
Agenda Item 3-1 

 
Committee: IAESB Consultative Advisory Group 

Meeting Location: CPA Canada Headquarters, Toronto, Canada 

Meeting Date: September 22-23, 2014, beginning 8:30am. 
 

SUBJECT: 

 

Revision of IES 8 – Issues Arising from the Exposure Draft 
of IES 8  (09/14) 

 

INTRODUCTION 
1. The aim of this paper is to provide the CAG with an update on the revision project of IES 8 

“Competence Requirements for Audit Professionals” now re-named “Professional Competence for 
Engagement Partners Responsible for Audits of Financial Statements’.  Specifically, the paper 
requests input from CAG members on:  

• matters arising from the exposure draft of IES 8; and 
• issues relating to the development of a revised draft of IES 8. 

The CAG’s input will be used to inform the IAESB’s discussion on the development of a revised 
draft of IES 8 for the October 2014 IAESB meeting.  
 

2. The agenda item contains the following materials: 
Agenda Item  3-1 Revision of IES 8 - Issues and Proposals of IAESB Task Force 

Relating to the Revision of IES 8 (09/14) 
Agenda Item 3-2 Revision of IES 8 – Memorandum & Exposure Draft (December 

2013) 
 

 
BACKGROUND 
Project Scope 
3. The revision of IES 8 was part of the wider project identified within the IAESB’s 2010-2013 Strategy 

and Work Plan (and is included in the 2014-2016 recently approved IAESB Strategy and Work Plan) 
that aimed to redraft and revise all IESs 1-8 by 2013/14.    IES 8 is the final IES to be redrafted or 
revised as part of this initiative; the IAESB’s original plan in revising IES 8 was to: 
 
a) Revise the Standard’s use and interpretation of key definitions, in particular: 

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

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

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

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

who are practicing members of Member Bodies; and 
 

c) Revise the Standard’s scope to clarify or eliminate confusion surrounding the coverage of the 
following key areas: 
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• Engagement Partner Competences; 
• Specific Industries; and 
• Practical Experience. 

 
4. In addition to the areas noted above, the Task Force, supported by prior discussions of the IAESB, 

proposed moving towards defining the competences for the engagement partner in the context of 
an engagement team. The intention was that whilst the requirements would be directed towards 
engagement partners, acknowledgement of the context within which engagement partners operate 
(i.e. within a team) was likely to be covered within the Explanatory Materials section or as part of 
Guidance.   
 

5. According to the most recent timetable, a ‘final’ draft of IES 8 will be presented to the IAESB at their 
October 2014 meeting with the intention of: 

 
• Approving the revised IES 8; and  
• Removing the extant IES 8. 

 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
This Issues Paper identifies 4 key areas for CAG input: 
 

• Issue 1: Objective Paragraph 
• Issue 2: Wording of Requirements 
• Issue 3: Table A modifications 
• Issue 4: Any additional areas for CAG input 

 
• Appendix A is an overall timeline of IES 8 Revision as presented to the IAESB at their meeting 

in June 2014 New York and which includes high-level decisions taken or advised on by the 
Task Force, IAESB and CAG. 
 

• Appendix B is a summary of the Task Force’s analysis of comments received in the exposure 
period.  

 
Issue 1: Objective Paragraph 
 
The IAESB, with input from the CAG, has always believed that there was an added importance to getting 
the Objective ‘right’ and that this was critical to the overall structure and flow of the revised IES8. 
 
Following a number of improving amendments received on exposure, with the vast majority of 
respondents being supportive of the proposed structure and intention of the Objective, the Task Force 
had proposed a clearer structuring of the Objective paragraph to draw out the following themes: 
 

• Consistency of “maintain and develop” to align with IES 7; 
• Clearer clarification of the purpose of IES (i.e. using CPD as a vehicle to achieve professional 

competence rather than determining the CPD of a partner); 
• An initial focus on professional accountant to be consistent with other IESs, then to drill down 

into the role (engagement partner); 
• Consideration of ‘practical experience’ of CPD given the role-based nature of IES 8 (and not just 

seen as formal CPD learning) either in the Objective or Explanatory Material; and 
• Focus on lifelong learning (rather than at a specific point in time) given role-based nature of the 

IES. 
 
As a reminder for the CAG, the exposed Objective in November 2013 was: 
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‘The objective of this IES is to establish the professional competence that professional 
accountants performing the role of an engagement partner need to maintain and further 
develop through CPD’. 

 
On day 1 of the IAESB meeting, a redraft Objective paragraph was proposed by the Task Force for the 
IAESB – taking on board the input received on exposure: 
 

‘The objective of this IES is to establish the professional competence that professional 
accountants develop and maintain, evidenced by the undertaking of CPD including practical 
experience, in order to perform a role as an engagement partner’. 
 

During the June 2014 meeting the IAESB asked the Task Force to re-consider the final Objective 
paragraph following consultation with the CAG.  Different IAESB members asked whether this objective 
should use the options: 
 

• ‘in order to perform the role of an engagement partner’ 
• ‘in order to perform the role of engagement partner’ 
• ‘when performing the role of an engagement partner’ 

 
On day 3 of the IAESB meeting, and following discussion at the IAESB (23-24 June), the following 
proposed Objective was made by the Task Force and was largely supported by the IAESB – providing 
a role-specific Objective, whilst still retaining a similar structure to the Objective paragraphs found in IES 
2-4: 
 

‘The objective of this IES is to establish the professional competence that professional 
accountants demonstrate in order to perform the role of engagement partner’. 

 
CAG input requested: 

 
1. Do you support the IAESB’s view that the Objective paragraph should be amended to 

provide greater clarity? 
 

2. Do you have any specific input to the IAESB and the Task Force on the proposed new 
Objective shown above? 
 

 
 
Issue 2: Wording of Requirements  
 
Most respondents on the Exposure Draft of IES 8 indicated that there was broad support for the intention 
of the Requirement, but that there was a need to provide additional clarity around the: 
 

• Link with CPD; 
• Emphasis on “maintain and develop” to link more explicitly with IES 7; 
• Emphasis on practical experience; and 
• Role of member bodies. 

 
The Exposure Draft Requirement released in November 2013 was: 
 

‘IFAC member bodies shall require professional accountants performing the role of an 
engagement partner to undertake CPD that maintains and further develops the professional 
competence required for this role.  Such professional competence is demonstrated by the 
achievement of the learning outcomes listed in Table A.’ 

 
On the back of Exposure Draft comments, and in-depth discussion within the Task Force at the start of 
the June 2014 IAESB meeting a newly revised Requirement was put forward as follows: 
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‘IFAC member bodies shall require professional accountants, performing the role of an 
engagement partner and responsible for audits of financial statements, to maintain and 
develop the professional competence required for this role by undertaking CPD which may 
include practical experience.  Professional competence is demonstrated by the achievement 
of learning outcomes which includes those listed in Table A.’ 

 
Initial feedback from the IAESB on the proposed new Requirement was that the new proposed 
Requirement lacked clarity. The IAESB asked the Task Force to consider creating two newly drafted 
Requirements, both of which contained elements from the exposed Requirement but which:  
 

• Clearly indicated the importance of the link with CPD (via the “maintain and develop” concept); 
and  

• Focused on the link between CPD and the contents of Table A in IES 8. 
 
The Task Force presented two revised Requirements to the IAESB on the final day of the June 2014 
meeting and asked for comments on these Requirements: 
 

I. IFAC member bodies shall require professional accountants performing the role of an 
engagement partner to maintain and further develop professional competence as 
demonstrated by the achievement of learning outcomes including those listed in Table A.  
 

II. IFAC member bodies shall require professional accountants performing the role of an 
engagement partner to undertake CPD that maintains and develops professional competence 
required for this role. 

 
The IAESB was largely supportive of the proposed approach to the Requirements with minor wording 
improvements and suggested they be re-ordered (as presented above). The Board also recommended 
the inclusion of an explanatory material paragraph to indicate that professional accountants, performing 
the role of engagement partner, have already demonstrated the required professional competence and 
now need to maintain and further develop professional competence through relevant CPD; and another 
explanatory material paragraph to make it clear that this IES does not cover the appointment process 
for being made partner. The Task Force is currently drafting these paragraphs.  
 

 
CAG input requested: 

 
3. Do you support the IAESB’s view that the Requirement paragraph should be split into 

two individual Requirements? 
 

4. Do you support the ordering and wording contained within the proposed Requirements?  
If not, what additional advice can you provide to the IAESB when refining the 
Requirement/(s)? 
 

 
 
Issue 3: Table A modifications 
 
The nature of Table A and number of respondents inevitably generated a large number of 
recommendations for Table A amendment following the exposure period.   These recommendations 
ranged from small changes to the structure/format of Table A to minor wording changes. 
 
Following detailed discussions at the IAESB during the 3-day meeting in June 2014, the following key 
changes in respect of A were agreed: 
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• Further re-ordering, consolidation and amendment of the Audit of Financial Statements 
section (part a) – this was to focus on the order in which learning outcomes would ordinarily 
be demonstrated during the course of an audit and to be less granular in detail. 
 

• Amended title for the first section (a) to call this ‘Audit’ rather than to build directly upon IES 2 
(which uses ‘Audit of financial statements’) – this followed extensive discussion that 
potentially all competence areas could fall under the ‘audit of financial statements’ 
competence areas, but that use of the word ‘audit’ merely indicated a collection of audit-
specific learning outcomes in part a. 
 

• Inclusion of a learning outcome (in part b) on fair value and accounting estimates following 
comments from respondents; to also include reference to ‘the applicable financial reporting 
framework and regulatory requirements.’  
 

• To remove the management of communication (in part c) with those charged with governance 
as the feedback was this was not a learning outcome but a process in order to meet ISA 
requirements. 
 

• To re-focus part d to use of external data during the course of an audit rather than to just 
focus on forming expectations. 
 

• In part e, to provide a cleaner version of the audit of taxation learning outcome to take into 
account that this might be performed with or without a tax specialist. 
 

• Remove, in part f, IT controls assessment as part of risk of material misstatement assessment 
as too granular and too specific (as well as being covered by risk of material misstatement 
learning outcome in ‘audit’ section). 
 

• Remove reference to stock exchange regulations in part g as already covered within general 
laws and regulations learning outcome. 
 

• Improve wording around communication skills in part j and remove unnecessary learning 
outcome previously part iv. 
 

• Move assessment of objectivity and competence of experts used during an audit to part l 
under organizational and include emphasis on evaluating their objectivity. 

 
• In part m to re-emphasize the importance of the engagement partner being seen to maintain 

and ‘lead’ concern for audit quality during the audit of financial statements. 
 

• In part n to combine learning outcomes and to focus on context of the audit. 
 

• Improve the wording around confidentiality in part o. 
 

• Use where possible the verb ‘evaluate’ rather than ‘assess’ to make it clear that engagement 
is very often performing a reviewing role during the audit of financial statements. 

