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Agenda Item 3-1  

 

Committee:  IAESB Consultative Advisory Group  
Meeting Location:  IFAC Offices, New York, USA  
Meeting Date:  February 7-8, 2013  
 
SUBJECT:  

 
Revision of IES 8 - Issues and Proposals of IAESB 
Task Force Relating to Comments Received on 
Exposure Draft (02/13) 

 

 INTRODUCTION  

1. This paper provides a summary of comments received and issues raised in response to the 
IAESB’s Exposure Draft (ED) on the proposed revision to IES 8 – Professional Development 
for Engagement Partners. 

 
2. This paper presents a series of IAESB Task Force proposals for CAG consideration at its 

February 2013 meeting.  The Task Force will take into account CAG discussions when 
formulating the Issues Paper and Discussion Points for consideration by the IAESB at its 
March 2013 meeting in New York. 

 
3. This agenda item contains the following materials: 
 

Agenda Item Agenda Content 

Agenda Item 3-1 Revision of IES 8 - Issues and Proposals of IAESB Task Force Relating 
to Comments Received on Exposure Draft (02/13) 

Agenda Item 3-2 Exposure Draft of Revised IES 8 – Professional Development for 
Engagement Partners Responsible for Audits of Financial Statements 

Agenda Item 3-3-
1 

Analysis of Respondents’ Comments on IES 8 Exposure Draft 

 

 BACKGROUND  

4. The revision of IES 8 is part of the wider project identified in the IAESB’s Strategy and Work 
Plan that aims to redraft and revise all IESs 1 -8 by 2013/14.  IAESB’s original objective in 
revising IES 8 was to: 

 

I. Revise the Standard’s use and interpretation of the following key definitions: 

• Significant judgment, Audit professional, Education and development program, and 
Advanced level. 
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II. Clarify the Standard’s explanation surrounding: 

• Precise roles in a transnational audit; 
• Acceptance of the need for progression through a variety of roles, overtime, whilst part of 

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

authorities should work in practice; 
• The practical application of an IES that has Requirements written primarily to individuals 

who are practicing members of Member Bodies; and 
 

III. Revise the Standard’s scope to clarify the coverage of the following key areas: 

• Engagement Partner Competences 
• Specific Industries 
• Practical Experience 

 

5. In addition to the areas identified above, during the course of several IAESB meetings in 2011 
and 2012, there has been general support for the move towards defining the competence for 
the engagement partner as the focus of the revised IES – moving away from the Audit 
Professional definition which is in the extant IES 8.  General agreement was also obtained for 
the intention that whilst the focus would be on the Engagement Partner it would be in the 
context of how they work within an Engagement Team – this aspect was to be brought out 
within the Explanatory Materials. 

 
6. Additional guidance for other levels or roles within the engagement team be considered as 

part of the IES 8 Guidance Task Force work; in addition further consideration around how 
member bodies might implement IES 8 would also be considered within the work of the 
Guidance Task Force. 

 
7. Following the June 2012 meeting of the IAESB in New York, the Board voted to release the 

Exposure Draft allowing for a 90 day exposure period up to December 11, 2012. 
 

RESPONSES TO EXPOSURE DRAFT 

 
8. A total of 34 responses were received in response to the Exposure Draft, responses were 

broken down as follows: 
 

Respondent Number 
Responding 

IFAC Member Bodies and Associates 23 

Public Accounting firms 5 

Regulators 1 

Other Professional Organizations 2 
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Individuals and Others 3 

 

9. Some of the responses represent multiple organizations. For example, the Fédération des 
Experts Comptables Européens (FEE) represents 45 professional institutes of accountants 
and auditors from 33 European countries, including all 27 EU Member States. 

 
10. Appendix 1 to this Issues Paper provides a concise summary of the respondents’ comments 

and positions. The content of the responses has been organized by Question with sub-
categories provided for ease of analysis.  The original comment letters are posted on the 
IFAC website at http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/ies-8-professional-development-
engagement-partners-responsible-audits-financi 
 

RECENT ACTVITIY 
11. The IES 8 Task Force, assisted by the IFAC Secretariat, has carefully analyzed the 

comments. The Task Force has prepared this paper via teleconferences on January 21 2013 
and January 29 2013, and through several email exchanges.  

 

12. In formulating the Issues Paper for the upcoming IAESB meeting in New York, the Task Force 
will consider feedback provided by CAG on the critical issues identified in this Issues Paper. 

 
13. The Discussion part of this Issues Paper is broken down into the following elements identified 

below.  As the consultation on the ED included 12 questions, the Task Force has chosen to 
focus on those areas that were the most contentious or have a more pervasive impact on the 
IES: 

• General support – levels of support expressed 
• Key issues 

o Focus of Objective paragraph 
o Structure and Use of Table A 
o Scope of revised IES 8, including use of aspiring engagement partner term 

• Additional Issues 
o Focus on SMP/sole practitioners 
o Focus on complex audits 

 

DISCUSSION 

General support – level of support expressed  
 
14. In general the Task Force was pleased with the overall level of response and interest that had 

been shown by many respondents.  All respondents had clearly spent a great deal of time 
considering the issues surrounding IES 8 and even the most critical respondents 
acknowledged that in releasing the revised IES 8, the IAESB had attempted to deal with some 
very difficult issues. In preparing this Issues Paper, the Task Force has attempted to identify 
key issues of importance which require input from the CAG before further progress on IES 8 
can be made. 

 
15. There was a considerable level of support expressed for the proposed revision to IES 8. In 

particular, many respondents noted that in preparing a revised IES 8, the IAESB had clearly 
listened to views expressed during the Public Consultation in 2010.  Overall the Task Force 
was pleased with the number of responses received, and the level of detailed comment that 
member bodies, audit firms, regulators, professional bodies and individuals had provided as 
part of the Exposure Draft consultation period. 

 

http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/ies-8-professional-development-engagement-partners-responsible-audits-financi
http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/ies-8-professional-development-engagement-partners-responsible-audits-financi
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16. One of the biggest issues previously identified in IES 8 had been the issue of ‘to whom’ the 
focus of IES 8 would apply.  The IAESB had agreed to refocus the IES on to a specified role 
(that of Engagement Partner) on the basis that this role was present on each and every audit 
and was easily identifiable.  This change in focus won overwhelming support (81%) from 
respondents and many provided full support in this area. 

 
17. Whilst expressing support for the focus on Engagement Partner, a significant number of 

respondents expressed confusion about the newly identified term of ‘aspiring engagement 
partner’ and noted that in seeking to clarify the ‘to whom’ issue from the ‘audit professional’ 
definition employed by extant IES 8, the IAESB may have inadvertently added to the 
confusion with this new term.   

 
18. The role of the IFAC member body in the process of specifying, assessing and reviewing 

professional development of aspiring engagement partners also came in for some specific 
criticism from member bodies, audit firms and professional bodies alike.  The IAESB and the 
IES 8 Task Force has struggled with the notion of writing an IES directed towards IFAC 
member bodies on an area which is not usually within the jurisdiction of IFAC member bodies 
– and involves many other factors in this process (licensing regimes, regulators, audit firm 
criteria etc).  Respondents, including those who were supportive of the new direction of IES8, 
were broadly split on whether the IAESB had achieved any greater clarity or guidance for 
IFAC member bodies in this particular area.  As a consequence the integrated role of various 
stakeholders in the appointment process of engagement partners also caused a sizeable 
proportion of respondents to ask the IAESB to review the Objective of IES 8.   

 
19. The ED of IES 8 included ‘Table A’ which identified the Competence Areas and Learning 

Outcomes be achieved by an aspiring or newly appointed engagement partner.  Most 
respondents (71%) were supportive or partially supportive of the suggested approach.  
Almost all respondents provided suggested refinements in terms of the identified competence 
areas, learning outcomes or levels of proficiency.  A significant number of respondents 
questioned how the IES 8 Table A built on the competence areas and learning outcomes 
identified in IES 2, 3 & 4, with many going on to question the levels that had been allocated 
and use of specific verbs.  Work within the Chairs & Secretaries Task Force is still ongoing in 
this area.  Some initial questions are posed to CAG on the back of specific feedback in 
relation to IES 8.  Additional guidance will be sought once the structure of the Table and 
associated levels has been determined. 

 
20. Several respondents (ICAEW, HKICPA) questioned the need to have an education standard 

in respect of engagement partners or the field of audit at all.  Their views were supported in 
part by other contributions from a range of respondents (including AICPA) who questioned 
whether the professional development of engagement partners and issues around 
competence would more likely be determined by the audit firm or practitioner (under ISQC1 
and ISA 220) rather than be within the jurisdiction of the IFAC member body.  The Task Force 
noted that the IAESB had previously had similar discussions in the early days of the revision 
project but had concluded at that time that an IES in this particular area of education was 
highly desirable especially from a public interest perspective and following implementation of 
the extant IES 8 by a number of member bodies. However, the remote probability of being 
able to apply the standard was a resounding message expressed by the majority of 
respondents (member bodies and otherwise). If deemed not practical (or even possible) to 
apply, then the question of IES 8s usefulness as a separate standard is at issue.  

 

Focus of Objective Paragraph 

21. Over two-thirds of respondents did not agree with the question ‘is the objective to be achieved 
by a member body appropriate?’  As a consequence, the over-whelming majority of 
respondents in each category of respondent did not support the Objective as currently 
drafted, which stated: 
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‘The objective of an IFAC member body is to provide engagement partners with the professional 
development required to perform their role.’ 

 
22. Respondents commented that:  

• the Objective ignored the primary role of firms rather than IFAC member bodies – that 
there were other stakeholders who had responsibility for identifying and monitoring 
engagement partner competence or professional development and that this was not an 
area of IFAC member body jurisdiction; 

• member bodies generally do not actually provide or are involved in the provision of 
professional development activities and yet this was the implication of the Objective as 
currently drafted; 

• the Objective should be directed toward ‘the Objective of this IES’ rather than to an IFAC 
member body; 

• the rest of IES 8 focused mainly on the aspiring engagement partner but this was not 
even mentioned in the Objective, or 

• the fact that this IES was based on achievement of competence rather than undertaking 
of professional development. 
 

