving, can be provided as part of the Explanatory Material 
forming part of IES 8.  

Para A6 of the Explanatory Material states that IES 8 recognises that there may be situations in which 
engagement partners operate within SMPs and may not progress through increasing levels of 
responsibility.  In jurisdictions where SMPs are more common, the IFAC member body may consider how 
to set the professional competence requirements for newly appointed and serving engagement partners. 

In our opinion, in such a scenario, the professional competence requirements prescribed should be the 
same for a newly appointed and serving SMP engagement partner.  The CPD to be undertaken by a 
serving SMP engagement partner may, however, vary from the CPD to be undertaken by a newly 
appointed SMP engagement partner.  The nature of CPD to be undertaken may be described in the 
Explanatory Material forming part of IES 8.  

Para A32 of the Explanatory Material rightly observes that audits for small and medium sized entities 
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are usually provided by smaller firms that may have fewer resources to organize formal professional 
development programs.  The para further states that IFAC member bodies may directly provide 
appropriate professional development opportunities and programs for smaller firms.  Alternatively, IFAC 
member bodies may facilitate access to such opportunities and programs through collaboration with 
larger firms, other audit organizations, other IFAC member bodies, or networks among smaller firms or 
sole practitioners. 

Since in most countries, a sizable number of audits of financial statements are carried out in respect of 
small and medium sized entities by SMP firms, the requirement of CPD should not be such that it 
unnecessarily increases the burden on the SMP engagement partner and results in making such audits 
more expensive, thereby ultimately affecting public interest.  This factor may be considered while 
setting the CPD requirement for SMP engagement partners.     
 

ICPAU Yes, the reference to SMP engagement partners is appropriate and sufficient. We have no additional 
recommendations on alignment to SMP needs. 
 

 

ICAS The explanatory material in A6 and A32 recognizes that engagement partners in small and medium sized 
practices may not progress through increasing levels of responsibility and may not have professional 
development programs.  A6 also appears to suggest that the competence requirements could therefore be 
left to the IFAC member body. 
   
As the majority of ICAS engagement partners fall into the small and medium practitioner (SMP) category, 
this is a very important matter to ICAS. 
 
We consider that IES8 should apply to all audit engagement partners given the requirements of an audit 
are the same regardless of the size of firm which conducts the audit.  It is therefore important that IES8 is 
sufficiently principles based to allow it to apply to all sizes of audit practice, rather than disapplying the 
standard to small and medium firms.  This would create a two tier system and differs from the approach 
taken to the ISAs, where the standards apply to all.   
 
We consider that the competence areas and learning outcomes, if they are to be retained, apply to audit 
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engagement partners from any size of firm and that the only distinction is that the development programs to 
achieve such competencies may well be run external to the firm by the IFAC member body or an external 
training provider. Nevertheless as the requirements of the audit engagement partner are the same 
regardless of the size of audit the competence areas, and learning outcomes, should apply to all. 
 
In relation to practical experience, however, as explained at the start of our response, we consider that 
paragraph 16 of the proposed standard is too prescriptive in requiring that a significant proportion of 
practical experience be in audit.  As explained, as many of our small and medium sized firm audit 
engagement partners may only now have small audit portfolios, due to increasing audit exemption 
thresholds in the UK (derived from the EU), and as there are already national audit hours requirements as 
part of the UK licensing regime, we consider that this requirement should be removed from the standard.  
We consider that practical experience requirements should be left at a national level to address national 
licensing regimes and regulatory framework requirements. 
 

ICPAS We noted the inclusion of a number of SMP references and agree that SMPs should meet the minimum 
competency areas and learning outcomes in IES 8 (Revised). However, the experiences and exposure of 
engagement partners between SMPs and large firms are different and this will lead to inevitable differences 
in the way professional development is approached and achieved. Thus, specific guidance and 
recommendations on professional development opportunities and programmes for SMPs vis-a-vis the large 
firms would be helpful in the implementation of this IES. 
 

 

IDW With the exception of the reference to SMPs in paragraph A6 (see our comments thereto in Appendix 2), 
the inclusion of a number of references to SMP engagement partners in the application material and their 
context appear to provide appropriate coverage of some of their professional development needs. 
However, we believe that auditors of smaller, less complex entities (whether in larger firms or in SMPs) 
have special CPD needs. 
 
We would like to point out that Questions 4 and 5 are related in a sense. In particular, we note that some 
SMPs audit larger, complex entities in a particular industry because they are specialized in that industry. 
The distinction needs to be made by the type of entity whose financial statements are being audited – not 
as to whether the firm is large or an SMP. In the financial statement audit of a large, complex entity by a 
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large firm, the complexities involve having the engagement partner manage engagement team members 
with expertise in different areas of complexity. In the financial statement audit of a smaller, less complex 
entity, by an SMP, greater breadth of competence by the engagement partner is generally required due to 
having less engagement team members and the fact that these must cover wider competencies, albeit in 
less depth. This means that there is a greater degree of specialization of team members in the audit team 
of a large firm for the financial statement audit of a large, complex entity, whereas in a financial statement 
audit of a smaller, less complex SME, the team members are less specialized but require a greater breadth 
of competence. 
  
In this sense, economically auditing the financial statements of smaller, less complex SMEs is in fact a 
specialization. We are not convinced, for example, that engagement partners of large firms that routinely 
lead financial statement audits of large, complex entities are necessarily capable of economically 
performing, on their own without any other engagement team members, financial statement audits of 
smaller, less complex entities any more than a sole practitioner who routinely performs the financial 
statement audit of a smaller, less complex entity on his or her own is necessarily capable of leading a large 
audit team on the financial statement audit of a large, complex entity.  
 
On this basis, we are not convinced that the requirement in paragraph 19 as currently drafted covers what 
needs to be covered on its own – and in particular, the special CPD needs of engagement partners auditing 
SME’s – whether they operate in a larger or smaller firm. Based on our analysis above, we believe that an 
additional requirement for the auditors of SME’s is needed along the following lines: 

“IFAC member bodies shall require that engagement partners serving on audits of financial 
statements of smaller, less complex entities undertake CPD relevant to those areas for which the 
engagement partner requires the competence to perform those audits.” 
 

Further guidance may be useful to explain how auditing the financial statements of smaller, less complex 
entities may require CPD of greater breadth (but perhaps of less depth) than that required for the financial 
statement audits of larger, more complex entities.  
 

IMCP We estimate that the references towards small and medium practitioner (SMP) should not be done. Clearly 
all the small and medium (SMP) engagement partners has to work on more intense professional 
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development programs due to the structure they have, but it can be a point of quality and competence if 
special references are made to them. 
 

IRBA We do not believe that the references to SMP’s are particularly useful.  If distinction is to be made of 
SMPs, the implications need to be clearer. 
 
We believe that the introduction of different professional competence requirements for SMPs (as 
introduced by paragraph A6) could result in disparity between engagement leaders and imply more 
relaxed competency requirements for those involved in SMP’s, which we would not support. 

 

 

JICPA Yes, we believe that the references in the proposed IES 8 provide appropriate coverage of the 
development needs of SMP engagement partners. Additional examples of developments that already have 
been undertaken in some jurisdictions may also be helpful. 
 

 

Juvenal I think that professional development for Small and Medium Practioner is important since the consideration 
and inclusion of activities for use of international standards in each country. 
 
I suggest, if the board agree that for SMPs need to observed with more detailed and need to be more 
integration with local regulators, principally in relation cultures, study, learn, knowledge, objective, activity 
and transparency. 
 
I think that the functions of SMPs cannot be the same of big organizations, local jurisdictions have specific 
laws for to be observed in this case. 
 

 

KPMG We believe the guidance regarding deploying and monitoring compliance for small- and medium-sized 
entities (SMPs) requires additional clarity. We are also concerned that some of the guidance (e.g. 
paragraph A32) may be interpreted as the professional competence required for engagement partners of 
SMPs and sole practitioners is in some way less than that required for engagement partners of larger 
public auditing firms. 
We recommend revising Para A32 and 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 
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examples in the form of implementation guidance would be particularly helpful in this regard.  
 

Mahadevan No comments 
 

 

NZICA As noted in our comments in response to the initial consultation paper issued in 2010, any standard in this 
area needs to be balanced against the need to ensure ongoing access to auditors by the general 
community.  We do not want to see the application of any standard in this area reducing the supply of 
auditors – in the New Zealand context this is particularly relevant in relation to audits in the not-for-profit 
sector and those of small and medium sized entities, particularly in the provincial centres.  Notwithstanding, 
we do not believe the inclusion of these references in the proposed standard, without supporting guidance 
and illustrative examples, is helpful.  Further guidance is needed.   
 

 

PWC Small and Medium sized entities are referred to in the revised IES 8, in particular in A32 in relation to 
practical experience.  It notes that IFAC member bodies may directly provide appropriate professional 
development opportunities and programs for smaller firms although it doesn’t go into further details on this 
point and therefore we recommend clarifying this statement.  Other than this, the reference to SMPs is 
limited and therefore we do not agree that IES 8 (revised) sufficiently addresses their professional needs 
and would advise more guidance in this area.    
We believe that there is a need for this standard to be seen to be applicable for SMPs as well as large 
firms, in order to promote consistency in audit quality across the profession as well as to help ensure a 
level playing field. 
We also see a big challenge in the consistency in application and implementation of the requirements by 
IFAC member bodies for smaller firms.  While the larger firms are more likely to have the infrastructure and 
resources to promote adherence (and will have large and complicated audits), smaller firms and sole 
practitioners may not have this (and may have smaller and simpler audits). 
 

 

SAICA No further comments 
 

 

SAIPA Paragraph A6 - It is not clear whether the SMP engagement partners are expected to acquire all the  
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competencies as set out in Table A or will the member bodies decide on their own criteria. If the latter there 
is a danger of varying standards being applied in qualifying as engagement partners. It must be considered 
that an SMP can progress to an engagement partner in a bigger firm. Assuming a different less stringent 
framework was used by the member body to qualify the “SMP” engagement partner, will he be required to 
further acquire the competencies that had not been covered as per Table A? 
Paragraph A32 - There needs to be a distinction between acquiring the required competencies and who 
you service. The same competencies could be acquired by two aspiring engagement partners but the one 
elects to serve as an SMP whilst the other goes to big firms or takes on complex engagements. The skills 
of this one can be further enhanced through CPDs as per paragraphs A36-A41 
 
The concept of an audit is an audit needs to be considered here. 
 

 
Question 6:   Do you anticipate any impact or implications for your organization, or organizations 

with which you are familiar, in implementing the new requirements included in this 
proposed IES 8 (Revised)?  

 

 

ACCA No significant issues - it is a matter of modifying our current arrangements rather than creating new 
systems, processes or programs. 
 

 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

We do not believe that the concept of a member body administered program of professional development 
and assessment for aspiring engagement partners could be implemented in the United States under 
current legislative and regulatory systems.   
 

 

Altaf Noor Ali 6.1. This IES will have a major impact on the profession of Pakistan. Given a negative (but prevailing) 
mindset, its extensive requirements to qualify as an engagement partner are likely to be seen as 
creating another super barrier to entry and yet another attempt by big firms to discourage opening of 
sole practitioners and for retaining their employees for a long-term. It is likely to be  thought of as 
extending the monopoly of big firms.  

6.2. Another reservation may question the priority of the Board. It is so easy to ask as to why engagement 
partners are subjected to such extensive requirements when they hardly form one-fifth of the total 
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member ship? Whereas the priority should had been the 80% members who work outside practices.   
6.3. Let us now devote some space to the provision of effective CPD activities for serving engagement 

partners.  
6.4. 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 earning activities and events was 
considerably enhanced by the revised policy. Most sensibly, e-learning portal has been initiative and is 
expected to be operational soon.     

6.5. 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, uninteresting topics; the quality of program is largely an individual 
speaker’s voluntary effort15 as most come as unpaid guest speakers. 70% of the participant fee pays 
for the dinner; and no formal participant assessment16.   

6.6. In conclusion, this IES will have a major impact on the profession in Pakistan. To soften its impact, we 
expect that many of its potentially fine requirements will be neutralized by way of its interpretation to 
make it palatable to a vociferous minority in local membership. It will dampen the spirit of many who 
would like to practice.   

 
BDO For a successful implementation, we believe this IES requires competences to be mapped to internal firm 

training available and gaps identified and closed by either development of internal training or identification 
and utilization of external training. However, until the member bodies themselves have implemented any 
guidance on this IES we are unable to comment further on how this will impact our organization. 
 
We do agree with the direction the IES has taken. 
 

 

CAI No difficulties are anticipated at this stage other than the issues which have been highlighted above. 
 

Please see 
response in 
Specific 

 
15 Most speaker are unpaid. 
16 Sometime ago, I wrote a letter on this topic which can be accessed at http://www.altafnoorali.com/index_files/144_cpd_comments.htm 

http://www.altafnoorali.com/index_files/144_cpd_comments.htm
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Comments 
section for 
further 
information 

CGA-
Canada 

CGA-Canada believes that the lack of a definition of the phrase “more complex” may be problematic in 
implementing the requirements of IES 8, and that guidance must be provided on the factors that should be 
considered in defining the term and appropriately applying the standard. 

 

 

CICA No. Since this IES applies not to “Partners” (in the Firm sense) but to “the partner or other person in the 
firm who is responsible for the audit engagement and its performance, and for the auditor’s report...”, we 
can adapt the definitions to the certification model in Canada.  In our situation, we can therefore interpret 
this standard as applying to a professional accountant who has met the regulatory requirements to practice 
public accounting – someone who is eligible to sign the audit report.  In a large Firm, it could actually be 
someone at the audit senior level but who has met the regulatory requirements.  Of course, as the IES 
suggests, the Firm requirements would delay their signing a report. However, in Canada, it also means the 
sole practitioner, with three years of practical experience, who has met the regulatory requirements to 
practice public accounting, can practice as an engagement partner immediately. 
 

 

CICPA As with any major change, we believe there could be inherent difficulties in implementing this standard 
across different organizations of varying sizes, maturity and culture. We recommend additional 
implementation guidance be provided on this point, perhaps with examples for entities of different size, 
maturity and cultures. 
 

 

CIPFA Not directly, but the principles outlined in this Exposure Draft are useful for informing our approach to the 
development of relevant education programs. 
 

 

CPA-
Australia 

The new requirements, particularly in regard to practical experience, mean member bodies would need to 
implement significant reviews of their frameworks for education and ongoing professional development for 
engagement partners.  
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CPA-Ireland We do envisage that there will be implications for all organisations, both IFAC member bodies and audit 
firms in implementing these requirements. 
 

 

CSOEC-
CNCC 

No, these new requirements should not have a significant impact on the prerequisites to enter the 
profession. 
 

 

 

DTT As written, the standard suggests that the professional development of engagement partners remains the 
responsibility of the IFAC member bodies, and so would not be expected to directly impact network audit 
firms.  However, as noted above, we strongly recommend the Board reconsider explicitly stating the concept 
of shared responsibility for the professional development of aspiring engagement partners. 
 
In practice we recognise that network audit firms play a significant role in the development of engagement 
partners, and so we would expect the proposed standard to impact our organisation.  However, our network 
of firms operate in a wide variety of jurisdictions and, as a result, there is the possibility of a wide variety of 
ways in which professional accounting organisations across those jurisdictions may choose to implement 
IES 8.  It is therefore very difficult to determine the extent or nature of the impact of the proposed standard 
on our network.   
 

 

EFAA We are not aware of any but what we should say is that in certain jurisdictions the requirements are set out 
in law. 
 

 

EYG No.  We are not a member body so the requirements in this IES are not directly applicable to our Firm.  
However, the requirements, as drafted, will be useful to provide input as we are designing, delivering, and 
assessing education for professional accountants within our Firm, although we do not expect major 
changes to the content of such education programs.   
  
Although not member bodies, we believe that firms will need further guidance on how assessment is 
expected to be implemented and monitored by firms. In addition, we believe that organizations will need 
further guidance to clarify the requirements of paragraph 18 and 19.  As worded, paragraphs 18 and 19 
imply a greater level of reporting on the nature of the topics on which CPD is completed.   
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We believe the effective date of IES 8 should coincide with the effective date of IES 2, IES 3, and IES 4.   
 

FEE For statutory auditors in the European Union, the EU Statutory Audit Directive provides a harmonised 
framework for educational qualification requirements that has to be applied by the stakeholders involved 
in education of statutory auditors.  
 
Although there is no specific requirement for engagement partners, statutory audit in the European Union 
shall be carried out only by statutory auditors or audit firms which are approved and registered and all 
statutory auditors and audit firms are subject to a system of public oversight.  
 
It is unclear, how engagement partner authorisation criteria as described in the proposed IES 8 would fit 
into this system in practice. 

 

 

ICAA As a member body, currently ICAA does not prescribe the sufficiency of practical experience for individuals   
the role of an engagement partner. In Australia, this is set by legislation and administered by the  
Consequently the relevance of this requirement needs to be considered. 
 
Aspiring auditors can register as auditors without input from the ICAA at present, and the Standard would su   
where the member body is not the audit regulator, the member body should introduce a continuous assessm   
on its members who are auditors (Paragraph 17).  
 
The ICAA does not believe that further accreditation in addition to the statutory accreditation is appropriate. P  
A12 and A33-A35 in IES 8 (Revised) need to address this.  
 

 

ICAEW Yes. Fundamentally, we do not think IES 8 should remain a Standard but rather that it should become 
voluntary guidance for those audit firms that want it. 
 
While constitutionally the IAESB should direct its Standards/publications to member bodies, in IES 8 it is 
presently framing a Standard which requires the active lead of other parties such as audit firms.   
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The scope of the Standard is flawed through the focus on ‘aspiring engagement partners’ who have no 
clear identity.  
 

ICAI 
A wide range of competence areas have been specified (in Table A) for assessing the technical 
competence of a newly appointed engagement partner.  These competence areas are largely covered 
in IES 2 as part of IPD and only after assessment of such competence areas, an individual qualifies as 
a professional accountant.  

In India, due to the large number of professional accountants who aspire to be engagement partners, it 
is practically difficult for the member body to undertake an assessment on technical competence 
covering a wide range of competence areas at a later stage when an individual aspires to be an 
engagement partner.   

In our opinion, the syllabus coverage of the member body should be comprehensive enough to cover 
the technical competence required of an aspiring engagement partner, so that the same is taken care 
of at the stage of IPD.   At a later stage, the assessment of technical competence may be restricted to 
specialized areas of audit of financial statements and internal control, which may be assessed by firms 
through workplace assessments or through CPD or a combination of both. 
 

 

ICPAU No, we do not anticipate any significant impact in implementation of the new requirements. 
 

 

ICAS Presuming that the changes alluded to in our response are addressed we cannot foresee any significant 
implications in implementing the new requirements.  Clearly development programs, IPD and CPD related, 
would need to ensure that these competence areas and learning outcomes are addressed.   
 
We would see adverse implications if the practical experience requirements are not changed, as explained 
in Comment 5, or if the definition of aspiring engagement partner is not narrowed.  
 

Please  refer to 
response of 
question 5 of this 
section 
 

ICPAS We envisaged that with greater guidance as highlighted in our comments in Question 5, it will facilitate the 
implementation of the new requirements in this IES.   

Please  refer to 
response of 
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 question 5 of this 
section 
 

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. In particular, they will be 
affected by the following requirements engendering the need to: 

• prescribe learning outcomes and levels of proficiency for audit engagement partners (paragraph 13) 
• regularly review and update the program (paragraph 14) 
• establish appropriate assessment activities to assess professional skills (paragraph 17) 
• prescribe CPD appropriate to engagement partner responsibilities (paragraph 18) 
• prescribe CPD appropriate to engagement partners serving on audits involving more complex 

industries, operations or reporting requirements. 
The first item would cause changes in the curricula of universities and for the final professional exam; the 
second item would cause changes to the quality control over the university programs including revision of 
examinations and marking schemes (output), instead of reviewing tables of content (input) and the 
professional examination. The third item will affect the curriculum for the final professional examination. The 
final two items would require changes to professional CPD requirements for engagement partners. 
Although these items do not involve insurmountable issues, they will involve considerable time, effort and 
cost. 
 

 

IMCP The only impact that we can anticipate is the annual training programs that should be aligned to new 
requirements in order to fulfil compliance. 
 

 

IRBA No, while the IRBA is not a member of IFAC, it does take responsibility for the final test of professional 
competence 
 
The professional body in South Africa, the South African Institute of Chartered Accountants (SAICA), 
which is a member body of IFAC, does not take final responsibility for the professional competence of 
engagement partners; as a result it will be difficult for it to implement these new requirements as they are 
not within its mandate. 
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JICPA We believe that the proposed new requirements would not have much impact in practice in Japan.  