 
In order to assist the CAG, an extract of IES 8 Table A (amended within initial comments from the IAESB 
in June 2014) is included below: 
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Table A: Learning Outcomes for the Professional Competence of an Engagement Partner 

 

Competence 
Area  

Exposed (Nov 2013) 
Learning Outcomes 

Post-IAESB meeting 
Learning Outcomes  

Technical Competence  

(a) Audit   
 

(i) Evaluate the risks identified by 
engagement acceptance and 
continuance procedures. 
(ii) Oversee the process of planning, 
performing, and completing the audit 
of financial statements.  
(iii) Assess the entity’s ability to 
continue as a going concern. 
(iv) Assess and respond to the risks of 
material misstatement in the financial 
statements, due to fraud or error. 
(v) Evaluate indicators for evidence of 
bias in management’s estimates and 
other areas of judgment. 
(vi) Approve or establish an 
appropriate audit strategy in relation 
to the audit objective.  
(vii)  Evaluate significant deficiencies 
in internal control and other matters to 
be communicated to those charged 
with governance.   
(viii) Evaluate the sufficiency and 
appropriateness of audit evidence 
obtained and the related 
documentation. 
(ix) Evaluate whether the audit was 
planned and performed in accordance 
with applicable auditing standards 
(e.g. ISAs) and relevant laws and 
regulations. 
(x) Form an appropriate audit opinion 
and develop the related audit report 
on the financial statements. 

(i) Lead the identification and 
assessment of the risks of material 
misstatement to appropriately plan 
the audit 
(ii) Evaluate responses to the risks 
of material misstatement. 
(iii) Evaluate whether the audit was 
performed and documented in 
accordance with applicable 
auditing standards (e.g. ISAs) and 
relevant laws and regulations. 
(iv) Develop an appropriate audit 
opinion and related audit report. 

(b) Financial 
accounting 
and reporting  
 

(i) Evaluate whether an entity has 
prepared, in all material respects, 
financial statements in accordance 
with the applicable financial reporting 
framework.  
(ii) Evaluate the recognition, 
measurement, presentation and 
disclosure of transactions and events 
within the financial statements.  
(iii) Assess the reasonableness of 
financial statements relative to the 
nature of the business, the operating 

(i) Evaluate whether an entity has 
prepared, in all material respects, 
financial statements in accordance 
with the applicable financial 
reporting framework and regulatory 
requirements.  
(ii) Evaluate the recognition, 
measurement, presentation and 
disclosure of transactions and 
events within the financial 
statements in accordance with the 
applicable financial reporting 
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Competence 
Area  

Exposed (Nov 2013) 
Learning Outcomes 

Post-IAESB meeting 
Learning Outcomes  

environment, and the entity’s ability to 
continue as a going concern. 

framework and regulatory 
requirements.  
(iii) Evaluate the accounting 
estimates, including fair value 
estimates made by management.  
(iv) Evaluate the reasonableness 
of financial statements relative to 
the nature of the business, the 
operating environment, and the 
entity’s ability to continue as a 
going concern. 

(c) 
Governance 
and risk 
management  
 

(i) Manage communications with 
those charged with governance of an 
entity.  
(ii) Evaluate corporate governance 
structures and risk assessment 
processes to identify risks of material 
misstatement affecting the financial 
statements of an entity. 

(i) Evaluate corporate governance 
structures and risk assessment 
processes to identify risks of 
material misstatement affecting the 
financial statements of an entity.  

(d) Business 
environment 

(i) Formulate auditor expectations 
using relevant information on industry, 
regulatory, and other external factors 
(e.g. market, competition, product, 
technology, environmental 
requirements). 

(i) Analyze relevant industry, 
regulatory, and other external 
factors, including (but not limited 
to) market, competition, product 
technology and environmental 
requirements that are used to 
inform audit risk assessments.  

(e) Taxation  
 

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

(i) Evaluate procedures performed 
to address the risks of material 
misstatement in the financial 
statements in respect of taxation, 
and the effect of the results of 
procedures on other areas of an 
audit.  

(f) Information 
technology  

(i) Evaluate the information 
technology (IT) environment to identify 
controls that relate to the financial 
statements with, if appropriate, the 
assistance of an IT professional. 
(ii) Assess the effect of IT controls on 
the audit strategy, and on the potential 
risks of material misstatement in the 
financial statements. 

(i) Evaluate the information 
technology (IT) environment to 
identify controls that relate to the 
financial statements and the 
impact on audit strategy. 

(g) Business 
laws and 
regulations  
 

(i) Evaluate the impact on the audit of 
a potential breach of laws and 
regulations.  
(ii) Evaluate security and stock 
exchange regulations and their impact 
on presentation and disclosure 
requirements for the financial 
statements. 

(i) Evaluate the identified or 
suspected non-compliance with 
laws and regulations to determine 
the impact on the audit strategy. 
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Competence 
Area  

Exposed (Nov 2013) 
Learning Outcomes 

Post-IAESB meeting 
Learning Outcomes  

(h) Finance 
and financial 
management  
 

(i) Evaluate the various sources of 
financing available to an entity to 
design the corresponding audit 
strategy and plan appropriate testing 
and review procedures.  
(ii) Evaluate an entity’s cash flow, 
budgets, and forecasts, as well as 
working capital requirements. 

(i) Evaluate the various sources of 
financing available to, and financial 
instruments used by, an entity and 
the impact on the audit strategy.  
(ii) Evaluate an entity’s cash flow, 
budgets, and forecasts, as well as 
working capital requirements as 
sources of audit evidence.  

Professional skills 

(i) Intellectual  
 

(i) Evaluate the accounting estimates, 
including fair value estimates made by 
management.  
(ii) Resolve audit issues using inquiry, 
abstract, and logical thought, and 
critical analysis to consider 
alternatives and analyze outcomes 
during an audit. 

(i) Resolve audit issues using 
inquiry, abstract, and logical 
thought, and critical analysis to 
consider alternatives and analyze 
outcomes during an audit.  

(j) 
Interpersonal 
and 
communication  
 

(i) Present, discuss, and support 
views effectively with the entity and 
those charged with governance.  
(ii) Resolve conflict through 
appropriate forms of communication.  
(iii) Resolve audit issues, consulting 
when appropriate.  
(iv) Manage negotiations effectively 
with the entity. 

(i) Communicate views effectively 
with management and those 
charged with governance of the 
entity.  
(ii) Resolve conflict through 
appropriate forms of 
communication.  
(iii) Resolve audit issues, 
consulting when appropriate.  
 

(k) Personal  
 

(i) Promote and undertake lifelong 
learning.  
(ii) Act as a mentor or coach to the 
engagement team.  
(iii) Act as a role model to the 
engagement team. 

(i) Promote and undertake lifelong 
learning.  
(ii) Act as a mentor or coach to the 
engagement team.  
(iii) Act as a role model to the 
engagement team.  

(l) 
Organizational  
 

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

(i) Evaluate whether the 
engagement team, including 
specialists, collectively have the 
appropriate objectivity and 
competence to perform the audit. 
(ii) Manage audit engagements by 
providing leadership and project 
management of engagement 
teams.  

Professional Values, Ethics, and Attitudes  

(m) 
Commitment 
to the public 
interest  
 

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

(i) Evaluate the factors affecting 
audit quality and promote the 
importance of audit quality for the 
public interest. 
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Competence 
Area  

Exposed (Nov 2013) 
Learning Outcomes 

Post-IAESB meeting 
Learning Outcomes  

(n) 
Professional 
skepticism and 
professional 
judgment  
 

i) Maintain a skeptical mindset in 
evaluating an entity, its management, 
and the evidence obtained during an 
audit.  
(ii) Apply professional judgment in 
planning and performing an audit of 
financial statements and reaching 
conclusions on which to base an 
auditor’s opinion. 

(i) Apply a skeptical mindset and 
professional judgment in planning 
and performing an audit and 
reaching conclusions on which to 
base an auditor’s opinion. 

(o) Ethical 
principles  
 

(i) Apply the ethical principles of 
integrity, objectivity, professional 
competence and due care, 
confidentiality and professional 
behavior to ethical dilemmas in the 
context of an audit and determine an 
appropriate resolution.  
(ii) Identify, consider and evaluate 
threats to objectivity and 
independence that can occur during 
an audit engagement.  
(iii) Protect, subject to relevant legal 
requirements, the confidential 
information of the entity. 

(i) Apply the ethical principles of 
integrity, objectivity, professional 
competence and due care, 
confidentiality and professional 
behavior in the context of an audit 
and determine an appropriate 
resolution.  
(ii) Evaluate and respond to threats 
to objectivity and independence 
that can occur during an audit.  
(iii) Protect the confidential 
information of the entity in 
accordance with ethical 
responsibilities and relevant legal 
requirements.  

 
 

 
CAG input requested: 

 
5. Are there any Table A changes recommended by the IAESB which you do not fully 

support or would like to provide specific advice on? 
 

6. Are there any other matters in respect of Table A which you would like the IAESB to 
reflect upon prior to finalisation of IES 8? 
 

 
 
Issue 4: Any additional areas for CAG input 
 
Given the current planned timeline for completion of the IES 8 revision project, this final section has 
been reserved for the CAG to provide any final input or advice in respect of the direction of IES 8. 
 
IESs traditionally receive a period of 18 months following release and prior to becoming effective; 
feedback from some IAESB board-members has indicated that they would prefer a slightly longer 
period for the IES to become effective (2017 rather than 2016) especially to support SMPs and also 
member bodies to implement the IES along with guidance for their members.   

 
CAG input requested: 

 
7. Are there any additional significant issues that you wish to identify, to be addressed by 

the IAESB, relating to the respondents’ comments on the exposure draft and the IAESB’s 
related responses? 
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8. What are the views of the CAG on the effective date of IES 8?

PROPOSED WAY FORWARD 
The comments of CAG members will be used to inform the IAESB’s discussion on the revised version 

of IES 8 at its October 2014 meeting.
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APPENDIX A 
Timeline of IES 8 Revision 
 
The table below identifies the key activities and decisions made in respect of IES 8 at previous IAESB 
meetings. 
 

February 2010 Meeting – New York 
• Public consultation issues paper 

considered 
• Reviewed public consultation 

questions 
• CAG comments were discussed 

 

• Amendments to wording of public consultation wording 
were agreed 

• Clarifying amendments were made to the public 
consultation questions 

May 2010 Meeting - Copenhagen 
• Progress report provided by chair 

of IES 8 team 
• Public consultation period still 

ongoing 
• Feedback from consultations with 

Forum of Firms and FEE was also 
presented  
 

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

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

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

 
November 2010 Meeting - Singapore 
• Full presentation of results from 

consultation 
• A summary paper on consultation 

paper responses 
• Verbal update from chair with a 

series of questions for the IAESB 
to consider 
 

Areas agreed by IAESB: 
• To focus the Requirements on member bodies but to set 

out implications for other stakeholders in Explanatory 
Materials 

• Focus on engagement partner of historical financial 
statements 

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

• Eliminate term ‘advanced level’ 
• Focus on ‘good practice’ not ‘best practice’ 
• Ensure Requirements do not go beyond those in 

ISAs/ISQC1 
• Content of IES 8 to focus on ‘education’ principles 

common to all audit engagements 
• Any knowledge content required is directly linked to 

nature of entity being audited 
• Impact of revised IES8 to be considered as part of 

consultation process 
March 2011 Meeting - Geneva 
• IAESB provided with written 

update by chair of recent progress 
on development of IES8 

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

Feedback from the IAESB included: 
• Any revised IES to re-emphasise professional judgment 

and professional skepticism 
• There was to be no diminution of IPD elements once the 

status of professional accountant had been attained 
• Avoidance of use of the term ‘entry-level engagement 