23. Some particularly large and well-established IFAC member bodies have been highly critical of 
the existence of IES 8, and in particular of having an Objective which is neither practical nor 
realistic given the variety of parties involved in the professional development of engagement 
partners (the range which might include IFAC member bodies, regulators, licensing bodies, 
government, engagement partners themselves, audit firms).  Some of the comments from the 
highly critical respondents are identified below: 

 
•  ‘…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.’ (ICAEW) 

• ‘...the [IES] 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.’ (ICAEW) 

• ‘…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.’ (ICAEW) 

•  ‘…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.’ (HKICPA) 

•  ‘…[do] 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.’(HKICPA) 

•  ‘…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.’ (AICPA) 

• ‘…places the emphasis of competence with the firm and is consistent with the 
requirements of ISAs and ISQC 1.’ (AICPA) 

• ‘Paragraph 12 [objective para] 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.’ (AICPA) 
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24. One of the continuing issues, which the Task Force (and IAESB) has tried to  reconcile, has 
been how best to articulate the role that IFAC member bodies play in the competence or 
professional development of engagement partners.  A number of respondents have 
challenged whether an IES 8 is at all practicable given the fact that IFAC member bodies 
generally do not have direct influence over engagement partners other than through a CPD 
mechanism (the requirements of which are already outlined in IES71).   

 
25. In addition, the extant auditing and quality standards also make it clear that the competence 

of engagement partners is not solely within the purview of IFAC member bodies.  Most ISAs 
are written towards an individual (either ‘the auditor’ or ‘the engagement partner2’ as is the 
case for example in either ISA 220 or ISA 600), others such as ISQC1 are directed towards 
audit firms3,4: 

 
26. Combined with the issues noted above is the notion that IES 7 already lays down the CPD 

requirements in respect of professional accountants.  One argument that was expressed as 
part of the Task Force discussions has been whether IES 8 should just be a form of guidance 
or appendix to IES 7 based on the fact that it effectively identifies recommended CPD for a 
specific role. 

   
27. Recent Chairs & Secretaries Task Force meetings had also focused on the construction of 

the Objective following further responses provided on IES 2, 3 & 4.  The IES 8 Task Force 
has been party to these discussions, but remained cognisant of the fact that given the role-
specific nature of this particular IES, an alternative Objective might be appropriate for the 
revised IES 8 – especially as IESs 2, 3 & 4 effectively outline a curricula program of 
accounting education which may well be within the control or domain of IFAC member bodies; 

                                                           
1 Para 12, IES 7 – Continuing Professional Development (redrafted): ‘IFAC member bodies shall 
require all professional accountants to undertake CPD to contribute to the development and 
maintenance of professional competence that is appropriate to their work and professional responsibilities’ 

 

2 ISA220 – ‘Quality Control for an Audit of Financial Statements’: The engagement partner shall be satisfied that 
the engagement team, and any auditor’s experts who are not part of the engagement team, collectively have the 
appropriate competence and capabilities to: 

(a) Perform the audit engagement in accordance with professional standards and applicable legal and regulatory 
requirements; and 

(b) Enable an auditor’s report that is appropriate in the circumstances to be issued.  

 
3 Para 21, ‘International Standard on Quality Control 1’: The firm shall establish policies and procedures designed 
to provide it with reasonable assurance that it has sufficient personnel with the competence, capabilities, and 
commitment to ethical principles necessary to:  
(a) Perform engagements in accordance with professional standards and applicable legal and regulatory 
requirements; and  

(b) Enable the firm or engagement partners to issue reports that are appropriate in the circumstances. 

 
4 Para 31, ‘International Standard on Quality Control 1’: The firm shall also establish policies and procedures to 
assign appropriate personnel with the necessary competence, and capabilities to: 

(a) Perform engagements in accordance with professional standards and applicable legal and regulatory 
requirements; 
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IES 8 by contrast focuses on a much wider range of learning outcomes which are likely to be 
specific to the nature of each audit engagement.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
28. There are potential options which can be considered in terms of how best to construct a 

revised Objective, options may include: 
 
• Keeping the Objective focused solely on the IFAC member bodies to remain consistent 

with the other IESs (but providing additional explanatory materials to explain where IFAC 
member bodies fit into the overall sphere of engagement partner progression) 

• Acknowledging the ‘special’ circumstances surrounding a role-specific IES (in this case 
the role of engagement partner), and noting the limitations that can be placed on any 
requirements placed directly on member bodies 

• Indicating that there is a joint responsibility between various stakeholders (which may 
include IFAC member bodies but also have a role for the engagement partner, regulatory 
bodies or audit firms) 

• Removing IES 8 as a standalone education standard and instead making the Table of 
learning outcomes an Appendix or Guidance to IES 7 of a potential framework for 
engagement partner professional development. 

 

 

Task Force Request for Guidance* 

As the clarity of the Objective is fundamental to the further development of a revised IES 8, 
the Task Force is asking for further input from the CAG  on whether an Objective focused on 
an IFAC member body continues to be appropriate for IES 8 or whether in light of on-going 
discussions and associated responses from respondents, the Task Force should reconsider: 

 

a) The basis upon which IES 8 has been developed (i.e. the IFAC member body having 
responsibility for engagement partner professional development) 

b) The justification for having a standalone education standard which is already covered 
in effect by the Requirements in IES 7 

c) How best to articulate the interplay among the various stakeholders to appoint, 
monitor and continuously develop the engagement partner. 
 

Does the CAG have guidance in respect of whether retaining Revised IES 8 continues to be 
appropriate given the issues that respondents have identified, or should an alternative form 
be considered, such as guidance or an appendix to IES 7? 

 

Do you have any additional advice to the Task Force in respect of this issue? 

 

* = guidance received in response to this question should be considered in responding to the 
remaining questions in this Issues Paper 
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Structure and Use of Table A 

29. The structure of Table A and in particular the presence of the third column labelled ‘Levels of 
Proficiency’ caused a wide range of comments to be received.  On the whole, most 
respondents (90%) were supportive or generally supportive (but with recommendations) of 
Table A.  Almost all respondents made recommendations for changes in terms of structure, 
outcomes, verbs used and levels allocated to each competence area. 

 
30. The Chairs & Secretaries Task Force has already commenced a review of Table A structures 

based on responses provided on IES 2, 3, 4 & 8 and will solicit comment from CAG and 
IAESB.  The Task Force will remain engaged with this process. 

 
31. In the specific context of IES 8 a number of respondents identified the following issues and 

the Task Force discussed and resolved as follows: 
 
Identified Issue Task Force (‘TF’) Discussion/Response 

The purpose of Table A was to be 
clarified further to indicate whether 
it was a requirement able to be 
enforced and compliance 
therewith assessed by IFAC 
member bodies, or whether it was 
a suggested framework of what 
the competence areas of an 
engagement partner may look like 

TF debated two options – (1) provide a clearer 
opening paragraph to Table A to make it clear about 
the use of Table A and what was to be expected of 
member bodies; and 

(2) remove Table A from the requirements and 
include as guidance in the explanatory material.  

 

The TF is still undecided on this point and would 
appreciate the CAG’s advice on this matter. 

 

There was a need to ensure that 
in drafting Table A, the IAESB 
does not impose audit 
requirements that would be better 
placed in the ISAs. 

 

TF debated this point in connection with the first 
issue in this Paper as to whether or not this 
standard can set requirements for engagement 
partners to be enforced by IFAC member bodies. As 
a result, the resolution to this issue depends on 
the resolution to the opening issue of this Paper. 

 

Table A should be directed 
towards engagement partners 
(with no distinction of aspiring 
engagement partners) 

 

TF agreed that the titles used in the requirement 
section (based on earlier discussion around aspiring 
engagement partner role) should be re-directed 
towards engagement partners. 

 

Mastery level was unused and it 
should be reconsidered whether it 
is required for inclusion in the 
Levels of Proficiency Appendix 

TF agreed with the recommendations from the 
Chairs & Secretaries Task Force to remove the 
Mastery level. In addition the TF is open to including 
additional explanatory material clarifying that the 
levels of proficiency are only minimums and that 
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 individuals may well develop beyond advanced to a 
‘Mastery’ type of level 

There was lack of consistency or 
progression in how certain 
competence areas built on IES 2, 
3 & 4 in order to achieve the 
competence areas present in IES 
8. 

 

TF agreed to consider inserting additional 
explanatory material to indicate how the 
competence areas in Table A built or further 
developed on the IES 2, 3 & 4 competence areas 
but from an engagement partner role perspective. 

 

Task Force Request for Guidance * 

1. Do you see Table A as a likely requirement able to be enforced and compliance 
therewith assessed by IFAC member bodies, or do you see it as guidance as to 
what the competence areas for an engagement partner may look like? 

2. In respect of the other issues related to Table A, do you agree with how the 
Task Force is seeking to proceed on each of the issues identified above?  As 
the Task Force commences their review of the recommendations provided by 
respondents in respect of specific learning outcomes, do you have any further 
guidance for the Task Force in this area? 

 

* = this request for guidance should be considered in light of the response to the first question 
of this Issues Paper 

Scope of Revised IES 8 

32. Three specific issues in respect of the Scope of revised IES 8 were identified as a result of 
the ED, these were: 
• the interplay between the various stakeholders in the engagement partner appointment 

process (firms, individuals, regulators, licensing bodies, IFAC member bodies) required 
further clarification;  

• the focus on the ‘aspiring engagement partner’; and 
• whether the IES could be directed more specifically towards non-audit services 

(assurance) perhaps with further learning outcomes being identified in this area. 
 
33. In respect of the first Scope issue, the Task Force reviewed the current paragraphs and noted 

that whilst the body of the text attempted to identify in para 3 how there was a range of 
appointment processes which lay outside the scope of IES 8, that this was insufficient in 
terms of addressing the issues raised by respondents.  In particular para 2 detailed below will 
likely need review or further explanation:  

 
‘IFAC member bodies have responsibility for the professional development necessary to become an 

engagement partner.  Other stakeholders may have responsibility for the appointment, of for 
licensing, of newly appointed engagement partners.’ 

 
34. In developing the aspiring engagement partner term, the Task Force and ultimately the IAESB 

was attempting to indicate that individuals will have a period of professional development 
progression prior to being appointed to the role of engagement partner.  The term had been 
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developed to mirror the aspiring professional accountant period of development identified in 
the other IESs.   

 
35. Respondents did not particularly like the term.  Even those that were supportive of the 

concept indicated that it was a term that inevitably caused a lack of clarity especially in 
respect of how IFAC member bodies would be able to identify those particular individuals.  
Several respondents also noted that in focusing on this particular term it was detrimental to 
the concept of considering someone’s development within the context of an engagement 
team (particularly ISA 220). 

