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Summaries of the Targeted Consultation Meetings  
The following consultations were held with FEE, DNC and Forum of Firms.  In discussing 
the consultation paper, these consultations focused on certain sections within the 
consultation paper which were of interest to the bodies consulted. 
 
Public Consultation on IES 8 Consultation Paper- Forum of Firms (April 14, 2010) 
 
Due to the limitations on presentation time, it was agreed that this session would focus on 
Section One of the Consultation Paper – namely the consideration of definitions and scope 
of IES8.  Accordingly the 4 topics which follow are taken from the Consultation Paper and 
we posed to the Forum of Firms grouping: 
 
1) Do you consider that the IAESB has identified the critical issues in respect of 

“whom” the IES 8 requirements are aimed at? 
 

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

• Request that we consider involving regulators where appropriate (IFIAR?) 
• General feeling that this question does need answering and is not helped by 

definitions are not particularly clear (see comments below) 
 
2) Would expansion of the “Audit Professional” definition cause concern, or would 

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

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

• Agreement that the ‘who’ in terms of ‘audit professional’ would be helpful to 
identify – at what level does this term have impact and on whom? 
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3) Do you agree that any revision of IES 8 necessitates consideration of the use of the 

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

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

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

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

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

define on an auditing basis: challenge to the board to identify what they would 
consider to be ‘significant’ on an audit and indeed to clarify what would be deemed 
to be ‘not significant’ as it could be challenged that actually almost all decisions on 
an audit have a level of significance attached to them. 

• Defining significant judgment could be a very large task that should not readily fall 
to the IAESB to perform this. 

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

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

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

implications for a number of stakeholders and interested parties has exceeded our 
original IFAC delineated terms of reference? 

• Are we considering extending our terms of reference given that the IES is applicable 
to stakeholders other than Member Bodies of IFAC? 

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

• Issues of IES8 indicate the need to work more closely amongst the standard setting 
Boards of IFAC to eliminate any overlaps and ensure consistency of message. 

• Why does IES8 only focus on Transnational Auditors – does this mean that we are 
proposing to widen the coverage of IES8 into other audit specialisms or areas if so, 
this might cause some concern given the issues noted above. 
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Public Consultation on IES 8 Consultation Paper- FEE QMA Working Party (May 3, 2010) 
 
The mentioned viewpoints are notes from the individual speakers – not a summery which 
try to extract a common position, but my impression was that there was support to an audit 
education standard. 
  
5) Do you consider that the IAESB has identified the critical issues in respect of 

“whom” the IES 8 requirements are aimed at? 
• An audit standard should deal with internal auditor, who are expected to 

get more impact in the coming years 
• Where are the accountant technicians?  
• The standard shall cover the whole spectrum from becoming an engagement 

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

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

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

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

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

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

partner – Discussed if IES 8 should be narrower. 
• The definition of an audit professional should be linked to license of an auditor. 

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

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

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

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

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

• What is a high level? Some accountants, who works with fx IFRS which can be 
much more complicated than some audits. 

• Should the standard cover more that audit of historical financial information? 
• It is in the public interest that IES8 is broader than just statutory audit 
• If IES 8 is too principle based there is a risk, that other bodies will issue rule 

based standards required by the public. 
• “advanced level” – what is the bench mark and what level is below advanced 

level? It is not defined properly 
• If one expect a more differentiated audit business in the future (SMP, Top Tier, 

Public), what is IES8 answer to that? 
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• Do IES8 reflects the needs in SMP market? 
• Shall the requirements be scalable for example a standard which covers small 

Practitioners as well as for large firms 
• In the future we need to specialize more – and this cannot be solved with CPD 
• Auditors have to be better to learn 
• Auditors have to say no to audits where they do not have the competences. 
• IES8 is only for audits – SMP practices cover a lot more 
• Output based system require high quality of assessors  
• Assessment shall not be covered by IES8 but by other standards. 
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Public Consultation on IES 8 Consultation Paper- Developing Nations Committee, World 
Bank (July 8, 2010) 
 
Due to the limitations on presentation time, it was agreed that this session would focus 
specific sections of the Consultation Paper – namely the consideration of audience, use of 
the term ‘significant judgement’ and ‘advanced level’ as well as discussion around 
competences. 
  
1) Identification of the Critical Issues in respect to the Audience of the Standard and 

Expansion of the “Audit Professional” Definition 
 
DNC members were asked whether the IAESB has identified the critical issues in respect to 
the audience of the standard, i.e. “Audit professionals”. The DNC commented that, due to 
the current definition of “Audit professional” provided by the standard, IES 8 may 
ultimately apply to all auditors involved in an audit team, including juniors, whereas its 
scope should rather include the auditors who have the most important responsibilities in the 
team. Accordingly the DNC members agreed that the definition may need to take into 
consideration of the various roles of the professionals involved in the audit process and 
levels of complexity of audit engagements. It was also mentioned that the standard would 
need to be adopted by specific stakeholders, including universities, member bodies and 
regulators, depending on the situation of the country, which is also the case for IES 1-5.  
 
2) Revision of IES 8 and Consideration of the Use of the Term “Significant Judgment” 
 
DNC members were asked whether any revision of IES 8 should take into consideration the 
use of the term “significant judgment”. The DNC members considered that the Task Force 
should indeed review the use of this term as “significant judgment” as it is not particularly 
clear and could imply that audit trainees are also considered as audit professionals and 
therefore subject to IES 8 requirements. Members of the DNC also commented that the 
reference to “significant” does not clarify the standard and may not facilitate compliance 
activities.  
 
3) Clarification of “Advanced Level” of Competences  
 
The DNC was asked whether the IAESB should clarify the use of “advanced level” of 
competences. DNC members explained that the fact that IES 8 provides additional specific 
knowledge, skills and competences requirements for auditors introduces confusion and 
circularity considering that IES 1-5 already provide competence and skills requirements for 
all accountants and auditors. They also questioned whether the IAESB needed a standard 
specifically for auditors or whether a wider revision of IES 1-5 would further strengthen 
education requirements across the profession. 
 
 
4) Appropriate Types and Levels and Competence 
 
DNC members were also asked to provide information to the IAESB on how the standard-
setting board should consider appropriate types and levels of competence. The DNC 
members advised that the level of the standard should be more proportionate to the roles of 
the various members of the audit team.  
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5) Additional Considerations  
 
The meeting was then asked whether there were other considerations that they would like 
the IAESB to consider when clarifying guidance on the shared responsibilities among the 
various auditors involved in the audit process. The DNC members advised that the IESBA 
Code of Ethics, ISQC 1 as well as ISA 220 provide an approach to address proportionality 
surrounding these issues and they encouraged the IAESB to also refer to these specific 
standards and pronouncements to ensure consistency. 
 
 
 
 