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

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

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

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

May 2011 Meeting - Toronto 
• Issues Paper presented by 

secretary of IES 8 Task Force 
• Re-presented revised progression 

diagram (see below) 
• Introduced concept of ‘aspiring 

engagement partner’ 
• Asked for feedback on positioning 

of a competence matrix 

• Continued support for focus on engagement partner 
• Recommendation that the Task Force consider a matrix 

of competences 
• Agreed that focus of this IES 8 is on the CPD required to 

become engagement partner (‘aspiring’) 
• IAESB on balance favoured inclusion of a matrix within 

the Requirements 
• Advice from the IAESB to be careful in respect of bright-

lines concerning period of practice experience (to avoid 
any specific length of time within the Requirements being 
added on to that to become a Professional Accountant) 

• Agreed to withdraw reference to holding of 
undergraduate degree or equivalent 

• General support for drafted objective with drafting 
working group suggestions 

October 2011 Meeting – Cape Town 
• Issues Paper presented by Chair 

of the IES 8 Task Force 
• Presented new diagram to be 

incorporated within the Scoping 
section of the IES 

• Discussed the Table A Taxonomy 
of Aspiring Engagement Partner 
competences 

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

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

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

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

• Include definitions section in the Explanatory Materials. 
March 2012 – Merida 
• Issues Paper presented by Chair 

of the IES 8 Task Force 
• Presented revised diagram to the 

IAESB 
• Presented revised definition of 

Aspiring Engagement Partner 
• Presented latest draft of IES 8 
• Presented proposed format in 

respect of proficiency levels, and 
outcomes table 

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

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

• Diagram reworked based on IAESB feedback 
• Support for IES 8 Table A maintained with requests for 

improved wording around specific learning outcomes  

June 2012 – New York 
• Issues Paper presented by Chair 

of the Task Force 
• Recommended requirements on 

CPD for partners 
• Recommended removal of 

overlapping assumptions 

The IAESB agreed to: 
• Include specific CPD requirements for serving 

engagement partners and related explanatory material 
• Wording amendments following a page by page review 
• Table A changes: combining auditing learning outcomes 

into one competence area, consistent re-labelling of 
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• Recommended improvements for 
Table A learning outcomes 
 

competence areas to be in line with other IESs were 
appropriate 

• Additional paragraphs on standard concepts – 
professional competence, learning outcomes, 
competence areas  

• Vote for exposure of IES 8 for a 90 day period 
 

October 2012 – London 
• IES 8 out for exposure until 

December 2012 
N/A 

March 2013 – New York 
• Issues Paper presented by Chair 

of the Task Force 
• Presented analysis of comments 

received on exposure 
o Aspiring engagement 

partner 
o Consideration of move 

towards CPD standard 
o Comments in respect of: 

 SMPs 
 Objectives 
 Table A 
 Requirements 

IAESB agreed to: 
• Potential elimination of the role and requirements 

around ‘aspiring engagement partner’  
• Elimination of proficiency levels within Table A 
• Need for further review of learning outcomes to Table A 

(checking for completeness) 
• IES to articulate the responsibility and interdependency 

of other stakeholders, in particular referencing ISQC 1 
and ISA 220  

• Review the IES in the context of a CPD standard 
• Consult with IAASB and others in respect of key 

changes and Table A. 
 

June 2013 – New York 
• Issues Paper presented by Chair 

of the Task Force 
• Presented latest working draft of 

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

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

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

 
 

Feedback and direction from the CAG, included: 
• Continue with the revision project of IES 8 
• Provided direction to the Task Force to reflect and 

reconsider the Objective paragraph which effectively 
mapped out the direction of the revision 

• Retain use of the stakeholder/landscape diagram within 
the IES 

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

• To consider some form of practical experience 
dimension for inclusion within the revised IES to build 
on the notion that practical competence  = IPD + CPD + 
practical experience. 
 

Sept 2013 – CAG Meeting 
• Issues paper presented by Chair 

of the Task Force 
• Presented extracts from latest 

working draft of the Task Force 
which included a specific 
emphasis on: 

o Revised objectives 
o Content, positioning and 

heading of Table A 
o Emphasis on practical 

experience  

Feedback and advice from the CAG, included: 
• Strong support for the revised Objective with additional 

wording improvements 
• Minor wording changes recommended on some 

learning outcomes 
• Suggestion to reconsider the ordering of Table A 
• Advice on the title of Table A 
• Support for the emphasis being placed on practical 

experience as a role-based IES 
• Support for the output-based emphasis of IES 8 
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o Feedback on the 
stakeholder diagram 

• Support for the diagram with some recommendations 
for improvements & explanatory material 

• Need to consider impact of referencing SMOs on other 
IESs. 

 
October 2013 – Toronto  
• Issues paper presented by Chair 

of the Task Force  
• Revised draft provided to the 

IAESB for day 1 discussion 
• Revised & updated draft provided 

to the IAESB for page by page 
review and comment 

IAESB agreed that: 
• Subject to some minor conforming amendments, a 

cleaner objective would be included in the final draft  
• Some Table A terms would be amended to conform 

with the ISAs/IFRSs 
• Amended for DWG changes to learning outcomes and 

other wording amendments in the IES 
• Conforming amendments be made to common 

paragraphs in line with the work completed by the Task 
Force Chairs & Secretaries group 

• Discussed and agreed to retain the current ordering of 
Table A to conform with the flow of the IESs 2 – 4 

• Discussed and agreed an amended diagram following 
input from the CAG and IAESB. 

• Agreed that it was appropriate to reference SMOs as 
part of the IES. 

• Confirmed retention of the SMP paragraphs as they 
were drafted. 

February 2014 – CAG Meeting, Brussels  
• Issues paper presented by 

Secretaries of the Task Force 
• Areas specifically focused on, 

included: 
o Title of IES8 
o Objective 
o Use of figure 1 
o Table A learning 

outcomes 
o Positioning of Table A 

• Notion of practical experience 

• Discussed the need to have more clarity around 
practical aspects of CPD with focus on broad 
experience 

• Retain the position of Table A as part of the 
Requirements 

• Suggestion that para A12 and A17 appear to be 
overlapping and repeating the same aspects 

• Suggestion to reword the requirement on the learning 
outcomes to focus on them being the ‘minimum’ and 
focus on the development rather than maintenance of 
competence 

• Some suggested reordering and minor changes were 
offered in respect of Table A 

• Retain the diagram but, review whether term of 
‘relationship’ should be replaced by ‘oversight’ and 
consider enhancing the explanatory material paragraph 
relating to figure 1 

• Need clarity around effective date for this IES 
• Suggestions for further guidance around professional 

judgment, skepticism and reflective activity. 
 

June 2014 – Meeting, New York   
• Issues Paper presented by the 

Chair and Secretaries of the Task 
Force 

• Worked-up version of revised IES 
8 to show impact of any proposed 
or agreed to changes for the 
IAESB to consider 

• Discussed suggested improved the Objective 
paragraph based on feedback from respondents and to 
aid clarity. 

• Considered creating 2 separate Requirements in order 
to improve the clarity of expectations and 
responsibilities being placed on member bodies. 

• Made a number of changes in placement of learning 
outcomes; this did not change the substance of Table A 
but in response to comments received on exposure, 
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made the learning outcomes clearer and easier to 
measure. 

• Received comments on additional supporting 
explanatory material or better ordering thereof – again 
in order to assist the member bodies and other readers 
of IES 8. 
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APPENDIX B 
Task Force Analysis of Comments from Exposure Draft 
 
[provided to the IAESB at their June 2014 meeting as part of the review of Exposure Draft 
comments] 
 
General Comments by Respondents 
6. Detailed analysis of respondents by Type/Number 
 

Respondent Number 
Responding 

Categorization of 2014 IES 8 Exposure Draft 
Respondents 

IFAC Member Bodies and 
Associates 

17 ACCA, AICPA-PcEEC, CAANZ, CAI, CNCC, 
CPA-Australia, CPA-Ireland, HKICPA, ICAEW, 
ICAP, ICAS, ICPAK, IDW, IRE, ISCA, JICPA, 
SAICA 

Public Accounting firms 5 BDO, DTT, EYG, KPMG, PWC 
Other Professional 
Organizations 

2 FEE ,IAA 

Individuals and Others 2 Noor Ali, Juvenal 
Total 26  

   
7. The following represented general statements of support by respondents to the exposure draft: 

• Commend and appreciate level of work undertaken by the IAESB or purpose of the IES 8 
revision; (CAI, CNCC, DTT,  EYG, PWC) 

• Broadly supportive of the general direction of IES 8 revised and focus on engagement partner 
(ACCA, CAI, CPA Australia, EYG,  IAA, IDW, IRE, KPMG, BDO, PWC, HKICPA) 

• Support efforts of the IAESB in respect of revision project and principles based IESs (DTT, 
FEE, ICAS, ISCA, BDO, ICPAK) 

• Invaluable service provided by the IAESB (Noor-Ali) 
• Support learning outcomes-based approach rather than prescribing content in extant IES 8 

and removal of levels of proficiency (CNCC, FEE, ICAEW) 
• Support for CPD focus (IAA, ISCA) 
• Support for diagram (ICAEW) 
• Exposure draft has significant improvements on previous draft or changes have been taken on 

board by the IAESB (ICAEW, HKICPA, BDO, PWC, ICAS, ISCA, IDW, KPMG, ACCA) 
• Support for eliminating aspiring engagement partner (PWC, ICAS) 

 
8. Respondents made the following statements of concern and related matters for consideration by 

the IAESB: 
 
Objective 
• IES 8 has become a hybrid Standard – part IES, part thought-leadership, part practice review 

criteria (ICAEW) 
• Need for a separate IES repeating aspects of IESs 2-4 and IES 7 is not clear; may need to 

have this as an Appendix to IES 7 instead (PWC) why is this specific role singled out (SAICA) 
 

Engagement Partner Focus 
• De-emphasizes importance of engagement partner being part of a collective team or of 

education needs of team members (AICPA-PcEEC, HKICPA, CAI, ICPAK) 
• Concern around need to retain aspiring engagement partner concept (Noor Ali) or to consider 

point at which an individual is professionally competent as an engagement partner and 
indicate if IPD requires audit experience (SAICA) 

 
Learning Outcomes 
• Use of the term learning outcome places emphasis on formal and structured learning activities 

and may ignore importance of practical experience; recommend use behavioural outcomes 
(DTT) 
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• Concerns over prescriptive nature of learning outcomes and would prefer to see principles 
based, higher level approach in Table A (ICAS) 

• IES does not go far enough in respect of the engagement partner’s character and 
responsibility to lead, mentor and be a role model (Noor Ali) 

• Helpful if IES 8 provide more guidance about how the 10 learning outcomes around Audit of 
Financial Statements were identified (HKICPA) 

• Need more focus on potential specialist skills (HKICPA) 
• Some learning outcomes do not align directly to ISAs (IDW) 
• Multi-disciplinary and integrative skills not addressed (IDW) 
• Verbs not defined or categorized by level of proficiency which may cause difficulty in 

implementation (IDW, SAICA) 
• Focus on professional skepticism and judgment suggests potential need to identify ‘key’ 

competences (IRE) 
• Reorganize Table A so that professional values, ethics and attitudes are first (Noor Ali) 

 
CPD 
• Need to address role of the firm in CPD section (CPA-Australia) 
• Professional competence for engagement partners occurs in many different ways and the 

focus of the IES on CPD may lead to too narrow a focus on structured learning rather than 
practical experience (DTT) 

• Introduces new responsibilities for IFAC member bodies which will be required to mandate 
and monitor CPD activities for engagement partners (HKICPA) 

• Does not fully elaborate on the obligations to require members to undertake CPD that leads to 
achievement of Table A learning outcomes (HKICPA) 

• Potential change of CPD evaluation from hours to a more granular level of monitoring 
(HKICPA) 

 
Other Matters 
• Consider applicability of IES 8 to Reviews of Interim Financial Information Performed by the 

Independent Auditor of the Entity (DTT) 
• More practical guidance to facilitate adoption and implementation (ISCA, Noor Ali) 
• Suggestion to combine para A2 and A18 and to put into the main introductory section to 

enhance understanding (IRE) 
• Recommend IES 8 exposure draft be reviewed by IAASB and IESBA given relationship with 

their Standards (EYG) 
 

Discussion Area 1: Consideration of the Objective 
 
9. On re-exposure of IES 8, respondents were asked specifically as part of Q1 whether the Objective 

paragraph was ‘appropriate and clear’.  A graphical analysis of respondents’ views is provided 
below: 
  
Response Analysis 

 
 
 

Yes 11 
Yes with 
Improvement  

10 

No 4 
No Comment  1 

 
Yes 42% 
Yes with 
improvements 

39% 

No 15% 
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No Comment 4% 
 

 
 

 
10. Although largely supportive of the appropriateness of the Objective statement, respondents were 

evenly split between those who fully supported the existing Objective statement or respondents 
that supported the general direction but with outlined improvements. Four respondents (2 member 
bodies, 2 large network firms) indicated that they did not support the Objective paragraph as 
currently written and provided recommendations for improvement. 
 