 
36. The Task Force discussed how best to address these particular issues and debated whether 

it would be preferable to: 
• Continue to use the aspiring engagement partner term but provide an improved definition 

or further explanatory material in order to assist users of the IES, or 
• Discontinue use of this particular term, focusing the IES solely only the engagement 

partner role 
• Provide additional clarity in respect of how the engagement partner operates within a 

team context 
• Provide additional explanatory materials on the focus of the IES 

 
37. With regards to the third Scope issue, the Task Force considered whether the IES could be 

widened to include engagement partner roles performed outside the context of an audit of 
financial statements.  Several respondents suggested this, but they were also countered by 
other respondents who advocated the need to restrict the IES only to audits.  Presently Para 
1 of revised IES 8 indicates:  
‘this IES does not specify professional development for other roles that a professional 
accountant plays in relation to other assurance and related services.’ 

Task Force Recommendations 

Recommendation 1 

The Task Force believes that further work should be undertaken on the Scope section to 
ensure that there is an explicit statement in Scope to indicate that there are shared 
responsibilities between IFAC member bodies, audit firms, regulators in the context of 
engagement partner appointment. 

Recommendation 2 

In response to high proportion of respondents who questioned the validity or clarity of the 
aspiring engagement partner identifier, the Task Force is proposing that:  

• all references to the aspiring engagement partner are removed 
• the revised IES be refocused on to the role of engagement partner  
• additional Scope paragraph be provided in respect of how an individual’s professional 

development is progressive in nature and may develop in the context of a team 
environment. 

 

Recommendation 3 

In respect of the widening of the revised IES to include additional non-audit activities the Task 
Force is recommending that the revised IES retain its focus on an audit of financial 
statements (using the ISA definition) but that when the Table A learning outcomes have been 
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finalised, the Task Force will review whether the learning outcomes could be tailored towards 
a non-audit context with consideration of this issue being placed in the Explanatory Material. 

 

 

 

 

 

Task Force Request for Guidance * 

Related to Recommendation 1 

3. Do you agree with the need to reconsider the Scope section of revised IES8 as 
it relates to shared responsibilities?  In rewriting this section of the IES, do you 
have any specific guidance that would you like to offer the Task Force? 

Related to Recommendation 2 

4. Do you agree with the proposal to remove all reference to ‘aspiring 
engagement partner’? Do you have any further advice for the Task Force in 
respect of the focus of the IES on the engagement partner rather than aspiring 
engagement partner role? 

Related to Recommendation 3 

5. Do you agree with the Task Force recommendation to retain a focus on only 
audit engagements but to provide additional context for non-audit activities 
using Table A once that Table has been finalised? 

* = this request for guidance should be considered in light of the response to the first question 
of this Issues Paper 

 

Additional areas of consideration 

38. The issues of how the revised IES 8 deals with the matters affecting SMPs/sole practitioners 
or complex audits have been identified below.  Although these areas are less fundamental to 
the future direction of a revised IES 8, they nevertheless remain areas that have generated 
discussion within the Task Force, IAESB and various parties during the public consultations 
and outreach work of the IAESB. 

 

Focus on SMPs/Sole Practitioners 

39. Respondents were almost evenly divided on whether the IAESB had successfully included 
sufficient references to SMPs or sole practitioners in order to identify their professional 
development needs.  Whilst a number of bodies and other respondents were supportive of the 
approach, several criticisms emerged of the current approach, noting: 
• Implication that there were contradictions in parts of the IES that implied that professional 

development could only take place in the context of an engagement team (which 
effectively implied that it was not possible to do this as a sole practitioner) 
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• No need to draw a distinction between SMPs, sole practitioners or other firms – 
implication was that the IAESB was implying two types/levels of engagement partner in 
practice. 

• Sense of inequity between larger and smaller firms implying that smaller firms or SMPs 
are only dealing with less complex clients or need less professional development 

• A need for additional guidance or explanatory material in order to focus on how 
SMPs/sole practitioners might require wider breadth of knowledge/skills. 

40. The Task Force had a wide ranging discussion on what the original intention of IES 8 had 
been in respect of SMPs/sole practitioners and how respondents had initially been divided in 
their response/recommendations – with some asking for more references/coverage or 
SMPs/sole practitioners, others asking for no reference at all.  The Task Force noted that as it 
was currently drafted, the revised IES 8 did not have explicit Requirements aimed at 
SMPs/sole practitioners but had attempted to explain the issues that they might face within 
the Explanatory Material.  

41. The Task Force on reflection sided with those respondents who noted that in attempting to 
provide coverage of SMPs/sole practitioners the tone of the IES could be easily misread to 
imply a slightly patronizing tone when in actual fact the learning outcome would be no 
different from any other engagement partner - just the degree or depth would differ based on 
engagement needs. 

 

Task Force Recommendation 

In order to avoid any misinterpretation, the Task Force agreed to:  

• redraft the explanatory material to make it clear that  Requirements apply to all 
engagement partners irrespective of size of practice or firm and that there is no difference 
in respect of competence areas or learning outcomes based on the size of practice of the 
engagement partner, just a difference in respect of depth of use depending on the nature 
of the engagement. 

• consider additional guidance for inclusion in the IES 8 Guidance Task Force project 
including further consultation with the SMP Committee 

 

Task Force Request for Guidance * 

6. Do you support this particular approach in respect of SMPs/sole practitioners?    
The current draft of IES 8 contains a dedicated paragraph A32 on practical 
experience for SMPs – do you believe that this is still required? 

7. Do you have any further guidance to provide to the Task Force on SMPs/sole 
practitioners? 

 

 

* = this request for guidance should be considered in light of the response to the first question 
of this Issues Paper 

 

Focus on Complex Audits 

42. The public consultation on the extant IES 8 had noted that there had been criticism in respect 
of how that version had dealt with the competence matters required for transnational or 
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specialized audits.  In developing the revised version of IES 8, the Task Force and IAESB 
included a Requirement for all engagement partners in respect of ‘complex audits’, Para 19: 

‘IFAC member bodies shall require that engagement partners serving on audits involving more 
complex (a) industries, (b) operations 9including international ones), or (c) reporting 
requirements undertake CPD in these relevant areas.’ 

43. Respondents were totally split on whether this was an appropriate direction to take in terms of 
identifying additional needs of engagement partners. In particular, criticism was that:  
• The term ‘complex’ was hard to define 
• That the revised IES 8 inadvertently implied that ‘complex’ equated to  large and was thus 

only a concern for larger audit firms 
• Whether Para 19 as it presently stood actually added anything or simply reiterated what 

was a Requirement in IES 7 – CPD. 
• The determination of complexity is best left to firms and engagement partners under the 

auspices of ISQC1. 
44. The Task Force sided with respondents who indicated a difficulty with the term ‘complex’ and 

agreed that this was an artificial distinction given that most audits have a degree of complexity 
attached to them – irrespective of size.  The Task Force also discussed whether more 
guidance on complex issues and appropriate professional development might be better 
covered in the explanatory materials noting that several respondents had indicated that by 
drawing a distinction within the Requirements, the IAESB had inadvertently indicated there 
were two levels of engagement partner (those dealing with complex or non-complex 
engagements). 

 

Task Force Recommendation 

The Task Force recommends withdrawing Para 19 on the basis that it already repeated the 
Requirements identified in IES 7.  

The Task Force recommends improving the Explanatory Material to make it clear that 
irrespective of size of engagement size or audit firm size, all engagement partners have a 
responsibility to complete appropriate CPD when undertaking work on complex engagements. 

 

Task Force Request for Guidance * 

8. Do you have any views on how the Task Force proposes to proceed on this 
specific area of complex audits?   Do you have any further guidance to provide 
to the Task Force on this area? 

 

* = this request for guidance should be considered in light of the response to the first question 
of this Issues Paper 

 

PROPOSED WAY FORWARD 

45. The Taskforce will take into account the guidance given by the CAG with the aim of 
presenting  a p r o p o s e d  r e v i s e d  I E S  8  for discussion at the March 2013 IAESB 
meeting.   
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APPENDIX 1 

Appendix 1 –Summary Analysis of Respondents’ Comments on Exposure Draft and 
Task Force Responses 

Breakdown of Respondents 

Respondent Number 
Responding 

IFAC Member Bodies and Associates 23 

Public Accounting firms 5 

Regulators 1 

Other Professional Organizations 2 

Individuals and Others 3 

 

General Statements of Support 

 

Statements of support for IAESB’s project to redraft and revise IESs, use a principles 
approach and improve clarity/consistency, were noted from: 

ACCA, BDO, CAI, CICA, DTT, FEE, ICAA, ICPAU, ICPAS, IDW, PWC 

 

Statements of support for IAESB’s revision of IES8, intention or purpose of IES8, were noted 
from: 

• Supportive of focus on engagement partner and need for a framework (ACCA, EYG, 
ICAS, KPMG) 

• Supportive of intention of IES8 to ensure professional competence, learning 
outcomes approach, principles (CGA-Canada, CPA-Ireland, CSOEC – CNCC, FEE, 
ICAS, ICPAS) 

• Supportive of new title (CPA – Ireland) 
• Noted the IAESB has addressed the original comments on IES8, reducing ambiguity 

or updating of IES8 (CICA, CPA-Australia, ICAA, PWC) 
• Commend IAESB on work on IES8 to date (DTT) 

 

General Statements of Concern and Related Matters for Consideration 

 

Commentary 
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Most respondents were generally supportive of the revised IES 8 noting that the IAESB had 
attempted to deal with a difficult situation involving a number of stakeholders.  Whilst many 
supported the move towards the engagement partner definition, a number queried whether 
the IAESB was able to direct the Objective of the IES to member bodies given that this area 
of professional competence development was heavily reliant on individuals and firms within 
the audit profession.  A number of concerns were noted in respect of the aspiring 
engagement partner definition with some noting that this introduced further complexity. The 
following themes were identified: 

 

Objective/Role of Member Bodies 

• Objective should be directed to the individual and their firm, not the member body, 
member body to have overview of assessment (ICAS) 

• Practical experience requirements being overridden by national licensing 
requirements (CAI) 

• Implication that practical experience acquired via formal education (DTT) 
• Too much responsibility placed on member bodies rather than audit firms, need to 

emphasize shared responsibility, too much emphasis on member bodies running 
rather than being part of the process, not within the ambit of member bodies 
(CAI/DTT, ICA, IRBA) 

• Member body role on assessment constrained by national regulatory framework, not 
in the scope of member bodies (CAI, FEE, IDW) 