 
The CPA system in Japan currently follows requirements in the extant IES 8, and as such, while careful 
study of the new requirements in the proposed IES 8 may be necessary, we do not expect any resulting 
significant impact on our CPA system. 
 

 

Juvenal The impact or implications for organization I think that has relation with training and knowledge, 
what´s more important for the company or organization, has professional specialization general functions or 
have professional specific function with observations of others areas that results new professional big 
knowledge and important function. 

For this, I think that has costs and investment that has impact with study elaborated for EFRAG 
about impacts of international standards as http://www.efrag.org/Front/p217-2-272/Proactive---
Considering-the-Effects-of-Accounting-Standards.aspx. 

 

 

KPMG Professional development for engagement partners responsible for audits of financial statements is already 
regulated in many of our jurisdictions under existing quality assurance, professional and licensing 
standards. Such regulation includes monitoring of engagement partners’ CPD as part of quality assurance 
programs, both internally at KPMG and externally by regulators and licensing authorities. In this 
connection, we have concerns that the requirements of IES 8 may create redundant activities, trigger 
confusion when compared to the requirements of existing IFAC standards such as ISQC 1 and result in 
unnecessary additional administrative burden and cost.  
As we note in our response to Question 1 above, we do not agree that IFAC member bodies are in a 
position to assess the achievement of such competence areas by aspiring engagement partners. This is 
not consistent with ISQC 1.29 which requires audit firms to establish policies and procedures to provide it 
with reasonable assurance that it has sufficient personnel with the necessary competence, capabilities and 
commitment to ethical principles.  
 
Also, we view such assessment by member bodies as impractical, if not impossible, because the nature of 
such assessment involves qualitative considerations demonstrated by engagement partners in working with 
clients, colleagues and mentoring staff. We recommend explicitly stating in IES 8 (revised) that IES 8 is 
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aligned with the principles of ISA 220 and ISQC 1 – this will alleviate the concerns we identify above and 
will facilitate the consistent deployment and application of IES 8 by all IFAC member bodies. 
 

Mahadevan Inputs for developing the competencies to the required proficiency  level should be available online at low 
cost 
Including developments and updates periodically at least twice a year. 
 

 

NZICA The implications of this proposed standard for our Institute include a need to introduce a system of 
monitoring every audit firms’ practices in terms of partner authorisation criteria, and introducing specialist 
audit professional development opportunities.  As noted in our introductory comments, we see this as a role 
of the audit firm and other providers.  The member body has an obligation to ensure their members 
undertake relevant continuing professional development activities, relevant to the type of audit work they 
are engaged in.  The provision of such CPD arguably should be left to those with the expertise to do so, 
with monitoring by member bodies. 
 

 

PWC If there remains a parallel focus on ‘aspiring engagement partners’ in the finalized Standard, then we 
anticipate this causing confusion in implementation and compliance.  We also feel the following points are 
onerous and therefore could have significant implications on our organization. 

1) Paragraph 14 refers to regular review of professional development programs.  We would like to 
understand how this will impact our organization? I.e. how often is regular and what would be 
covered by the review?   

2) Paragraph 17 refers to “appropriate assessment activities for technical competence; professional 
skills and professional values.”  We would like to further understand what is covered by assessment 
activities and at which point in the career of a professional accountant   they will be assessed – i.e. 
one off on becoming a partner or continual assessment?  

3) In A35 it refers to an example CPD review as the last three years of CPD, to assess the 
appropriateness of that CPD in relation to the engagements on which that partner served as the 
engagement partner.  We would like to understand if this will be undertaken for all engagement 
partners or if this will be on a sample basis; what information would be required and how often this 
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would occur. 
4) Within practical experience, IES 8 (revised) notes that a significant proportion of the practical 

experience of an aspiring engagement partner be related to the audit of financial statements. Please 
can you clarify what is significant so that we ensure this is built into our internal development plans? 

 
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. Thus paragraph 2 of the proposed IES 8 is not entirely appropriate for SAICA (line 2: 
‘IFAC member bodies have responsibility for the professional development necessary to become an 
engagement partner’). It is likely that similar circumstances pertain in other jurisdictions. 
 
The circumstances in South Africa make it impossible for the member body (SAICA) to comply fully with  
paragraphs 14 to 19 of the proposed IES 8 each of which requires that the member body ‘shall’ perform 
certain functions. In order to comply with these paragraphs the role of SAICA in the professional 
development and assessment of aspiring engagement partners and subsequent CPD for engagement 
partners would have to be fundamentally changed, and would not be appropriate in the circumstances 
which pertain in South Africa. 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: 

-  be exempted from the implementation of IES8   
- or alternatively that IES 8 place responsibility on the member body to satisfy itself that those aspects 

of professional development which are the responsibility of the licencing authority are being carried 
out by the licencing authority in accordance with IES 8    

 

 

SAIPA We do not anticipate any impact or implications for our organization. 
 

 

 
Question 7: If the IAESB was to issue implementation guidance together with this IES (Revised), 
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what would you envisage the guidance look like? 
 

ACCA Examples of best practice may be more helpful than implementation guidance. 
 

 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

Given our fundamental disagreement with the standard being directed at engagement partners, we will not 
comment on implementation guidance at this juncture. 
 
 

 

Altaf Noor Ali 7.1 Implementation Guidance should be an integral  part of any standard, including this IES. There is no 
point in having a lofty standard that cannot be implemented but for such guidance. The Board must 
play an active role in implementing and monitoring the IFAC member bodies. We expect such guidance 
to be a part of IFAC implementation monitoring and assistance mechanism.    

7.2 We would expect such guide to deal with all the aspects mentioned in the IES, starting from taking 
Table A as the starting step and developing content and assessment activities for each of the learning 
outcome.  

7.3 We would also expect the contents of CPD and guidance on complex l audits17 for serving engagement 
partners in it. 

7.4 We would envisage such guide to provide extensive guidance for aspiring engagement partners in the 
small and medium sized practices. 

 

 

BDO We would like to see more guidance on the ‘Practical Experience’ and ‘Assessment of Professional 
Competence’ aspects as the current guidance is limited.  Ideally, this would include practical examples of 
successful implementations in various jurisdictions and the differentiating factors, but should not be 
prescriptive and should allow well developed bodies to keep the work that they have previously done if it is 
applicable to the implementation of this IES. 
 
In addition, we believe that the inclusion of a matrix of the learning outcomes expected in Table A to use as 
a scorecard against which to measure engagement partners’ and aspiring engagement partners’ progress 
would be valuable. We would also welcome such a matrix for other roles on the engagement such as the 

 

 
17 See A40 
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detailed reviewer. 
 

CAI We have no additional comments on this question. 
 

 

CGA-
Canada 

CGA-Canada believes that illustrative examples should be provided that distinguish “more complex” 
engagements from “less complex” engagements, including the factors that were considered in making the 
decision in each illustrative case. 
 

 

CICA We do not see the need for any particular implementation guidance, if the issue we have raised with 
respect to complexity can be clarified within the standard.  In particular, we do not believe there is a need 
for competency requirements to be an Audit Senior, to be an Audit Supervisor and to be an Audit Manager, 
which we understand some stakeholders are seeking, based on information from our prior representation of 
the IAESB.  
 

 

CICPA More implementation guidance needed for SMP and more practical guidance on assessment activities. 
 

 

CIPFA Yes. 
 

 

CPA-
Australia 

As noted in our response to question 6, some of the requirements in proposed IES 8 (Revised) could result 
in the need for significant reviews to member bodies’ frameworks for education and ongoing professional 
development for engagement partners. Guidance on the nature and extent of activities required from 
member bodies to undertake their role under proposed IES 8 (Revised) would be helpful. This is 
particularly the case in regard to responsibilities under paragraph 15, concerning professional experience.  
 

 

CPA-Ireland Guidance specifically for SMPs would be useful. 
 

 

CSOEC-
CNCC 

This guidance material should demonstrate how to link competencies and inputs. The input based 
approach is prevailing in a large number of jurisdictions. It is easier to apply and clearer for the 
stakeholders others than the professional bodies: educational organizations, the public, etc. 

 

 

DTT We believe it would be helpful for the Board to provide illustrative examples of how in practice Initial  
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Professional Development for professional accountants and subsequent Continuing Professional 
Development might be integrated for individuals progressing to the role of a newly appointed engagement 
partners.  These examples could demonstrate the impact of different licensing regimes and the interaction 
between the various stakeholders who share the responsibility for the professional development of the 
engagement partner.    
 
We also believe it would be helpful for the Board to provide examples of how learning outcomes could be 
achieved.  These examples should illustrate how the concept of shared responsibility for the professional 
development of aspiring engagement partners works in practice in different environments.  

 
EFAA Firstly we should say that as a general rule we welcome any guidance that ultimately assists and results in 

better implementation of a standard and there have certainly been examples where detailed checklists or 
case studies have proved of value.  However, as an overarching principle, we believe that it is for the 
IAESB (through liaison with IFAC Members and the IFAC Compliance Advisory Panel) to determine what (if 
any) implementation issues exist and to address those.  Before implementation guidance is created, 
however, there needs to be consideration (and disclosure) of why that is appropriate in the light of its 
anticipated impact. 
 

 

EYG We believe that the issuance of implementation guidance would be helpful.  We believe the implementation 
guidance should provide guidelines and examples of how to interpret and apply the requirements of IES 8.  
 
We believe the implementation guidance should provide: 

• Guidelines on how to build a detailed competency model to meet the competency areas and 
proficiency requirements of IES 8 and to serve as the basis for the design of learning and 
development programs.  In addition, links to how the competency model maps to the assessment 
requirements of IES 8 should be included.   

• Examples of competency models that have already been developed. 
• Examples of appropriate assessment activities to assess the achievement of the technical 

competence, professional skills and professional values, ethics and attitudes of aspiring 
engagement partners and examples of what these assessment activities might look like.  In addition, 
we believe the implementation guidance should address assessment from a firm perspective and 
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how assessment is expected to be implemented and monitored by firms in view of the likelihood of 
usage of this by regulators during their inspections of firms.     

• Examples of CPD that engagement partners serving on audits involving more complex industries, 
operations or reporting requirements should take also should be included in the implementation 
guidance. 

• Examples of how the learning outcomes may be achieved by practitioners.  For example, guidance 
on which learning outcomes can be achieved through traditional learning and which ones can be 
achieved from on the job experience. 

• Guidance on how to apply IES 8 to SMPs.    
 
Although we believe that our suggestions for implementation guidance are valid, we believe that the Board 
should consider our suggestions along with the other responses received as we question whether the 
implementation guidance should be issued simultaneously with this standard or wait until the standard is 
issued to determine the need for implementation guidance.  We believe that the feedback received will help 
drive the timing of the issuance of the implementation guidance. 
 

ICAA The ICAA believes that changes are required to the Standard (as set out in this response) and these chang    
be considered before implementation guidance can be agreed.  
 

 

ICAEW This would very much depend on who the guidance was issued for. We would require clarity on this to 
provide more detailed comment. We can see some merit in the IAESB developing guidance on how the 
learning outcomes could be achieved.  But fundamentally, as we have remarked above, there remains a 
core tension over the audience to which IES 8 is directed.  
 

 

ICAI 
Practical examples may be built in the Implementation guidance to demonstrate achievement of 
learning outcomes, especially relating to Professional judgment and Professional scepticism. The 
methods of assessing achievement of each learning outcome may be detailed in the Implementation 
guidance. 
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ICPAU The guidance would be in the form of guides for SMPs, similar in form and nature to the SMP guides 
issued by the SMP Committee. 
 

 

ICAS If the standard is principles based and the definition of aspiring engagement partner is made clearer we do 
not see the need for guidance. 
 

 

ICPAS Separate set of implementation guidance for SMPs and large entities respectively should be provided and 
should include the different types of evidence that could demonstrate how the listed learning outcomes 
could be achieved for newly appointed engagement partners, aspiring engagement partners and serving 
engagement partners, so as to facilitate the planning of CPD activities.  
 

 

IDW 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.  
 

 

IMCP It should be a toolkit with diverse e-tools (quiz, exams, presentation, charts) that can help new 
engagement partner to fulfill the expected professional competences that can progress proficiency the 
learning outcomes for newly Appointed Engagement partners. 

 

IRBA We would envisage that this guidance could take the form of: 

• Frequently Asked Questions Approach 
• A practical guide that includes examples of steps to be taken in setting up and monitoring the learning 

outcomes. 
 
Para 14, refers to regular review and updated of professional development programmes, we recommend 
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that guidance is provided as to how often such assessment is required to be made. 
 
We recommend that guidance is provided with regard to appropriate assessment activities to assess the 
achievement of the technical competence, professional skills, and professional values, ethics, and 
attitudes of aspiring engagement partners  

 
JICPA There are some variations in qualification or licensing systems of professional accountants and 

engagement partners between jurisdictions, and the relationship between experience, IESs, and the role of 
an engagement partner, shown in Schedule 1 of the ED, may not be relevant to some member bodies. 
Therefore, we suggest the IAESB to explore qualification or licensing systems of major IFAC member 
bodies, and based on the knowledge of those systems, provide several model cases for representative 
types of the systems for becoming professional accountants. 
 

 

Juvenal I observed that IAESB could be look for possible problems and impacts about internal controls.  I think that 
if organizations want to make implementation of Integrated Reporting, Global Reporting in the future, need 
to be having internal control with high quality informations for don´t have problems in this process, 
considering the complexity of study, this moment is related with internal control, for example risk analysis 
has direct impact in this structure and need to be integrated in the organization, internal control and audit 
services. 
 

 

KPMG As noted in our response to Questions 3, 4 and 5, 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 entities have complex industries, operations and accounting/reporting 
requirements.  
As recommended in our response to Question 5, more implementation guidance is needed for SMPs, 
specifically how to comply with the requirements of the standard given their limited resources.  
 

Please refer to 
response of 
Questions 3, 4, 
and 5 for further 
information 
 

Mahadevan Implementation guidance should cover  practical case studies relating to the audit of financial statements 
Or good practices 
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NZICA NZICA considers that it is likely that the proposed standard will need considerable revision before it is 
finalised.  Any implementation guidance can only be developed once the standard is finalised and be 
shaped on the key requirements for member bodies.  We are happy to provide further comment on the 
content of any guidance material once IES 8 is finalised. 
 

 

PWC We would envisage the guidance would be made up of two key features.   

• A practical guide including guidance on the areas suggested in the answer to question 8. 

• We would recommend a number of working groups to discuss implementation issues and how these 
could be overcome.  The groups should be ideally set up based on the type of firm and complexity of 
their clients to draw the most benefit. 

 

 

SAICA We regard guidance as to implementation to be desirable, particularly as this would promote consistency in 
implementation across member bodies. 
 

 

SAIPA Guidance may be in the form of examples of current practice and how it is to be integrated with the 
proposed IES 8 standard (revised) 
 

 

 
Question 8:   In respect of your jurisdiction, in which areas of the proposed IES 8 (Revised) would 

you consider it useful to have implementation guidance to help you meet the 
requirements of this IES? 

 

 

ACCA If Paragraph 19 remains as a requirement relating to more complex audits, it would be helpful to have more 
examples of activities of appropriate CPD in A39.  
 

 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

See our response to Question 7. 
 
 

Please refer to 
the response to 
question 7 for 
further 
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information 
Altaf Noor Ali Streamlining CPD activities and handling complex audit training would be the first priority, followed by 

building up an e-portal with all the contents and assessment activities for each of the minimum 50 learning 
outcomes. 
 

 

BDO We would consider implementation guidance on ‘Practical Experience’ and ‘Assessment of Professional 
Competence’ useful to help us meet the requirements of this IES. 
 

 

CAI We would not consider it necessary to have implementation guidance though such guidance may be of 
assistance to developing member bodies. We would wish to see that the matters raised in our response are 
dealt with however. 
 

 

CGA-
Canada 

Small and Medium Practitioners (SMPs) face different challenges than large firms in applying best 
practices in their public practices. CGA-Canada believes that IES 8 should include implementation 
guidance specific to the challenges SMPs are likely to face in meeting the requirements of IES. 

 

 

CICA Knowing what best practices are around the world today would be helpful.  E.g., What are the practical 
experience requirements for public accounting around the world? Is there a consensus on pre- and post- 
practical experience requirements?  What are Member Bodies doing in CPD for engagement partners 
working in complex areas? Etc. 
 
In addition, the inclusion of examples to illustrate the level of complexity expected in Table A would be 
helpful in understanding and meeting the requirements.  
 

 

CICPA Guidance on SMP, complex engagements, and assessment activities. 
 

 

CIPFA All areas. 
 

 

CPA-
Australia 

Please refer to response to question 7. 
 
 

Please refer to 
the response to 
question 7 for 
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further 
information 

CPA-Ireland As for question 7. 
 

Please refer to 
the response to 
question 7 for 
further 
information 
 

CSOEC-
CNCC 

See answer question 7. 
 

Please refer to 
the response to 
question 7 for 
further 
information 
 

DTT See answer to question 7 above. 
 

Please refer to 
the response to 
question 7 for 
further 
information 

EFAA Please refer to our response to question 7 above. 
 
As outlined in the introduction paragraph to this letter, EFAA is an umbrella organisation and hence it is not 
possible to answer this question for a particular jurisdiction.  What is clear is that the question raises a very 
important point as the value of any resulting guidance could ultimately be determined by the extent to 
which it is relevant in a particular jurisdiction. This should be taken into account when assessing its 
cost/benefit. 

 

Please refer to 
the response to 
question 7 for 
further 
information 

EYG The requirements and the ability to meet those requirements apply to member bodies; therefore, since we 
are not a member body this question is not applicable. In addition, because of the nature of our global 
organization, it would not be practicable to provide relevant suggestions related to any particular 
jurisdiction. However, in view of our international reach, we welcome the work done here by the Board to 
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set global standards about competence that should be achieved by newly appointed engagement partners. 
 

ICAA The ICAA believes that changes are required to the standard, in particular in relation to the role of the memb    
set out in this response), and these need to be considered before implementation guidance can be agreed. 
 

 

ICAEW Please see our answers to Questions 6 and 7. We doubt that implementation guidance is appropriate for 
member bodies. The entire Standard should be reconstituted as guidance for those audit firms that would 
wish to take advantage of this. 
 

Please refer to 
responses of 
questions 6 & & 
of this section 
 

ICAI i) The respective roles of the IFAC member body and firms in ensuring professional competence of 
an engagement partner to perform an audit may be detailed in the implementation guidance. 

ii) The Implementation Guidance can provide additional assistance for complex audits.  The 
Implementation Guide may, for instance, specify additional specific competencies which an 
engagement partner should possess depending on the complexities, risks involved in audit of financial 
statements of specialized industries. 

iii) In addition to the guidance provided in the Explanatory Material, specific guidance may be 
provided to SMP engagement partners, both newly appointed and serving, in the Implementation 
Guide.  The cost-effective manner in which SMP engagement partners can develop and maintain their 
professional competence may also be detailed in the Implementation Guide. 

 

 

ICPAU 1. Practical Experience – Small and Medium Sized Entities 

2. Audit Professional Competence for More Complex Audits 

3. Professional Development Programs for Aspiring Engagement Partners 

 

 

ICAS As explained above, we do not consider that IFAC would need to issue guidance if the matters of concern Please  refer to 
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in this consultation response are addressed.  In relation to ICAS or our regulator The Financial Reporting 
Council issuing guidance, we would require to consider the outcome of the ongoing UK research paper 
before considering guidance on this standard. 
 

response of 
question 7 of this 
section 
 

ICPAS Please refer to comments in questions 4, 5 and 7.  
 

Please refer to 
response of 
Questions 4, 5, 
and 7 for further 
information 
 

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.  
 

 

IMCP According to our jurisdiction, we consider it useful to have implementation guidance to help us meet the 
requirements of this IES in the next areas due to the recent changes that have occur lately 
 
Audit of financial statements 
Financial accounting and reporting 
Governance and risk management 
Business laws and regulation 
Ethical principles 
 

 

IRBA We believe that implementation guidance would be useful with regard to: 
• The monitoring and assessment activities relating to IES 8 (Revised). 
• Examples of depth and breadth of criteria. 

 

 

JICPA Yes, and we believe that the implementation guidance on development of technical competence for 
engagement partners in SMPs and the guidance on learning outcomes for complex audits would be useful. 
 

 

Juvenal I think that in this case will be difficult for implementation, principally because the organizations need to be 
have the importance of this study elaborated for IFAC, for example. 
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KPMG Please see our answer to question 7. 