11. The following respondents agreed that the Objective was appropriate and clear 
• No proposals to amend existing Objective Statements (ACCA, AICPA-PcEEC, BDO, CAI, 

CNCC, IAA, ICAP, ICPAK, ISCA, JICPA, Juvenal) 
 

12. A number respondents provided supportive comments but with recommendations to improve the 
Objective: 
• Use of the word ‘establish’ implies finality and achievement as opposed to the minimum 

learning outcomes of an engagement partner (Noor-Ali) 
• Add the term ‘develop’ to ‘the objective of this IES is to establish the professional competence 

that professional accountants performing the role of an engagement partner need to develop 
and maintain…’ (CPA-Australia) 

• Clarify the objective applies to engagement partners responsible for the audits of financial 
statements (CPA-Ireland, EYG) 

• Use of the words ‘maintain and further develop through CPD’ may indicate that current level of 
professional competence outlined in Table is insufficient or incomplete;   

• Reconsider ‘develop and maintain’ as per IES 7 as a potential replacement for ‘further 
develop’ (DTT) – and to reconsider concept throughout the IES. 

• Insert ‘obtain and’ between the words ‘to’ and ‘maintain’ to indicate that before seeking to 
maintain professional competence an individual must obtain it first (IDW) 

• Use of words ‘establishing the professional competence areas that professional 
accountants…’ (IRE) 

• Concern about lack of alignment with the ISAs, and need to emphasize that IES 8 provides 
guidelines rather than requirements (KPMG) 

• Refer to ‘audit engagement partner’ in the Objective (ICAS) 
• Sufficiently clear objective but give rise to questions: 1) how member bodies can practically 

identify the audit engagement partner 2) consideration that ultimate consideration for CPD in 
EU lies with public oversight bodies not PAOs (FEE) 

• Some concerns with appropriateness and implications for member bodies, professional 
accountants and audit firms following introduction of CPD term and links to IES 7 (ICAEW) 
 

13. The Task Force also reviewed and discussed the main concerns of those respondents who did not 
support the current objective: 
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• Concept of CPD and competence is unclear in the exposure draft – disconnect between para 
4 and A4 around including practical experience within CPD and para 5 restricting IES 8 to 
lifelong learning (CAANZ) 

• Inconsistent para 1 and para 9 – unclear whether Objective is to prescribe the learning 
outcomes or the professional competence for engagement partners; recommend altering 
focus to professional competence by the achievement of learning outcomes (EYG) 

• Revised objective is unclear.  Objective para should be clearer to indicate that the IES should 
be limited to those performing the role of the engagement partner on audit engagements 
(PWC) 

• Unsure whether CPD is necessary to gain competence as an engagement partner or is only 
necessary to maintain and further develop this competence (i.e. specialist role, IPD aspects of 
practical experience) (SAICA) 
 

14. The Task Force considered the responses on the Objective and analyzed  views and proposals in 
the table below. 
 

Issue Potential Resolution or Recommendation 
Use of the word ‘establish’ Raised by 1 respondent.  Recommend retain to be 

consistent with wording of IESs2-4. (no further action 
proposed) 

Use of the word ‘maintain and 
further develop’ compared to 
‘maintain and develop’ or ‘develop 
and maintain’ 

Raised by 3 respondents. Recommend using ‘develop 
and maintain’ to be consistent with IES 7 as Task 
Force agreed it was important to see the link. (see 
suggested revised objective below as proposed by 
the Task Force) 

Use of the word ‘professional 
competence areas’ 

Raised by 1 respondent.  Recommend do not include 
as that relates to Competence Areas rather than 
Professional Competence which is a defined term and 
the Task Force discussed that this might cause more 
confusion by creating a third definition which is not 
present in the earlier IPD IESs (no further action). 

To re-focus IES 8 to be a guidance 
standard 

Raised by 1 respondent.  Task Force noted the IAESB 
had previously discussed this on a number of 
occasions as there was no overwhelming case for 
changing this IES to a piece of guidance, proposed no 
further change but acknowledged the need to ensure 
there was sufficient guidance in place. 

Make link to ‘audit’ engagement 
partner and to ‘audit of financial 
statements’ 

Raised by 3 respondents.  Recommend including in 
Objective to emphasis role-specific nature of the IES 
(see below in revised Objective). 

Identification of engagement 
partner within a member body 

Raised by 2 respondents – however this position was 
contradicted by others who indicated that the revised 
exposure draft had made it easier for member bodies 
to identify the subject (the engagement partner) rather 
than the aspiring engagement partner used in the 
2012 exposure draft.  Recommend including in 
implementation guidance as likely to be a jurisdiction 
issue. 

Ultimate responsibility lies with 
public oversight bodies not 
member bodies 

Raised by 2 respondents.  Recommend including in 
implementation guidance as likely to be a jurisdiction 
issue and also chimed with a CAG comment with 
reference to the clarity of the diagram (include in 
Implementation Guidance). 

Disconnect between CPD and 
lifelong learning or practical 
experience 

Raised by 2 respondents.  Recommend amending the 
Objective to include more of a focus on practical 
experience as part of CPD.  To reconsider 
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Issue Potential Resolution or Recommendation 
consistency of para 4, A4 and 5 (see below, task force 
discussion). 

Consider refocusing so that it is 
professional competence by the 
achievement of learning outcomes 

Raised by 2 respondents. Recommend amending the 
Objective to refocus and to make it clearer in para 1 
and para 9 to be consistent (see revised objective 
below) 

 
 
Discussion Area 2: Review of the Requirement 
 
15. IES 8 respondents were asked specifically as part of Q2 whether the Requirement paragraph was 

‘appropriate and clear’.  A graphical analysis of respondents’ responses to this question is outlined 
below: 

 
Response Analysis 

 
 
 

Yes 6 
Yes with 
improvements 

12 

No  5 
No Comment 3 

 
Yes 23% 
Yes with 
improvements 

46% 

No 19% 
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Graphical Representation 
 

 
 

 
 

 
16. Many respondents indicated that they were happy with the overall direction of the Requirements, 

several noted an improvement on the previous exposure draft; on balance, and most respondents 
accepted the general thrust of the Requirement but provided improving amendments and 
suggestions.  This ranged from those wanting to provide more of a guidelines-based approach to 
learning outcomes through to minor modifications to aid emphasis and clarity.  Responses to this 
question inevitably touched upon the issues raised by Question 1 regarding the Objective and 
Question 3 regarding feedback on specific learning outcomes in Table A. 

 
17. The following respondents were generally supportive of the Requirement 

• ACCA, AICPA-PcEEC, IAA, ICAP, ICPAK, Juvenal 
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18. A number of respondents had specific areas of concern which are noted below: 

• Lack of connection between requirements in Table A and assessment of achievement (Noor 
Ali, CAI), or is not clear how IFAC member bodies would be expected to monitor compliance 
with the requirement (PWC) 

• Recommendation that it is made clear Table A is not exhaustive list (BDO) suggestion that 
‘such professional competence is demonstrated by the achievement of learning outcomes, 
which shall include those listed in Table A’ (JICPA) 

• First sentence inadvertently focuses on input method of CPD recommended to reword ‘…to 
maintain and develop the professional competence required for this role by undertaking 
appropriate CPD.’ (CAANZ)  

• Amendment to remove maintain and further develop suggested as ‘to undertake CPD that 
develops and maintains the professional competence required for this role’ (CPA-Australia) 
similar comments made regarding avoiding ‘further develop’ (DTT) and sufficiency of 
‘maintenance’ rather than develop (ICAEW) 

• Requirement to make it clear it relates to engagement partner responsible for audits of 
financial statements (EYG) 

• Requirement goes well beyond the requirements of other standards (CAI) or exceeds general 
requirements of IES 7  in terms of requiring audit engagement partners follow specific CPD 
requirements (FEE) Table A may impinge the freedom of operation in the CPD space for 
member bodies, professional accountants and audit firms (ICAEW), Table A may be overly 
prescriptive in nature (ICAS) 

• Hard for member bodies to identify who these CPD requirements would apply to, ultimate 
responsibility for CPD lies with public oversight bodies not with professional organizations 
(FEE), in certain jurisdictions CPD may not be the sole responsibility of the member body and 
may be shared with regulators (SAICA) 

• To consider timeframe over which Table A is to be achieved given changes in market and /or 
business practices (ICAEW) 

• Requirement to reflect that IES 8 is more of a framework of guidelines rather than 
requirements recommended: ‘IFAC member bodies establish professional development 
requirements that are necessary for engagement partners to perform their role relative to the 
audit of financial statements and shall require them to undertake CPD that maintains and 
further develops the professional competence required for this role. Such professional 
competence is demonstrated by the achievement of the learning outcomes, guidelines for 
which are set out in Table A’ 

• It could lead to some difficulties regarding the assessment of the achievement of these 
learning outcomes by engagement partners (CNCC). 
 

19. Finally there were a couple of other matters which were raised: 
 

• Potential inclusion for later implementation guidance should include how often requirements in 
IES 8 need to be evaluated by member bodies and interested stakeholders (EYG) 

• Table A may be a useful starting point for IAASB and any revision of ISQC 1 Standard 
(ICAEW) 

 
 
Discussion Area 3: Table A Structure and Content 
 
20. As part of Question 3, Respondents were asked: ‘Do you agree with the proposed learning 

outcomes provided in Table A?’ Overall all respondents were broadly happy with table A with a 
number of suggested changes.  Where a number of respondents highlighted the same issue these 
are summarised in this document with a proposal from the task force.  
 

21. Table A generated a number of key issues for discussions amongst the Task Force, in particular 4 
areas have been identified to elicit views and input from the IAESB.  These include: 

a. Learning outcome terminology 
b. Level of detail  
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c. Reference to ISAs 
d. Inclusion of specialists 
 

22. The Task Force has outlined each of the key issues below and provided their recommendation to 
the IAESB. 
 
Learning Outcomes terminology  

23. Table A uses the term learning outcome to be consistent with the IPD standards.  One respondent 
(DTT) notes that a “substantial contributor to the development and maintenance of professional 
competence of an engagement partner will be practical experience.”  It is recommended that the 
term “behavioural outcome” be considered as a potential option to the Board. 
 