• More explanatory material needed on stakeholders might use IES8, or guidance for 
firms (EFAA/ICAEW) 

• Implementation not practically executable by member bodies (IDW) 
• Implies professional development should be provided for engagement partners by 

member bodies (NZICA) 
• No support for an IES 8 standard, strongly advise against having an IES  (ICAEW, 

HKICPA) 
 

Engagement Partner Definition 

• Engagement partner definition too broad, unclear scope, point at which people are 
identified as aspiring, definition includes an aspiring professional accountant as well, 
need to focus only on engagement partners not aspiring (CAI, ICAEW, ICAI, ICAS, 
KPMG, NZICA) 

• Role of specialization following acquisition of professional accountant status may not 
be obtained through CPD, but via additional requirements (SAICA) 

• Not considering competence requirement with reference to engagement team as a 
whole (ICAI, NZICA) 

• Diagram and progression from aspiring to serving engagement does not reflect intent 
of the IES (ICAI) 

• Make it clearer who the engagement partner is – i.e. anyone signing off an audit 
report (DTT) 

• Further emphasis on progressive and continuing nature of competence development 
so the IES 8 sets standard for minimum competence for engagement partners and 
doesn’t distinguish between aspiring and serving (KPMG) 
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Learning Outcomes 

• Too high a requirement on practical experience may be harder to achieve for those 
professional accountants with a general practice background (ICAS) 

• Too many learning outcomes, need for improved learning outcomes explanatory 
materials, confusion about a learning outcome and a competence (CAI, DTT, EFAA) 

• Levels of proficiency in appropriate, use of mastery, or difference between mastery 
and advanced (or absence of it) (CICA,ICPAS, IDW) 

• Some learning outcomes do not align with the ISA requirements and could set 
additional requirements, or do not align with those in IES 2, 3 and 4, need stronger 
alignment between IES 8 and ISA 220/ISCQ1 (IDW, KPMG, IDW) 

• Too much focus on CPD which is too informal, supports more formal output based 
approach regarding development and assessment (IRBS) 

 

Impact on SMPs 

• Further guidance needed for SMPs on how to meet minimum competency areas and 
learning outcomes (ICPAS) 

• Implication that smaller, less complex audits only performed by smaller firms (DTT) 
• IES doesn’t deal with difference between audit engagement partners responsible for 

audits of financial statements of SMEs and those responsible for larger or more 
complex audits (IDW) 

 

Other Matters 

• Focus of IES8 is now on professional competence not professional development, 
causes impact on title (DTT, EFAA) 

• Extend IES8 to include ISRE 2410 Review engagements, extension to assurance 
services (DTT, ICAA, NZICA) 

• No support for additional guidance as IES should stand on its own (IDW) 
• Wording issues difficult to translate ‘sufficient’ ‘significant’ ‘appropriate’ 

(CSOEC/CNCC) 
• Support aims of redrafting for greater clarification but has concerns about whether 

this revision has achieved it (NZICA) 
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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. 

 

Response 

 

 

 

Yes 26 

No  5 

Potentially 2 

 

 

Yes 81% 

No  13% 

Potentially 6% 
 

Graphical Representation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Indicative Comments 

 

Commentary 

The majority of respondents supported the move toward focusing the requirements on the 
role of the engagement partner.  A number of bodies/firms noted that this eliminated the 
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concerns in respect of the original ‘audit professional’ definition and had clearly been in 
response to the earlier consultation.  Others noted that the change and use of the ISA 
definition of engagement partner provided improved aligned within IFAC pronouncements.  
Some noted that the use of the ‘aspiring’ engagement partner definition added to confusion 
and potentially returned the IAESB to the earlier confusion on audit professionals. 

 

Supportive: 

• Approved change from ‘audit professionals’ (AAT) 
• Greater clarity and effectiveness of single role already defined in the ISAs (ACCA, Altaf 

Noor Ali, BDO, CGA-Canada, CIPFA, CPA-Australia, CPA-Ireland, CSOEC-CNCC, DTT, 
EFAA, EYG, ICAS, ICPAS, IDW, IRBA, JICPA, Juvenal, KPMG, PWC, SAICA, SAIPA, 
IMCP) 

• Change aligns the IES to ISA use of Engagement Partner (CAI, FEE, ICAS) 
• Change only provides greater clarity where it focuses on the engagement partner 

(ICAEW) 
• Graphical representation is helpful to assist understanding in application, add aspiring 

professional accountant to diagram (CICA) 
 

Areas of Concern 

 

Force of the IES and Definitions 

• Grave concerns that the proposed IES 8 represents a significant shift in focus and 
content from extant IES 8, including the imposition of major responsibilities on member 
bodies, without clear explanation or rationale for the changes (HKICPA) 

• Need to focus on collective team (AICPA, IMCP) 
• Audit professional definition allowed for a wider category of individuals within the team to 

meet the IES 8 requirements, no support for change to engagement partner (ICPAU, 
IMCP) 

• Believe that audit engagement management should be firm-based (AICPA, IMCP) 
• Audit engagement partner usage could introduce ambiguity as only on engagement 

management role (partner) and not the wider skill set of the team (AICPA) 
• Introducing term of newly appointed and serving causes more confusion, number of 

different terms for first time reader can confuse, insert more direction in introduction to 
explain that different parts of requirements focus on different roles/stages (Altaf Noor Ali, 
CICA, PWC) 

• Aspiring engagement partner completely unclear and reintroduces ambiguity and 
confusion, scope to focus only on engagement partner, or else too broad (ICAEW, ICAS, 
KPMG, NZICA, PWC) 

• Focus should be on members of an audit team who are responsible for key judgments 
(NZICA) 

• Proposal has no substantial impact on clarity and effectiveness (ICAA) 
• Definition of aspiring engagement partner is too broad or glossary definition unclear 

(CAI, ICAI) 
 

Scope 
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• Emphasize professional development to become an engagement partner is progressive 
in nature (KPMG) 

• Scope to be only on audit not assurance (ICAEW, PWC) 
• Public interest may not be focused on newly appointed engagement partner, would 

advise the IAESB consider use of public interest entities to consider looking higher levels 
of proficiency for partners serving on such audits (DTT) 

• Clarification about whether the professional development of non-licensed or sole 
proprietor auditors will be covered by the engagement partner definition (ICPAS) 

• Title does not reflect both serving and aspiring engagement partner emphasis (ICAI, 
PWC) 

• Title is limiting and should be on ‘audit’ not ‘audits of financial statements’ (SAIPA) 
• Effectiveness may be difficult for IFAC to monitor (Altaf Noor Ali) 
• Assessment of competence by member bodies is impractical and goes against ISQC 1 

requirement for firms to establish policies and procedures (KPMG) 
 

Areas of Potential Guidance 

• May need more guidance on detailed reviewers of audit files (BDO) 
• May need more guidance for those who have satisfied IES1-6 and are still working in 

audit but not an engagement partner (PWC) 
 

 



20 

 

 

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? 

 

Response 

 

 

 

Yes 17 

Partially 12 

Not 4 

 

Yes 50% 

Partially 40% 

Not 10% 
 

Graphical Representation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Indicative Comments 

 

• Almost all respondents were supportive of the approach to Table A, but with a sizeable 
number of proposed changes (see substantive and proposed changes sections below) 
and some concerns over who the Table A was aimed at (aspiring or serving engagement 
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partners), the learning outcomes themselves and how these built on IES 2, 3 and 4 and 
the levels of proficiency attached to these.  

• Several respondents suggested moving towards a high-level set of competences with 
detail held in the explanatory materials or removal of Table A and replacement with high 
level principles-based set of statements. 

• A number of respondents questioned the various levels and in particular the Mastery 
definition and whether this was valid or should be utilized within IES 8. 
 

In summary, respondents were split along the following lines: 

 

• Supportive of concept of Table A – most with changes proposed to learning outcomes or 
levels of proficiency (ACCA, CAI, CICA, CIPFA, CSOEC-CNCC, EFAA, EYG, FEE, 
ICAA, ICAI, ICPAU, ICAS, Juvenal, SAICA, SAIPA, IMCP) 

• Not supportive of concept of Table A (AICPA-PCEEC, BDO,IRBA) 
• Partially supportive of Table A, with substantive changes proposed (Altaf Noor Ali, CPA-

Australia, CPA-Ireland, ICAEW, ICPAS, IDW, DTT, JICPA, KPMG, Mahadevan, NZICA, 
PWC) 
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Substantive Proposed Changes to the Table A Concept 

 

Purpose of Table A 

• Unclear whether Table A is a competence framework or whether additional work needs 
to be undertaken by a member body to develop a framework – needs greater clarity 
(DTT), see Table as guiding framework rather than ‘requirements’  

• Should be rewritten without distinction between newly appoint or serving partners 
(KPMG), should be focused on engagement partners only (Mahadevan) 

• Table A is drafted as if the engagement partner will personally undertake all the functions 
described, proposed IES lacks explanatory material on how to achieve the stated 
learning outcomes (ICAEW) 

• 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 (AICPA – 
PCEEC) 

• Explicit statement to indicate a learning outcome is the starting point for designing 
appropriate learning contents and assessment strategy (Altaf Noor Ali) 

• Preface Table A with para indicating that the learning outcomes are not necessarily the 
same for all engagement partners (i.e. SMP partners will differ from partners in larger 
firms) (EFAA) 

• IES 8 to clarify that assessment of professional skills and professional values, ethics and 
attitudes should be of an aspiring engagement partner at the stage when they are 
considered for appointment as engagement partner, assessment to be made by the firm 
(ICAI) 

• Additional statement to indicate that aspiring engagement partners should be 
encouraged to work towards the learning outcomes under Table A (ICPAS) 
 

Structure of Table A 

• Suggestion to make reference within the Technical Competence section to the ISA 
correspondence with each learning outcome (AICPA – PCEEC), if outcome is in line with 
a specific ISA requirement, recommend deletion (PWC) 

• A large number of detailed learning outcomes in Table A, could it be improved through 
tighter definition (more principles based) with the detail being put in the explanatory 
materials (CAI), learning outcomes too detailed and might hamper translation so 
recommend more ‘general’ competence areas and detail in the explanatory materials 
(FEE), move to single statement ‘advance knowledge of and application of the ISAs in 
relation to all aspects required of the engagement partner role’ (ICAS, PWC) 

• No recognition between professional accountant and engagement partner roles (BDO) 
 