 
Please refer to 
the response to 
question 7 for 
further 
information 

Mahadevan In all areas  
 

 

NZICA See our comments above. 
 

Please refer to 
the response to 
question 7 for 
further 
information 
 

PWC If IAESB were to issue implementation guidance alongside IES 8 (revised) we would find the following 
useful: 

• Progression between initial professional development in IES1-6, CPD in IES7 and IES8 (revised) 
focusing on the engagement partner.  

• Guidance of further learning outcomes for when you are an engagement partner adhering to lifelong 
learning.  

• Examples of how to demonstrate professional competence, including what evidence should be 
provided and how to assess this evidence.  

• How assessment as described in A33 – A35 will impact an organization, what processes could be 
put in place to simplify this process? 

• Ways to monitor and control the implementation of IES 8 revised.  

• As mentioned in the answer to question 6 more guidance on the nature of the review and how often 
it will be performed. 
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SAICA Refer to our response to question 7. 

 
Please  refer to 
response of 
question 7 of this 
section 
 

SAIPA SAIPA considers that implementation guidance would be useful to help meet the requirements of this IES.   
 

 

 
Question 9:    Would you consider examples of current practice in developing competency models 

useful in helping you meet the requirements of the proposed IES 8 (Revised)? 
 

 

ACCA Examples of current practice relevant globally would be helpful. 
 

 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

Again, this is primarily an issue for audit firms and their competency models/requirements. 
 
 

 

Altaf Noor Ali Sure; we welcome and laud your thinking. We would propose an IFAC member body Task Force as a 
formal forum to oversee the implementation of this IES, drawn from internationally based on the principle of 
mutual exchange of ideas and learning.  
 

 

BDO We do not believe that we would need such competency models; however they would be useful to include 
in the implementation guidance as long as they were not authoritative as certain bodies and organizations 
have already started the development process.  

 

 

CAI This seems to be a reasonable suggestion. 
 

 

CGA-
Canada 

In general, CGA-Canada finds illustrative examples helpful. 
 

 

CICA Yes, they would be. 
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CIPFA Yes. 
 

 

CPA-
Australia 

CPA Australia believes that the inclusion of examples of current practice in development of competency 
models would aid the uniform application of the required levels of competence across member bodies from 
varied jurisdictions.  
 
 

 

CPA-Ireland Yes, this would be considered useful. 
 

 

CSOEC-
CNCC 

Yes, the CNCC and the CSOEC would very much appreciate examples of current practice in developing 
competency models. The CSOEC for example is modernising its continuing professional development rules 
and will welcome all the best practices in this scope. 

 

 

DTT Yes, we believe this would be helpful guidance to provide.  We also ask the Board to clarify if this question 
implies that in order to meet the requirements of IES 8 IFAC member bodies are expected to implement 
competency models.  This is not currently stated as an explicit requirement of the proposed IES 8. 

 

 

EFAA Examples should be provided as a resource. 
 

 

EYG The requirements and the ability to meet those requirements apply to member bodies; therefore, since we 
are not a member body this question is not directly applicable.   However, we believe examples of 
competency models would be useful to member bodies in meeting the requirements of proposed IES 8.  
The examples should include links as to how the competency model maps to the assessment requirements 
of proposed IES 8.  In addition, we believe that examples of competency models will be useful to firms in 
demonstrating how the requirements of IES 8 can be achieved by firms when designing, delivering, and 
assessing education for aspiring engagement partners and newly appointed engagement partners within a 
firm.   
 

 

FEE Although the proposed IES 8 appears to be comprehensive and maybe even too detailed, so that 
implementation guidance is not necessarily required, some examples of current practice might be helpful.  
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ICAA The ICAA supports a principles-based approach and has concerns that some of the suggestions move awa    
foundation.  
 

 

ICAEW There might be some benefit in certain audit firms receiving such competency model guidance but it is 
likely that many firms, especially larger firms, will have their own tailored programmes to support and reflect 
the type of audit that they do and will have less use for a generic model.  
 

 

ICAI Yes.  A comprehensive example of competency model may, therefore, be developed and the same may 
form part of the Implementation Guidance. 
 

 

ICPAU Yes, it is useful. 
 

 

ICAS We have no additional comments to make. 
 

 

ICPAS Yes, the current practice in developing the competency models is useful and this is consistent across the 
other IES, including IES 2, 3 and 4.  
 

 

IDW We do not require, nor would we necessarily find it useful, to have examples of current practice in 
developing competency models to help us meet the requirements of the proposed IES 8 (Revised). This is 
because we have developed our own competency model as part of the Common Content Project. With 
respect to developing nations, we believe that examples of current practice in developing competency 
models from institutions in developed countries (e.g., Common Content, from Canada, from Australia, etc.) 
can be downloaded from the internet without much difficulty. For this reason, we do not believe it necessary 
for the IAESB to provide examples of current practice in developing competency models for others either. 
 

 

IMCP The proposed IES 8 (Revised) has also been redrafted according to the guidelines provided in the IAESB 
Drafting Conventions. 
 
Definitely it will be very useful for us helping to meeting the requirements of the proposed IES 8 (Revised) 
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to have examples of current practice in developing competency models. 
 

IRBA We believe that this will be useful, as it will assist in ensuring consistency in the development and 
implementation of competency models. 

 

 

JICPA We believe that the guidance on development models that would be provided according to various sizes of 
audit firms would also be beneficial. 
 

 

Juvenal I observed that in this case examples in developing competency has relation with work external audit Big 4 
FIRMS, makes in relation your structure, this is more adequate, for me, investment, training, study and 
knowledge, four specific points are important for development professional. I suggest if board agrees, that 
contact these firms or organizations for related your experience of practice competency. 
 

 

KPMG As set out in our responses to the questions above, we see the need for additional clear guidance including 
examples in respect of applying IES 8 for (1) SMPs and sole practitioners, (2) medium sized engagements 
and (3) engagements where the entities have complex industries, operations and accounting/reporting 
requirements.  
 

 

Mahadevan Examples are always useful 
 

 

NZICA NZICA has adopted a competency model for our qualification.  We believe examples of current practice are 
likely to assist many member bodies implement the requirements of several IESs, not only IES 8. 
 

 

PWC We would find it useful to include examples of current practice in developing competency models. 
 

 

SAICA Yes 
 

 

SAIPA Yes we would. 
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Question 10:   Is the objective to be achieved by a member body, stated in the proposed revised IES 

8, appropriate? 
 

 

ACCA To ‘provide’ is too directive. Many member body direct to rather than provide. A suggested redrafting is as 
follows: The objective of an IFAC member body is that engagement partners undertake the professional 
development required to perform their role. 
 

 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

We have several issues with the objectives to be achieved by a member body in the proposed IES.  
Paragraph 2 states that IFAC member bodies have responsibility for the professional development 
necessary to become an engagement partner. We believe that responsibility for professional development 
resides primarily with the individual and secondarily with the firm. The member body should not have 
primary responsibility for providing or assessing the professional development of an engagement partner. 
 
In Paragraph 12, the proposed IES states that the objective of an IFAC member body is to provide 
engagement partners with the professional development required to perform their role.  In terms of making 
resources available, we would view that as the responsibility of the individual and the firm.  In terms of the 
provision of course materials and training, the member body can mandate CPD requirements but the actual 
CPD may be conducted by a wide range of providers.  Therefore, it is not clear what it intended by the 
statement that the member body will provide CPD.   
 
In Paragraph 13, the proposed IES states that IFAC member bodies shall prescribe the learning outcomes 
that demonstrate the professional competence of those individuals newly appointed to the role of 
engagement partner. As noted elsewhere in our comments, these outcomes are a restatement of IPD and 
the content of professional standards, and therefore not necessary.  The IFAC member bodies are 
responsible for compliance with professional standards. 
 
In Paragraph 14, the proposed IES states that 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.  AS noted elsewhere in our comments, we do not believe that there is a unique curriculum of learning 
outcomes nor does the member body have responsibility for assessment of the qualifications to become an 
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engagement partner. 
 
In Paragraph 15, the proposed IES states that IFAC member bodies shall prescribe the sufficiency of, and 
the environment within which, practical experience is to be obtained by an individual aspiring to the role of 
an engagement partner.  The sufficiency of experience in order to get a license is not always under the 
control of the member bodies, as is true the United States. A professional standard on sufficiency may be 
better placed within auditing standards, which are the purview of the member bodies.  In that regard, 
Paragraph A31 states that organizations providing suitable practical experience for opportunities for 
developing professional competence may include private firms, governmental and other audit 
organizations.  We believe that any standard on sufficiency   should be based on relevant experience, i.e. 
experience auditing to the same set of professional standards that will be used in engagements  to be 
supervised.   
 
In Paragraph 16, the proposed IES states that IFAC member bodies shall require that a significant 
proportion of the practical experience of an individual aspiring to the role of engagement partner be related 
to the audit of financial statements.  As noted above, we believe that it is also desirable that those audits be 
with the same or highly similar standards. 
 
In Paragraph 17, the proposed IE states that IFAC member bodies shall establish appropriate assessment 
activities to assess the achievement of the technical competence, professional skills, and professional 
values, ethics, and attitudes of aspiring engagement partners.  We do not believe that there is a unique 
curriculum or assessment activity associated with becoming an engagement partner.  Responsibility for 
assessment of readiness to assume the responsibilities of an engagement partner lies primarily within the 
firm. 
 

Altaf Noor Ali We recommend as follow: 
Para 12: “The objective of an IFAC member body is to ensure that those serving and aspiring to be 
engagement partners in its jurisdiction maintain appropriate levels of professional competency to perform 
their role”. 
 

 

BDO On reflection, we feel that the objective could be better worded. The objective suggests that the member  
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body will ‘provide’ the aspiring engagement partners with the professional development required. However 
in practice most member bodies do not provide such training. We feel, in hindsight, that this comment is 
also applicable to the other proposed IESs. 

 
CAI The identified objective (paragraph12) states that the objective of “the IFAC member body is to provide 

engagement partners with the professional development required to perform their role”. This seems a 
strange objective for the member body. Perhaps a rewording is needed which states that the member 
body’s role is to oversee this development or assess it as the bulk of the development happens at firm 
level. If the wording were to remain as it is we would not support this change without greater clarity on the 
expectations of the role of the member body. 
 

 

CGA-
Canada 

CGA-Canada does not believe that the objective stated in the proposed revised IES 8 is appropriate. The 
proposed objective is that the IFAC member body will provide its members with the professional 
development (PD) necessary to perform the role of an engagement partner responsible for the audit of 
financial statements. CGA-Canada believes it is not necessary for the member body itself to provide the 
PD.  CGA-Canada believes that the objective of IES 8 should refer to the IFAC member body establishing 
the competences required of a professional accountant in acting in the role of an engagement partner 
responsible for the audit of financial statement and to the IFAC member body establishing the requirements 
for continuing professional development related to that role.  
  
 Likewise, Paragraph 14 should be revised to reflect the fact that the IFAC member body may not deliver all 
of the PD. The words “or requirements”, as underlined below, should be inserted so that this paragraph 
reads “IFAC member bodies shall regularly review and update professional development programs or 
requirements that are designed to achieve the learning outcomes as set out in this IES.”  
  
 Similarly, Paragraph 17, which addresses assessment of professional development activities, should be 
revised to recognize that the IFAC member body may not deliver the professional development activities 
and would not, therefore, be establishing the assessment activities. The IFAC member body would instead 
be concerned with the reporting and sufficiency of the professional development activities. 
  
 Additionally, CGA-Canada would prefer that the objective be stated as the objective of the IES, as was 
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done in the case of IES 1, rather than stated as “the objective of the member body (see CGA-Canada 
September 2011 response to IES 5).  
 

CICA The following may be simply a matter where more clarification is needed. 
 
Paragraph 11- The Objective states that the objective of a Member Body is to provide professional 
development required in the engagement partner role.  We do not believe the objective is to be a provider 
of professional development, even though we do that.  In our view, the objective of the member body is to 
“ensure engagement partners are competent to perform their role.” We do that by putting in place 
education, experience, assessment requirements plus a code of conduct, discipline and enforcement 
standards. But we do not necessarily provide the PD or even make sure that it is available.  
 
We believe all of the Requirements (paragraph 13 to 19) support the above re-stated objective.  However, 
those Requirements do NOT achieve the Objective as it is currently stated. In particular, Requirements 18 
and 19 will not achieve the objective of “providing professional development” in all CPD situations. 
 
And, if the expectation is that member bodies would provide professional development in all complex 
industries, operations and reporting requirements as stated in Paragraph 19, the impact and implications 
would be immense. We are certain it was NOT the intention that we would provide CPD in all complex 
situations, rather as 19 now says, we would require that some of the current mandatory CPD be spent in 
certain areas. Maybe the Objective needs to be re-thought/ reworded to be clear on this. 
 
Paragraph 2 of the IES makes the same statement...”member bodies have responsibility for the 
professional development necessary to become an engagement partner”. Technically, we do not believe 
that to be true – member bodies have responsibility for the standards for engagement partners, not the 
professional development. 
 
Similarly, the first sentence in Paragraph A15 does not appear logical with its reference to professional 
development.  Perhaps it would read better if it said, “Requiring that aspiring and serving engagement 
partners achieve professional competence through professional development and appropriate learning 
outcomes serves several purposes.” This would serve the public interest better than achieving professional 
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development (which is what it now says). 
 

CIPFA Yes, it is. 
 

 

CPA-
Australia 

With reference to the objectives concerning practical experience (para 15), CPA Australia notes that firms, 
and in countries where IFAC member bodies do not licence auditors, the regulator may be in a position 
better suited to assessing practical experience. CPA Australia recommends amending this paragraph to 
refer also to audit firms/oversight bodies, and the provision of guidance specifying how IFAC member 
bodies’ responsibilities would interact with those of firms and the regulator.  
 

 

CPA-Ireland Yes, the objective is appropriate. 
 

 

CSOEC-
CNCC 

Yes, the CNCC and the CSOEC valid these objectives. 
 

 

DTT No, we do not believe the objective as currently worded is appropriate.  As noted in our General 
Comments above we believe that the fundamental focus of the standard remains the achievement of 
competence, not the undertaking of professional development.  We therefore suggest the following 
wording for consideration by the Board:  
   

 “The objective of an IFAC member body is that engagement partners develop and maintain the 
professional competence required to perform their role.” 

 

 

EFAA The objective is not appropriate because the IFAC member body cannot achieve it in isolation. It is the 
responsibility of the aspiring engagement partner, his firm and potentially other stakeholders to attain an 
appropriate level of competence. The ED itself acknowledges the responsibilities of others (paragraph 7) 
but the link between the objective and the requirements is unclear. 

 

 

EYG No.  We believe the objective of the standard should be revised.  We question if the IFAC member body is 
providing engagement partners with the professional development required to perform their role or if they 
are responsible for incorporating the essential elements of the learning outcomes into professional 
development programs for engagement partners.  In our view, the IFAC member body is providing the 
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opportunity or the environment to obtain professional development and to assess that the level achieved 
matches the requirements of the revised IES 8, but does not provide the professional development itself.  
We suggest the objective paragraph be revised as follows:  The objective of an IFAC member body is to 
incorporate the essential elements of the learning outcomes into professional development programs to 
ensure members have the opportunity to obtain the professional development needed to serve as an 
engagement partner.   
 

FEE Paragraph 12 states that “The objective of an IFAC member body is to provide engagement partners with 
the professional development required to perform their role”, which is not appropriate. 
 
Paragraph 12 should state the objective of the standard, not the objective of an IFAC member body. The 
objective of a professional institute is governed by the legal framework in its country and by its statutes, 
not by education standards. 
 
Furthermore, statutory audit in the EU shall be carried out only by statutory auditors or audit firms which 
are approved and registered and all statutory auditors and audit firms are subject to a system of public 
oversight.  
 
Therefore, IFAC member bodies can only use their best endeavours (see IFAC SMO 2) to ensure that 
engagement partners are equipped with the professional development required to perform their role.  
 
The same applies to the second sentence of paragraph 2, which should not state that “IFAC member 
bodies have responsibility for the professional development necessary to become an engagement 
partner.”  

 

 

ICAA Whilst the standard purports to deal with aspiring partners and existing partners, there is very little, other tha   
CPE requirements in it for existing audit partners. The concepts of professional development and compete   
confused in the standard.   
Professional bodies are able to run professional development courses, and can assess professional com   
they do licensing) but they cannot have responsibility for the professional development necessary to b   
engagement partner – that  has to be the responsibility of the firm as much of it is on the job experience.  
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Therefore it is the view of ICAA that the objective to be achieved by a member body as set out in Paragrap     
appropriate. 
 

ICAEW No. It cannot be the role of IFAC member bodies to provide engagement partners with the professional 
development required to perform their role, given the period in their career when most individuals will 
assume this role. Nor can it be the exclusive, or even major, role of member bodies to guarantee that an 
engagement partner has achieved the professional competence for their role.   
 
While paragraph 7 accepts that there are many other stakeholders involved in the establishment of an 
engagement partner, the proposed Standard does not give appropriate recognition to this. The explanatory 
memorandum mentions a new requirement for IFAC member bodies on professional development 
programmes.  As per our response to the previous exposure draft, we suggest that the firms have primary 
responsibility here and this is covered by ISQC 1. Paragraph 7 would benefit from referencing ISQC 1, as 
these matters are covered in the Human Resources requirements of that Standard (ISQC 1 paragraphs 29-
31). We believe that these ISQC 1 requirements are at the heart of what IES 8 is trying to achieve. Again, 
in paragraph 14, we suggest that the onus should be on the firms doing what is needed. 
 
It is the role of member bodies to ensure the initial professional development of engagement partners, to 
monitor their on-going CPD compliance and to register them for signing rights in due course. But the pivotal 
role of the firm in developing the engagement partner in line with the proposed Standard cannot be 
underplayed in the way it would be by an IES 8 directed as a Standard for member bodies. 
 
For instance, ICAEW’s audit regulations require that: ‘A registered auditor must make arrangements so that 
all principals and employees doing audit work are, and continue to be, competent to carry out the audit for 
which they are responsible or employed.’ This places the emphasis of competence with the firm and is 
consistent with the requirements of ISAs and ISQC 1. 
 
Paragraph 12 therefore needs to be rephrased accordingly, and this yet again raises the question about 
whether the material in IES 8 is best configured as a Standard or as guidance. A possible re-working of 
paragraph 12 would be as follows: ‘The objective of an IFAC member body is to ensure engagement 
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partners have obtained the professional development required to perform their role.’ However, even where 
the member body has the authority to register an individual engagement partner to sign audits in a 
particular territory, it is highly unlikely that the member body would be able to check a candidate’s 
background in the detail required by the Standard.  
 
With regard to paragraph 15, we do not agree that member bodies should be responsible for the sufficiency 
of the training environment for an individual who will take on the role of engagement partner beyond the 
point of qualification as a professional accountant.  
 

ICAI 
As per Para 12 of IES 8, the objective of an IFAC member body is to provide engagement partners with 
the professional development required to perform their role. 

It may be noted that, as per Para 1 of IES 8, this standard prescribes the professional development 
requirements of aspiring engagement partners and serving engagement partners who provide 
assurance services for audit of financial statements.  Further, the requirements for professional 
accountants who are aspiring to be, or are newly appointed to the role of Engagement Partner have 
been given in paras 13 to 17 of IES 8. 

Therefore, the objective of this standard needs to be suitably modified to include reference to aspiring 
engagement partners as well. 

Further, it does not seem appropriate that “professional development” can be provided by the IFAC 
member body to the engagement partners.  In our opinion, it would be more apposite if the objective is 
redrafted in the following manner -  

“The objective of an IFAC member body is to have aspiring engagement partners and serving 
engagement partners develop and maintain the professional competence required to perform their 
role.”   
 

 

ICPAU Yes, the objective is clear and appropriate. 
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ICAS The objective in paragraph 12 states that the objective of “the IFAC member body is to provide 
engagement partners with the professional development required to perform their role”.  We consider that it 
is the audit engagement partner’s, and/or their firm’s responsibility to obtain the necessary professional 
development.  It is not for the IFAC member body to provide this development. 
The IFAC member body’s role is one of assessment to ensure that the necessary development has taken 
place before the individual becomes an audit engagement partner and thereafter in maintaining their role 
as audit engagement partner.  We therefore consider that this objective requires to be amended.  We have 
already commented on the need for practical experience requirements and assessment activities to be set 
at a national level earlier in our response.   
 

