
Q1 — General 
Melbourne 

• General comments: too len h , too rushed, man errors 

6\15
e  o  t x  e n n-  g 

ignificant practical challenges particularly mid-tier and small 
(St.5  ltroduction or eortee t 0 - low 1.  —  ufficie  

DO'INL 
Cit3  Challenging  to  c "AW v44- testing or cont 

(SA 1  C lear  e  ..,,Ase. 

Go_  ihConcern  re ardin widenin a between ractitioner and regulator and this  C.zreANIVP-4  

all  a o cemthat an e t 1 a e c 

• Term reasonable still unclear — no convergence between regulator and nractitioner 

(StLic 
• Would it be helpful to have separate guidance on how to apply in different frameworks ie. 

IFRS, greenhouse? Separate from the standard. keep the standard framework neutral and 
have separate guidance / application papers 

• Is it future proof? Hard to say. but keeping it framework neutral will help keep it future 
roof. 
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-iligations prob em pet 
ow do we as a professio coin 

dequate records / evidence for the audit° 
ontinuing issue with expecting the auditi  

  

Sydney  
aterial too prescriptive and too detigniliffrot enalliIIMMIMPEs 

01,  Standard full of management expectations — significant step up fronieXtint from miinagen:  
perspective. Need to find a way to educate management and set up management not throug 

e auditing standards — ethical standards, accounting standards. Standard is 
reparers perspective so coining through in auditing standards not appropria 

(5k1  Concern regarding extent of audit effort for all estimates 

04c,  tandard mix  ts 

• Difficult to predict the future to the answer to future proofmg is not apparent. is\nyve. I vl\oLt\vaK) (SI\ 
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Q2 — Professional Scepticism 
Brisbane 

cv_  1111MIMMINIMIRIFfnore  on 

• Way to encourage above — standard to provide example of sufficient deficiency: inappropriate 
mana ement su ortin evidence  br\e_ tR.F-  (4... 

being more mature: data governance still guidance note from 
APRA not et a standard —=-11 Evs.  clki);•- 

&94  ack p 
Don't 

Q21  thoug 
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0 2, 
• View expressed for PS to be more explicit in the standard including 

. View that standard is still too subtle regarding exercise of 
 , 

PS.  ? 
• Refers to management bias — but auditors don't always link that well to PS. •  ts  0:A -  -1( ti rir  
• Management bias is too far back in the standard. Make it more explicit up front.  
• Doesn't o far enough. f' Sla-k CI 0-3644-4- 

• Par 23 requires the auditor to consider contradictory evidence — but needs to be earlier and 
more emphasis of this in the requirements.  ct.vgas 

• Point estimate — why should the auditor do it if management haven't.  --V Covvi&  itL 
• Needs more in the documentation. 

Sydney 
• PS is soEva6e should it be coming through each standard individually or in 1 standard 

above 
&l. orWrather  than questioning/challenging - for example para 19 

- hoirfar do you go . -  - 
'  Scepticism vs paranoia - Al 01 "other available" "miuht have been more appropriate" --i 52,  i..; .  ,  , 

indicating look to any other alternatives - way beyond skeptical 
Standard currently so prescriptive - losing PJ and PS 

15,2. ':.• How can auditor fulfil responsibility where management not responsible - para 19 and 2l 
L ••  Stand back provision - supportive but question regarding expectation of documentation 

(S01  • Wording of stand back provision is loose/vague - need to be more explicit in wording and 
state that this is a "stand-back" provision. 



Q3 — inherent risk 
Brisbane 

a maiiMIIM 

MOM 
01/4•(\  %. ()sC\ ot 

ek.MIVISI • 
• Para 15 a (iii) — seems a big step up after i) and (ii)  

,1 

CALA 
• need to test controls — may impact scalability 

Ro'st(93 

yxNes Melbourne 
• Question as to how relevant and beneficial examples in the application are.  

a 3  -  g.,ree-Uith'nsingloWIRIMfeelliftieledlikr.'"Slibiliti5t 6511§1§1efftwi 
_ ara A9-7 is confusing, So not all the points igalk.—likatilAtiabligigL"---  clur a 4.  o be clearer in the standard: 

Concern most / a lot of esti' 
Auditor's will be conservati 

C54  72 and A73 examples are confusitand rai 
,or example.' depreciation goes toalli 

• Need a contra ie. this is an example of high, this would be low 

Sydney 

%St_
IR s .: 
very estim 
y this paragraph 
ey controversial point is what is low? 
ost auditors perform combined risk assessments — so scopIng'basecl -oirrnioal= 

contrary to common practice 
• 
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Q4: - Where IR is not low 
Brisbane 

eerns- Very efiecklist mentality / prescriptive 
struggled to differentiate between judgement and estimation uncertainty — this needs 
clarification or perhaps collapsed into 1 