24. The Task Force discussed this potential change and acknowledge that IES 8 was a slightly 
different IES in that it was role specific and so would have more of a bias towards behavioural 
change. On reflection that Task Force felt that the retention of the link with the earlier IPD IESs 
was very important and reflected on the fact that the term Learning Outcome as currently defined 
did in the minds of the Task Force capture a whole range of aspects of outcomes which included 
not just the knowledge and skills piece, but also the practical behavioural aspects.  On this basis, 
the Task Force decided not to recommend a change to behavioural outcomes.  
 
Level of detail 

25. Several respondents suggested moving towards a high-level set of competences/ principles with 
detail held in the explanatory materials. (AICPA,CPA-Ireland, FEE, ICAS) 
 

26. A number of respondents commented that there was differing levels of detail across technical 
competence and learning outcomes, for example competence area (a) had the most granularity.  
(Altaf Noor Ali ,BDO, DTT) 
 

27. The Task Force discussed the contrast between the more specific part (a) competence areas and 
those in later sections of Table A.  The Task Force took the view that without the level of detail 
included in part (a), the standard becomes somewhat redundant as this is the main requirement 
for the role being identified in this IES.  The Task Force noted that competence area (a) would 
inevitably have more prominence and granularity than others as it focused on audit i.e. the 
mainstay of the role and a critical element of the professional competence of an engagement 
partner.  The Task Force recommended providing a justification and acknowledgement of this 
contrast within the basis of conclusion. 

 
Reference to ISAs 

28. A number of learning outcomes use terminology which can closely be aligned to the ISAs. Two 
respondents commented on this: 

• We would suggest having one overarching learning outcome in section (a) relating to the 
ISAs. We feel this is covered in learning outcome (ix) in section (a) ‘Evaluate whether the 
audit was planned and performed in accordance with applicable auditing standards (e.g. 
ISAs) and with relevant laws and regulations.(ICAS) 

• The need to have learning outcomes for many of the ISA requirements is questionable.  
Where a learning outcome is in line with a specific ISA requirement we recommend it 
should be deleted.  (PwC)  

 
29. The Task Force acknowledged that within Table A there were some learning outcomes that could 

be traced back to the ISAs, but noted that the elements brought into Table A were those aspects 
which were particularly relevant to the role of an engagement partner (whereas many ISAs are 
directed to a more generally termed ‘auditor’) and by focusing on the aspects that a partner would 
be involved with, that is why certain elements of ISAs have appeared in the table A. 

30. The Task Force also noted that through the development of the IES we had been careful not to re-
create or replicate the ISAs, but to focus on those aspects of the role that would need CPD level 
education and practical experience to be able to perform the role. 
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31. After much discussion, the Task Force is recommending that within the explanatory material 
(possibly after A16) it would be appropriate to cover  the basis for writing some ISA elements as 
learning outcomes and with a general focus on practical experience.  The explanatory material 
would also make clear that the list is not exhaustive but geared to those professional accountants 
performing the role of engagement partner and are therefore targeted at the more pervasive or 
judgmental areas. 
 
Inclusion of specialists 

32. Currently the Table A only references using a specialist in (f)(i) “if appropriate,  the assistance of 
an IT professional” and (e)(i) “…including the work of others” 
 

33. A number of respondents noted that other specialists would be used on the audit –for example 
finance and fair value etc and that similar education requirements would be required when working 
with or reviewing the work of these other specialists.  In particular, the following noted that: 
Additional learning outcomes should be added to reflect this or remove specific reference to 
taxation and IT (DTT/KPMG/JICPA/BDO/ICAS/ISCA). 
 

34. The Task Force has agreed with this recommendation and is proposing creating an overarching 
‘working with specialists’ learning outcome  as part of Table A (likely to be in part a competence 
area) and will withdraw the specific learning outcomes currently held within the IT and Tax 
competence areas. 

 
Review of Other Matters – Table A Structure 

35. With such a detailed set of learning outcomes and wide range of respondents, when respondents 
were asked to comment on the specific learning outcomes presented within Table A this generated 
a lot of commentary (indeed, Question 3 on Table A was probably the most detailed answered 
question during the exposure process).   
 

36. The Task Force was mindful of the principle that having exposed a version of IES 8 to the wider 
community, changes should only be considered or made to IES 8 learning outcomes if they 
represented improving or fatal flaw content.   

 
37. Given the volume of comments, the Task Force has outlined these in the tables below along with 

Task Force responses.  An overall question is posed to the IAESB to enable an opportunity for 
further discussion on these matters at the June 2014 meeting and prior to any amendments to IES 
8 (revised) for the October 2014 meeting. 
 
 

Matter Raised by Respondents 
 

Respondent Task Force response, amendment 
or comment 

Section A 
 
We recognise that those learning outcomes 
listed in Section (a) are specifically related to 
audit technical knowledge and activities, but 
we encourage the Board to reconsider the 
title of this section, and avoid conveying the 
impression that only those competences in 
Section (a) relate to an audit of financial 
statements.  (Deloitte) 
 
JICPA also noted that technical 
competences (b) through to (h) are all part 
of completing an audit and as such they are 
covered automatically by competency area 
A 
 

DTT 
JICPA 

 
Although 2 respondents had 
specifically mentioned the title and 
status of part a, the Task Force 
thought it was important to try to 
keep a link with the titles that build 
on IES 2 and is not proposing a 
change in this instance.  The title is 
also consistent with what was 
exposed in the 2012 exposure draft 
of IES 8 (revised). 

Learning outcome review for activity EYG  
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Matter Raised by Respondents 
 

Respondent Task Force response, amendment 
or comment 

 
We believe that all the learning outcomes 
should be reviewed to make sure they 
include the outcome of the activity that is 
expected to occur.  For example: 
 
 (a) (i) Evaluate the risks identified by 
engagement acceptance and continuance 
procedures to determine whether it is 
appropriate to accept or continue the 
engagement.   
 

The Task Force considered this 
comment carefully but felt that the 
‘why’ element was not necessary in 
each case as this was self-evident 
from the learning outcome itself.  
The Task Force did indicate that this 
could be an area for consideration 
as part of any implementation 
guidance.  

Verbs used 
 
A number of respondents commented that 
where the word assess is used it should be 
replaced with a more advanced verb –for 
example evaluate. 
 

BDO 
KPMG 
EYG 
IDW 
ISCA 

The Task Force is proposing a 
replacement of the verb ‘assess’ with 
‘evaluate’.  This will affect the 
following learning outcomes…. 
 
(a)(iii), (a)(iv), (b)(iii) and (f)(ii), (e)(i) 
(m) (i) 
 
The Task Force will also perform a 
review to ensure that there are no 
duplicative verbs within individual 
learning outcomes – as this might 
make assessment of the learning 
outcomes very difficult for member 
bodies. 

Movement of learning outcomes 
 
The following learning outcome should be 
moved to be a technical competence: 
 
(i)(i) Evaluate the accounting estimates, 
including fair value estimates made my 
management 
 

EYG 
ISCA 
DTT 
 

 
 
The Task Force discussed this 
particular learning outcome (i)(i) and 
agreed that given its nature, it would 
be better placed within the 
competence area part (b) financial 
accounting and reporting. 

Audit Strategy 
 
We propose that all of the descriptions in 
Table A be reviewed comprehensively from 
an “audit strategy” perspective and that the 
descriptions of learning outcomes in each 
competence area make reference to “audit 
strategy,” as appropriate.  
 

JICPA  
 
The Task Force agreed to perform a 
review of the table to ensure 
consistent use of the word audit 
strategy v audit approach however 
the Task Force did not agree to 
attached the phrase ‘audit strategy’ 
to each learning outcome. 
 

Additional explanation requests 
 
Additional explanation was requested by 
respondents in respect of the following 
areas: 
 
• The term “learning outcome” be defined 

within the ED and added to the IAESB 
Glossary of Terms.  

AICPA 
Altaf Noor 
Ali 
KPMG 
ACCA 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Task Force noted that the ‘learning 
outcome’ definition used in IES 8 
would be provided within the 
Glossary. 
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Matter Raised by Respondents 
 

Respondent Task Force response, amendment 
or comment 

• The IES should clearly convey to the 
IFAC member bodies that a learning 
outcome is the starting point for 
designing appropriate learning contents 
(and assessment) strategy. This is 
nowhere so expressed in the IES 

• After the title to table A - “This Table 
presents guidelines for the professional 
competencies and related learning 
outcomes of professional accountants 
performing the role of engagement 
partner. Certain factors and 
circumstances will result in higher 
learning outcomes from those set out 
below including specialist knowledge 
needed by engagement partners 
attributable to, for example, complex 
accounting standards or reporting 
requirements of specialized industries 
such as financial institutions, regulators, 
and governments.” 

• Can the characteristics between partner 
and a good manager be clarified? Most 
of the technical requirements would be 
the same. The difference is in accepting 
personal responsibility – which is why 
many firms provide support for 
managers making this transition.  

 

Task Force noted that the earlier 
change proposed in respect of 
explanatory materials would 
probably satisfy this particular 
request (i.e. not an exhaustive list) 
 
Task Force felt that this particular 
paragraph did not provide sufficient 
clarity and were of the view that the 
existing explanatory materials 
provided more assistance to a 
reader. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Task Force noted that to identify 
these characteristics in this particular 
IES would lead to confusion.  Task 
Force noted that this subject matter 
had been raised on the previous 
exposure draft and should be 
considered in terms of progression 
within the engagement team context 
and specifically within the 
implementation guidance project. 

Additional explanatory material needed 
 
• The competence areas “Management 

accounting,” “Economics,” and 
“Business strategy and management” 
listed in Table A of IES 2 (revised) are 
not included in Table A of the December 
2013 IES 8 ED. If they are to be subject 
to such a requirement, we believe that 
the requirement should be explained in 
the Explanatory Material section or 
elsewhere.   

 

JICPA Task Force noted that the decision 
to remove these specific categories 
was made by the IAESB because 
there were no role-specific aspects 
that were required of an engagement 
partner over and above what had 
been included in IES 2.  Task Force 
is not proposing including these in 
Table A but will consider for 
inclusion as part of explanatory 
material (i.e. to explain that were this 
is no direct build, the earlier IPD 
learning outcomes apply). 
 

 
Additional learning outcomes proposed by Respondents 

 
38. The following tables summarize additional learning outcomes which have been proposed and the 

task force’s proposed action: 
 

Additional learning outcome Task force proposed action/response for 
Comment 

(a) None of the descriptions address the 
knowledge underlying the audit procedures. We 
therefore propose the addition of learning 
outcomes that relate to the knowledge, etc. 

Table A has been written from an outcomes 
basis with a focus on practical experience for 
the role of engagement partner, as a 
consequence the Task Force proposes we do 
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Additional learning outcome Task force proposed action/response for 
Comment 

required for performing the audit procedures. 
(JICPA) 
 

not specify which knowledge should be 
included in the table given that this underlying 
audit procedures are already articulated in IES 
2. 
 