 

ICPAS We agree with the intent of paragraph 12 but would like to suggest that the wording be amended to “The 
objective of this IES is to provide engagement partners with guidance on the professional development 
required to perform their role.” instead of stipulating it as the IFAC member body’s responsibility. Very 
often firms of engagement partners dedicate significant resources on the professional development and so 
IFAC member body does not make it an objective to provide CPD for all its members who are engagement 
partners. 
 

 

IDW We believe that the objective stated in the proposed revised IES 8 (Revised) is an appropriate, concise 
statement.  
 

 

IMCP Clearly the objective achieved by a member body that consist in provide engagement partners with 
professional development required to perform their role by requiring that aspiring and serving engagement 
partners achieve professional development through appropriate learning outcomes serves several 
purposes: 

• The public interest is protected and the credibility of the audit profession is enhanced when only 
those who meet the audit profession’s learning outcomes become engagement partners. 

• IFAC member bodies and regulatory authorities have a responsibility to ensure that engagement 
partners have the learning outcomes expected of them by the public employers, and clients. 

• Engagement partners have a continuing duty to maintain professional competence to ensure that 
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clients, employers, and relevant stakeholders, receive competent professional service. 
 

IRBA We have no strong feelings in this regard and believe that the objective as stated is appropriate. 
 

 

JICPA It is generally appropriate, however, the objective of an IFAC member body stated in paragraph 12 cannot 
be understood properly, unless it is read in conjunction with paragraph A15. That is, without explanations in 
paragraph A15, paragraph 12 may be misunderstood that, providing professional education for aspiring 
engagement partners is the objective of a member body. Also, it seems that paragraph A15 provides even 
more specific objectives, or ultimate objectives, to be achieved by a member body. We believe that this 
separation of objectives in the standard and the explanatory material may confuse the readers when 
understanding the standard. 
 

 

Juvenal I think that the objective to be achieved by a member body is appropriate, could be that in the future need 
to be increase others functions, I don´t know. 
 

 

KPMG We have a concern regarding the way this paragraph is worded, particularly the use of the word “provide”. 
Paragraph 12 suggests that IFAC member bodies will actually provide the professional development. 
 
We recommend rewording paragraph 12 to state “the objective of an IFAC member body is to establish 
minimum professional development requirements that are necessary for engagement partners to perform 
their role relative to the audit of historical financial statements.” 
 

 

Mahadevan No Comments 
 

 

NZICA No.  We consider the objective as stated, specifically to “provide engagement partners with the professional 
development required to perform their role” (refer para. 12) not appropriate for inclusion in an IES to be 
complied with by all IFAC member bodies.  While a member body may have the authority and scope to 
ensure those members who are acting in a specialist role (e.g., as an auditor) have the required level of 
competence to do so, it is not the member body’s role to “provide” the professional development.  Perhaps 
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the objective would be better phrased in terms of the member body setting the required competence level, 
and remain silent about the provision of professional development; professional development could be 
provided by a range of entities including private education providers, tertiary institutions, firms, and IFAC 
member bodies. 
 

PWC Although we agree with the stated Objective of the standard as described in paragraph 12 of IES 8 
(revised) we would like clarity over who the standard applies to as addressed in the answer to question 1.  
 

Please  refer to 
response of 
question 1 of this 
section 
 

SAICA Refer to our response to question 6 
 

Please  refer to 
response of 
question 6 of this 
section 
 

SAIPA The objective to be achieved by a member body is appropriate. SAIPA fully supports this. 
 

 

 
Question 11: Have the criteria identified by the IAESB for determining whether a requirement 

should be specified been applied appropriately and consistently, such that the 
resulting requirements promote consistency in implementation by member bodies?18 

 

 

ACCA We do not believe that Paragraph 19 meets the criteria identified by the IAESB as it is a sub-set of  
 
18  The IAESB has identified the following criteria for determining the requirements of a Standard: 

• The requirement is necessary to achieve the objective stated in the Standard; 

• The requirement is expected to be applicable in virtually all situations to which the Standard is relevant; and 

• The objective stated in the Standard is unlikely to have been met by the requirements of other Standards. 

 In determining the requirements of a Standard, the IAESB will consider whether the requirements are proportionate to the importance of the subject matter of the Standard in relation to its objective. 

 The criteria, which are intended only to assist the IAESB in appropriately and consistently determining requirements, may be refined as further experience is gained. 
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Paragraph 18. 
 
There are some inconsistencies:  
 
Para 12 refers to ‘engagement partners’ only, whilst Para 13 refers to ‘individuals newly appointed to the 
role of engagement partner.’ The competencies are the least expected of a newly appointed engagement 
partner but a current serving engagement partner should also ensure they still hold these competencies. 
 
A17 refers to technical competencies of ‘audit and assurance’ and yet there is no reference to assurance in 
Table A learning outcomes. 
 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

Again, this is difficult to address in the U.S. circumstance because most of these requirements would have 
to be applied by non-member bodies and promoting consistency would be a challenging task. 
 

 

Altaf Noor Ali The IES is a statement of principles. The IES is open to a wide interpretation19 in the presence of which we 
do not consider that it would promote consistency in implementation by member bodies. There are many 
areas which have been left at the discretion of the IFAC member bodies to fill in the details. For example in 
case of assessment activities for aspiring engagement partners, it has been left to the IFAC member bodies 
to decide about the assessment activities. It may include written examination and workplace assessment or 
it may not. 
 

 

BDO Yes, the criteria have been applied appropriately and consistently; however we feel that this may still not 
lead to consistency in implementation by member bodies. Judgement is subjective and as such, while we 
think this does promote consistency, achieving consistent results in practice will be challenging. 

 

 

CAI Yes I believe that these have been met but would welcome your views. 
 

 

CGA-
Canada 

CGA-Canada believes that the criteria identified by IAESB for determining whether a requirement should be 
specified has been appropriately and consistently applied such that the requirements will promote member 

 

 
19 See para A22 
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body uniformity, and does not believe that the requirements are overly onerous for professional 
accountants to achieve. 
 

CICA Yes. 
 

 

CIPFA Yes, they have. 
 

 

CPA-
Australia 

CPA Australia believes that the criteria identified for determining whether a requirement should be specified 
have been applied appropriately and consistently in the proposed IES 8 (Revised). 
 

 

CPA-Ireland Yes. 
 

 

CSOEC-
CNCC 

First, the CNCC and the CSOEC have some difficulty to understand this question! 
 
Secondly, “consistency” means in French either “continuity” (using the same rules over the time) or 
“coherence” (which implies an internal logic). In the context of the question n° 11, it means either that the 
standard is implemented continuously over a period of time, or that it is implemented without conflict with 
other standards of the professional body.  
The plural way (member bodies) may mean that the consistency principle does apply to several member 
bodies. This would imply an international harmonization. As the standard is written, it is doubtful that this 
objective could be achieved due to the lack of precision (measurability and verifiability) of the competences 
as they are defined. 
 

 

DTT No – we have the following concerns regarding the requirements: 
 
• Paragraph 14 – see our concerns set out in the General Comments section above under the heading 

Professional development programs and achievement of learning outcomes. 
 

• Paragraphs 15 and 16 - the proposed standard focuses on the concept of the ‘aspiring engagement 
partner’.  While we understand the need to define this role, particularly in setting out the path towards 
engagement partner, and so for the purposes of writing Explanatory Material, we do not think it is 
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helpful to refer to this concept in the requirements in paragraphs 15 and 16.  We note that the 
requirement in paragraph 13 refers to learning outcomes that ‘demonstrate the professional 
competence of those individuals newly appointed to the role of engagement partner’ and we believe 
the requirements related to practical experience in paragraphs 15 and 16 should be similarly stated. 

• Paragraph 17 – as currently written this requirement does not indicate when or how frequently the 
assessment activities should occur.  We believe the Board’s intention is for assessment to occur at the 
point immediately prior to appointment as engagement partner for the first time (i.e. immediately prior 
to becoming a newly appointed engagement partner).  However the requirement could be interpreted 
as requiring ongoing assessment activities for aspiring engagement partners throughout their 
professional development leading up to this point. 

• Paragraph 19 - see our response to Question 4 above regarding the requirement set out in paragraph 
19.   

 
EFAA If the intention is to promote consistency of implementation then the requirements should be specific and 

unambiguous.  However the objective of the IES is to provide engagement partners with the professional 
development required to perform their role and it is of course possible that there is more than one way of 
doing this.  We have already outlined the specific issues that SMPs face and these and such differences 
must be accommodated. 
 

 

EYG Yes.  The requirements, supported by relevant application material, clearly articulate the key principles of 
professional development for engagement partners responsible for audits of financial statements and have 
been applied appropriately and consistently.   
 

 

FEE The requirements are specified in paragraphs 13 to 19 and appear to be comprehensive and detailed 
enough to promote consistency in implementation by member bodies. As outlined above in the response 
to question 2, they might even be too detailed to be adapted to national requirements. 

 

 

ICAA Yes, overall the criteria identified by the IAESB for determining whether a requirement should be specified   
applied appropriately and consistently.  
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ICAEW The general point remains about whether the elements are in fact best phrased in terms of requirements. 
That aside, yes in general. However, there is a need to reflect in the Standard that there could be different 
local circumstances (audit requirements and laws) but within a consistently applied framework.   
 

 

ICAI Since the objective stated in the Standard does not correctly reflect the true intent and scope of the 
standard and needs to be redrafted, this question cannot be answered in the affirmative.  The 
requirements of paras 15, 16 and 17 of IES 8 relating to practical experience and assessment of 
aspiring engagement partners are not in harmony with the objective stated in the standard which is 
confined to providing engagement partners with the “professional development” required to perform 
their role. 
 

 

ICPAU Yes, the criteria have been applied consistently and appropriately. 
 

 

ICAS We have no additional comments to make. 
 

 

ICPAS Yes, the identified criteria is reasonable and will promote consistency in implementation by member bodies 
as it is aligned to the expected level of proficiency of newly appointed engagement partners. 
 

 

IDW In our view, the criteria identified by the IAESB for determining whether a requirement should be specified 
have been applied appropriately and consistently such that the resulting requirements promote consistency 
in implementation by member bodies. However, with respect to the assertions in Table A, please refer to 
our response to Question 2. 
 

Please refer to 
the response of 
question 2 for 
further 
information 

IMCP We consider that the criteria identified by the IAESB for determining whether a requirement should be 
specified been applied appropriately and consistently and ensures the promotion of consistency in the 
implementation by member bodies only if the Professional Accountants who are aspiring to be, or are 
newly appointed to the role of engagement partners complies the requirements of 

• Demonstrate Expected Professional competence 

• Review and update of Professional Development Programs 
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• Obtained and demonstrate Practical Experience 

• Assessment activities 

• Undertake Continuous Professional Development for Those Serving as Engagement Partners. 
 

IRBA We believe that the criteria have been applied appropriately and consistently. However we do believe that 
there may be divergence in practice, as one member bodies interpretation of practical experience may 
differ from another. 

 

 

JICPA We have no objection to the criteria to determine the requirement of the Standard to being a) necessary to 
achieve the objective stated in the Standard, b) expected to be applicable in virtually all situations to which 
the Standard is relevant, and c) the objective stated in the Standard is unlikely to have been met by the 
requirements of other Standards. We agree that the criteria identified by the IAESB promote consistent 
implementation of requirements by the member bodies. 
 

 

Juvenal The criteria for determining whether a requirement should be specified been applied appropriately and 
consistently such that the resulting requirements promote consistency in implementation by member bodies 
depends for me of experience in others activities around of profession, knowledge, investment in training. 
 

 

KPMG Please refer to our overarching comments where we express our concern that the criteria in IES 8 
(Revised) for determining the requirements of the standard may not be met. Further, to achieve consistent 
implementation across all IFAC member bodies, we recommend that the standard be reworded to reflect 
the proposals as more of a framework of guidelines rather than “requirements”. 
 

 

Mahadevan No Comments 
 

 

NZICA Subject to our comments above, we believe it has been. 
 

Please refer to 
responses of 
questions 6 & & 
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of this section 
 

PWC We believe that the requirements in the IES 8 Exposure Draft do meet the three criteria specified by the 
IAESB for a requirement to be specified in a standard.  
 

 

SAICA Yes 
 

 

SAIPA Yes, it does. SAIPA fully supports this. 
 

 

 
Question 12: Are there any terms within the proposed IES 8 (Revised) which require further 

clarification? If so, please explain the nature of the deficiencies. 
 

 

ACCA The definition of ‘more complex’ audits requires further clarification. 
 
 

 

AICPA-
PCEEC 

No. 
 

 

Altaf Noor Ali The term “newly appointed” engagement partner requires some  explanation.           
 

 

BDO Paragraph 14 discusses the review of professional development programs by the International Federation 
of Accountants (IFAC) member bodies. As there is a lack of explanatory material in respect of what 
‘regularly review’ means in practice for an IFAC member body, this may not be particularly meaningful. We 
believe that there should be more guidance as to an appropriate frequency for such a review.  In addition, 
IFAC member bodies have less control over the continuing professional development (CPD) performed by 
engagement partners than of the IPD performed by aspiring professional accountants and therefore we 
also question what documentation their review would cover. 

 

 

CAI As noted above the role of the member body and the role of the firms appear to be blurred. We are also Please refer to 
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concerned with the definition of “aspiring accountant” and the lack of recognition of the role of the national 
regulatory framework. Otherwise we have no further issues at this stage. 
 

responses to 
Questions 1, 2 
and 4 of this 
section for 
further 
information 

CGA-
Canada 

The term “more complex” as it relates to industries and operations that are subject to audits should be 
defined. This term is critical to consistent application of IES 8 by IFAC member bodies. If it is left to the 
discretion of individual audit engagement partners, firms, or member bodies, interpretations may vary 
significantly. The term must be defined in the glossary. 
 

 

CICA We found only two instances where the wording might be considered an implied requirement 
A13- “IFAC member bodies should consider the best approach”.  A13 could perhaps be reworded to: “The 
best approach will take into account” 
 
A40-“IFAC member bodies are encouraged to develop guidance”. A40 might be better reworded as follows: 
Delete the first sentence. Start the current second with “Engagement partners, in planning appropriate 
CPD, may consider aspects of their more complex engagements, including...” 
 
In A5- …A professional accountant aspiring to be an engagement partner will usually serve for several 
years on engagement teams, and may progress through supervisory and managerial roles under the 
supervision of a serving engagement partner. These roles may be performed before, during, or after 
meeting requirements in paragraphs 13–17 of this IES. This progression through increasing levels of 
responsibility is the usual path by which a professional accountant prepares to assume the role of an 
engagement partner. Those serving as engagement partners continue to develop and enhance their 
professional competence through leading or serving on audit engagements, and through other professional 
development.  

If paragraph A5 is kept (see our earlier recommendation to delete it), a point of clarification may be 
required.  Is “several years” meant to refer to the three year practical experience requirement?  If the 
intention is that it be more, then the point should be clarified as to why it would be more than the required 
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three years. [This is a place where ‘big firm feel’ seems more apparent in the wording, and can perhaps be 
played down to be more neutral.] 
 
A6-The use of the word “however” seems unnecessary– it makes it seem like SMPs are an afterthought. 
We suggest changing the sentence to read “This IES recognizes that there may be situations in which...” 
 
That being said, we are unclear as to what this sentence is actually trying to communicate. Should it be 
referring to “aspiring engagement partners” rather than “engagement partners”? But what does it mean to 
say someone may not progress through increasing levels of responsibility because they are in an SMP? It 
seems to us that “of course they do”, just not in the same way as in a larger firm. 
 
 

CIPFA The distinction between technical competence and professional competence is not particularly clear or 
helpful. The definitions in the glossary are very similar, so it is not clear why there is a need to distinguish 
between the two terms. 
 

 

CPA-
Australia 

There are no further items identified as requiring clarification. 
 

 

CPA-Ireland None noted. 
 

 

CSOEC-
CNCC 

Due to the difficulties to translate into French the word “consistency”, it would be appropriate to better 
define its meaning. 

 

 

DTT An important concept in this standard is that of the complexity of the engagement.  The proposed revised 
standard refers initially in paragraph 5(b) to the concept of  ‘less complex’ audits, and then later to ‘more 
complex’ audits, without identifying the factors that that would determine the complexity of an audit 
engagement and hence enable classification of an engagement as a more or less complex audit.  We urge 
the board provide further explanatory or introductory material on this issue.  Given the importance of this 
concept to the standard we also recommend an additional paragraph in the Scope section which provides 
an overview of these important concepts. 
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EFAA We are not aware of any. 
 

 

EYG If the wording in certain learning outcomes is aligned with the ISAs, there are not any additional terms 
within the proposed IES 8 that would require further clarification.  See detailed response to Question 2 
above.    
 

Please refer to 
the response of 
question 2 for 
further 
information 

FEE Considering the overall concept of the IES and the consistency within this concept, we wonder whether 
the assessment of professional competence (paragraph 17 and A33 to A35), would not be better placed 
in IES 6 which is specifically dedicated to the assessment of professional competences.  

 

 

GT   
HKICPA The ICAA supports the aims of the redrafting project and in particular the approach for all IESs to be c  

drafted, and subject to a single statement of their authority and effect. 
 

 

ICAEW No. 
 

 

ICAI One of the learning outcomes described under “Intellectual skills” is to evaluate the “assertions of 
entity management” on a range of audit and accounting matters.  It may be clarified as to what are the 
assertions of entity management. 
 
The term “network firm” finds place in the definition of “Engagement team” as well as “Auditor’s 
Expert”, both of which are IAASB definitions adopted in this IES.  However, the same has not been 
defined in the IESs or the Glossary.  

SQC 1, issued by Auditing and Assurance Standards Board of the ICAI, defines a “network firm” as an 
entity under common control, ownership or management with the firm or any entity that a reasonable 
and informed third party having knowledge of all relevant information would reasonably conclude as 
being part of the firm nationally or internationally. 

The said definition may be considered for incorporation in IES 8. 
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As per para A26 of the Explanatory Material forming part of IES 8, planning effective CPD in the areas 
of professional judgment and professional skepticism usually requires due care and may need 
innovative learning methods in which mentoring, reflection, time, and experience often play a key role. 
 
The “innovative learning methods” may be exemplified for clarity. 

ICPAU The term ‘Aspiring Engagement Partner’ is defined to include ‘aspiring professional accountants’. Our view 
is that individuals would only become aspiring engagement partners upon achieving professional 
accountant status. 
As explained in the response to question one the proposals in this draft is adopted would limit the current 
scope of IES 8. 
 

 

ICAS Our main comments in relation to the terms are: 
• the definition of “aspiring accountant” which we have explained earlier in our response as being too 

wide currently; and 
• the difference between “advanced” and “mastery”, and our consideration that both terms should be 

combined, as explained in Comment 3. 
 

 

ICPAS Further clarifications on definitions of serving engagement partner, newly appointed partner, aspiring 
engagement partners and complex audits as mentioned in Questions 1, 2 and 4 respectively would give 
more clarity. 
 

Please refer to 
responses of 
questions 1, 2, 
and 4 for further 
information 

IDW We have not become aware of any terms that require further clarification.  
 

 

IMCP Just clarify and define the minimum level of proficiency in the different competence area. 
 

 

IRBA No terms require further clarification. 
 

 

JICPA There are no terms that need further clarification.  
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Juvenal None.  In this moment I think that isn´t need require further clarification, but I suggest if board agrees that 

observed some discussion about other matters could be have impact in this process, for example: IOSCO 
about future regulations20 and framework21. 
 

 

KPMG Paragraph 1 states “...engagement partners who provide assurance services for audits of financial 
statements”. However we don’t perform assurance services for audits, we perform services for clients. We 
recommend amending the text to read “... engagement partners who perform audits of financial statements. 
 

 

Mahadevan Glossary- professional skills 
Professional values ethics attitudes be separately added as a term 
Rather than integrating. 
 
Accounting technology or accounting information system be added as a 
Learning outcome in management accounting or in information technology 
 
 
Mastery level of proficiency though described has not been applied. 
Application for one competency area should be attempted 
 

 

NZICA “Professional development” – we cannot find this term defined anywhere in this ED or other recent EDs.  
How does the term professional development fit with other defined terms of “initial professional 
development” and “continuing professional development”?  Further clarification is required. 
 
“Aspiring engagement partner” – We do not believe this definition is clear or sensible. 
 

 

PWC Other than the terms in our answers to questions 1, 4 and 6 above our biggest concern is around the need 
for clarification of who the revised standard is targeted at.  Please see our answer to question 1 for 

 

 
20 http://www.iosco.org/library/speeches/pdf/20121210-Wright-David.pdf 
21 http://www.iosco.org/news/pdf/IOSCONEWS260.pdf 
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specifics but we would recommend an update to the definition of aspiring engagement partner, a change in 
title and a thorough check of the standard to ensure we refer to the same role throughout. 
 