Learning Outcome Content 

• Imbalance between number of learning outcomes for technical, professional skills and 
value, ethics & attitudes (33:10:7) is disproportionate and implies diminishing importance 
with technical skills presented first (Altaf Noor Ali) 

• As with earlier comments on IES 2, 3 & 4 – for IES 8, would like the sequencing of 
competence areas to be reviewed and restructured (FEE) 
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• Recommend that syllabi of member body should be comprehensive enough to cover 
Table A at IPD so that it can be tested at that stage, or else difficult for member body to 
test such competencies at later stage; audit firm can test through workplace assessment 
(ICAI) 

• Large number of prescribed learning outcomes relate to current audit engagement 
partner requirements in the ISAs – but not all are included, gives some more emphasis 
than others (ICAS) 

• IAESB advised to have wording on learning outcomes agreed with IAASB (IDW) 
• Mastery level not used, should remove or guidance text makes it clear that its inclusion is 

only to demonstrate a progressive continuum within which the IESs sit (BDO), lack of 
clarification causes confusion (DTT); consider use of Mastery to some competence 
areas (NZICA) 

 

Practical Experience Issues 

• If a member body chooses an input approach, IES 8 to identify period of practical 
experience required, recommend 3 years (CGA-Canada) 

• Make clear in IES 8 it is not possible to satisfy the practical experience requirements of 
IES 8 prior to those for IES 5 (CGA-Canada) 

 

Additional Proposed Learning Outcomes 

• Engagement clients (ACCA) 
• Quality Control – fundamental role, especially in SMPs (ACCA, ICPAU) 
• Audit Quality (PWC) 
• Advising on the findings of an audit (ACCA) 
• (a) (x) –‘prepare an audit file to evidence compliance with the auditing standards, audit 

work completed and conclusions reached’ (SAICA) 
• (m) interpersonal and communication – include an outcome about establishing business 

relationships (ACCA) 
• (n) organizational – include an outcome on appraising others (ACCA) 
• Assessing the competence of the audit team and any specialist skills required (CAI) 
• Ability to manage group audits and group auditor responsibility (CAI) 
• Although internal audit may be assumed to be in (d) internal control and (f) governance, 

would recommend having separate section (CIPFA) 
• Welcome flexibility provided in A22 to develop additional outcomes (CPA-Ireland) 
• Practice management – a role to play especially in SMPs in management the firm, staff 

recruitment, management, budgeting, client relationship management, risk management 
(ICPAU) 

• Integrative or multidisciplinary skills – key component of professional skills for partners 
(IDW) 

• Information Security separately, or within IT (Mahadevan) 
 

Deletion or Movement of Proposed Learning Outcomes 

• Remove (g) Information Technology as part of general internal control (ACCA,ICAA) 
• (g) (ii) is duplicative to learning outcome (d) (iii), suggest adding IT aspects to d (iii) and 

deleting (g) (ii) (EYG, SAICA) 
• Within (h) remove learning outcome on ‘advising on legal and regulatory obligations’ 

(ACCA) 
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• Remove (j) (ii) to auditing outcomes (ACCA) 
• Clarify (k) (i) ‘assertions of entity management’ or move to (p) professional skepticism 

(ACCA) 
• (p) professional skepticism and professional judgment  - outcome (iii) about the role 

model outcome would fit better under (n) or (o) (ACCA), or move to personal skills 
section (BDO), or applicable to more than just this area (EYG), or delete as too 
subjective (KPMG) 

• (I) (v) – move to financial accounting and reporting (BDO) 
• Recommend using IES 8 list of competence areas rather than IES 2 and to ensure IES 8 

and IES 2 are aligned (EYG), recommend align Table A in IES 8 with those competence 
areas in IES 2, 3 and 4 (JICPA) 

 

Proposed Wording Changes to Learning Outcomes 

• Challenge use of ‘learning outcome’ to be ‘observable outcome’ given that the learning 
outcome described is usually from on the job training (EYG) 

• (a) (i) –this outcome is developed through experience and not formal learning, 
terminology to be aligned to ISA ‘client and engagement acceptance and continuance’ 
(EYG, SAICA) 

• (a) (i) is similar to (a) (ii) and (a) (iv) – recommend avoiding duplication and removing 
‘audit risk profile’ as not in ISAs (EYG) 

• (a) (viii) – amend to ‘internal control’ deficiencies to be communicated (ACCA) 
• (a) (ix) – should including forming an audit opinion (ACCA) or ‘determine’ rather than 

‘prepare’ which indicates writing the report (BDO) or given greater prominence (CPA-
Ireland) 

• (a) (iii) – change to ‘approve an appropriate audit strategy…’ (DTT) 
• (a) competence area to include ‘direction, supervision and review’ and ‘carrying out of 

engagement quality control review’ (ICAEW) 
• (b) (ii) – change to ‘evaluate the selection of accounting policies to determine whether 

the entity has applied and disclosed…’ (EYG) 
• (b) (iii) – replace ‘financial situation of an entity’ with ‘of the business and operating 

environment of the entity’ (EYG) 
• (b) (iv) – add in ‘impairment reviews’ (CSOEC-CNCC) 
• (b) (i) – change ‘analyze’ to ‘assess’ (DTT) 
• (c) (ii) – hard to link to an audit of financial statements, so suggest revised to ‘evaluate 

corporate governance and risk assessment process to identify…’ 
• (c) (iii), (d) (i), (e) (ii), (f) (ii), (g) (i), (h) (ii) and (p) (ii) – risks of material misstatements to 

refer to ‘of the financial statements’ (ACCA) 
• (c) (iii) – ‘misstatement’ not ‘misstatements’ (DTT), ‘entity’s risk assessment process’ 

(EYG) 
• (d) (ii) – change to ‘operating effectiveness of controls performed’ (EYG) 
• (d) (iii) refer to ‘significant deficiencies’ (ACCA), ‘significant deficiencies in internal 

control…’ (EYG) 
• (e) (i) – change to ‘obtain an initial understanding of the entity and its environment’ to 

align with ISA 315 rather than ‘used to form auditor expectations’ (ACCA) 
• (e) (i) – change ‘analyze’ to ‘evaluate’ (DTT), change to ‘…used to inform audit risk 

assessments’ rather than ‘used to inform auditor expectations…’ (EYG) 
• (g) – amend outcome to indicate that consultation with IT where appropriate to be 

consistent with Tax learning outcome (BDO), do just focus on tax, expand to other areas 
(ICAS) 
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• (g) (i) – split this into ‘evaluate the IT environment top identify controls that relate to the 
financial statements’ and ‘assess the effect of IT controls on the audit strategy, and on 
the potential risks of material misstatement’ (EYG) 

• Reference to ‘tools’ under governance and risk management is unclear (CAI) 
• (h) (i) – revise to ‘evaluate the possible effect of non-compliance or suspected non-

compliance with laws and regulations on the financial statements of an entity and others 
aspects of the audit’ (EYG) 

• (h) (i) – revise to ‘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 wth laws and regulations (iii) prepares an appropriate audit 
response to address residual risk (iv) responds appropriate to instance of legal non-
compliance by notifying those charged with governance and complying with any 
reporting obligations which may be imposed by the auditor.’ (SAICA)  

• (h) (ii) – ‘misstatement’ not ‘misstatements’ (DTT), suggested wording: ‘understand 
security and stock exchange regulators and the impact on disclosure requirements and 
the financial statement reporting process’ (EYG)  

• (I) (i),(ii) and (iv) – remove the word ‘audited’ as not needed in table (DTT) 
• (I) (iii) – reference to ‘in the areas of interest’ unclear (CAI), (I) (iii) seems outside the 

scope of an audit - need to insert an example (i.e. in the context of an impairment test’) 
(EYG) 

• (I) revise wording (i) to ‘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’ (SAICA) 

• (I) revise wording (ii) to ‘analyze an audited entity’s financial position, historical financial 
performance, cashflow budgets and forecasts as well as working capital requirements to 
assess going concern’ (SAICA) 

• (I) – finance and financial management seem to be disconnected from the direct audit 
matters – especially (iii)analyze the components of the cost of capital; key performance 
indicators should be included in the outcomes (ACCA) 

• (j) management accounting – wording could be clearer (CAI) 
• (j) (i) – change to ‘analyze the entity’s approach to cost and management control to 

identify and assess the risks of material misstatement.’ (DTT) 
• (j) (ii) – change to ‘performance management systems may incentivize’– and increase 

level to Advanced (DTT) 
• (k) (i) – unclear what is intended in this outcome – is it management representations or 

more broadly ability to discuss, interpret, assess and consider information provided by 
management (DTT) 

• (l) (ii) – unclear why mentor or coach role is categorized as Advanced when other 
technical outcomes are not (DTT) 

• (n) (ii), is similar to current (a) (iii), suggest (n) (ii) be revised to ‘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.’ (EYG) 

• (o) (i) – assess the effect on the public interest – this outcome is extremely wide-ranging 
as currently worded, recommend it be set in the context of the conduct of an audit (DTT) 

• (p) (ii) – revised wording to be aligned with the ISAs ‘client and engagement acceptance 
and continuance’ (EYG) 

• (q) (iii) – amend to remove word ‘ensure’ and replace with ‘secure the’ 
• (q) ethical principles – change to the five fundamental principles, separate learning 

outcome on independence to be added; professional competence and due care – to be 
merged (ACCA), independence to be given greater prominence (CAI) 

• Use of wording ‘business’ in competence areas (e) and (h) could be limiting towards only 
commercial enterprises (CIPFA)  
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• Avoid use of the words ‘understand’ and ‘consider’ in outcomes as not directly 
assessable (CIPFA) 

 

Proposed Changes to Levels of Proficiency 

• All levels should be advanced (IMCP) 
• Each learning outcome to have own level of proficiency to avoid confusion (Altaf Noor 

Ali, CAI, CGA-Canada) 
• Levels of proficiency for some competence areas do not correspond to the level of 

outlined in learning outcomes (JICPA) 
• Outcomes are detailed enough (due to wording used) so do not require level of 

proficiency column (KPMG) 
• Number of competence areas with the same levels of proficiency as IES 2, 3 and 4 

(BDO), unclear whether more is being required or whether there is overlap with 2, 3 and 
4 (IDW), should be higher proficiency levels in IES 8 than those expected of a 
professional accountant in IES 2, 3 and 4 (JICPA) 

• (e) business and organizational environment; economics; business management - level 
to be changed to Advanced (ACCA, BDO, CICA, CPA-Australia, DTT, ICAEW, ICAS, 
PWC) 