.. Whether something is complex may well depend on composition of audit team 

0(1. Do you need to consider all 3 buckets once you are in not-low 
•Ilk  

Melbourne 
MU)triplexity  as a concept is a relative concept that is not addressed in the standard. Relativity 

Idepends on skill of audit team, nature of client/skill of client. Suggest some kind of matrix. 
Work effort seems to discount auditor's exercise of PS and PJ 

ChS  
Conflict between extant 315 and 540 — in relation to significant risk concept and testing of 
controls. 

(3(3 • Concern regarding whether estimate will ever not be low and be captured by standa 
View that complexity and judgement drive  estkati9, wU.4,11111,1e1  o .e es 
uncertainty will always be a bucket. 

Sly( 
 likFear of loss of PJ and checklist mentality — p-MMIRIFISIMIRMFROI=FiliMI 

'Change in practice as more estimates will be captured. 
IGO 10. 

 
Including more prescription / detail around low ER further diminishess F 

• Not sufficiently flexibility in the standard — intention is there. ho., 
G3  - itittig itgigagitigtigtiligigasagifilikagagitifitakiligi 

• Where IR is low — seems to be a big step up in audit effort in 15(a)(iii)=47 APs, \Direkl3f--41, 

Sydnff___ 
6.5 IlltFundamental issue with use of IR and not R 

taken out of initial determination of work ef 
Estimates by their nature would not have low 
$omething is really risky (eg stock provisions) _ 

Gtt  IIFSuc..  
i 

kets are a problem: judgement and estimation uncertainty e 
difficult to comply and n effect loose scalability because of c_ 
allocations. 
I.  GI%  'Auditors will be spending time on determining buckets 

CS&Lf•  .00sing PS and PJ 
&.3  :Can you ever have an estimate without no Judgement 
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• Is there enough focus on managements consideration 

Q7 - Audit Evidence 

Brisbane 

   

    

IIMMIre applicab/W to alllgrEdar �
6 sli ....Not-  eno  •-- 3 • 0 ._  n 6  

• Not enough guidance on audit effort i.r.t pricing information/VIDA credit checks - where not 
externally quoted--:-----D" -Tao --lec.,-V""-t-• 

Melbourne 
• No real issues 

Q:1  
av'need`rtrore application material as to when 

atileQiiiiiiiiiiiiiiMili 
• The information may not be available to the auditor so problematic —3:2 

Sf-1 

• 
If applicable - when is it applicable or not? • 
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Q5/Q6: - auditor's range 
Brisbane 

• Re lators have a different view and this still leaves the issue open with them 

• reliance on specialists/experts coming through this standard — those standards not updated "? 

Melbourne 
( I111 \  dard cle  B ran 

)itially rem-  o a i  r  c e of PS an 
'  cerns regarding how auditors are using PS/P.1 in the 

k  ,  thresholds and holding to them consistently. 
Para 20(b) second part of sentence and oilier requiremen 
be removed as this donates materiality. Also risk facto 

, always reporting framewor 
p.pvh s iuidance is nee  o: 

es of I  auditors use in the establishmj..111.1111111 
eshol 

lich an auditor documert  

Sydne 
8 .--ITIMMINIMPRIMPOWritantive  analytical procedure  aiMMIEMININ 
A 520 for more work (4 step approach). Auditors do not deem their work to be a S 
ather a hybrid of test of detail and SAP — standard not dealing with the way audit 
ently audit. Ranges are audited via SAP while point estimates generally a test 

anceainakelation  are large and exce 

e_4'D 

• Paragraph 20 could be more tightly drafted — a bit vague at the moment, should be more 
specific 

PIPIPIPPIMM e NI MAC  epts 
ers to using a range but most of the Application Guidance discusses the use of a pot 

"hierarchy:IWO into the stan 

• The sequencing of the Application Guidance from A128 and A134 doesn't make sense and 
should be revised —4  s.S\>2-s  sp \cis- ,rok%A.-CA • 

011 1 

'or Appendix on the use of the point estimate or range and how misstatements are calculate 
visual example of how the range applies per paragraph A 145 would be a particularly good 

idea. 

Mk
ore guidance needed to support auditors on what the requirements are when the extent of 
ge proposed is in excess of materiality levels, especially as experts (e.g. valuers) will not 

materiality into consideration when they set their ranges. 
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