SAICA No 
 

 

SAIPA The document is technically very thorough and educationally sound and does not require further 
clarification.  
 

 

 
IV. Comments on Other Matters 
ACCA Effective Date 

The effective date is acceptable.  
 
Detailed drafting comments 
 
A6 is trying to say something but ends up saying nothing: 'A6. This IES does, however, recognize that there 
may be situations in which engagement partners operate within small- or medium-sized practices (SMPs), 
and may not progress through increasing levels of responsibility. In jurisdictions where SMPs are more 
common, the IFAC member body may consider how to set the professional competence requirements for 
newly appointed and serving engagement partners.' 
 
Also SMPs are very common in ALL jurisdictions. 
 
A7 'Most firms operate in a partnership structure' - This is not the case - most are sole practitioners.  Avoid 
this construction which is not needed. 
 
A8 – Delete 'accordingly' as A7 is not leading to that. 
 
A8 makes claims without needing to do so – suggest deleting ‘most’ from  'Most professional accountants 
may never serve as engagement partners' 
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Inconsistent capitalization throughout of IFAC member bodies/IFAC Member bodies. 
 
In A15 IFAC can’t assume that 'regulatory authorities have a responsibility to ensure that engagement 
partners have the learning outcomes expected of them by the public, employers, and clients.' This 
construction is different to that in IES 2, 3 and 4 which refer to competence and not learning outcomes. 
 
A24 inserts the word 'frequently' which may mean often within an audit or often meaning the majority of 
audits - the whole sentence can be deleted. 
 
A25 – Suggest deleting 'Because all organizations are operating in an ever increasingly complex and 
uncertain globalized economy'. It does not add to the paragraph. 
 

Altaf Noor Ali 
2. Suggested Specific Wording:  
Para 1-9 General Note: We find that the most of what is mentioned in first 9 paras may be relegated to the 
explanatory material. We find most of what is mentioned as distracting and out of proportion. For example, 
we consider the assessment as the most important part of this IES to which are devoted only three rows of 
text22. It is not even a requirement for an IFAC member body to ensure that all of the learning outcomes in 
Table A are assessed in a balanced manner. On the other hand, reference to the other IES23 takes more 
than twelve rows and that too towards the beginning one find it most irrelevant.  
Para 1: “This International Education Standard (IES) prescribes for the International Federation of 
Accountants (IFAC) member bodies the professional development requirements in terms of professional 
competence for aspiring engagement partners (para 13 through 17) and serving engagement partners 
(para 18 and 19), who are responsible for audits of financial statements. ”   
Relegate second sentence to the explanatory material24 . 
Para 2: Relegate text after the first sentence to the explanatory material25.  

 

 
22 See para 17 
23 See para 9 
24 It reads as: “This IES does not specify professional development for other roles that a professional accountant plays in relation to other assurance and related services”.  
25 It reads as: “This IES is addressed to IFAC member bodies.” 
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The second sentence conveys incomplete sense26.  
Instead: “The IFAC member bodies are responsible for prescribing professional development requirements 
in terms of professional competence for individuals who wish to assume the role of an engagement 
partner.” 
Consider adding: “Professional competence is the ability to perform a role of a professional accountant to a 
standard prescribed by an IFAC member body. Professional competence consists of technical competence, 
professional skills, and professional values, ethics, and attitudes. Each component of professional 
competence is then further described by a set of learning outcomes in this IES.” 
Para 3:  “The IES prescribes for the IFAC member bodies the authorization criteria to be achieved before 
being appointed as an engagement partner in terms of minimum competence area, learning outcomes, 
level of proficiency, and the methodology as technical competence, professional skills, and professional 
values, ethics and attitudes (para 13 through 17).  It also prescribes the professional development 
requirements for serving engagement partners (para 17 and 18)”.  
Delete or rlegate the rest of the text of this para to the explanatory material. 
Para 4: We do not see any point in repeating separately what is already mentioned in para 1. Consider 
deleting. 
Para 5: Relegate to the explanatory material. Assumptions not clearly stated. 
Revise as: “This IES is based on four assumptions: (a) That the Continuing Professional Development 
(CPD) requirements go eson to develop professional competence developed and assessed during Initial 
Professional Development (IPD) required for a professional accountant for assuming and discharging the 
role of an engagement partner; (b) That those assuming the role of engagement partners will not be called 
upon to handle complex audits without further professional development, as the requirements laid out here 
are not geared for it; (c) That the engagement partners progressively develop their professional 
competence by undertaking CPD appropriate to the complexity of the audit entities they serve. (d) That 
aspiring engagement partners operate within an engagement team.” 
Para 6: We do not find this schedule 1 to be conveying what is required.  
Schedule 1:  Its middle column headed “Applicable IESs” refers to incorrect paras for a serving and 
aspiring engagement partner.  

 
26 The second sentence conveys incomplete sense. It reads as: “IFAC member bodies have responsibility for the professional development necessary to become an 

engagement partner”.  
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Para A36 rightly states that para 18 and 19 outline requirements for serving engagement partners (and not 
para 16) and that “the requirements in paragraph 13 through 17 only apply to aspiring... engagement 
partners” (and not para 13-15). 
Correct Schedule 1as suggested.  
Also, add accompanying text stating: “Serving engagement partners are required to undertake CPD 
appropriate to their responsibilities (para 17) and for audits involving complex industries, operations, and 
reporting requirements ((para 18).  
Also, mention IES 527and 628 with 7 and 8 under the dotted row as it “provides guidance for the 
assessment of professional competency required in this IES.” 
Para 7: The first sentence repeats29 what is already mentioned in para 330. We recommend all that is 
outside the scope of this IES is gathered and placed in a single para in the explanatory material. 
The second sentence31 is a statement of practice and can be relegated to the explanatory material. 
Para 8: First sentence32 repeats para 1. 
We find the second sentence33 of this para to be in negation of what is mentioned in para 134. Relegate to 
the explanatory text. One finds this state to be highly confusing.  
Para 9: Given that the IES is likely to be translated to other languages, we point out that this IES 
“prescribes”35 , “specifies”36 and “sets”37. These terms do not exactly hold the same meaning in English 
and other languages. Restricting use to one of these terms will add value to the translations as well.   
Also, align the whole para to the explanatory material.  

27 See A29: It states: “The principles of IES 5 provide useful guidance to IFAC member bodies…regarding the role of practical experience supervisors”. 
28 See A33, ibid. 
29 “The responsibilities of individual professional accountants, employers, business entities, and regulators in enabling, assuming o assigning the role of an engagement 

partner, are not within the scope of this standard.” 
30 “Licensing regimes, as well as the internal policies of firms, may set additional partner authorization criteria. These criteria are outside the scope of this IES.” 
31 Many stakeholders and factors determine partner authorization criteria and whether a professional accountant can assume the role of an engagement partner. 
32 This IES sets professional development requirements for engagement partners providing assurance services for audits of financial statements. 
33 IFAC member bodies or other stakeholders may choose to apply the requirements of this IES to non-audit types of engagements (such as other  assurance and related 

services)…..” 
34 This IES does not specify professional development for other roles that professional accountant plays in relation to other assurance and related services. 
35 Para 1, ibid 
36 Para 3, ibid; Para 9  
37 Para 8, ibid 
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Para 10. Use of separate heading: “Definition (Ref: para A1 and Table B)”, is recommended.   
Objective(Ref: Para A15) 
Para 12: “The objective of an IFAC member body is to ensure that those serving and aspiring to be 
engagement partners in its jurisdiction maintain professional competence to perform their role and protect 
public interest”. 
Requirements 
Professional Accountants who are aspiring to be, or are newly appointed to the role of, Engagement 
Partner (Ref: Para A6 to A26)38 
Para 13.  
Table A – Learning Outcomes for a Newly Appointed Engagement Partner 
We find the text devoted to the three components of professional competence areas to be out of proportion 
with each other. Technical competence= 10 competence areas and 33 learning outcomes; professional 
skills = 4 competence areas and 10 learning outcomes; professional values, ethics and attitudes = 3 
competence areas and 7 learning outcomes. 
Assessment (Ref: Para A33-35) 
Para 17:  Revise: “The IFAC member bodies shall establish appropriate assessment activities to assess the 
professional competence of aspiring engagement partners”. 
Insert new para 17A: Add: “A positive result from the assessment required means that a professional 
accountant has satisfied the professional competency requirements of this IES. If the assessment of an 
aspiring engagement partner indicates that further professional development is necessary, then the IFAC 
member body may provide specific suggestion, as to how, where, and when the aspiring engagement 
partner can access the profession development sufficient to address the shortfall.” 
CPD for those Serving as Engagement Partners (Ref: Para A36-A41)39 
Para 18: Its vague. It requires serving engagement partners to undertake CPD in audits involving complex 
industries, operations, and reporting requirements without being specific. It does not say what would 
happen if the engagement partners fail to undertake CPD appropriate to their responsibilities. 
Para 19: As it is. 
Insert new para 20: Add: “If engagement partners do not undertake CPD appropriate to their responsibilities 

 
38 We find this heading to be highly confusing. This should read as: For Professional Accountants aspiring to be Engagement Partners (Ref: Para A16 to A35). 
39 We find this heading to be highly in appropriate. It should read as “CPD requirements for Serving Engagement Partners”. 
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and/or in respect of their more complex audit engagements, the IFAC member body may refer IES 7 
Continuing Professional Development.”40  
 
 
Explanatory Material 
A1:  “This IES focuses on the development of professional competency required for one particular role of a 
professional accountant as an engagement partner responsible for audits of financial statements”.  
Insert new para A1A: “Some of the terms used in this IES are defined in the IAASB Glossary of Terms and 
IAASB pronouncements are shown as Table B41”. 
Table B – IAASB definitions adopted in this IES  
Modify first column to read “Defined Term and where used in this IES”. Indicate below the term its location 
by para in the IES. 
Also include the definition of “Component auditors” as defined in ISA 60042. 
Towards the end of the Table B, simply state: “Source: 2012 IAASB Handbook of International Quality 
Control, Auditing, Review, Other Assurance, and Related Services Announcements issued by the 
International Auditing and Accounting Standards Board (IAASB)”. 
A2: Consider revising with: “An engagement partner is responsible for the audit engagement and its 
performance, and for the auditor’s report that is issued on behalf of the firm, among others. Satisfactory 
attainment of the requirements of this IES demonstrates the professional competence required for an 
engagement partner.” 
A3: Revise: “Professional competency is the ability to perform a role to a standard defined by a IFAC 
member body.”43 
A4: Delete. 
A5: We find the first sentence44 to be without reference to the professional values, ethics and attitudes. We 
also find it difficult to relate to another sentence45. Recommend its deletion.  

40 This is so stated in A41 and we recommend its inclusion in the main body of the IES. 
41 We recommend placement of Table as appendix 2, towards the end of the IES. 
42 See para A40 
43Delete second sentence, It repeats the contents of A4. 
44 “Only those professional accountants with a wide range of technical competence and professional skills will be able to deal with the complex situations that 

engagement partners may face during their careers.” 
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We do not agree with your description of “usual path”46. For us, it is “one way” (but obviously not the only 
one). 
A6: “The IFAC member body may consider a different set of professional competence requirements for 
newly appointed and serving engagement partners within small- or medium-sized practices (SMPs) while 
recognizing that there may be limited opportunities for a professional accountant to assume the role of an 
engagement partner after going through supervisory or managerial roles.”47   
Partner Authorization Criteria 
A7: Insert “(b)” before “Role of firms” 
A7-9:The contents of these paras add nothing to our our understanding. Delete. 
Engagement Partners, Audit Teams and Sole Practitioners 
A10-11: The contents of these paras add nothing to our our understanding. Delete. 
Responsibilities of IFAC member bodies 
A12-13: The contents of these paras add nothing to our our understanding. Delete. 
Audit of Financial Statements and Other Assurance Engagements 
A14: Delete second and last sentence48. What is stated therein is clear negation of para 149. 
Objective (Ref: Para 12) 
A15: Status quo 
Professional Accountants Aspiring, or Newly Appointed, to the role of Engagement Partner (Ref: Para 1350) 
Developing Learning Outcomes51 

—————— 
45 “These (supervisory and managerial) roles may be performed before, during, or after meeting requirements in para 13-17 of this IES.” 
46 “This progression through interesting levels of responsibility is the usual path by which a professional accountant prepares to assume the role of an engagement 

partner.” 
47 We politely protest the contents of A5 and A6. The fact that small and medium-sized firms are common in almost all the jurisdictions has been ignored. I restrain 

myself from quoting any figures here which remains well-documented.  
48 Para 14 second sentence: “Although this IES applies to audits of financial statements, the prescribed learning outcomes may also be helpful when performing...other 

types of assurance and related services “  Para A14 last sentence: “Similarly, many of the learning outcomes required for an audit of financial statements may be 
relevant to those engagement partners responsible for assurance engagements…”  

49 Para 1: “This IES does not specify professional development for other roles that a professional accountant plays in relation to to other assurance and related services.” 
50 The cross-reference to this heading should be with the para in the IES (para 13) and not explanatory material (Para A16-.A35). Please correct.  
51“ Developing Learning Outcomes” is an out-of-sky heading that looks so out of place. Learning outcomes is a part of Table A. We suggest this heading to be “Table A – 

Learning Outcomes for a Newly Appointed Engagement Partner” 
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A16: We find the description here to be relevant  for IES rather than explanatory material, modified as 
follows and recommended as para 2 of the IES.  
“Professional competence is the ability to perform a role of a professional accountant to a standard 
prescribed by an IFAC member body. Professional competence consists of technical competence, 
professional skills, and professional values, ethics, and attitudes. Each component of professional 
competence is then further described by a set of learning outcomes in this IES.” 
A17:  “A competence area is a category for which a set of related learning outcomes can be specified.” 
A18:  Insert last sentence in A23.  
  
A19-20: Status quo. 
A21:  Delete second sentence.  
A22: Status quo. 
A23: Related to A18 above.  Delete last sentence as it is repetition of A18, 
Professional judgment and professional skepticism52 
A24-25: Delete. We find these explanations to be more relevant for a technical than an education standard. 
A26: “Planning effective CPD in any of the competence area requires due care and may need innovative 
methods in which mentoring, reflection, time, and experience often play a key role.” 
Review of Professional Development Program (Ref: Para 14)53 
A27: Revise: “Each IFAC member body should decide upon the frequency as a formal policy to revise and 
update the learning outcomes. Such policy should reflect the rapidly changing complex environment within 
which engagement partners operate”. 
Practical Experience (Ref: Para 15 and16)54 
A28: Status quo. 
A29: “Practical experience gained during IPD by an aspiring professional accountant, within the audit of 
financial statements, may also count, in whole or in part, as an appropriate practical experience.” 

 
52 This relates to competence area (p) in para 10. This is the only competence area with further explanation. Suggest that you cross-reference the heading properly with 

competence area as (Ref: Competence Area para 10 (p)). 
53 Refer to heading above para 14 of the IES. The given heading over para A27 is “Review of Learning Outcomes” (without any reference to para). Kindly make 

correction. Use consistent font for heading as in previous ones. 
54 Use proper font in the heading and cross-reference it with the relevant para in the IES.   
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A30:  Status quo. 
Appropriate Environments for obtaining Practical Experience (Ref: Para A26(b))55 
A31: It is not clear how “private firms, governmental and other audit organizations” may provide suitable 
experience of audit of financial statements. These entities appears to be out of scope of the definition of 
firm56. 
Practical Experience: Small- and Medium-Sized Entities 
A32: We recommend upgrading this text to the IES as a separate para 16. 
Assessment (Ref: Para 17)57 
A33:  Revise: “IFAC member are encouraged to take facilitative approach to assessment*. This approach 
may be most useful to professional accountants in smaller firms.  
(*See IES 6 Initial Professional Development – Assessment of Professional Competence) 
A34: This should be in place of A33. 
Revise: “The IFAC member bodies may use various assessment activities to assess the professional 
competence of aspiring engagement partners. This may include written examination and workplace 
assessment”. 
It has been left at the discretion of the IFAC member bodies to have include written examination and 
workplace assessment to assess the professional competence of the aspiring engagement partner. 
A35: The contents of this para are common to aspiring and serving engagement partners. Recommend this 
to be placed in the range of A36-41. 
Insert: “The competence area, learning outcomes, levels of proficiency and practical experience prescribed 
in paras 13 through 17 will usually not be sufficient for  
serving as engagement partner on more complex audit.”58   
CPD for those Serving as Engagement Partners (Ref: Para 18 and 19)59 
Audit Professional competence for More Complex Audits60 

 
55 Kindly insert the suitable cross-reference, as mentioned.  
56 ISA 220 Paragraph 7 (b) defines a firm as ‘a sole practitioner, partnership or corporation or other entity of professional accountants.” 
57 The heading above para A33 is “Assessment of Professional Competence” (no reference stated, font not consistent). Correction suggested: use same heading as in IES, 

insert cross-reference, use consistent font. 
58 Modified from second sentence in A38. 
59 Insert correct cross-reference and let the heading state: “CPD for Serving Engagement Partners”. 
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A36: The contents of this para should be placed in the body of the standard. The reader should be made 
aware of the fact instantly that paras 13 through 17 are applicable to the aspiring engagement partners, 
whereas para 18 and 19 are applicable to the serving engagement partners. 
A37: The first sentence sounds similar to A40. Check and Edit.   
A37: Revise the last sentence as: “The engagement partners undertake appropriate CPD activities to 
enhance professional competence to integrate diverse professional competence and skills within the 
engagement team.” 
A38: Revise as: “Audits of entities within some specific industries or financial environments are ordinarily 
deemed to be more complex.  An engagement partner assuming responsibility for such audits is expected 
to have attained higher levels of proficiency, such as greater levels of professional judgment or professional 
skepticism,”  
This para talks about more important learning outcomes whereas none stated. So what it all means? Have 
I missed out on something? 
Achieving Learning Outcome for More Complex audits 
A39:  Status quo 
A40: Restates the first sentence of A37. Status quo. 
A41: Place the contents as proposed new para 20 of the IES with modification. 
 

BDO Schedule 1: Relationship between Experience, IESs, and the Role of an Engagement Partner 
 
We note that the schedule only includes reference to IES paragraphs 13-16 however there is additional 
guidance that is not referenced, such as ‘CPD for Those Serving as Engagement Partners’. We believe it is 
important to include all content of the IES in this schedule to illustrate the relationship stated. In addition, 
we note that role progression begins at ‘Aspiring Engagement Partner’. In paragraph A8 in the Explanatory 
Material it notes that most professional accountants will not serve as an engagement partner and as such 
we believe that it would be helpful to instead align this schedule with the other IESs. In this case IES 1 - 6 
would correspond with a role of ‘Aspiring Professional Accountant’, IES 7 and IES 8 (paragraphs 13 - 15) 

 

—————— 
60 The use of term “Audit Professional” may be easily confused with the noun “audit professionals” as used in the extant IES. Suggest you delete the first word “Audit” 

from the heading. 
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would correspond with either ‘Professional Accountant’ or ‘Aspiring Engagement Partner’ and IES 7 and 
IES 8 (paragraphs 16 – 19) would correspond with ‘Newly Appointed Engagement Partner’.  
 
 
CPD for Those Serving as Engagement Partners 
 
We believe that paragraph 19 seems to be unnecessary due to the content of paragraph 18. We 
recommend that this section, in its final form, is moved to the explanatory material. 
 
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. 
 

CGA-
Canada 

Miscellany 
The first sentence of Explanatory Material, Paragraph A1 includes a typo. It begins “This IES builds 
on requirements the requirement for the development of professional competence…”. The word 
“requirements” between ‘on’ and ‘the’, as underlined here should be deleted.  
 
Explanatory Material, paragraph A5 refers to the professional accountant meeting the requirements set out 
in paragraphs 13-17 of the proposed IES 8. The requirements of paragraphs 13-17 are for IFAC member 
bodies to meet. This sentence should be rephrased to make this distinction; perhaps as follows: “These 
roles may be performed before, during, or after meeting the expected professional competence and 
practical experience requirements as established by the relevant IFAC member body”. 
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DTT Effective date 

 
When setting the effective date we believe the Board needs to carefully consider the transitional 
implications for individuals already in the role of engagement partner at that date.  The Board should 
consider setting an effective date that ensures the standard applies to individuals appointed to the role of 
engagement partner after an effective date, and then provide appropriate transitional guidance for IFAC 
member bodies on the impact of the standard on those already in the role of engagement partner. 
 