• (g) Information technology –to move to Advanced (DTT, ICAA, ICAS) 
• (h) Business Laws and Regulations – to move to Advanced (BDO, DTT, ICAEW, ICAI, 

ICAS), to mastery (ICAA) 
• (I) Finance and Financial Management – to move to Advanced (BDO, CICA, ICAA, 

ICAEW, ICAS, PWC, SAICA) 
• (J) Management Accounting – to move to Advanced (BDO, CIPFA, ICAA, ICAS) 
• It is for the engagement partner and the firm to determine the minimum level of 

proficiency in the context of each audit, not Table A (EFAA), question whether IES 8 
needs proficiency levels as subject to assessment system used on a national level 
(FEE), some of the professional skills cannot be delivered by member bodies but with 
considerable further experience within firms (ICAEW), the level can only be ideally 
provided by the firms through extensive specialist experience not member bodies 
(NZICA) 

• Perception that some competence areas should be at Advanced rather than Intermediate 
(EFAA) 

• Governance and risk management competence area does not necessarily need to be as 
high as Advanced (EYG) 

• Taxation to move to Advanced (ICAI) 
• Financial accounting and reporting to move to Advanced (ICAI) 
• IAESB to provide further authoritative references as to why the proposed level for each 

competence area are essential and appropriate (JICPA), additional explanatory material 
to set out that learning outcomes are set at the minimum level and certain factors and 
circumstances result in high proficiency levels being needed by engagement partners 
(KPMG) 

• Use of ‘evaluate’ in the learning outcomes should move these to Advanced level of 
proficiency (taxation, breach of laws & regulations, security and stock exchange 
regulations) (ICAI) 

• Supportive of Appendix 1 on levels of proficiency (Juvenal) 
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Question 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? 

 

Response 

 

 

 

Yes 23 

No  5 

No 
Comment 

5 

 

 

Yes 71% 

No  16% 

No 
Comment 

13% 

 

Graphical Representation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Indicative Comments 

 

Commentary 
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Most respondents supported the direction of the IES with queries being identified in respect 
of the Mastery level of proficiency, relationship between IES 8 levels and those identified in 
the recently exposed IES 2, 3 & 4 and the need to emphasize than many of these 
competence areas would be demonstrated in the workplace rather than in formal learning 
environment.  

 

Statements of Support for Approach 

• Agree with the 4 levels of competence, adequate or reasonably detailed (BDO, EFAA, 
FEE, ICAEW, ICPAU, IDW, Juvenal, NZICA) 

• Consistent with appendix used in other IESs (CAI, ICAA) 
• Assists in interpreting listed learning outcomes (CGA-Canada, CIPFA, CPA-Australia, 

CPA-Ireland, CSOEC-CNCC, DTT, EYG, PWC, SAICA, IMCP) 
 

Criticisms of Approach 

• Too much subject matter is open to interpretation and manipulation (Altaf Noor Ali) 
• Inherent contradictions between A5 (complex situations, serve for several years) and 

A18 (implies can be obtained during IPD) and focus on 5(b) on less complex audits 
(CICA) 

• Lack of clarity in Appendix 1 might prevent consistent implementation (IRBA) 
• If Advanced is the highest level in IES 8, then it would cause Advanced under the IPD 

IESs to be set too high (CICA) 
• Differences between the 4 Levels not clear or difficult to understand (JICPA) 
 

Improving Amendments or Suggestions 

• Include definition of learning outcomes in Glossary (DTT) 
• Remove sentence on learning outcomes in work situations as creates confusion (EYG) 
• Qualitative statement of the skill levels in Appendix 1 could replace para 13 (AICPA) 
• Consider whether needs to be rewritten from an audit context (CAI) 
• Proficiency levels may be better set at national level (CAI, ICAS, IMCP) 
• Remove minimum levels of proficiency from Table A, and thus the need for Appendix 1 

(KPMG) 
• Cross reference in proposed IES 8 to Appendix 1 would be helpful (CPA-Australia, DTT) 
• ‘Determine’ should be included in verbs for Intermediate Level (ICAI) 
• ‘assess’ and ‘approve’ should be included in verbs for Advanced Level (ACCA, ICAI) 
• ‘Approve’ ‘initiate’ and ‘resolve’ should be included in verbs for Advanced Level (ICAI) 
• ‘define’ should be distinguished from ‘reciting’ be placed in Masterly Level, recite be 

placed in Foundation Level (IDW) 
• ‘interpret’ be moved to the Advanced level (IDW) 
• Remove 2 out of 3 of the ‘distinguish’ ‘classify’ or ‘identify’ terms and then place into 

Foundation Level (IDW) 
• There needs to be another level between Intermediate and Advanced that better reflects 

the ability to do the same as advanced skills but in more normal circumstances (CICA) 
• Mastery Level to be used or removed (BDO, CICA, ICAS), no additional verbs provided 

for Mastery implies it cannot be described or no difference with Advanced Level (FEE), 



29 

 

sets a threshold which might be interpreted as perfection or devalues the preceding the 3 
Levels (ICAEW) 

• Clearer distinction between Advanced and Mastery Levels needed (ICPAS) 
• ‘synthesis’ to be placed in the Mastery Level (IDW) 
• Recommend 4 column approach with headings ‘level of proficiency’ ‘levels of ambiguity, 

complexity and uncertainty’ ‘work situations’ ‘the scope of communications’ (JICPA) 
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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)? 

 

Response 

 

 

 

Yes 17 

No  13 

No 
comment 

3 

 

 

Yes 52% 

No  39% 

No 
comment 

9% 

 

Graphical Representation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Indicative Comments 

 

Commentary 

There was divided opinion from our respondents in respect of the treatment of complex 
audits – and it is notable that 4 of the 5 audit firms opposed our treatment in this area.  
Particular concerns were noted in respect of: 
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• the need for a definition of ‘complex’,  
• the fact that this determination should be best left to the firms under ISQC1 and not 

an IES/IFAC member body, and,  
• a challenge as to whether the revised IES 8 (and in particular Para 19) actually 

added anything in respect of engagement partner CPD from what was already 
required by IES 7. 

 

Statements of Support for Approach 

• Requirement in Para 19 appears self-evident (AICPA-PCEEC) 
• Agree it should be left to member body to set any additional CPD requirements for areas 

such as complex audits (CAI, ICAS) 
• A18 and A19 reflect what a member body’s responsibility should be with respect to CPD 

(CICA) 
• Revised requirement for more complex audits provide greater clarity and assist with the 

implementation of the proposed IES 8 (CPA-Australia, CIPFA, CPA-Ireland, CSOEC-
CNCC, EFAA, ICPAU, IDW, JICPA, Juvenal, PWC, SAICA, SAIPA, IMCP) 

 

Criticisms of Approach 

• How are more complex and less complex defined? Request for definition of complex 
(ACCA, CGA-Canada, CSOEC-CNCC, ICPAS, IRBA, KPMG, PWC) 

• Determination of what is complex or non-complex is a decision of the firm; form and 
content of the CPD should be the responsibility of the firm or engagement partner not the 
IES (BDO, ICAA) 

• Contradiction A3 to A6 (less complex audits) and para A2 (all audits) (CAI, FEE) 
• Para 19 does not add to the requirement stated in para 18 – intention is unclear whether 

member body is to establish additional learning outcomes for more complex audits or 19 
represents further explanation of 18 (DTT) 

• Para does not provide clarity as no distinction between individuals who work on audits 
involving more complex situations and those who do not (EYG) 

• Does not offer any greater clarity (NZICA) 
• Not convinced that competence requirements for engagement partners should refer to 

complex or more complex audits (FEE) 
• IES implies small clients lack complexity and that audits of small firms are the domain of 

SMP audit firms only or are not specialists in their own right (ICAA, ICAEW, IDW, 
NZICA) 

• Implication that there is a twin-track of engagement partners with one set having superior 
qualities (ICAEW 

• Contradiction between para 5 (b) re assumption of applying the IES to less complex 
audits and para 19 – especially as all audits involve some level of complexity irrespective 
of size (ICAS) 

• Para A39 examples are not specific to complex audits and could be applied to any 
engagement partner (IRBS) 

• Believe the CPD requirements and monitoring provisions of IES 7 adequately cover the 
maintenance of professional competence by the engagement partner (KPMG) 

 

Improving Amendments or Suggestions 
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• Leave Para 18, remove Para 19 and reword as guidance or explanatory materials 
(ACCA, DTT) 

• Request for definition of complex (ACCA, CGA-Canada, CSOEC-CNCC, ICPAS, IRBA, 
KPMG, PWC) 

• Provide more examples in A39 of appropriate CPD for complex audits (ACCA) 
• Main body of IES to include response of member body if engagement partner does not 

undertake appropriate CPD (Altaf Noor Ali) 
• Remove headings below the title ‘Requirements’ as the purpose of the text should be 

clearly explained or the text removed (EFAA) 
• Provide examples of the types of CPD required to serve audits in more complex 

situations within the implementation guidance or guidance on additional specific 
competences required (EYG, ICAEW, ICAI) 

• Para A40 to be refined to make it clearer that when we are dealing with complex audits 
we are discussing audit risk and use terms consistent with an audit risk evaluation 
(ICAA) 

• Understand the logic of addressing complex audits but suggest would be better 
addressed by referring to ISQC1 requirements for these types of engagement (ICAEW) 

• Remove para A38 about ‘greater levels of professional judgment or professional 
skepticism’ as ISA200 requires skepticism for all audits (ICAEW) 

• For complex audits need to bring out requirement on firms under ISAs/ISQC1 to appoint 
a competent team – which would include the competence of the engagement partner as 
well as other members/specialists on the team (ICAI) 

• Para A39 to include suitable participation in research, publications, seminars or 
workshops (ICPAS) 
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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? 

 

Response 

 

 

 

Yes 13 

No  15 

Partially 5 

 

 

Yes 42% 

No  42% 

Partially 16% 
 

Graphical Representation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Indicative Comments 
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Commentary 

The exposed draft of IES 8 resulted in mixed responses from respondents – with some 
asking for more and others asking for less in terms of guidance or direction towards SMPs. 