(a) (vii) refers to the evaluation of significant 
deficiencies.  We recommend the Board should 
consider adding a similarly constructed learning 
outcome relating to the evaluation of 
misstatements. (DTT and KPMG) 
 

The Task Force discussed this at length and felt 
that there was a danger of getting into too much 
granularity of detail for the learning outcomes.  
The Task Force felt that this particular point 
was already covered by part (a), (ii) and also in 
the catch-all learning outcome of part (a) (ix) in 
respect of all ISAs (of which this would be ISA 
450 on misstatements).  The Task Force also 
noted that the proposed inclusion of this 
learning outcome was not specific to the role of 
partner but to an ‘auditor’ and so could be 
performed (and required) of individuals within 
the team. 
 

In our view the coverage of internal control 
concepts within Table A is insufficient.  We would 
expect to see a clear progression in Table A 
through the assessment of risks, the identification 
of controls to address these risks, and then 
development of the response to the risk based on 
the result of testing internal controls. (DTT) 
 

The Task Force felt that the progression point 
was covered by part (a) (ii) which outlined the 
planning and performance of an audit as well as 
part (a) (ix).  No inclusion of an additional 
learning outcome is being recommended as this 
would result increasingly detailed learning 
outcomes which would also conflict with 
respondents who indicated that part (a) learning 
outcomes were already too detailed. 
  

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

This is covered by ISQC1 and therefore is 
outside the scope of IES 8 so we propose not to 
add it to IES8. 

(b) We feel that a learning outcome should be 
related to ensuring that the engagement partner 
is current on new financial reporting standards in 
general, and specifically those related to 
industries or reporting requirements for their 
clients (BDO & EYG & KPMG) 
 

The Task Force felt that in undertaking learning 
to achieve the proposed part (b) (ii) within the 
Financial & Accounting Reporting competence 
area that this would cover-off the need to 
maintain expertise in respect of new 
pronouncements. The Task Force did consider 
the option of adding ‘new and revised 
pronouncements’ to the part (b) (ii) but on 
reflection that the ‘reporting framework’ aspect 
of the proposed learning outcome was sufficient 
for the purposes of this IES. 
 

(c) identifying those charged with governance 
and determining the best form of communication, 
and assessing the level of communication 
received from those charged with governance 
and whether it is appropriate in the client 
circumstances. (BDO) 

The Task Force was of the view that part (c) (i) 
which focused on ‘management’ of the process 
of communication would inevitably cover-off the 
identification of those charged with governance.  
In addition, and again to avoid the accusation of 
excessive detail within the learning outcomes, it 
was noted that part (a) (ix) would also cover off 
any specific ISA requirements in respect of 
those charged with governance.  No 
change/inclusion is being proposed. 
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Additional learning outcome Task force proposed action/response for 
Comment 
  

(f) “consider using the computer-assisted audit 
techniques (CAATs)”  (JICPA) 

The Task Force took the view that as part (a) 
(ii) already covered the planning and 
performance of the audit that to focus on only 
one aspect or type of audit response was 
unnecessary and may not assist the SMPs 
within the audit profession who might never 
user CAATs.  No change/inclusion is being 
proposed. 
 

(g) - "Identify the relevant and applicable laws 
and regulations." (SAICA and DTT) 

The Task Force discussed this at length and 
concluded that part (a) (ix) already covered the 
relevant and applicable laws and regulations 
point noted by these respondents.  No 
change/inclusion is being proposed.  
 

(h) We recommend a further learning outcome 
covering the assessment of the entity’s use of 
financial instruments and the evaluation of 
valuation techniques and models.(DTT) 
 

The Task Force was of the view that this was 
broadly covered within (b)(ii) and that to include 
this level of detail would be unnecessary.  No 
change/inclusion is being proposed. 

(j)- willingness to consult and seek support in 
difficult situations (whether technical, ethical or 
commercial) (ACCA) 
(n) Appropriately identifies risk issues that require 
consultation and/or escalation and communicates 
clearly and appropriately with relevant 
consultative bodies. (KPMG) 
 

The Task Force noted that the ability to consult 
and to know when to consult were indeed part 
of the responsibility of an engagement partner; 
however, the Task Force disagreed with making 
this a specific learning outcome over and above 
what was already covered in part (j) (iii).  The 
Task Force also noted that if this learning 
outcome were to go into more detail there 
would be a need to identify a) who the 
consulted party was and b) to differentiate 
between the outcomes being proposed by what 
is in effect a firm-process (i.e. every firm will 
have its own processes and procedures). 
  

(l) – engagement partner's responsibility to obtain 
knowledge of his/her firm's quality control 
measures for audit engagements and to adhere 
to these.  (SAICA)  
 

The Task Force believes this is covered in 
ISQC1. 

(l) We also recommend that there should be an 
additional learning outcome addressing the need 
for the Audit Engagement Partner to assess 
whether the engagement team as a whole has 
the right mix of skills and knowledge to perform 
the engagement. (DTT/ KPMG/PWC/SAICA) 
 

The Task Force took the view that this was 
largely covered by ISA 220 (so already covered 
within part (a) (ix)) and noted that the 
operational activity and learning within the team 
might best be explored as part of 
implementation guidance rather than in an IES 
which is focused on a particular role.  The Task 
Force is proposing re-examining the text 
surrounding Figure 1 in the exposure draft to 
see if greater clarity around ISA 220 and ISQC1 
can be provided. 
 

(n)Encourage skeptical behavior in less senior 
team members and continuously challenge them 
to be more skeptical.”(BDO and KPMG) 

 

Whilst acknowledging the importance of 
professional skepticism, the Task Force’s view 
was that it was already covered by the mentor / 
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Additional learning outcome Task force proposed action/response for 
Comment 
coach role identified within part (k) (ii) of the 
exposure draft. 
 
The Task Force noted that this might be 
potentially useful as an example for inclusion 
within explanatory material. 
 

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

The Task Force also took the view that this 
particular proposed learning outcome was 
already covered within part (k) (ii).  
The Task Force noted that this might be 
potentially useful as an example for inclusion 
within explanatory material. 
 

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

The Task Force took the view that this was 
more of a day to day activity rather than a 
learning outcome and that this was sufficiently 
covered by part (k) (ii) and (k) (iii). 
 
The Task Force noted that this might be 
potentially useful as an example for inclusion 
within explanatory material. 
 

 
Proposed deletion or elimination of learning outcomes by Respondents 

 
39. The following table summarizes learning outcomes which respondents suggested should be 

deleted due to overlap within Table A. 
 

Learning Outcome to be Removed Task Force Response/Recommendation 
Learning Outcome part (j)(iv) is already 
covered by Learning Outcomes (j)(i) – (iii) 
(DTT and JICPA) 
 

The Task Force agreed that part (iv) 
encapsulated parts (i) to (iii) and is 
recommending deletion of part (iv). 
 

(n)(i)Auditors do NOT evaluate the “entity” 
or its “management” in an audit of the 
financial statements. We therefore suggest 
that, in line with ISA 200.15, the learning 
outcome in (ii) is entirely sufficient. Hence 
the learning outcome in (i) can be 
deleted.(IDW) 
 

The Task Force disagreed with the inference 
that auditors do not evaluate the entity however 
did agree on reflection that learning outcome 
part (n) (ii) covered part (n) (i) and is 
recommending deletion of part (i). 

(g) (ii) This is a matter of specialization 
beyond that required for engagement 
partners for all audits of financial 
statements. For this reasons, this learning 
outcome is “over the top” and should 
therefore be deleted. (IDW) 
 

The Task Force discussed this at length, noting 
that the extant IES 8 covered this specific area 
and also that there was a public interest in 
maintaining a learning outcome specifically in 
respect of this within Table A. 
 
The Task Force concluded that it was indeed 
important that an engagement partner had the 
education (and practical experience) required of 
a learning outcome, but understood the 
argument that this was a very detailed learning 
outcome specific only to a minority if audit 
cases.   
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Learning Outcome to be Removed Task Force Response/Recommendation 
On that basis, the Task Force is recommending 
that part (b) (i) is amended to say ‘in accordance 
with the applicable financial reporting framework 
and regulatory requirements’ and to remove part 
(g) (ii) from Table A. 
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Proposed amendment or learning outcomes by Respondents 
 
40. The table summarizes wording changes which have been identified by more than one respondent 

to the learning outcomes in table A.  
 

Current wording Respondent Proposed wording change by TF 
(a)(ii) Oversee the process of 
planning, performing and completing 
the audit of financial statements.  

BDO 
KPMG 
IDW 

(a)(i) Direct, supervise and review the 
process of planning, performing and 
completing the audit of financial 
statements.   
 
Task Force concern is that this is 
inserting multiple verbs into one 
learning objective which might make it 
hard to measure the attainment of the 
learning outcome.  Suggestion would 
be to use ‘review’ as an encompassing 
phrase.  
 

(a)(vi) Approve or establish an 
appropriate audit strategy in relation 
to the audit objective 

IRE 
DTT 
IDW 

(a)(vi) Approve or establish an appropriate 
audit strategy in relation to “the 
auditor’s/(or engagement partner’s)  
overall objective” 
 
Task Force preferred the original 
learning outcome as it the outcome 
should be in respect of the audit 
objective rather than the engagement 
partner’s objective. 
 

(a)(Vii) Evaluate significant 
deficiencies in internal control and in 
other matters to be communicated to 
those charged with governance 

IDW 
IRE 
DTT 
EYG 

(a)(vii)“Evaluate significant deficiencies in 
internal control and the appropriateness of 
other matters to be communicated to 
those charged with governance”.(IDW) 
 
Task Force felt that this was moving 
the learning outcome into a too 
granular level of detail and was in 
danger of becoming an ISA type 
requirement. 
 

 (a)(viii)- "Evaluate the sufficiency 
and appropriateness of audit 
evidence obtained and of the related 
documentation 

SAICA 
KPMG 

(a)(viii)- "Evaluate and conclude on the 
sufficiency and appropriateness of audit 
evidence obtained and of the related 
documentation in supporting the audit 
opinion expressed."   
 
Task Force view was that there was a 
danger of having multiple verbs which 
would not assist with measurement 
and that the ‘in supporting the audit 
opinion expressed’ was fairly obvious. 
 

(b)(ii)- "Evaluate the recognition, 
measurement, presentation, and 
disclosure of transactions and 
events within the financial 
statements 

DTT 
SAICA 

(b)(ii)- "Evaluate the recognition, 
measurement, presentation, and 
disclosure of transactions and events 
within the financial statements in 
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accordance with the applicable financial 
reporting framework.  
 
Task Force agreed with this change. 
 

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

SAICA 
EYG 
IDW 

(d) (i) Analyze relevant industry, regulatory 
and other external factors, including (but 
not limited to) market, competition, 
product technology, and environmental 
requirements that are used to inform 
auditor expectations audit risk 
assessments.  
 
Task Force agreed with this change. 
 

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

DTT 
EYG 
IRE 

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

(g)(i) Evaluate the impact on the 
audit of a potential breach of laws 
and regulations 

PwC 
EYG 
DTT 

(g)(i) Evaluate the impact on the audit of a 
potential breach of laws and regulations 
which are relevant to the financial 
statements being audited 
 
Task Force agreed with this change. 
 

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

EYG 
IDW 
DTT 
KPMG 
SAICA 

 (h)(i)Evaluate the sources of financing 
used by an entity in order to design the 
corresponding audit strategy and plan 
appropriate audit procedures. 
 
Task Force agreed with this change. 
 

(h)(ii) Evaluate an entity’s cash flow, 
budgets, forecasts and working 
capital requirements 

DTT 
SAICA 
KPMG 

(h)(ii) Evaluate an entity’s cash flow, 
budgets, forecasts and working capital 
requirements for reasonableness prior to 
use in performing analytical procedures 
and in consideration of the 
appropriateness of the going concern 
assumption. 
 