In establishing transitional guidance the Board should consider making provision for the ‘grandfathering’ of 
existing engagement partners (i.e. clarifying situations where existing engagement partners may be 
considered to have already achieved the professional competence and professional development 
requirements set out in the standard). As currently worded the standard would apply, on its effective date to 
all existing engagement partners, and could therefore create an unintended situation of mass non-
compliance. 
Specific drafting points 
 
In addition to our responses to the specific questions posed in the Explanatory Memorandum, we also 
provide a number of specific comments on the exposure draft together with suggestions for changes to 
enhance the clarity of the final standard. 
 
Paragrap
h 

Existing Wording Comments/Suggestions for change 
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1 This International Education 
Standard (IES) prescribes the 
professional development 
requirements for aspiring 
engagement partners and serving 
engagement partners who provide 
assurance services for audits of 
financial statements. 

The phrase ‘assurance services for 
audits of financial statements’ is odd.  
We recommend rewording as: 
This International Education Standard 
(IES) prescribes the professional 
development requirements for 
aspiring engagement partners and 
serving engagement partners 
who are responsible for audits of 
financial statements. 

5 (c) The minimum professional 
competence requirements to 
become a newly appointed 
engagement partner have been 
framed in the context that aspiring 
engagement partners operate within 
an engagement team; 

This wording is unnecessarily 
complex.  Recommend simplifying to: 
Aspiring engagement partners 
operate within an engagement team; 

5 (d) Irrespective of the size or nature of 
the audited entity and the firm of the 
engagement partner providing the 
audit, engagement partners 
progressively develop their 
professional competence by 
undertaking CPD appropriate to the 
complexity of the audit entities that 
they serve. 

Delete this assumption, it is 
requirement of the standard to 
undertake appropriate CPD 
(paragraphs 15 and 16), and so it 
cannot also be an underpinning 
assumption that this happens. 
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7 Many stakeholders and factors 
determine partner authorization 
criteria and whether a professional 
accountant can assume the role of 
engagement partner. 

Use terminology consistent with the 
diagram above: 
 
Many stakeholders and factors 
determine engagement partner 
authorization criteria and whether a 
professional accountant can assume 
the role of engagement partner 

13 (a) (iii) Approve or recommend an 
appropriate audit strategy in relation 
to the audit objective.  

We would expect an engagement 
partner would always approve rather 
than recommend an audit strategy.  
We recommend rewording as follows: 
Approve an appropriate audit strategy 
in relation to the audit objective. 

13 (b) (i) Analyze the presentation and 
disclosures of financial statements 
in the context of the relevant 
financial reporting framework. 

We recommend rewording as: 
Assess the presentation and 
disclosures of financial statements in 
the context of the relevant financial 
reporting framework. 

13 (c) (iii) Consider an entity’s risk 
management process and the way it 
is monitored as part of the 
assessment of risks of material 
misstatements.  

Correct typographical error: 
… assessment of risks of material 
misstatement. 
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13 (e) (i) Analyze relevant industry, 
regulatory, and other external 
factors (e.g., market, competition, 
product technology, environmental 
requirements) that are used to form 
auditor expectations.  

We recommend rewording as: 
Evaluate relevant industry, 
regulatory, and other external factors 
(e.g., market, competition, product 
technology, environmental 
requirements) that are used to form 
auditor expectations. 

13 (e) Business and organizational 
environment; Economics; Business 
management  
 

We recommend the proficiency level 
for this competency area should be 
Advanced, consistent with other 
competency areas which refer to the 
identification of risks of material 
misstatement. 

13 (g) Information technology We recommend the proficiency level 
for this competency area should be 
Advanced, consistent with other 
competency areas which refer to the 
identification of risks of material 
misstatement. 

13 (h) Business laws and regulations We recommend the proficiency level 
for this competency area should be 
Advanced, consistent with other 
competency areas which refer to the 
identification of risks of material 
misstatement. 
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13 (h) (ii) Evaluate security and stock 
exchange regulations as they apply 
to the risks of material 
misstatements and presentation 
requirements of audit engagements.  

Correct typographical error: 
… apply to the risks of material 
misstatement… 

13 (i) (i) Analyze the various sources of 
finance available to an audited entity 
to be able to understand the effect 
on the entity and plan appropriate 
testing and review procedures.  

It is not clear why we need to refer to 
‘an audited entity’ as this is not a 
qualifier that has been used 
elsewhere in Table A.    We 
recommend rewording as: 
Analyze the various sources of 
finance available to an entity to be 
able to understand the effect on the 
entity and plan appropriate testing 
and review procedures.  

13 (i) (ii) Analyze an audited entity cash flow, 
budgets, and forecasts, as well as 
working capital requirements to 
assess going concern.  

It is not clear why we need to refer to 
‘an audited entity’ as this is not a 
qualifier that has been used 
elsewhere in Table A.    We 
recommend rewording as: 
Analyze an entity’s cash flow, 
budgets, and forecasts, as well as 
working capital requirements to 
assess going concern. 
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13 (i) (iv) Analyze the various types of 
financial instruments used by the 
audited entity to design the 
corresponding audit strategy.  

It is not clear why we need to refer to 
‘an audited entity’ as this is not a 
qualifier that has been used 
elsewhere in Table A.    We 
recommend rewording as: 
Analyze the various types of financial 
instruments used by the entity to 
design the corresponding audit 
strategy. 

13 (j) (i) Analyze the most common types of 
cost and management control 
concepts and tools and determine 
their effect on an entity.  

This learning outcome is strangely 
constructed and does not link to the 
audit engagement.  We recommend 
rewording as follows: 
Analyze the entity’s approach to cost 
and management control to identify 
and assess the risks of material 
misstatement.  
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13 (j) (ii) Evaluate the risk that performance 
management systems will 
incentivize employees to override 
controls.  

The risk is not that override of 
controls will definitely occur, but that 
it could occur, so we recommend 
changing ‘will’ to ‘may’: 
Evaluate the risk that performance 
management systems may 
incentivize employees to override 
controls. 
Also as this learning outcome 
addresses a fraud risk we 
recommend the proficiency level for 
this competency area should be 
Advanced. 

13 (k) (i) Evaluate the assertions of entity 
management on a range of audit 
and accounting matters.  

We are unclear what is intended 
here.  Is this referring specifically to 
management representations? Or it is 
referring more broadly to the ability to 
discuss, interpret, assess, consider 
and evaluate the information provided 
by management in the context of the 
audit? 

13 (l) (ii) Act as a mentor or coach to aspiring 
engagement partners in respect of 
developing professional 
competence.  

It is not clear to us why this learning 
outcome is categorized at an 
advanced level of proficiency when 
some technical elements are not. 
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13 (o) (i) Assess the effect on the public 
interest, the profession, and wider 
society of a specific course of action 
in respect of an entity.  

This is an extremely wide-ranging 
outcome as currently worded.  We 
recommend that it be set in the 
context of the conduct of an audit. 

13 (q) (iii)  Implement and maintain appropriate 
safeguards to ensure confidentiality 
of the audited entity’s information.  

In our view the verb ‘ensure’ is not 
appropriate here.  We recommend 
changing the wording as follows: 
Implement and maintain appropriate 
safeguards to secure the 
confidentiality of the audited entity’s 
information. 

15 IFAC member bodies shall prescribe 
the sufficiency of, and the 
environment within which, practical 
experience is to be obtained by an 
individual aspiring to the role of an 
engagement partner. 

Use defined term: 
IFAC member bodies shall prescribe 
the sufficiency of, and the 
environment within which, practical 
experience is to be obtained by 
an aspiring engagement partner. 

16 IFAC member bodies shall require 
that a significant proportion of the 
practical experience of an individual 
aspiring to the role of engagement 
partner be related to the audit of 
financial statements. 

Use defined term: 
IFAC member bodies shall require 
that a significant proportion of the 
practical experience of an aspiring 
engagement partner be related to the 
audit of financial statements. 
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A1 This IES builds on requirements the 
requirement for the development of 
professional competence… 

Correct typographical error: 
This IES builds on the requirement 
for the development of professional 
competence… 

A2 The role of engagement partner is 
(a) clearly defined by ISAs, (b) 
easily understandable by firms and 
IFAC member bodies, and (c) 
publicly visible. The engagement 
partner is the person held 
responsible by the regulators and 
other stakeholders within the 
profession for the quality of an audit. 

We recommend the Board carefully 
review this statement in light of 
ongoing debate about whether 
responsibility for an audit rests with 
the individual or with the firm.  We 
believe that the engagement partner 
is not always publicly visible, and the 
extent to which they are may depend 
on the jurisdiction and/or the nature 
of the audit engagement.  

A6 This IES does, however, recognize 
that there may be situations in which 
engagement partners operate within 
small- or medium-sized practices 
(SMPs), and may not progress 
through increasing levels of 
responsibility. 

We believe those working in SMPs 
will still need to progress through 
levels increasing responsibility to 
reach engagement partner.  We 
therefore suggest rewording as 
follows: 
This IES does, however, recognize 
that there may be situations in which 
engagement partners operate within 
small- or medium-sized practices 
(SMPs), and may not progress 
through engagements which are of 
increasing levels of complexity. 
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A7 Appropriate professional 
development is critical for assuming 
the role of engagement partner, but 
the following factors, independent of 
professional development, also 
determine whether the role of 
engagement partner can be or has 
been assumed: 

As per our comments relating to the 
focus of the standard being on 
competence, we suggest rewording 
as follows: 
Appropriate professional competence 
is critical for assuming the role of 
engagement partner, but the 
following factors, independent of 
professional competence, also 
determine whether the role of 
engagement partner can be or has 
been assumed: 
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A7 The firm, which by definition 
includes sole practitioners, 
determines who can sign an audit 
opinion as a legal representative of 
the firm. Most firms operate in a 
partnership structure, and the 
partners in the partnership decide 
who in that firm can assume the role 
of engagement partner. A 
professional accountant who has 
satisfied the requirements of this 
IES, and who has met the 
requirements of the applicable 
licensing regime may, however, not 
be selected as an engagement 
partner in a firm. Further, individuals 
who meet the requirements of this 
IES may establish their own 
practice, which might include audit 
engagements, subject to the 
requirements of the applicable 
licensing regime. In such cases, 
individuals assume the role of 
engagement partner of their own 
volition by choosing to practice as 
sole practitioners. These matters 
are usually not within the control or 
authority of an IFAC member body. 

We struggle to make sense of this 
paragraph and recommend that the 
Board revisit this wording and attempt 
to simplify it. 
We are particularly concerned that 
the last sentence suggests that sole 
practitioners might not be “within the 
control or authority of an IFAC 
member body”, and hence readers of 
the standard may be led to conclude 
therefore that the requirements of the 
standard do not apply to sole 
practitioners.  We do not believe this 
is the Board’s intention. 
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A8 Accordingly, a professional 
accountant may meet the 
requirements of this IES, possibly 
for several years, before assuming 
the role of an engagement partner. 

Recommend avoiding linking back to 
previous paragraph: 
A professional accountant may meet 
the requirements of this IES, possibly 
for several years, before assuming 
the role of an engagement partner. 

A8 Accordingly, a professional 
accountant may meet the 
requirements of this IES, possibly 
for several years, before assuming 
the role of an engagement partner. 
Most professional accountants may 
never serve as engagement 
partners, depending on a range of 
factors, which may include: 

• The prevailing legislative or 
regulatory environment; or 

• Their career choices and 
progression. 

We be recommend this paragraph be 
simplified to read: 
While a professional accountant may 
meet the requirements set out in this 
IES, this does not automatically mean 
that they will become an engagement 
partner.  Progression to the role of 
engagement partner will depend on a 
range of factors which may include: 

• The prevailing legislative or 
regulatory environment; or 

• Their career choices and 
progression. 
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A11 Irrespective of the size or nature of 
the audited entity, and the firm of 
the engagement partner providing 
the audit, this IES indicates that 
engagement partners continue to 
undertake CPD appropriate to the 
complexity of the audits in which 
they serve as engagement partners. 

This paragraph is specific to sole 
practitioners, so recommend 
rewording as: 
Irrespective of the size or nature of 
the audited entity, and the fact that 
the audit is performed by a sole 
practitioner, this IES indicates that 
engagement partners continue to 
undertake CPD appropriate to the 
complexity of the audits in which they 
serve as engagement partners. 

A14 This IES is applicable to the audits 
of financial statements. 

We recommend deleting this 
sentence as it does not add to the 
content of Paragraph 8, and the 
subsequent explanation of ‘financial 
statements’ can stand alone without 
this introductory sentence. 
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A14 Similarly, many of the learning 
outcomes required for an audit of 
financial statements may be 
relevant to those engagement 
partners responsible for assurance 
engagements relating to 
nonfinancial statement information, 
such as environmental or social 
measures. 

We believe that audits of financial 
statements and the audit of 
environmental or social measures 
may well be quite different in nature 
and could require different learning 
outcomes.  We recommend deleting 
the reference to these types of 
information: 
Similarly, many of the learning 
outcomes required for an audit of 
financial statements may be relevant 
to those engagement partners 
responsible for assurance 
engagements relating to nonfinancial 
statement information. 

A15 Requiring that aspiring and serving 
engagement partners achieve 
professional development through 
appropriate learning outcomes 
serves several purposes. 

We suggest redrafting to be 
consistent with our proposed revised 
wording for the objective: 
Requiring that engagement partners 
develop and maintain the 
professional competence required to 
perform their role. 
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A15 Second, IFAC member bodies and 
regulatory authorities have a 
responsibility to ensure that 
engagement partners have the 
learning outcomes expected of them 
by the public, employers, and 
clients. 

We believe the reference to 
employers here should be specific to 
firms (as defined in the standard): 
Second, IFAC member bodies and 
regulatory authorities have a 
responsibility to ensure that 
engagement partners have the 
learning outcomes expected of them 
by the public, firms, and clients. 

A20 The learning outcomes are the 
minimum to be achieved by an 
individual appointed to the role of an 
engagement partner. The minimum 
learning outcomes are those that 
provide the base to enable 
professional accountants to develop 
a specialization such as an audit 
engagement partner. 

We believe the second sentence 
duplicates the first and does not add 
value.  We recommend deleting: 
The learning outcomes are the 
minimum to be achieved by an 
individual appointed to the role of an 
engagement partner. 

A24 Considering whether accounting 
standards are appropriately applied 
by an audit entity, as well as 
determining an appropriate audit 
strategy, requires a high level of 
professional judgment to be 
exercised by an engagement 
partner.  

We are concerned that this sentence 
seems to be an attempt to provide 
examples of where professional 
judgment may need to be exercised 
within an audit engagement, however 
there is no explicit indication that 
these are just examples or that it is 
not an exhaustive list of examples.   
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A25 Applying the appropriate degree of 
professional skepticism to assess 
audit evidence gathered as 
evidence of management’s 
representations is a key 
professional competence of the 
engagement partner.  

We believe this sentence could be 
confusing in light of the requirements 
of ISA 580 Written Representations 
and recommend deleting the 
reference to management 
representations and rewording as 
follows: 
Applying the appropriate degree of 
professional skepticism to assess 
audit evidence is a key professional 
competence of the engagement 
partner. 

A32 Audits for small- and medium-sized 
entities are usually provided by 
smaller firms that may have fewer 
resources to organize formal 
professional development programs. 

We disagree with this statement – 
many audits of small and medium 
sized entities are provided by large 
network firms.  We recommend 
rewording as follows: 
Audits for small- and medium-sized 
entities may be provided by smaller 
firms that may have fewer resources 
to organize formal professional 
development programs. 
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A37 Audit engagements vary in the 
complexity of accounting and 
auditing matters, the size of the 
entity, and in the organizational and 
operational complexity of the entity 
whose financial statements are 
being audited.  

This sentence is poorly worded and 
difficult to follow.  We recommend 
rewording as follows: 
There are many factors which 
contribute to the complexity of an 
audit engagement including, but not 
limited to: 

• The range of relevant accounting 
and audit matters; 

• The size and nature of the entity; 

• The organizational and 
operational complexity of the 
entity; 

• The environment and industry 
within with the entity operates. 
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A39 Appropriate CPD to achieve the 
learning outcomes required to 
assume the role of engagement 
partner for more complex audits 
may include the following types of 
activities: 

• Participating in appropriate 
learning and development 
activities, including progressively 
assuming more responsible roles 
on engagement teams and 
mentoring by more experienced 
engagement partners; 

• Consultation with specialists and 
reflecting on the advice received; 
and 

• Acting on feedback from a firm’s 
system of quality control, or 
external quality assurance 
programs conducted by IFAC 
member bodies or regulators. 

These examples of appropriate CPD 
are specifically identified for the 
achievement of the learning 
outcomes for more complex audits.  
In our view these represent 
appropriate CPD for a wide range of 
audit engagements, including more 
complex engagements, and we 
recommend they are not limited to 
those specific engagements. 
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A41 If engagement partners do not 
undertake appropriate CPD in 
respect of their more complex audit 
engagements, the IFAC member 
body may refer the Requirements 
for the monitoring of CPD as set out 
in IES 7 Continuing Professional 
Development.  

Correct typographical errors: 
If engagement partners do not 
undertake appropriate CPD in 
respect of their more complex audit 
engagements, the IFAC member 
body may refer to the requirements 
for the monitoring of CPD as set out 
in IES 7 Continuing Professional 
Development. 

 

EFAA Translation and implementation 
We suggest that a period of two years would be advisable in order to enable the necessary changes to be 
accommodated. 
 
Explanatory Material – paragraph A1 
The text needs amendment as it currently reads as follows: 
 
“This IES builds on requirements the requirement for the development”. 
 
Input from other stakeholders 
Despite the difficulties in obtaining feedback from those not directly affected by these proposals, we believe 
that input from stakeholders, such as audit regulators, would be valuable. 
 

 

EYG We offer the following other comments and drafting suggestions for your consideration: 
• We suggest that throughout the standard the term technical competence be revised to professional 

knowledge to align with our comment letter on IES 2. 
• We suggest the following revision to paragraph 3:  This IES…Each  Pprofessional accountants 

who have has demonstrated the professional competence prescribed… 
• We suggest that paragraph 4 be deleted.  This paragraph duplicates what is said in the first 

sentence of paragraph 1.  
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• We suggest the following revision to paragraph 5 (a):  For those professional accountants 
who become assume the role of engagement partners, the professional competence that is 
developed and assessed during Initial Professional Development (IPD) will be further developed as 
part of Continuing Professional Development (CPD) to become a newly appointed engagement 
partners and, after this appointment, during their career;  

• We suggest the following revision to paragraph 17:  IFAC member bodies shall establish 
appropriate assessment activities to assess the achievement of the… 

• Is the intent of paragraph 17, which refers to aspiring engagement partners, to go beyond existing 
practice with local regulatory regimes testing students to obtain their CPA?  Is the intent of this 
paragraph to assess aspiring partners for obtaining a license to sign an audit opinion? 

• We suggest the following revision to paragraph 19:  IFAC member bodies shall require that 
engagement partners serving on audits involving more complex……..undertake relevant CPD that 
addresses the elements of more complex audits.    

• We suggest the following revision to paragraph A1:  This IES builds on requirements the 
requirements for the development of professional... 

• In paragraph A7 a (b) is missing in front of the subtitle Role of firms 
• Paragraph A11 does not specifically mention that baseline knowledge of new accounting and 

auditing pronouncements should always be maintained. Therefore, we suggest the following revision 
to paragraph A11:  Irrespective of the size or nature of the audited entity, and the firm of the 
engagement partner providing the audit, this IES indicates 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…  

• We suggest that paragraph A14 be earlier in the application material so that more prominence is 
given to this paragraph.  We suggest that paragraph A14 be moved after paragraph A2.    

 
ICAEW We would suggest that the ‘Effective Date’ section recommends that implementation of the revised 

standard be at the next professional development review rather than July 2015. This would be a more 
realistic deadline for many member bodies and would prevent the danger of mass non-compliance. 
 
It is currently unclear what IAESB’s view is on the frequency or timing of assessment activities referred to: 
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for instance, it is envisaged this would be only prior to appointment or on-going? 
 
A1: Typo on line one, delete ‘the requirement’. 
 
A6: We would welcome some clarity on what is being proposed. If, despite our objections, there is to be a 
Standard with requirements, we would be against a watering-down of the requirements just because the 
jurisdiction has more SMPs (if this is the suggestion) and feel that it is much more appropriate to ensure 
that the requirements are the same but can be tailored to circumstances. 
 
A7: b) should be inserted before ‘role of firms’. This paragraph highlights why the onus may have to be with 
firms, subject to member body monitoring (a point we support and make repeatedly above). 
 