 

Statements of Support for Approach 

• Materials for SMPs appear appropriate (ACCA, CIPFA, CPA-Australia, EYG, ICPAU, 
JICPA) 

• Commentary regarding licensing regimes appears reasonable (CAI) 
• Provides acknowledgement of the needs, resources and environment differing for SMPs 

(CGA-Canada, IDW) 
• Provides member bodies with flexibility to recognize differences (CGA-Canada) 
• Strongly support the approach of keeping SMP references in the Explanatory Material to 

prevent perception of a two-tier auditing profession (FEE) 
 

Criticisms of Approach 

 
More Explanation Required 

• Much has been left for the member body to do and the IES does not provide support to 
member bodies in this area (Altaf Noor Ali) 

• Do not believe that the references provide appropriate coverage of the professional 
development needs of SMPs (BDO, IRBA, PWC, IMCP) 

• Para 19 not sufficient, would advocate additional requirement ‘…shall require that 
engagement partners serving on audits of financial statements of smaller, less complex 
entities undertake CPD relevant to those areas which the engagement partner requires 
the competence to perform those audits.’ (IDW) 

• Additional clarity required in respect of guidance regarding deploying and monitoring of 
compliance for SMPs (KPMG) 

• Do not believe the inclusion of current reference to SMPs, without supporting guidance 
and illustrative examples, is helpful (NZICA) 

• Uncertainty about whether SMP engagement partners are expected to acquire the 
competencies set out in Table A or whether member bodies need to decide on their own 
criteria (SAIPA) 
 
Less Explanation Required 

• Do not see the need for separate references to SMPs as all are subject to same ISAs, 
need to focus on principles-based approach (AICPA – PCEEC, CICA, ICAS) 

• Para A32 may lead to double standard in competence levels of an engagement partner 
for larger or small-medium sized entities, or perceptions about levels of service provided 
(BDO, KPMG) 

• Sense of inequity between larger firms and small firms in various parts (A5, A6, A10, 
A11) of the IES giving sense that smaller firms are lesser firms (CICA) 

• Para 5 (c) appears to be unattainable by SMPs (i.e. principal may not work within a wider 
engagement team) (ICAEW) 

• Obligations in IES 8 could damage small audit firms and sole practitioners with more 
modest audits from a cost perspective (ICAEW, ICAI) 
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• Introduction of different professional competence requirements for SMPs introduced by 
A6 could result in disparity (IRBA) 

 

Improving Amendments or Suggestions 

• More guidance is needed in assessment for SMPs (BDO) 
• Removal of para A6 ‘in jurisdictions where SMPs are more common…’ 
• Revision of the learning outcomes to a more principles-based approach would allow for a 

broad range of audit practice sizes (CAI) 
• Recommend deletion of para A5 and A6 as other parts of the IES express the same 

content but do so with greater clarity (CICA) 
• Would welcome more focus on SMP sector in particular specific guidance for best 

practice tools outlining how the learning outcomes can be effectively achieved for a sole 
practitioner (CPA-Ireland) 

• Desirable to include references to newly appointed engagement partner and SMPs 
within the body of the IES (CSOEC-CNCC) 

• Urge the IAESB to pay particular attention to views of member bodies who represent 
SMPs in order to ensure the IES appropriately addresses their needs (DTT) 

• Preface to Table A to indicate that it sets out the expected learning outcomes but that 
competences required are not necessarily the same for all engagement partners in every 
size of practice (EFAA) 

• 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 the case for SMPs 
(EFAA) 

• Para A6 is unclear how a professional accountant would attain the competence through 
increased levels of responsibility, recommend: ‘The IES does, however, recognize that 
there may be situations in which engagement partners operate within small- or medium-
sized practices (SMPs), and vary from those of an engagement partner in a large 
practice…’ (EYG) 

• Cost and proportionality could be better addressed (ICAEW) 
• Practical experience should be left to national licensing regimes, impact on SMPs when 

they are unable to gain much audit experience due to mixed portfolio of engagement 
activity (ICAS) 

• Specific guidance and recommendations on professional development opportunities and 
programmes for SMPs would be helpful (ICPAS) 

• Further guidance may be useful to explain how auditing the financial statements of 
smaller, less complex entities may require CPD of greater breadth (IDW) 

• Additional examples of development that already have been undertaken in some 
jurisdictions may also be helpful (JICPA) 

• Revise A32 and provide more explicit guidance for how SMP compliance with the 
requirements would differ from larger public auditing firms (KPMG) 

• Recommend clarifying paragraph A32 in respect of member bodies providing appropriate 
professional development opportunities for smaller firms (PWC) 
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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)? 

 

Response 

 

 

 

Yes 20 

No  10 

Partially 2 

None 1 

 

 

Yes 58 

No  32% 

Partially 7% 

None 3% 
 

Graphical Representation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Indicative Comments 

 

• The concept of a member body administered program of professional development and 
assessment for aspiring engagement partners could not be implemented in our 
jurisdiction under current legislative and regulatory systems (AICPA-PCEEC, ICAEW, 
IRBA, KPMG, NZICA, SAICA, HKICPA) 
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• 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 (DTT, CICA) 

• Extensive requirements to qualify as an engagement partner are likely to be seen as 
creating another 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 (Altaf Noor 
Ali)  

• Further accreditation, in the form of a continuous assessment regime on auditors, in 
addition to the statutory accreditation already existing for auditors, is not appropriate 
(FEE, ICAA) 

• Requirements may be neutralized by way of their interpretation to soften the impact of 
implementation (Altaf Noor Ali)  

• For a successful implementation, 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 (BDO, IMCP) 

• Lack of a definition of the phrase “more complex” may be problematic in implementing 
the requirements of IES 8 (CGA-Canada) 

• Can interpret this standard as applying to a professional accountant who has met the 
regulatory requirements to practice public accounting - 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 (CICA) 

• 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 (CPA-Australia, ICAA, 
ICAS, HKICPA) 

• Believe that while many member bodies retain input based approaches it is not 
appropriate or practical to focus on outcomes in IES 8 (HKICPA) 

• Strongly recommend the Board reconsider explicitly stating the concept of shared 
responsibility for the professional development of aspiring engagement partners (DTT) 

• 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 (EYG, PWC) 

• The effective date of IES 8 should coincide with the effective date of IES 2, IES 3, and 
IES 4 (EYG) 

• The effective date is problematic, implementation could take longer (HKICPA) 
• 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 (ICAI, ICAS, PWC) 

• Need greater guidance for SMPs for effective implementation (ICPAS) 
• Recommend explicitly stating in IES 8 (revised) that IES 8 is aligned with the principles 

of ISA 220 and ISQC 1 – this will alleviate the concerns with member body jurisdiction 
and will facilitate the consistent deployment and application of IES 8 by all IFAC member 
bodies (KPMG, HKICPA) 
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Question 7: If the IAESB was to issue implementation guidance together with this IES 
(Revised), what would you envisage the guidance look like? 

 

Guidance Suggestions 

 

‘General’ - best practice examples 

• Examples of best practice may be more helpful than implementation guidance (ACCA, 
BDO, JICPA, SAICA, SAIPA) 

• Practical case studies relating to the audit of financial statements (Mahadevan) 
• Frequently Asked Questions approach (IRBA) 
• Toolkit with diverse e-tools (quiz, exams, presentation, charts) that can help new 

engagement partners to fulfill the expected professional competences (IMCP) 
• Working groups, based on type of firm and complexity of clients, to discuss 

implementation issues (PWC) 
 

Learning outcomes 

• Guidelines on taking Table A as the starting point and developing content and 
appropriate assessment activities for each of the learning outcomes to demonstrate how 
the listed learning outcomes could be achieved (Altaf Noor Ali, BDO, DTT, EYG, ICAEW, 
ICAI, ICPAS, IRBA, PWC) 

• 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 (BDO, EYG) 

• Demonstrate how to link competencies and inputs under the input based approach 
(CSOEC-CNCC, EYG) 

• Demonstrate how to link competency model maps to the assessment requirements of 
IES 8 (EYG) 

• illustrative examples of how in practice Initial 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 (DTT, 
PWC) 

• Impact of licensing regimes (DTT) 
• Demonstrate the interaction between the various stakeholders (member bodies, firms, 

regulators) who share the responsibility for the professional development of the 
engagement partner (DTT, EYG) and how this will impact an organization, what 
processes need to be put in place (PWC) 

• Focus on internal control (Juvenal) 
 

Regular review and update 

• Guidance as to how often such an assessment is required to be made (IRBA, PWC) 
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Complex audits 

• Contents of CPD (further learning outcomes) and guidance on complex audits for serving 
engagement partners. (Altaf Noor Ali, EYG, PWC) 

• 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 (CGA – Canada) 

 

SMPs 

• Extensive guidance for engagement partners in the small and medium sized practices 
(Altaf Noor Ali, CPA-Ireland, EYG, ICPAS) 

• Contrast the competence areas and learning outcomes that would be required of SMP 
engagement partners with those of medium sized and large entities (KPMG) 

• Similar to the SMP guides issued by the SMP Committee (ICPAU) 
 

Practical experience 

• Practical (not prescriptive) guidance on the ‘practical experience’ requirements (BDO, 
CPA-Australia) 

 

Member body guidance 

• Guidance on the nature and extent of activities required from member bodies to 
undertake their role under proposed IES 8 (Revised) (BDO, CPA-Australia, EYG) 

• Ways to monitor and control the implementation of IES 8 (PWC) 
 

It is for the IAESB to determine what (if any) implementation issues exist and address those, 
and also to consider the cost/benefit of any resulting guidance relating to its relevance to any 
particular jurisdiction (EFAA) 

 

No need for implementation guidance, (ICAS, IDW, CAI) in particular the role progression in 
the firm (CICA) 

 

No comment due to disagreeing with the standard or awaiting significant revision (AICPA-
PCEEC, ICAA, ICAEW, NZICA, HKICPA) 
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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? 

 

AB note – have only included comments that were additional to the comments under 
question 7 (many respondents repeated their answers or referred back to answer in 7) 

 

Useful Guidance 

 

Competence areas and related assessment activities 

• Building an e-portal will all the contents and assessment activities for each of the 
minimum learning outcomes (Altaf Noor Ali, IMCP) 

• Examples to illustrate the complexity expected in Table A (CICA) 
• Guidance on the respective roles of member bodies and firms in ensuring professional 

competence of an engagement partner (ICAI) 
• Professional development programs for aspiring engagement partners (ICPAU) 
• Guidance on monitoring and assessment activities (IRBA) 
• Examples of depth and breadth of criteria (IRBA) 
 

CPD 

• Examples of activities of appropriate CPD in A39 (ACCA) 
• Streamlining CPD activities and handling complex audits (Altaf Noor Ali) 
• Best practice examples of what member bodies around the world are doing in CPD for 

engagement partners working in complex areas (CICA, JICPA) 
 

SMPs 

• Guidance specific to the challenges SMPs are likely to face in meeting the requirements 
(CGA – Canada, ICAI, ICPAU, JICPA) 

 

Practical experience 

• Best practice requirements for pre- and post- practical experience requirements for 
public accounting around the world (CICA) 

 

Complex audits 

• Specify additional competencies which an engagement partner should possess 
depending on the complexities, risks involved in specialized industries (ICAI, ICPAU) 
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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)? 

