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Introduction 
1. The aim of this paper is to assist the IAESB in its discussion of the issues related to the 

revision of IES 8. Specifically, the paper will (1) provide background information on 
the revision of IES 8, and (2) identify issues for IAESB discussion. 

 
 
Background 
Project Scope 
2. The revision of IES 8 is part of the larger project identified in the IAESB’s 2010-2012 

Strategy and Work Plan that aims to redraft and revise all IESs 1-8 by 2013. IAESB’s 
original objectives in revising IES 8 was to: 
i. Revise the Standard’s use and interpretation of the following key definitions: 

• Significant judgment, Audit professional, Education and development 
program, and Advanced level. 

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

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

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

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

iii. Revise the Standard’s scope to clarify the coverage of the following key areas: 
• Engagement Partner Competences 
• Specific Industries 
• Practical Experience. 

 IES 8 Revision Task Force (May 2010) Page 2 of 7 
3. In addition to the areas noted above, the IAESB is proposing moving towards defining 

the competences for the engagement partner in the context of an engagement team.  
This will probably mean that whilst requirements will be directed towards engagement 
partners, the context within which they operate (within a team) is likely to be covered 
within the explanatory materials and may also be clarified in the Scoping section. 
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Previous IAESB Meetings 
February 2010 IAESB meeting 
4. At the February 2010 meeting, the IAESB considered a paper on issues related to the 

public consultation and reviewed a draft of the public consultation questions.  Input was 
provided by the IAESB, and following on from CAG advice, various amendments were 
made to the Consultation Paper.  Following on from the discussion with the IAESB, the 
Task Force re-worked the Consultation Paper to ensure that relevant comments or 
amendments were included and to refine the language used in the Paper in order to 
ensure greater clarity.   

 
May 2010 IAESB meeting 
5. At the May 2010 meeting, a progress report was provided by the Chair of the IES 8 

Task Force to indicate that the consultation period was still ongoing and that a more 
formal presentation of comments would be provided at the November meeting in 
Singapore.  Feedback/comments from meetings held by members of the Task Force 
with FEE and Forum of Firms were also provided in the May papers for the IAESB 
meeting. IAESB members indicated that several issues relating to the revision of IES 8 
were relevant to the other revision projects. The IAESB Chair instructed the IES 8 task 
force to keep other revision task forces informed of its proposals on significant issues.  

 
6. A short information paper was also provided to the CAG to seek 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 IAESB meeting 
7. At the November meeting, the IAESB considered a paper which ran through 

approximately 20 questions covering off those issues identified from the public 
consultation process.  The following highlights decisions stemming from this IAESB 
discussion. 
Areas agreed by the IAESB: 
• focus on requirements relating to member bodies but to set out the 

implications of the requirements to other interested stakeholder groups 
through the Explanatory Materials section;  

• focus on audit engagement of historical financial engagements; 
• clarify rather than increase the scope of IES 8 (i.e. to be have more clarity 

around ‘who’ the requirements would be targeted to); 
• review the extant standard for compatibility with existing IFAC 

pronouncements. 
• eliminate the term ‘advanced level’ as this implied some sort of prestige for 

auditors as compared to other accounting professionals;   
• focus on ‘good practice’ rather than ‘best practice’; 
• ensure that the requirements of the proposed IES 8 do not go beyond the 

requirements inherent in the ISAs/ISQC1 and that the content of the 
proposed IES 8 is focused on ‘education’ principles common to all audit 
engagements; 
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• ensure that the knowledge content required by each auditor is directly linked 
to the nature of the entity being audited; and 

• ensure that the ‘impact’ of the standard on stakeholders is considered as part 
of the consultation process.  

 
January 2011, Task Force Meeting 

 
8. The Task Force reconvened via a Webex conference call to discuss an early draft of the 

revised IES 8.  The draft had been provided by Steve Glover, who had been hired by 
IFAC to provide assistance during the drafting stage of IES 8.  The Task Force 
discussed a whole range of issues, including: 

 
• How the IES could be written to ensure sufficient consideration was given 

towards the focus on the competencies of the engagement partner operating 
within the context of the wider audit team. 