Task Force view was that the 
replacement was excessively detailed 
as to the ‘why’ this outcome was 
required and less about the skills 
required for the role. 
 

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

DTT 
SAICA 

(o) (ii)Identify, consider, evaluate and 
respond to threats to objectivity and 
independence that can occur during an 
audit engagement. 
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Task Force view was that this learning 
outcome may have too many verbs 
which might make measurement of 
achievement of learning outcomes very 
difficult.  To reconsider with ‘evaluate 
threats to objectivity…’ 

 
 

 
 

Discussion Area 4: Other more general matters for consideration by the IAESB 
(Questions 4 -9) 
 
 
Question 4: Do you agree that levels of proficiency for the competence areas should not be 
included in Table A? 
 

Response 
 

Graphical Representation 
 

 
Yes 18 
Partially 2 
Not 4 

 
 

Yes 75% 
Partially 8% 
Not 17% 

 

 

 
 
 

 
Indicative Comments 
The vast majority of the respondents were in support of removing the levels of proficiency in Table A.   
 
Within the 20 that agreed 3 (BDO, EYG, ICAEW) made some notable suggestions which are 
summarized below:  
• BDO - We would however recommend that to show the build from the earlier IESs 2 – 4, that the 

Title ‘Learning Outcomes’ be amended to ‘Advanced Learning Outcomes’ to indicate the raised 
level of competence expected of someone performing this role. DTT had (in answer to Question 3) 
also noted a preference for calling these behavioral outcomes.  Response: The Task Force 
recommended that the Learning Outcomes be retained specifically in order to show the 
build and progression from the IPD IES 2-4. 
 

• EYG - we believe that explanatory material is necessary to explain that it is expected that 
professional accountants, acting in the role of engagement partner, have already achieved the 
required professional competence and now need to maintain and further develop professional 
competence through relevant CPD.  Without this explanation, it may be difficult for Member Bodies 
to assess whether an individual is undertaking sufficient CPD to maintain or further develop their 
professional competence for the role of an engagement partner responsible for audits of financial 
statements.  Response: Task Force view was that this issue was already covered in para 4 
of the introductory section of IES 8 (revised): 
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• ICAEW - member bodies, regulators and partners assessing the CPD required will need to have 
some way of establishing the benchmark expected to be achieved.  Response: The Task Force 
took that view that the Table A learning outcomes are a starting point and are sufficiently 
detailed to identify what needs to be demonstrated but that implementation guidance could 
assist further with examples of how to establish benchmarks in respect of specific learning 
outcomes.  No change proposed. 

 
In summary, respondents were split along the following lines: 
• Supportive– most with changes proposed to learning outcomes or levels of proficiency (ACCA, 

BDO, CNCC, CPA-Australia, CPA-Ireland, DTT, EYG, FEE, IAA, ICAEW, ICPA, ICPAK, ICAS, 
ISCA, Juvenal, KPMG, PwC, SAICA) 

• Not supportive (AICPA-PCEEC, CAANZ, IDW, CAI) 
• Partially supportive (Altaf Noor Ali, JICPA)  
 
Those who were not in support of removing the learning outcomes commented: 
• We believe that the levels of proficiency could be included within Table A as helpful guidance. 

(AICPA-PCEEC) 
• No. These should be included at an advanced level. Since Table A is to be achieved by further 

development of competence (Paragraph 10), it appears that these must be beyond IPD - so must 
be at a higher level than IES 2, 3 and 4. (CAANZ) 

• We believe that levels of proficiency for each competence area, or even for each learning 
outcome, as the case may be, should be provided in Table A. This would need to be in line with a 
categorization of verbs by level of proficiency and definition of the verbs used. It begs the question 
as to why levels of proficiency are used in IESs 2, 3 and 4, but not IES 8 (IDW) 
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Question 5: Are there any additional explanatory paragraphs needed to better explain the 
requirement of the proposed IES 8 Exposure Draft (December 2013)? 
 

Response 
 

 
 

Yes 11 
No  15 
Partially 0 

 
 

Yes 42% 
No  58% 
Partially 0% 

 

Graphical Representation 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
Indicative Comments 
 
Commentary 
 
Practical experience and how it contributes to the professional competence of engagement partners 
was consistently identified as an area of confusion. Many respondents called for the Board to relook at 
how practical experience is included in the standard, specifically the order in which it appears, and 
how engagement partners demonstrate and document the related learning outcomes.  
 
The amount of explanatory material for the requirement, again specifically related to the demonstration 
of learning outcomes, was an area to be expanded according to respondents. This also included 
clarifying the point at which competence is achieved.  
 
Two of the Big Four accounting firms questioned the inclusion of detailed explanatory material around 
professional skepticism and professional judgment in the standard, referring to it as a repetition of this 
content in other IFAC standards. 
 
Finally, the importance of engagement partners acting as role models/performing mentor roles, was 
also emphasized by more than one respondent.  
 
Areas of Concern 
• A4: The importance of practical experience is not covered with sufficient breadth and depth; need 

to explain how practical experience plays a role in professional competence and how practical 
experience is demonstrated and documented; clarify what is meant by “within context of work 
environment” in A16; IES 7 makes no reference to practical experience during CPD (DTT, 
EYG,ISCA, JICPA) 

• Minimal explanatory material is included on the requirements of the standard; should explain that 
engagement partners have already achieved professional competence and now need to maintain 
and further develop; could also include examples of how to comply with the requirement; how to 
measure that learning outcomes are being demonstrated (EYG, PWC, SAICA) 

• A18 and A19: seems inconsistent to only have explanatory material for professional skepticism 
and judgment and not other competencies; points out that there are many other reasons besides 
increasing complexity that result in the need for engagement partners to apply professional 
skepticism (EYG, KPMG) 

• Role of engagement partner as mentor/role model requires elaboration; also need to emphasize 
consulting with more senior professionals (Altaf Noor Ali, KPMG) 
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• A9: Implies that by meeting requirements of IES 8, the requirements of ISQC 1 and ISA 220 are 
met. Suggested re-wording “as a consequence, it assists firms in complying with the requirements 
of ISQC1 and engagement partners in complying with the requirements of ISA 220.” (DTT, PWC) 

• A14: Ongoing changes to auditing standards is a source of change not contemplated (CPA-
Australia, CAANZ) 

• A11: “This IES is applicable to” is incorrectly referring to the audit of financial statements as 
opposed to the engagement partners responsible (ISCA) 

• A12: Last sentence is important enough to warrant being a separate paragraph and be further up 
alongside A4 (KPMG)  

• More clarity around the definition of “complex” audit engagement is required (KPMG) 
• A13: Suggest rephrasing “enhances audit quality” as “contributing to audit quality” as the term 

“enhance” is too strong (ISCA) 
• Additional guidance on how competence in professional values, ethics and attitudes is 

demonstrated is needed (ISCA) 
 
Task Force Recommendation 
 

Issue Potential Resolution or Recommendation 
Practical experience Task Force felt that the practical experience 

point would be addressed by earlier 
recommendations in this Issues Paper. 
 

Explanatory material for requirement Task Force took the view that para 4 of the 
IES made it clear that an engagement 
partner was maintain and develop 
competence via CPD as a vehicle and that 
further guidance might be possible via 
implementation guidance. 
 

Professional skepticism and professional 
judgment 

Task Force took the view that the IAESB had 
discussed this on a number of occasions and 
felt that professional skepticism and 
professional judgment both merited inclusion 
within the explanatory material. 
 

Engagement partner as role model/mentor Task Force took the view that this mentor role 
was already covered in the competence 
areas around personal skills. 
 

A9 Suggested re-wording “as a consequence, it 
assists firms in complying with the 
requirements of ISQC1 and engagement 
partners in complying with the requirements 
of ISA 220.” 
 
Task Force suggested this was an 
appropriate suggestion and will include for 
next version. 
 

A12 Task Force to consider moving last sentence 
to separate paragraph under A4. 
 
Task Force suggested that this was a 
sensible move to ensure that the issue of 
‘size’ was addressed early on in the 
explanatory material. 
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A13 Change “enhances audit quality” to 
“contributing to audit quality”  
 
Task Force wanted to retain the ‘enhance’ 
aspect to continue to provide a link to earlier 
IPD IES 2-4 which used a similar sentence 
structure. 
 

A14 Include ongoing changes to auditing 
standards as a source of change 
 
Task Force felt that this was already covered 
in sufficient detail by the learning outcomes 
(part (a) (ix) in particular). 
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Question 6: Does figure 1 of Explanatory Material section for the proposed IES 8 Exposure 
Draft (December 2013) assist in understanding which stakeholders have responsibilities that 
impact the professional competence of engagement partners? 
 

Response 
 

 
 

Yes 19 
No  4 
Partially 3 

 
 

Yes 73% 
No  15% 
Partially 12% 

 

Graphical Representation 
 
 

 
 

 
Indicative Comments 
 
Commentary 
The overwhelming majority of respondents believe that Figure 1 assists in understanding which 
stakeholders have responsibilities that impact the professional competence of engagement partners. A 
number of respondents pointed out that IES 8, the standard, is not featured within the diagram. Some 
respondents also pointed out that the Regulator was not referenced in the explanatory material, and 
that their role and position in the diagram could be better clarified. Finally, comments came in on 
specific additions from various respondents, which were not supported by the other comments 
received. The Task Force will have to consider the relative merits of each of these.  
 
Supportive comments worth noting 
• Paragraphs A5 – A9 are necessary and useful to explain Figure 1 (AICPA-PCEEC, CAI, CNCC)  

 
Areas of Concern 
• Need to include reference to IES 8 in Figure 1, and include explanatory material to indicate how 

other IFAC standards impact IES 8 (AICPA-PCEEC, EYG, PWC, CAANZ) 
• Need to include reference to “Regulator” in explanatory paragraphs – and that role may be direct 

or indirect depending on locality; also title of Figure 1 needs revision considering it implies 
Regulator has responsibility for professional competence (BDO, PWC, CAANZ) 

• IES 8 may be better re-positioned as guidance for audit firms rather than as an educational 
standard for member bodies (ICAEW) 

• IPD should be reflected as engagement partners are building on initial audit skills (ACCA) 
• Unclear whether Firm and IFAC member body impact professional accountants or only 

engagement partners (PWC) 
• Regulator should be on top of the diagram (FEE) 
• Client is missing from the diagram (BDO) 
• Need to consider other factors such as Code of Ethics and industry specific requirements (EYG) 
• Figure 1 and paragraphs A5-A9 are confusing in that it is not clear how it is to be used, who it is 

intended for, and how it relates to partner competences and learning outcomes (KPMG) 
 
Task Force Recommendation 
 

Issue Task Force Recommendation 
Include reference to IES 8 in Figure 1 The Task Force acknowledged that it would 

be useful to have IES 8 mentioned in the 
member body part of the diagram. 
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Include reference to “Regulator” in 
explanatory paragraphs 

The Task Force agreed to review the title of 
Figure 1 so as not to imply regulator has 
responsibility for professional competence, 
and to examine including a reference to the 
regulator and explanation of their role in the 
explanatory material 

Include IPD in the diagram Task Force view was that as this IES related 
to a Professional Accountant (already shown 
in the diagram) that it was unnecessary to 
show IPD elements within it. 
 