 

Response 

 

 

 

Yes 25 

No  3 

Partially 2 

None 3 

 

 

Yes 77% 

No  9% 

Partially 7% 

None 7% 
 

Graphical Representation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Indicative Comments 

 

• Propose an IFAC member body task force as a formal forum to oversee the 
implementation of this IES (Altaf Noor Ali) 

• Would welcome them as long as they were not authoritative as certain bodies and 
organizations have already started the development process (BDO) 
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• Need to clarify if the implication is that member bodies are expected to implement 
competency models in order to meet the requirements of the standard (DTT) 

• Examples should include links as to how the competency model maps to the assessment 
requirements or IES 8 (EYG) 

• Concern that this would move the standard away from being principles-based (ICAA) 
• Would be beneficial to have guidance provided according to various sizes of audit firms 

(JICPA) 
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Question 10: Is the objective to be achieved by a member body, stated in the 
proposed revised IES 8, appropriate? 

 

Response 

 

 

 

Yes 10 

No  20 

Partially 2 

None 1 

 

 

Yes 29% 

No  61% 

Partially 7% 

None 3% 
 

Graphical Representation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Indicative Comments 

 

Commentary 

The majority of respondents did not support the Objective drafted in the revised IES8.  
Concerns ranged from:  

• the Objective being focused on the member bodies instead of the individual and the firm;  
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• the primary role of the firms in the professional development of their audit engagement 
partners; and 

• need to consider achievement of competence rather than professional development. 
 

Related specifically to objective paragraph 

• Member bodies do not ‘provide’ professional development (ACCA, AICPA-PCEEC, BDO, 
CAI, CGA-Canada, CICA, EYG, ICAI, KPMG, NZICA) 

• Objective should be stated as the objective of the IES, rather than of the member body 
(CGA-Canada, FEE, ICPAS) 

• Fundamental focus of the standard is the achievement of competence, not the 
undertaking of professional development (DTT, ICAA) 

• Objective does not include reference to the aspiring engagement partner, while rest of 
the standard does (ICAI) 

• The objective paragraph cannot be understood properly without reading paragraph A15, 
which may also seem to add more objectives to be achieved by the member body 
(JICPA) 

 

Related to other paragraphs 

• Responsibility for professional development (as stated in paragraph 2) does not lie with 
member bodies, but lies primarily with the individual and secondarily with the firm 
(AICPA-PCEEC, CICA, EFAA, FEE, ICAS, ICPAS, SAICA) 

• Firms have primary responsibility for an engagement partner achieving professional 
competence to perform their role, in line with ISQC1 (ICAEW) and paragraphs 7 and 14 
should reference ISQC1 in this regard (ICAEW) 

• It is the role of the member body to the initial professional development of engagement 
partners, to monitor their on-going CPD compliance and to register them for signing 
rights in due course (ICAEW) 

• Responsibility for assessing readiness to assume the responsibilities of an engagement 
partner, as in paragraph 17, does not lie with member bodies, but primarily with the firm 
(AICPA-PCEEC) 

• The requirement to prescribe learning outcomes that demonstrate learning outcomes for 
those newly appointed to the role of engagement partner are a restatement of IPD and 
the content of professional standards (AICPA-PCEEC) 

• There is not a unique curriculum of learning outcomes nor does the member body have 
responsibility for the assessment of qualifications to become an engagement partner 
(AICPA-PCEEC) 

• Paragraph 15, sufficiency of experience in order to get a license to practice, is not 
always under the control of member bodies. Sufficiency of experience would be better 
placed within auditing standards (AICPA-PCEEC, ICAEW) or should be amended to 
recognize that firms, and in some jurisdictions the regulators, may be in a position better 
suited to assessing practical experience (CPA-Australia) 

• Paragraph 14 should be amended to include the words “or requirements” after 
“professional development programs” in order to show that member bodies may not 
deliver all professional development but do establish the requirements (CGA-Canada) 

• Paragraph 17 should be amended to recognize that member bodies may not be 
delivering all professional development and therefore be establishing assessment 
activities. Rather they would be concerned with the reporting and sufficiency of 
professional development (CGA-Canada) 
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• Paragraph A15 should be reworded to say “achieving professional competence” and not 
“achieving professional development” (CICA) 

• Require clarity over who the standard applies to (PWC) 
 

Suggested rewording of objective paragraph 

• The objective of an IFAC member body is that engagement partners undertake the 
professional development required to perform their role (ACCA, ) 

• 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 (Altaf Noor Ali, CICA, ICAS) 

• The objective of an IFAC member body is to ensure engagement partners have obtained 
the professional development required to perform their role (ICAEW, ICAS) – even 
though it is highly unlikely that the member body would be able to check a candidate’s 
background in the detail required by the Standard (ICAEW) 

• 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 (EYG) 

• Member body’s role is to oversee this development or assess the bulk of the 
development (CAI) 

• Member body’s role is to establish the competencies required and establish the 
requirements for CPD (CGA-Canada, KPMG, NZICA) 

• The objective of an IFAC member body is that engagement partners develop and 
maintain the professional competence required to perform their role (DTT, ICAI) 
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•  
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? 

 

Response 

 

 

 

Yes 20 

No  7 

Partially 2 

None 4 

 

 

Yes 61% 

No  19% 

Partially 7% 

None 13% 
 

Graphical Representation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Indicative Comments 

 

• May not lead to consistency in implementation by member bodies (Altaf Noor Ali, BDO, 
CSOEC-CNCC, DTT, IRBA, KPMG) 

• Para 12 refers to ‘engagement partners’ only, whilst Para 13 refers to ‘individuals newly 
appointed to the role of engagement partner.’ (ACCA)  
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• Do not agree with how para 13 & 14 refer to the aspiring engagement partner; should 
refer only to newly appointed engagement partners as in para 13 (DTT) 

• Paragraph 17 could be interpreted as requiring ongoing assessment activities for 
aspiring engagement partners throughout their professional development or only at the 
point in time they are to be appointed to the role of engagement partner (DTT) 

• A17 refers to technical competencies of ‘audit and assurance’ and yet there is no 
reference to assurance in Table A learning outcomes (ACCA) 

• Need to reflect in the standard that there could be different local circumstances but within 
a consistently applied framework (ICAEW) 

• The requirements of the standard are not in harmony with the objective in paragraph 12 
(ICAI) 

• Standard be reworded more to reflect a framework of guidelines rather than 
requirements (KPMG)
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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. 

 

Term  Numbe
r 

Suggestion 

No additional 
terms to be 
clarified 

14 • AICPA/PCEEC • ICAEW 
• CPA- Australia • IDW 
• CPA – Ireland • IRBA 
• EFAA • JICPA 
• EYG – already dealt 

with in Q2 
• Juvenal  
 

• GT • SAICA 
• HKICPA – general 

support for 
consistency  

• SAIPA – technically 
thorough and 
educationally sound 

 

Aspiring 
engagement 
partner 

4 • ICPAU – is defined to include aspiring professional 
accountants, take the view would only become 
aspiring engagement partners upon achieving 
professional accountant status 

• ICPAS – further clarification on definitions required 
• NZICA – definition is not clear or sensible 
• PWC – update to the definition, change in title and 

a check in the IES so that we refer to the same 
role throughout 

• CAI (raised in general comments) – too broad 
More complex 4 • ACCA – further clarification needed 

• CGA Canada – should be defined in the glossary 
as open to misinterpretation if left to firms, 
individuals and member bodies 

• DTT – further explanatory material on distinction 
between less and more complex, recommend an 
additional scoping paragraph with an overview of 
these concepts 

• ICPAS – further clarification on definitions required 
Aspiring 
accountant 

2 • CAI – concern re definition 
• ICAS – too wide a definition 

Newly appointed 
engagement 
partner 

2 • Altaf Noor Ali – requires some explanation 
• ICPAS – further clarification on definitions required 

Advanced/Mastery 2 • ICAS – both terms should be combined 
• Mahadevan – thought described, not applied so 

recommend using in one competence area 
Regularly review 1 • BDO – appropriate frequency, question about 

what this review would cover given lack of control 
over CPD by member bodies 
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Term  Numbe
r 

Suggestion 

Technical, 
Professional 
Competence 

1 • CIPFA – distinction between two terms is not 
particularly clear in the glossary 

Consistency 1 • CSOEC – CNCC – difficult in translation of this 
word in French would like to have a definition 

Assertions of entity 
management 

1 • ICAI – clarification required on what are the 
assertions of entity management 

Network firm 1 • ICAI – included in definitions on engagement team 
and auditor’s expert but not defined in the 
IESs/Glossary 

Innovative learning 
methods 

1 • ICAI – may need clarity 

Serving 
engagement 
partner 

1 • ICPAS – further clarification on definitions required 

Professional Skills 1 • Mahadevan – professional values ethics attitudes 
to be separately added as terms rather than 
integrated 

Professional 
Development 

1 • NZICA – cannot see definition in this or previous 
EDs on other IESs.  Further clarification required, 
especially re fit with CPD and IPD. 

 

Proposed New Terms or Revised Wording 

 

Term  Suggestion 

Accounting Technology Mahadevan - to be added as a learning outcome in 
management accounting or IT 

Para 1…engagement 
partners who provide 
assurance services for audits 
of… 

KPMG – recommend amending text to: ‘engagement 
partners who perform audits of…’ 

A13 ‘…member bodies 
should consider the best 
approach.’ 

 

A40 ‘…member bodies are 
encouraged to develop 

CICA 

• reword to ‘The best approach will take into 
account’ 
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guidance.’ 

 

 

 

A5 ‘…aspiring to be an 
engagement partner may 
serve for several years on 
engagement teams…’ 

 

• ‘Engagement partners, in planning appropriate 
CPD, may consider aspects of their more complex 
engagements, including…’ 

 

• Originally proposed to delete this para 
• Is several years after 3 years of practical 

experience? 
 

 

 

 

 

 