• Whether the title of the IES should be directed towards Engagement Partners. 
• The importance of considering extra guidance (especially in terms of 

progression within the audit team or the potential to make use of a competency 
model). 

• Whether and how demonstration of engagement partner competencies should be 
within the context of the engagement team supporting that partner. 

• The potential split between Scoping, Objectives and Requirements sections of 
the IES. 

• The categorization of requirements (professional skills, technical knowledge 
etc) and whether it would be appropriate to have these as levels within a 
framework. 

 
February 2011 IAESB CAG meeting 

 
9. In general the CAG supported the IAESB decisions taken at the November IAESB 

meeting. One CAG member representing the regulators perspective indicated that 
professional judgment and skepticism needed to be an important consideration in the 
learning and development of professional auditors. Several CAG members indicated 
that IES 8 needed to address the gap in competence development that occurs between 
qualification and engagement partner. In clarifying this progression of skill 
development it is important to define an engagement team.  

 
10. There was general agreement that significant judgment should be removed from the 

definition of an audit professional and that IPD for the development of an engagement 
partner should be required and stated in IES 8. It was pointed out that in detaching the 
definition of a professional accountant from an audit professional, there needed to be 
consideration of the implications on the Statement of Membership Obligations. CAG 
members also supported the view of providing guidance on specialized, transnational, 
or listed engagements.  

 
11. Finally, CAG members expressed a mixed view on whether the standard should apply 

to all types of audit engagements. Several CAG members indicated that the scope of 
IES 8 needed to be expanded and address the competence requirements for all 
engagements including assurance engagements. CAG members, however, were insistent 
that the scope needed to be consistent with that of IAASB standards. 
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February 2011 Task Force Meeting 
12. The Task Force met on 25 February via Webex conference call to discuss a draft 

Scoping and Objectives set of paragraphs.  The Task Force discussed individual 
paragraphs and whether the tone of the Scoping and Objectives paragraphs were 
sufficiently detailed and/or necessary given the decisions made by the IAESB and the 
input provided by CAG.  The questions posed below are based on issues/matters raised 
by the CAG and also discussed by the Task Force. 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
Identification of IES ‘principles’ 
13. The advice from the CAG has been that the revised IES should consider professional 

judgment and skepticism as an important consideration within the learning and 
development of professional auditors.  The existing IES8 identifies professional 
judgment, in the context of the definition of an ‘Audit Professional’, and skepticism is 
mentioned within the Professional Skills requirements as requiring that the education 
and development program for Audit Professionals should include ‘demonstrating 
professional skepticism’. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Clarification of IES 8 Target Audience: Hans Christian Krogh & Task Force members  
14. The IAESB had previously discussed the notion of focusing the requirements on the 

Engagement Partner1 but within the context of the Engagement Team2. The Task Force 
had previously noted that by focusing on an individual but also appreciating the wider 
education skills required within the team this lent itself to a more principles based IES.  
The focus on the Engagement Partner was determined on the basis that this individual 
was the one constant on each engagement.  One of the matters raised both by the CAG 
and also in the Task Force was whether the IES should be directed towards the ‘Key 
Audit Partner3’ rather than just the ‘Engagement Partner’.  This is mindful of the fact 

                                                 
1 Engagement Partner- (IESBA Code of Ethics- Definitions Section)-  The partner or other person 
in the firm who is responsible for the engagement and its performance, and for the report that is issued on 
behalf of the firm, and who, where required, has the appropriate authority from a professional, legal or 
regulatory body. 
 
2 Engagement Team-- (IESBA Code of Ethics- Definitions Section)- All partners and staff 
performing the engagement, and any individuals engaged by the firm or a network firm who perform  
assurance procedures on the engagement. This excludes external experts engaged by the firm or a network 
firm. 
 