Client is missing from the diagram Task Force disagreed as although the ‘client’ 
will be the beneficiary of the learning 
outcomes having been achieved and audit 
quality having been delivered, they are not 
responsible for ensuring that professional 
competence is maintained and developed.  
 

Code of Ethics and industry specific 
requirements 

Task Force views was that ethics could 
conceivably occur in any part of the diagram 
and that this balance would like change 
depending on local jurisdictional structures. 
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Question 7: Are there any items within the proposed IES 8 Exposure Draft (December 2013) 
which require further clarification? If so, please explain the nature of the deficiencies. 
 
 
Respondents indicating no further suggestions required 
• ACCA; CAI; CNCC; CPA-Australia; CPA-Ireland; EFAA; IAA; ICAEW; ICAP; ICPAK; ICAS; ISCA; 

IRE; JICPA; PWC; SAICA 
 
Additional Areas Required 
 

Item Proposer Nature of Deficiency 
Learning Outcome AICPA-PCEEC, EYG  Learning outcomes are often 

understood to refer to formal 
learning. Given that 
professional competence is 
best obtained and maintained 
through practical work 
experience, perhaps change 
this term to development 
outcome/observable 
outcome/performance 
outcome 
 
Task Force noted that 
learning outcome had 
already been defined within 
the glossary. 
 

CPD Altaf Noor Ali, DTT Need to explain further the 
breadth of what 
encompasses CPD – 
especially in the context of 
IES 8, clarifying what else 
besides structured learning 
CPD entails, emphasizing 
practical experience, 
mentoring, coaching, 
networking, observation, 
feedback, reflection and self-
directed and unstructured 
learning. 
 
Task force noted that by 
including practical experience 
within the Objective and 
Requirement that this would 
provide sufficient build on the 
IES 7 definition in use. 
 

Small and medium 
practitioners 

BDO, KPMG Need to explain how a 
practitioner would qualify as 
such. 
May also need more explicit 
guidance on how 
requirements of SMPs may 
differ from larger public 
accounting firms – practical 
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Item Proposer Nature of Deficiency 
examples such as the use of 
specialists would be helpful. 
 
Task Force view was that it 
was not for IES 8 task force 
to identify SMPs, but that 
these practitioners were likely 
to identify themselves. 
 

Effective date FEE Be specific to which audit 
engagements this standard 
would apply to. 
 
Task force had noted this 
earlier on in the paper and it 
was also a CAG comment. 
 

Analysis of financial 
instruments 

Juvenal Unsure if Table A has 
contemplated this – is it in 
section (b) or section (h) 
 
Task Force had contemplated 
it and determined that this 
was already covered within 
the proposed IES (see earlier 
discussion). 
 

Verbs in learning outcomes IDW Need to define the verbs to 
ensure that there is common 
understanding of what is 
required. 
 
Task Force noted that verbs 
built on earlier IPD IES 2-4 
tables and had no plans to 
insert a table of their own – 
but had clearly been using 
the more advanced verbs. 
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Question 8: Do you anticipate any impact or implications for your organization or organizations 
with which you are familiar, in implementing the requirement included in this proposed IES 8 
Exposure Draft (December 2013)? 
 
 

Response 
 

 
 

Yes 9 
No  10 
Partially 3 

 
 

Yes 41% 
No  45% 
Partially 14% 

 

Graphical Representation 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Indicative Comments 
 
Commentary 
Respondents who answered ‘No’ slightly exceeded ‘Yes’.  Depending on how to deal with ‘Partially’, 
outcome could reverse. 
Respondents who answered ‘Yes’ raised issue regarding how to monitor compliance with the new 
requirements of CPD as well as impacts such as identification of individuals who act role of 
engagement partner and designing programs that would be appropriate to cover all those detailed 
learning outcomes given the quite detail Table A.  
 
Supportive 
• Allowing wider dissemination and implementation of this Standard will result in better service to 

users. (IAA) 
• Yes. If implemented, this standard may make a positive contribution to raising the standard of audit 

work by engagement partners and their firms. This is welcome and would have our support. 
(ICAEW) 

• We expect that those organizations in our jurisdiction responsible for the education of those 
seeking to become members of our profession will be affected by the new requirements. (IDW) 
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Areas of Concern 
• ACCA will need to identify individuals on our database, verify compliance with the standard at 

monitoring visits and capture information on annual CPD returns. ACCA will develop our licensing 
and CPD requirements for engagement partners. (ACCA) 

• It can be very challenging for member bodies to design appropriate programs which will cover all 
those detailed learning outcomes. It can be also very challenging for member bodies to design a 
process to monitor to what extent auditing engagement partners meet all the CPD requirements 
(CNCC). 

• CPA Australia is of the opinion that some of the requirements in proposed IES 8 (Revised) could 
result in the need for significant review to member bodies’ frameworks for the development and 
maintenance of the professional competence required for the role of an engagement partner. (CPA 
Australia) 

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

• We anticipate the proposed IES 8 may require our Firm to modify our process for demonstrating 
the competence of new engagement partners responsible for the audits of financial statements at 
the time of promotion.  Additionally, in order to demonstrate that learning outcomes are achieved, 
we may have to determine whether we need to monitor practical experience or the content of our 
formal learning programs in a different manner. (EYG) 

• It would be challenging for IFAC member bodies to design programs that would be appropriate to 
cover all those detailed learning outcomes. It would be even more challenging for IFAC member 
bodies to establish a systematic process to monitor whether audit engagement partners meet the 
specific CPD requirements and to provide appropriate sanctions in case of non-compliance.(FEE) 

• Implementation of this proposed IES 8 compel greater Training and Continuing Professional 
Development, by the partners in charge of the work, as well as by the candidate for that office. 
(IAA) 

• Implementation would have significant financial costs for member bodies that are required to 
adjust their CPD monitoring policies and practices. (ICAEW) 

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

 
Task Force Recommendation 
• Whether to add paragraph in Explanatory Material about monitoring – task force view was that 

this really implementation guidance and that the explanatory material should only be used 
to explain what is in the IES (and monitoring is not included in the requirements). 

• Whether to remove reference to non audit types of engagements from A11. Task Force noted 
that many respondents, and the IAESB, had asked for a specific mention of non-audit 
services within the explanatory materials and how this IES could be used to assist in 
respect of the learning needs of those providing different types of assurance (not just 
audit). 

• Explain if in this revised IES 8 will aim to significantly increase requirements for engagement 
partners in terms of competency area, learning outcome and/or level of competence compared to 
extant IES 8, or just alignment of contents of the extant IESs based on the clarity and principle 
based approach.  Task Force view was that this IES was designed to provide greater clarity 
as part of wider revision project (as outlined in accompanying memo to revised IES and no 
doubt to be included within basis of conclusions), and that the explanatory material was 
not an appropriate place for this. 
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Question 9: What topics or subject areas such implementation guidance cover? 
Response 

 
 
 

Eg-Achieve 4 
Eg-Measure&Asess 3 
Eg-Monitor 3 
Eg-Other 2 
Impleme&transitional  2 
SMPs 2 
Developing 
Countries 

1 

None/No need 9 
Other 6 

 

Graphical Representation 
 
 

 
 
 
 

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Eg-Achieve

Eg-Measure&Assess

Eg-Monitor

Eg-Other

Imple&Transitional

SMPs

Developing Countries

None/No need

Other

 
Prepared by Eileen Walsh (Task Force Chair) & Greg Owens and Andrew Barry IES 8 Task Force, September 2014 

Page 43 of 46 
 



Agenda Item 3-1 
 
 
 

Topics/Subject Area Proposer Detail 
Examples―how learning 
outcomes could be 
achieved 

DTT, EYG, 
ISCA, JICPA 

 Examples of how learning outcomes 
could be achieved, particularly where 
practical experience is likely to play a 
significant role in development. (DTT) 

 
 Examples of how the learning outcomes 

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

 
 Optimum composition of input-based 

approach, output-based approach and 
combination approach (ISCA) 

 
 Learning methods (JICPA) 

Examples―how the 
achievement of learning 
outcomes may be 
measured and assessed 

AICPA, 
EYG, PWC 

 Methods of measuring the achievement 
of learning outcomes will be helpful 
(AICPA) 
 

 Examples on how the learning 
outcomes in paragraph 10 may be 
measured and assessed (EYG) 
 

 Examples of appropriate assessment 
activities (EYG) 
 

 Possible measurement and assessment 
techniques to evidence learning 
outcomes (PWC) 

Examples―how the 
achievement of learning 
outcomes may be 
monitored 

ICAS, ISCA, 
PWC 

 How member bodies can monitor 
whether engagement partners have 
achieved the learning outcomes. (ICAS) 

 
 How member bodies can monitor 

whether the engagement partners have 
achieved the learning outcomes; if 
possible, it would be helpful for IAESB 
to share best practice examples. (ISCA) 

 
 How the achievement of learning 

outcomes may be monitored (PWC) 
Examples―Other CNCC, 

EYG, FEE 
 This guidance material should 

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

 Examples of detailed competency 
models (EYG) 
 

 Examples of current practice (FEE) 
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Topics/Subject Area Proposer Detail 
Implementation 
date/transitional 
arrangement 

ACCA, ISCA  With regards to the implementation 
date, will organizations have to be 
ready to implement on the date the 
standard is approved? (ACCA) 

 
 We propose the inclusion of transitional 

arrangements to facilitate the adoption 
and implementation of IES 8.(ISCA) 

SMPs CPA-Ireland 
KPMG 

 Guidance specifically aimed at 
small/medium sized audit firms (CPA-
Ireland) 
 

 More implementation guidance is 
needed for SMPs, specifically how to 
comply with the requirements of the 
standard given their limited resources. 
(KPMG) 

Developing Countries ICAEW Support tool for developing countries 
None/No need AICPA-

PcEEC, 
BDO 
International, 
CAI, 
HKICPA, 
ICAP, 
ICPAK, IDW, 
IRE, SAICA 

 We do not support at this time (AICPA-
PcEEC) 
 

 We do not consider that additional 
implementation guidance is needed 
(CAI) 
 

 No comments (ICAP) 
 

 The implementation guidance should be 
relatively simple (ICPAK) 
 

 We do not require, nor would we 
necessarily find it useful, to have 
implementation guidance (IDW) 
 

 No specific comments (SAICA) 
Other ACCA, Altaf 

Noor Ali, 
CAANZ, 
CPA-
Australia, 
IAA, Juvenal 

 Does the standard reflect that if a firm 
holds an auditing certificate but conducts 
no audits the engagement partner is still 
required to maintain competence? 
(ACCA) 

 
 The kind of organization structure and 

mechanism required by the IFAC 
member bodies to implement the IES. 
(Altaf Noor Ali) 

 
 Implementation guidance on 

distinguishing between the 
responsibilities of an audit partner and 
the responsibilities of other members of 
the audit team (CAANZ) 

 
 Guidance for member bodies to assist 

them ensure that their frameworks 
address the requirements of proposed 
IES 8 (Revised) (CPA-Australia) 

 
 That should emphasize in professional 

skills, values and ethical behavior (IAA) 
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Topics/Subject Area Proposer Detail 
 
 Training for CFO/ CEO (Juvenal) 

 
 
Indicative Comments 
 
Commentary 
Majority of respondents do not need to have implementation guidance however, those that did, 
raised examples on how learning outcomes could be achieved, measured, assessed and 
monitored. 
 
This question and the responses to it have been collated for the purposes of the Implementation 
Guidance Task Force/Project. 
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