A13: We support the point about the danger of over-engineering processes and suggest that it could be 
emphasized further, possibly in implementation guidance. 
 
A14: We support the last sentence but this should not be a requirement, which could be implied by 
paragraph 8 in the Standard. 
 
A22: We feel that this should be discouraged, as per our response to question 11. 
 
A24: Suggest replacing ‘frequently’ with ‘always’ in the first sentence. 
 
A25: Suggest deleting ‘the appropriate degree of’ in the second sentence.  Para 15 of ISA 200 just requires 
skepticism (not a degree of) for all audits. The last sentence of A25 is unnecessary and we would suggest it 
be deleted. The key thing is that the ISAs require skepticism on all audits, irrespective of how complex they 
are. 
 
A26: Agreed and helpful to include. This could be picked up in implementation guidance. 
 
A35: Suggest replacing ‘may’ with ‘should’ both times. 
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ICPAU 1. Translations 
We have no comments on this aspect. 
 
2. Developing Nations 
We have no comments on this aspect. 
 
3. Effective Date 
The proposed period would be sufficient for effective implementation of the final IES 8. 
 

 

ICPAS We recognize 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 programs and activities to assess the success and 
the relevance of their programs. 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/ Ad  

 
Technical Competence 
(i)Finance and 
Financial 
management 

(ii) Analyze an 
audited entity cash flow, 
budgets, and forecasts, as 
well as working capital 
requirements to assess 
going concern.  
 

(ii) Analyze an 
audited entity’s cash flow, 
budgets, and forecasts, as 
well as working capital 
requirements to assess 
going concern.  
 

Insertion of apostrophe. 
 

  (v) Understand and evaluate 
the various valuation 

The appropriate applicati   
evaluation of valuation metho  
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methodologies and fair value 
concepts. 

and fair value  concepts are important 
in the application of financial reporting 
standards. 
 

  (vi) Assess and determine if 
specialists/ experts (for eg. 
Information technology, 
valuation of financial 
instruments etc) are 
required. 
 

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

(k) 
Engagement 
Quality Control 
Review 
(EQCR) 
[Proposed 
addition to the 
competence 
area] 

 (i) Ensure proper EQCR 
process is properly managed 
and carried out, while 
assuming primary 
responsibility and 
accountability for the audit. 

Insertion of a new technical 
competence area with a proposed 
Advanced level of proficiency. 
 
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 Values, Ethics, and Attitudes 
(q)Ethical 
Principles 

(ii)Identify, consider and 
evaluate conflicts of 
interest that can occur 
during an audit 
engagement. 

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

Part A of the International 
Ethics Standards Board 
for Accountants (IESBA) 
Code of Ethics for 
Professional Accountants 
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 explains objectivity as ‘to 
not allow bias, conflict of 
interest or undue influence 
of others to override 
professional or business 
judgments’.  
 
As conflict of interest is 
only one of the threats to 
objectivity, suggest 
replacing ‘conflicts of 
interest’ with ‘threats to 
independence’. 
 

  (iii) Develop and implement 
safeguards to reduce the 
threats to objectivity/ 
independence. 
 

Addition of new item (iii) to 
identify threats to 
compliance with the 
fundamental principle, 
consistent with the IESBA 
Code. 

 (iii) Implement and 
maintain appropriate 
safeguards to ensure 
confidentiality of the 
audited entity’s 
information. 
 

(iv) Implement and maintain 
appropriate safeguards to 
ensure confidentiality of the 
audited entity’s information. 
 

Re-numbering of item 
reference, as a result of 
addition of new item (iii) 
above.  

 

IDW Translations  
We have no comments on this issue at the present time. 
 
Developing Nations  
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As our jurisdiction is not a developing nation and we do not have any projects with respect to developing 
nations in this respect, we have no comments on this issue. 
 
Effective Date  
We are of the view that the IESs need to be seen as a package and that therefore all of the IESs need to 
articulate with one another. To this effect, we note that the IAASB did not issue its suite of clarified ISAs 
until all of them had been completed in final form after a consistency check had been carried out at the very 
end of the clarity process. Consequently, we would not support issuing any of the IESs separately, but only 
as a package at the same time after such a consistency check has been performed. We therefore disagree 
with the assertion in the Explanatory Memorandum that individual standards be released as soon as 
approved (i.e., without such a consistency check). This means that the effective date would need to be 
some time after the approval of all of the revised or redrafted standards subject to such a consistency 
check. Having a common effective date after January 1, 2015 would be an acceptable solution. 
 
We would also like to point out that education standards affect a lengthy education pipeline in the various 
jurisdictions that can range to a minimum of some seven or eight years for those jurisdictions requiring a 
university degree (of at least three or four years), a period of practical experience of at least three years, 
and the completion of final examinations. This means that changes to education standards cannot be 
implemented to affect students who have already entered the education pipeline to become a professional 
accountant. The effective date for education standards (with the possible exception of the IES 7 for CPD) 
therefore needs to clarify how the effective date is to be applied in the context of an education pipeline of 
several years’ length.  
 
Once the meaning of the effective date in relation to the education pipeline issue has been resolved, we 
expect a 12 to 15 month effective date after the approval of all of the IESs to provide adequate time for the 
implementation of such standards for those jurisdictions not needing to change legislation. For those 
jurisdictions needing to change legislation, one or two more years may be necessary, but this is resolvable 
through the “best endeavors” clause in SMO 2. 

 
Additional Detailed Comments By Paragraph 
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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. We take 
this view 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. 

 In addition, since audits are “assurance services” or more accurately, using IAASB terminology, 
“assurance engagements”, the words “who provide assurance services for” are superfluous and can 
be deleted. Furthermore, engagement partners do not “provide” such services or engagements: 
rather, they are responsible for them (see also the wording in A1 of the draft).  

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

financial information”. 
 
3. Learning outcomes do not “demonstrate” the professional competence required: they represent 

benchmarks used to determine what is required. For this reason, the first sentence should be changed 
to read: “This IES prescribes the learning outcomes that represent the benchmarks for the 
professional competence required to become an engagement partner”. In this vein, the word 
“demonstrated” in the third sentence should be changed to “attained”.   

 
5. In (d) reference is made twice to the “audited entity”. This kind of reference is made throughout the 

draft, but it increases the expectations gap by suggesting that auditors audit entities – not financial 
statements. We therefore suggest that the term “audited entity” be replaced by “entity whose financial 
statements are being audited”. The reference to “audited entity” should be replaced in this sense 
throughout the draft. 

 
6. In relation to Schedule 1 we note that the pointy block on the extreme left refers to “Experience 

building to develop and maintain competence to address increasingly complex audits”. As we point out 
in our response to Question 5, this approach leaves the impression that only those engagement 
partners who need to develop and maintain competence to address increasingly complex audits 
require further experience, when in fact auditors of less complex audits also need to obtain further 
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experience over time too. We therefore suggest that the words be changed to read “Experience 
building to further develop and maintain competence”. 

 
8. In line with our comments on paragraph 1 in relation to the scoping of the draft and the wording used, 

we suggest that the first sentence read: 
  “This IES prescribes professional development requirements for engagement partners 

responsible for audits of financial statements and other historical financial information.” 
 
13. In line with our comment on paragraph 1, the first sentence of this paragraph ought to be changed to 

read: “… learning outcomes that represent the benchmarks for the professional competence of …”. 
We refer to our response to Question 2 and to Appendix 3 of our comment letter for our comments on 
Table A. 

 
Explanatory Materials 
 Our comments to the explanatory material only address issues that would not be covered by 

amendments arising from the comments we have made to the introduction, objective and 
requirements.  

 
A1. The words “the requirement” in the first sentence are superfluous and can be deleted. In line with our 

comments to paragraphs 1 and 8, the sentence should end with “…and other historical financial 
information”. Since it is not possible to understand the meaning of the definition “engagement partner” 
without the definition of “partner” and definition of “engagement team” without the definitions of 
“partner” and “staff”, or the definition of “auditor’s expert” without the definition of “expertise”, we 
suggest that these definitions from ISA 220 and ISA 620 be included in Table B. We also note that the 
definition of “firm”, “engagement partner”, and “partner” do not refer to the footnote in ISA 220 
clarifying that these terms should be read as applying to their equivalents in the public sector where 
relevant: this needs to be added, too.  

 
A2. We suggest the word “demonstrates” be replaced with “provides”.  
 
A4. We suggest the word “demonstrates” be replaced with “attains”.  
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A6. It is unclear to us what the purpose of this paragraph is – in particular the reference to “progress 

through increasing levels of responsibility”. In our response to Question 5 we point out that CPD is 
also required for auditors of the financial statements of smaller, less complex entities – that fact that 
their responsibilities do not increase once having become an engagement partner is not a relevant 
consideration. This also begs the question of what the purpose of the last sentence is.  

 
A7. We believe that the phrase “most firms operate in a partnership structure” under “Role of firms” is not 

factually correct. It is not in line with the definition of “firm” and the footnote in ISA 220 in relation to the 
public sector. We therefore suggest that the word “most” be replaced with “many”. In addition, the last 
sentence in A7 states that “these matters [that is, the right to practice as a sole practitioner] is usually 
not within the control or authority of an IFAC member body.” We would like to point out that some IFAC 
member bodies do have control over the licensing of firms, including sole practitioners. Therefore the 
words “is usually not” should be changed to “may not be”.  

 
A10. In line with ISA 620, we suggest that the words “specialists” and “specialist” in this paragraph and A11 

be replaced with “auditor’s experts”, which is also defined in Table B.  
 
A13. The word “should” in the last sentence should not be used in application material. We suggest that it 

be replaced with “may”.  
 
A14. In line with our comments on paragraphs 1, 8 and A1, the first sentence of this paragraph should read 

as follows: 
  “This IES is applicable to audits of financial statements and other historical financial information.  

 The third and fourth sentences should then read: 
  “The prescribed learning outcomes may also be helpful when performing other assurance and 

related services engagements, such as on pro-forma financial information, prospective financial 
information, and non-financial information, such as sustainability or social information.”  

 
A15. The words “to ensure” in the third sentence intimates a requirement. We suggest changing the 

wording to read “… and regulatory authorities are responsible for having engagement partners attain 
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the learning outcomes…” 
 
A16. The second and third sentences repeat the definition of professional competence and can therefore 

be deleted, ought to be in a definitions section of the standard under clarity conventions, or, if such a 
section is limited to the Glossary in the framework, then the fact that this is a definition from that 
Glossary should be explained. 

 
A17. The first sentence is a definition from the Glossary of terms that should not be repeated in the 

application material under the clarity conventions. If  
definitions bear repeating in individual standards, then a definitions section ought to be included prior 
to the requirements section, or the explanatory material should clarify that the definition is from that 
Glossary. The second sentence can be deleted, since it is not a complete list of competence  
areas and is therefore misleading: the second sentence is superfluous and confusing since the 
required competence areas are defined in IES 2 and need not be repeated here. 

 
A20. Since this draft deals with a particular specialization, the end of the sentence should read “…develop 

the specialization as an audit engagement partner”. 
 
A21. In line with our previous comments, the word “demonstrate” should be replaced with “attain”.  
 
A24. The first sentence is confusing: is it saying that many audit engagements require professional 

judgment or is it saying that professional judgment is frequently required in any one audit 
engagement? In any case, the statement is incorrect because under the ISAs all audit engagements 
require professional judgment and such judgment is required throughout the audit. In addition, 
engagement partners are members of their engagement teams – not separate. Consideration should 
therefore be given to amending the wording to read: “Audit engagements require engagement teams, 
including engagement partners, to exercise professional judgment”.  

 Along the same lines, the second sentence suggests that professional judgment is only required in 
considering the application of accounting standards and determining an appropriate audit strategy. 
This is not in line with the ISAs. We suggest that this sentence be deleted. 
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A25. Under the ISAs, audit evidence is “evaluated”, not “assessed” – the word “assessed” in the second 
sentence should therefore be replaced with “evaluated”. Why is reference made in the second 
sentence to management representations in this case? Under the ISAs, professional skepticism is 
required in the evaluation of all audit evidence – not just management representations. We therefore 
suggest that the phrase “as evidence of management’s representations” be deleted.  

 
A28. It is unclear why the learning outcomes “professional skepticism” and “professional judgment” in (a) 

and “reviewing the impact on the public interest of a course of action” in (b) have been singled out for 
emphasis. This provides a rather biased view of the relative importance of the different learning 
outcomes. We suggest these example learning outcomes be deleted.  

 
A30. The word “might” should be replaced with “may” under the clarity conventions. 
 
A31. In line with our previous comments, the word “demonstrate” should be replaced with “attain”.  
 
A34. We agree that written examinations (or other forms of assessment directly recording candidate 

responses to questions) may be included – but it seems to us to be remiss not to require some form of 
such assessment. The way the draft is written, no assessment requiring the direct documentation of 
candidate responses would be prescribed because no such assessment is required by IES 2 or IES 6 
either, it appears that the IES would be permitting licensure as engagement partners without having 
once been subject to some form of assessment requiring the direct recording and documentation of 
candidate responses to questions.  

 
A40. The words “are encouraged” should be replaced with “may” since this would be in line with the clarity 

conventions. The second bullet point causes us some confusion because not all public interest entities 
are listed entities subject to listing or special corporate governance requirements. Perhaps the term 
“public interest entities” should be replaced with “listed entities”.  

 
 

Detailed Comments In Relation to Question 2 on Table A 
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Technical competence 
(a) Audit of financial statements 

(i) It is not clear to what the “risk of engagement continuance or acceptance” 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. 

(ii) The ISAs do not require the auditor to “evaluate the audit risk profile of an engagement in 
respect of components of audit risk”: it is unclear what this means and how it relates to item (vi) 
– in fact, this learning outcome seems to be superfluous because item (vi) covers risk 
assessment, which would be performed by components of audit risk. We therefore believe that 
this learning outcome either needs clarification to differentiate it from (vi), or can be deleted. 

(iii) The verb “approve” is not covered in Appendix 1, and would unlikely relate to an advanced level 
of proficiency. Furthermore, 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. We therefore suggest that the learning outcome read as follows: 
“Design an appropriate overall audit strategy 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.” 

(vi) We would like to point out that the verbs “identify” and “assess” are not aligned with the 
advanced level of proficiency in the right-hand column based on Appendix 1: it is generally the 
role of engagement partners to evaluate the identification and assessment of risks of material 
misstatement performed by others. Furthermore, under ISAs 300 and 315 it is not the “overall 
audit strategy” that is customized by the risk assessment, but the audit plan with respect to risk 
response. For these reasons, we suggest that this learning outcome read as follows: “Evaluate 
the appropriateness of the identification and assessment of risks of material misstatement, 
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whether due to fraud or error, and evaluate the appropriateness of the responses to risk in the 
audit plan.” 

(viii) The verb “identify” is not aligned with the advanced level of proficiency in the right-hand column 
based on Appendix 1: we suggest the wording be changed to “Evaluate the identification of 
significant deficiencies…”.  

(ix) The verb “prepare” is not aligned with the advanced level of proficiency in the right-hand column 
based on Appendix 1: we suggest the wording be changed to “Evaluate the appropriateness of 
the audit report…”.  

(b) Audit of financial statements 
We note that both the drafts of IES 2 and IES 8 require an “advanced” level of proficiency. 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 the learning outcomes between IES 2 and IES 8 need to be clearly different. We 
have addressed our comments in this section based on the latter assumption.  
(i) The verb “analyze” is not aligned with the advanced level of proficiency in the right-hand column 

based on Appendix 1: we suggest the word be changed to “evaluate”. Furthermore, as noted 
below, the learning outcome in (iv) can be deleted if the learning outcome were to read: 
“Evaluate the appropriateness of the accounting treatment, presentation and disclosures of 
transactions and other events in the financial statements in the context of the applicable financial 
reporting framework.”  

(ii) The verb “determine” is not aligned with the advanced level of proficiency in the right-hand 
column based on Appendix 1. It is unclear what the difference between IES 2 and IES 8 is on the 
“evaluation of the appropriateness of accounting policies”. In line with ISA 700.13 (a), perhaps 
this learning outcome should be limited to “Evaluate whether an entity has adequately disclosed 
the significant accounting policies as selected and applied”.  

(iii) The verb “assess” is not aligned with the advanced level of proficiency in the right-hand column 
based on Appendix 1: we suggest the word be changed to “evaluate”. In any case, what does 
“reasonableness of the financial statements” mean? This learning outcome goes beyond what is 
required in the ISAs and should therefore be deleted or replaced with a learning outcome that is 
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in line with the ISAs.  
(vi) IES 2 refers not only to “transactions”, but also to “other events” in its analogous learning 

outcome. This learning outcome seems to be superfluous because it is already covered by (i) if 
the changes that we propose for (i) were made: this learning outcome could then be deleted.  

(c) Governance and risk management 
(ii) & (iii) 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. 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. Furthermore, (iii) uses 
the verb “consider”, which is not aligned with the advanced level of proficiency in the right-hand 
column based on Appendix 1. Item (iii) also addresses an entity’s “risk management process”, 
which is not aligned with ISA 315’s use of the term “risk assessment process”. We suggest that 
(ii) and (iii) be deleted and 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”.  
 

(d) Internal control 
(i) We would like to point out that ISA 315 does not require an understanding of the control 

environment that is separate from an understanding of the design and implementation of the 
controls in the environment. Furthermore, ISA 315 does not require an understanding of all 
controls – only of control relevant to the audit. We therefore suggest that the learning outcome 
read as follows: “Evaluate the understanding of controls relevant to the audit, including the 
design and implementation of those controls”. 

(ii) In this case, the learning outcome should be worded: “Evaluate the appropriateness of the 
performance of tests of operating effectiveness of controls” (note: it is not the controls that are 
performed, but the tests). 

(iii) Not all deficiencies in internal control are required by the ISAs to be communicated to those 
charged with governance or management. In addition, the verb “communicate” is not aligned 
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with the advanced level of proficiency in the right-hand column based on Appendix 1. We 
therefore suggest that the second half of this learning outcome read as follows: “… and advise 
on those deficiencies to be communicated to those charged with governance and those to be 
communicated to management.” 

(e) Business and organizational environment; Economics; Business management 
We note that both the drafts of IES 2 and IES 8 require an “intermediate” level of proficiency. 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 this competence area in IES 8; if the latter applies, 
then the learning outcomes between IES 2 and IES 8 need to be clearly different. We have 
addressed our comments in this section on the latter assumption. 
(i) & (ii) It is not clear to us how the learning outcome in (i) differs from that required in IES 2 or from 

that in (ii). Neither learning outcome appears to be in line with ISA 315.11. We suggest deleting 
these two learning outcomes and replacing them with the following learning outcome: “Consider 
the appropriateness of the understanding of the entity and its environment obtained in audit as 
part of the audit risk assessment procedures.” 

(f) Taxation 
We note that both the drafts of IES 2 and IES 8 require an “intermediate” level of proficiency. 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 taxation in IES 8; if the latter applies, then the 
learning outcomes between IES 2 and IES 8 need to be clearly different. We have addressed our 
comments in this section based on the latter assumption. 
(i) & (ii) The learning outcome in (i) appears to be procedural: it is not in line with ISA 250 on this 

matter. In addition, the verbs “determine” in (i) and “evaluate” in (ii) are not aligned with the 
intermediate level of proficiency in the right-hand column based on Appendix 1. The learning 
outcome in (ii) could be written so that it aligns with an appropriate rewording of (i) and both 
should be reworded to align with the ISAs. We suggest that the learning outcomes for this 
section be worded as follows: 

 (i) Analyze, with the assistance of an auditor’s expert in taxation if required, whether the 
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assessment of risks of material misstatement due to the impact of taxation on the financial 
statements or noncompliance with tax law is appropriate. 

 (ii) Analyze, with the assistance of an auditor’s expert in taxation if required, whether the 
responses to the assessment of risks of material misstatement due to the impact of taxation 
on the financial statements or noncompliance with tax law are appropriate. 

(g) Information technology 
We note that both the drafts of IES 2 and IES 8 require an “intermediate” level of proficiency. 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 information technology in IES 8; if the latter applies, 
then the learning outcomes between IES 2 and IES 8 need to be clearly different. We have 
addressed our comments in this section based on the latter assumption. 
(i) & (ii) The verbs “evaluate” in (i) and “determine” in (ii) are not aligned with the intermediate level of 

proficiency in the right-hand column based on Appendix 1. In relation to (i), we note that the first 
sentence is not in line with ISA 315.21. Furthermore, (ii) is already covered by (d) (iii). In 
alignment with the ISAs we suggest that these learning outcomes be worded as follows: 

 (i) As part of evaluating the understanding obtained of internal control relevant to the audit, 
including of the information system, analyze the understanding of the procedures within IT by 
which transactions are initiated, recorded, processed, corrected as necessary, transferred to 
the general ledger and reported in the financial statements 

 (ii) As part of evaluating the understanding obtained of the entity’s control activities relevant to 
the audit, analyze the understanding obtained of how the entity responded to risks arising 
from IT 

 (iii)As part of evaluating the appropriateness of tests of operating effectiveness of controls, 
analyze the effectiveness of those tests in relation to controls affected by IT.  