3 Key Audit Partner- (IESBA Code of Ethics- Definitions Section)-  The engagement partner, the 
individual responsible for the engagement quality control review, and other audit partners, if any, on the 
engagement team who make key decisions or judgments on significant matters with respect to the audit of the 
financial statements on which the firm will express an opinion. Depending upon the circumstances and the 
role of the individuals on the audit, “other audit partners” may include, for example, audit partners responsible 
for significant subsidiaries or divisions. 

Action Requested: 
 

1. Do you support the view that the IES should cover professional judgment 
and skepticism as an important consideration? 

2. Would you also like these areas to be identified as specific requirements 
within the IES? 
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that there might be a number of Partners working within an audit (acting at a 
component, parent or group entity level) and the IES should be clear to whom the 
requirements would apply. 

 
15. In both CAG and Task Force discussions, there have been a number of views expressed 

on what level the education requirements of IES 8 should start to apply.  These views 
include, that the IES should: 

 
• focus on an entry-level engagement partner (that the education requirements 

should have been met/complied with at the point when an engagement partner is 
appointed to that role. 

• discuss and outline the IPD required to become an engagement partner. 
• examine the IPD/CPD competency requirements in the gap between 

qualification and appointment as an engagement partner. 
• recognize those instances in which an engagement partner can be appointed to 

that role immediately upon qualification/membership of a member body. 
• appreciate that individuals within the engagement team may be developing 

towards the role of engagement partner. 
 

16. The CAG noted that in order for an individual to develop the skills of professional 
judgment and skepticism, the IES should be considered in the context of the 
engagement team as individuals progress into the role of the engagement partner.  The 
Task Force has reviewed the IAASB definition of Engagement Team and are intent on 
using this definition, in line with recommendations from the consultation process and 
also the decisions made by the IAESB to use IFAC definitions wherever possible. In 
discussing the role of the Engagement Partner and that of the Team, two views have 
emerged: a) whether the IES should focus on the education requirements required of an 
Engagement Partner in the context of the wider Engagement Team or b) that the IES 
should consider the competencies that must be developed as professional accountants 
progress towards assuming the Engagement Partner role. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                     
 

Action Requested: 
 

3. Do you agree with the proposal to focus the requirements on a key 
engagement partner rather than engagement partner? 
 

4. At what stage in the professional development towards the role of an 
engagement partner do you think the IES should identify the 
required/identified education competencies? 
 

5. Does the IAESB take the view that the IES should focus on the education 
requirements of an Engagement Partner in the wider context of the 
Engagement Team, or the competencies that must be developed as 
individuals progress into the Engagement Partner role, or both?  
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Application of the IES to different types of engagements 
 
17. At the November 2010 IAESB meeting, and confirmed by the February 2011 CAG 

meeting, it was generally agreed that IES 8 would cover the audit of historical financial 
statements and would not be extended to non-audit type engagements (such as 
assurance engagements).  In terms of the types of audit engagements identified in the 
IES, the CAG has indicated that they would like the IAESB to consider providing 
guidance on specialized, transnational and listed engagements.  The existing IES 
currently identifies requirements for Transnational Audits (bold text para 76-77) and in 
Section 4 of the IES has limited coverage of the implications for working on specialized 
engagements.  Listed engagements are subsumed within the Transnational Audits 
requirements of the existing IES. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Proposed Way Forward 
18. The Task Force will meet again in March/April to discuss the implications of any 

direction or matters provided by the IAESB. The Task Force will include the direction 
provided from the March meeting discussion in preparing a 1st draft of the revised IES 8 
for discussion by the IAESB at its May meeting. 

 

Action Requested: 
 

6. In respect of providing ‘guidance’ on specialized, transnational and listed 
engagements, is the view of the IAESB that these components should be 
identified as: 

a. Requirements, or 
b. Explanatory Material, or 
c. Some other form of guidance to be issued alongside the revised 

IES (i.e. Practice Statement) 