(h) Business laws and regulations 
(i) & (ii) The verb “evaluate” in both (i) and (ii) is not aligned with the intermediate level of proficiency 

in the right-hand column based on Appendix 1. The learning outcome in (i) is not aligned with the 
requirements in ISA 250 on this matter: auditors are not required to determine the impact of 
“potential” breaches, nor are they required to engage in the same work effort for different kinds 
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of laws and regulations under ISA 250.13 and .14 (see the difference between those laws and 
regulations that have a direct effect on the financial statements and other laws and regulations). 
Furthermore, (ii) does not relate to all audits: it is a matter of specialization beyond becoming a 
“generic” engagement partner. In line with ISA 250, we suggest that the learning outcomes for 
this section be written as follows:  

 (i) Consider whether sufficient appropriate audit evidence has been obtained regarding 
compliance with the provisions of laws and regulations generally recognized to have a direct 
effect on the determination of material amounts and disclosures in the financial statements 

 (ii) Consider whether identified and suspected non-compliance with laws and regulations has 
been addressed appropriately in the audit.  

(i) Finance and Financial Management 
We note that both the drafts of IES 2 and IES 8 require an “intermediate” level of proficiency. 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 finance and financial management in IES 8; if the 
latter applies, then the learning outcomes between IES 2 and IES 8 need to be clearly different. We 
have addressed our comments in this section based on the latter assumption. 
(i) It is not clear what kinds of testing and review procedures would be required on an audit in 

relation to various sources of financing: this learning outcome should be aligned with ISA 315.11 
(b) (iv). We suggest the following learning outcome: “Consider the appropriateness of the 
understanding of the entity and its environment obtained in relation to the way the entity is 
structured and how it is financed”. 

(ii) It is unclear to us what the difference is between this learning outcome and that in IES 2 (c) (ii): if 
there is now difference in competence, the learning outcome in IES 8 should be deleted. In any 
case, this learning outcome is not in line with what ISA 570.16 requires in relation to going 
concern when cash flow forecasts become audit-relevant. We suggest that if a learning outcome 
beyond that in IES 2 is needed, then it should read: “Consider the adequacy of the procedures 
performed in relation to cash flow budgets and forecasts where this is a significant factor in 
considering the future outcome of events or conditions in the evaluation of management’s plans 
for future action when events or conditions have been identified that may cast significant doubt 
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on the entity’s ability to continue as a going concern.” 
(iii) We note that this learning outcome requires a lesser level of proficiency than that in IES 2 (c) 

(iv), which requires an “evaluation” of the same matter. It appears that therefore the learning 
outcome in IES 8 can be deleted. 

(iv) It is not clear what the purpose of this learning outcome is. Furthermore, such an analysis would 
affect the audit plan, rather than the overall audit strategy. We presume the issue of accounting 
estimates from ISA 540 is being addressed. We therefore suggest the following learning 
outcome: “Consider the appropriateness of the identification and assessment of risks of material 
misstatement for accounting estimates in relation to financial instruments and consider the 
appropriateness of the responses to those risks.” 

(j) Management accounting 
We note that both the drafts of IES 2 and IES 8 require an “intermediate” level of proficiency. 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 management accounting in IES 8; if the latter applies, 
then the learning outcomes between IES 2 and IES 8 need to be clearly different. We have 
addressed our comments in this section based on the latter assumption. 
(i) & (ii) Our analysis of these two learning outcomes leads us to the conclusion that both of them are 

actually appropriate for IES 2 because they are not specific to audits; they are also important for 
accountants in business – we ask ourselves why these are not included in IES 2 rather than in 
IES 8. Furthermore, it is unclear how these learning outcomes relate to the competence that an 
engagement partner would need in an audit under the ISAs. In any case, the word “evaluate” in 
(ii) is not aligned with the intermediate level of proficiency in the right-hand column based on 
Appendix 1 and should therefore be changed to “consider”. Perhaps a learning outcome in line 
with ISA 315.11 (e) could be helpful as follows: “’Consider the appropriateness of the 
understanding obtained of the entity and its environment in relation to the measurement and 
review of the entity’s financial performance.”  

 
Professional Skills 

(k) Intellectual 
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We note that both the drafts of IES 3 and IES 8 require an “advanced” level of proficiency. 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 e and IES 8 is different? If the former applies, 
then there is no need for a separate section on intellectual skills in IES 8; if the latter applies, then the 
learning outcomes between IES 3 and IES 8 need to be clearly different. We have addressed our 
comments in this section based on the latter assumption. 
(i) It is unclear what “evaluate the assertions of entity management” means. The financial 

statements represent implicit and explicit assertions by management. Or are assertions made by 
management in relation to the financial statements meant – and if so, which ones (responses to 
inquiries, written representations, assertions in other information, etc.)? How does this align with 
what the ISAs require? How does this learning outcome differ from that in Table A (a) (i) in IES 
3? Unless further clarification of this learning outcome is provided and it is further differentiated 
from that in IES 3, this learning outcome should be deleted. 

(ii) The verb “resolve” is not aligned with the advanced level of proficiency in the right-hand column 
based on Appendix 1. Are we suggesting that IES 3 does not require inquiry, and abstract and 
logical thought, or critical analysis? Overall, we are not convinced that this learning outcome is 
particularly useful – nor do we believe that the professional skills being addressed are not 
relevant to IES 3. On the whole, this suggests to us that the learning outcomes for intellectual 
skills for both IES 3 and IES 8 require some redevelopment. 

(l) Personal 
(i) Neither the verbs “promote” nor “undertake” are aligned with the advanced level of proficiency in 

the right-hand column based on Appendix 1. How is this learning outcome different in substance 
from that in IES 3 Table A (b) (i)? It seems to us to be a “motherhood” statement about 
safeguarding “audit quality” and the “public interest”. Unless the learning outcome can be clearly 
differentiated from that in IES 3 and include substantive content, this learning outcome should be 
deleted. 

(m)Interpersonal and communication 
The verbs “present, discuss and defend” in (i), and “resolve” in (ii) and (iii) are not aligned with the 
advanced level of proficiency in the right-hand column based on Appendix 1. Overall we are not 
convinced that the learning outcomes for this competence area are fundamentally different from 
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those in IES 3 Table A (c). For example, (i) is largely the same as (c) (ii) in IES 3; (ii) and (iii) are 
largely the same as (c) (v) in IES 3; and (iv) is substantively the same as (c) (iv) in IES 3. Unless 
these learning outcomes can be clearly differentiated from those in IES 3, the learning outcomes in 
this competence area in IES 8 should be deleted.  

(n) Organizational 
(ii) The verb “initiate” is not aligned with the advanced level of proficiency in the right-hand column 

based on Appendix 1. We suggest aligning this learning outcome with the ISAs and that the 
learning outcome read as follows: “Manage changes in overall audit strategy and in the audit 
plan”.  

 
Professional Values, Ethic, and Attitudes 

(o) Commitment to the public interest 
The verb “assess” is not aligned with the advanced level of proficiency in the right-hand column 
based on Appendix 1. We are not convinced that engagement partners are able, or even should be 
able, to assess the effect on the public interest and wider society of a specific course of action in 
respect of an entity at an advanced level. Determining the impacts of specific courses of action on 
the public interest and wider society at an “advanced level” is predicated upon a level of depth and 
breadth of competence in political economy and political philosophy that is, given their education and 
training, beyond most professional accountants, including engagement partners. We note that neither 
IES 2 nor IES 4, nor IES 8, require any education or training in either political economy or political 
philosophy, which means that engagement partners do not have the basis for an advanced level of 
proficiency in this area. There is a vast difference between having a high level of commitment to the 
public interest and competence in determining the impacts on the public interest and wider society: 
we believe that this learning outcome confuses the high level of commitment deemed appropriate for 
engagement partners with competence in public interest issues. Consequently, this competence area 
should be changed to a foundation level, or intermediate level at most if learning outcomes for 
political economy and political philosophy were strengthened, and the learning outcome at a 
foundation level would read: “Explain (or if intermediate: “consider”) the impact of audits on the public 
interest and wider society”.  
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(p) Professional skepticism and professional judgment 
(i) The verb “adopt” is not aligned with the advanced level of proficiency in the right-hand column 

based on Appendix 1. We would like to point out that with the exception of ISA 240, the ISAs 
view professional skepticism as an attitude (not a “mindset”) that applies to all audits, regardless 
of the nature of an entity, management, and the evidence obtained – that is the “level” of 
professional skepticism does not vary. Rather, the attitude of professional skepticism means that 
auditors would react differently based on the nature of the entity, the integrity of management, 
and the perceived reliability of evidence. We therefore suggest that the learning outcome be 
changed to read: “Evaluate whether the attitude of professional skepticism has been applied 
appropriately based on the nature of the entity, the integrity of management, and the perceived 
reliability of evidence.” 

(ii) The verb “exercise” is not aligned with the advanced level of proficiency in the right-hand column 
based on Appendix 1. We find the reference to certain aspects of the audit in (a), (b) and (c) not 
to be helpful because these are all covered by “planning and performing the audit” as set forth in 
ISA 200. While we agree that professional judgment is used in engagement acceptance and 
continuance and the determination of independence, this is also covered by “planning” under 
ISA 300.6 (“preliminary engagement activities”). We therefore suggest that the two sentences in 
this learning outcome be reduced to read: “Evaluate whether reasonable professional judgment 
has been exercised in planning and performing the audit”.  

(iii) In our view, this learning outcome is covered by (l), (m) and (n). In addition the learning outcome 
is not specific to professional judgment and professional skepticism alone. We therefore suggest 
that this learning outcome be moved, amended, or deleted. 

(q) Ethical principles 
We are not convinced that professional accountants generally, nor audit engagement partners in 
particular, are experts in ethical principles any more than they are experts in the public interest. We 
note that the learning outcomes in relation to ethics in IES 4 are at an intermediate level. This 
suggests to us that the ethical education and training of professional accountants is not at an 
advanced level because the breadth and depth of education and training in philosophy required for 
an intermediate level does not represent that of someone who has an undergraduate degree in 
philosophy in general, let alone one who has majored in ethics, and we are not convinced that IES 8 



Proposed  International Education Standard 8 (Revised) - Comment Analysis   
  Agenda Item 3-3 

January 17, 2013  Page 197 of 206 

is actually requiring that level of proficiency. Much like for the “commitment to the public interest” in 
(o) above, the level of commitment to ethical principles (which should be high) is being confused with 
the level of competence in ethical matters. On this basis, the IAESB needs to reconsider the level of 
proficiency: we believe that it cannot be higher than intermediate. 
We also note that the verbs “apply”, identify”, “consider”, “implement” and “maintain” are not aligned 
with the advanced level of proficiency in the right-hand column based on Appendix 1.  
(i) It seems to us that there is no difference between this learning outcome and that in IES 4 Table 

A (b) (iii); the learning outcome is, in addition, not complete. We believe that this learning 
outcome is therefore superfluous and can be deleted. 

(ii) We believe professional accountants as a whole should be in a position to analyze conflicts of 
interest: this competence is transferable to audit engagements. We therefore question whether 
this learning outcome would be necessary if the learning outcome were added in a generic 
sense to IES 4.  

(iv) We note that application of confidentiality is already required under IES 4 Table A (b) (iii): this 
competence is transferable to audit matters. For this reason, we do not believe that this learning 
outcome is required for IES 8. In addition, in line with our general comments on this area of 
competence, we are not convinced that audit engagement partners are experts in the field of 
“confidentiality” and therefore we believe that an advanced level of proficiency would not be 
appropriate. In our view, only those with considerable legal education and training (i.e., lawyers) 
are experts in confidentiality issues with an advanced level of proficiency. Again, we believe that 
the IAESB is confusing the high level of commitment to confidentiality with the level of 
competence or proficiency in that area.  

 
JICPA 1. Translations 

We do not see any potential issues when translating the document. 
 

2. Effective Date 
We believe that sufficient period is assured. 
 

3. Other  
It is difficult to see how the indicative verbs listed in the classification of proficiency levels of Appendix 1 
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relate to those verbs used in the Table A of paragraph 13.  
As shown in the list below, there are cases when verbs not listed in Appendix 1 are used in Table A, 
and verbs listed under the advanced level in Appendix 1 are used to express the intermediate level of 
proficiency required at a minimum, for a certain competence area in Table A.  
 

Table A 
Appendix 1 

of IES 8 
Competence Area Learning Outcomes Minimum 

Level of 
Proficiency 

(a) Audit of 
financial 
statements 

(iii) Approve or recommend 
an appropriate audit 
strategy in relation to the 
audit objective. 
 
(vi) Identify and assess the 
risks of material 
misstatement of the 
financial statements, 
including fraud or error, 
and customize the audit 
strategy accordingly. 

Advanced The verbs 
“approve”, 
“assess” and 
“customize” 
are not listed 
under any 
levels of 
proficiency. 

(b) Financial 
accounting and 
reporting 

(iii) Assess the 
reasonableness of 
financial statements when 
compared to the 
understanding and 
financial situation of an 
entity. 

Advanced The verb 
“assess” is 
not listed 
under any 
levels of 
proficiency. 

(f) Taxation (i) Determine the 
procedures to be 
performed in the audit of 

Intermediat
e 

The verb 
“determine” 
is not listed 
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taxation balances with, if 
appropriate, the assistance 
of a tax professional. 
 
(ii)Evaluate procedures 
performed to address the 
risks of material 
misstatement in respect of 
taxation, and assess the 
effect of the results of 
procedures on other areas 
of an audit. 

under any 
levels of 
proficiency, 
and the verb 
“evaluate” is 
listed as an 
indicative 
verb for 
advanced 
level of 
proficiency 

(g) Information 
technology 

(i) Evaluate the information 
technology (IT) 
environment to identify 
controls that relate to the 
financial statements. 
Assess the effect of IT 
controls on the audit 
strategy, and on the 
potential risks of material 
misstatements 
 
(ii) Determine which of the 
identified control 
deficiencies need to be 
communicated. 

Intermediat
e 

The verb 
“evaluate” is 
listed as an 
indicative 
verb for 
advanced 
level of 
proficiency, 
and the verb 
“determine” 
is not listed 
under listed 
under any 
levels of 
proficiency. 

(h) Business laws 
and regulations 

(i) Evaluate the impact on 
the audit of a potential 
breach of laws and 
regulations. 

Intermediat
e 

The verb 
“evaluate” is 
listed as an 
indicative 
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(ii) Evaluate security and 
stock exchange 
regulations as they apply 
to the risks of material 
misstatements and 
presentation requirements 
of audit engagements. 

verb for 
advanced 
level of 
proficiency. 

(j) Management 
accounting 

(ii) Evaluate the risk that 
performance management 
systems will incentivize 
employees to override 
controls. 

Intermediat
e 

The verb 
“evaluate” is 
listed as an 
indicative 
verb for 
advanced 
level of 
proficiency. 

(l) Personal (i) Promote and undertake 
lifelong learning to 
safeguard audit quality 
and, ultimately, the public 
interest. 

Advanced The verbs 
“promote” 
and 
“undertake” 
are not listed 
under any 
levels of 
proficiency. 

(m) Interpersonal 
and 
communication 

(i) Present, discuss, 
and defend views 
effectively. 

Advanced The verbs 
“present”, 
“discuss” 
and “defend” 
are not listed 
under any 
levels of 
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proficiency. 
(n) Organizational (ii) Initiate and manage 

changes in audit strategy. 
Advanced The verb 

“initiate” is 
not listed 
under any 
levels of 
proficiency. 

(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 in respect of an 
entity. 

Advanced The verb 
“assess” is 
not listed 
under any 
levels of 
proficiency. 

(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, (b) 
designing and executing 
audit procedures, and (c) 
reaching conclusions on 
which to base an auditor’s 

Advanced The verbs 
“adopt” and 
“exercise” 
are not listed 
under any 
levels of 
proficiency. 
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opinion. Exercise 
professional judgment in 
respect of engagement 
acceptance and 
continuance, assessment 
of independence, and 
using the work of an 
expert. 

(q) Ethical 
Principles 

(iii) Implement 
and maintain appropriate 
safeguards to ensure 
confidentiality of the 
audited entity’s 
information. 

Advanced The verbs 
“implement” 
and 
“maintain” 
are not listed 
under any 
levels of 
proficiency. 

 
 

Juvenal Translations 
 Yes, I think that is very important translate the final IES for adoption in their own environments. 
 
Developing Nations  

Yes, I think that this proposal developing nations in relation adopting the IESs. 
 
Effective Date  
 Yes, I think that effective date recognizing that proposed IES 8 is a revision of extant IES 8 is 
appropriate effective date for the IES 15-18 months after approval of the final revised IES. 
 

 

Mahadevan Translations—Recognizing that many respondents intend to translate the final IESs for adoption in their 
own environments, the IAESB welcomes comment on potential translation issues noted in reviewing the 
proposed IES 8 (Revised). 
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Translations in official language of the country  and other languages be recommended 
 
  
Developing Nations—Recognizing that many developing nations have adopted or are in the process of 
adopting the IESs, the IAESB invites respondents from these nations to comment, in particular, on any 
foreseeable difficulties in applying the proposed IES 8 (Revised) in a developing nation environment. 
 
 No comments 
Effective Date—Recognizing that proposed IES 8 (Revised) is a revision of extant IES 8, the IAESB 
believes that an appropriate effective date for the IES would be 15-18 months after approval of the final 
revised IES. The IAESB welcomes comment on whether this would provide a sufficient period to support 
effective implementation of the final IES 8. 
 
Earlier adoption also can be provided 
 

NZICA We consider that the effective date for this standard should be no less than 18 months following the 
approval of the final version of this standard to enable member bodies and other interested parties time to 
consider and start to implement any changes necessary. 
 

 

PWC 
TRANSLATIONS 
We have no comment on potential translation issues. 

DEVELOPING NATIONS 
We believe that the requirements of this standard could potentially have implementation difficulties in 
developing nations who have less reporting mechanisms in place.  We think this is specifically relevant to 
the ability to adapt to any changes from regular review as described in paragraph 14 and the assessment 
terms described in A33 – A35.  We are also interested in how IFAC member bodies in different territories 
will monitor consistency between themselves?  
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EFFECTIVE DATE  
There are a number of changes to IES 8 (Revised) that may require member bodies to change their 
internal processes and their assessment requirements. The proposed implementation period of 
approximately 15 - 18 months may be appropriate but any changes would need to be properly 
communicated to various stakeholders in advance of implementation. We defer to the responses of IFAC 
member bodies on this point. 
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ACRONYM 

FULL NAME OF ORGANIZATION  

AAT Association of Accounting Technicians, United Kingdom 
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. 
CAI Chartered Accountants Ireland 
CGA-Canada Certified General Accountants Association of Canada 
CICA The Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants 
CICPA The Chinese Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
CIPFA The Chartered Institute of Public Finance and 

Accountancy 
CSOEC-CNCC Conseil Superieur de l’Ordre des Experts-Comptables 

Compagnie Nationale des Commissaires aux Comptes  
CPA-Australia CPA Australia 
CPA-Ireland CPA Ireland 
DTT Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu 
EFAA The European Federation of Accountants and Auditors 

for SMEs 
EYG Ernst & Young Global 
FEE Federation des Experts Comptables Europeens 
HKICPA Hong Kong Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
ICAA The Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia 
ICAI The Institute of Chartered Accountants of India 
ICAEW The Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and 

Wales 
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ICAS The Institute of Chartered Accountants of Scotland 
ICPAS Institute of Certified Public Accountants of Singapore 
ICPAU Institute of Certified Public Accountants of Uganda 
IDW Institut der Wirtschaftsprufer 
IMCP Instituto Mexicano de Contadores Publicos 
IRBA Independent Regulatory Board for Auditors 
JICPA The Japanese Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
Juvenal Denise Silva Ferreira Juvenal  
KPMG International KPMG International 
Mahadevan Ramachandran Mahadevan, CA 
NZICA New Zealand Institute of Chartered Accountants  
PWC PricewaterhouseCoopers 
SAICA The South African Institute of Chartered Accountants 
SAIPA South African Institute Of Professional Accountants 
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