
Consultation Paper: 
Assurance Engagements on  

General Purpose Water Accounting Reports

Respondents are invited to comment on all or any of the 
questions raised in this consultation paper.  

Comments are requested by 31 October 2011.

Comments received will be published on the AUASB and 
Bureau websites, unless otherwise requested.

Name:  .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Organisation: .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Email: ...........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Phone: .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

© AUASB and Bureau of Meteorology August 2011

To use this form, save it to your desktop then complete the questions in 
one or more stages.  Remember to save your responses to questions each 

time you close the form.  When the form is complete, please click the  
“Return Via Email” button on the last page.



Feedback Form  |   Consultation Paper:  Assurance Engagements on General Purpose Water Accounting Reports Feedback Form  |   Consultation Paper:  Assurance Engagements on General Purpose Water Accounting Reports

Q1. Which of the three alternatives do you prefer for a standard on assurance engagements on 

General Purpose Water Accounting Reports (GPWAR)? Please provide reasons to support 

your view.1

Q2. Do you agree that the qualifications’ requirements in the proposed assurance standard 

should be principles-based and not prescriptive? Please provide reasons for your view.

Q3. If you answered ‘yes’ to Question 2, are the suggested qualifications’ requirements and 

guidance in paragraphs 23-24 appropriate?

Q4. Are there any other qualifications’ requirements and guidance that should be included in 

the assurance standard?

Q5. Do you think that the standard should be available for application by anyone with 

appropriate skills and who can meet appropriate ethical and quality control requirements, 

or do you believe it should be restricted to only those persons with particular accreditation 

from certain bodies?

1 It is suggested that respondents may wish to reconsider Question 1 after reviewing the entire consultation paper as 
other key issues may influence the response to this question.



Feedback Form  |   Consultation Paper:  Assurance Engagements on General Purpose Water Accounting Reports

Q6. Please provide details of regulators that may be appropriate to set accreditation 

requirements for assurance practitioners performing engagements on GPWAR.

Q7. Do you agree that the proposed assurance standard should include a requirement relating 

to compliance with relevant ethical principles, including independence?

Q8. Would a requirement such as that in paragraph 38, with additional guidance such as that 

in paragraph 39, cover assurance practitioners from a range of backgrounds?

Q9. Do you believe that appropriate safeguards relating to threats to independence can be  

put in place to ensure the integrity of the assurance process? If so, please list some of 

those safeguards?

Q10. Please provide details of codes of ethics or conduct, or other professional requirements, 

or laws and regulations, covering other professional groups that may be involved in 

assurance engagements on GPWAR, which contain similar ethical requirements to those 

contained in the Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants.
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Q11. Should assurance be provided on the GPWAR as a whole, taking into account each 

component of the GPWAR: the Contextual Statement, water accounting statements, note 

disclosures and the Accountability Statement?2

Q12. Should assurance be provided on the Contextual Statement in a GPWAR?

Q13. Do you consider that assurance can be provided on each of the three aspects covered in 

the Accountability Statement? Please provide reasons to support your views.

Q14. Would the assurance practitioner need to perform any specific or additional procedures in 

relation to the unaccounted-for difference?

Q15. Are there any other items or elements within the components of a GPWAR that present 

complexities in terms of assurance?

2   Respondents may wish to reconsider Question 11 after reviewing paragraphs 46-54 and Questions 12 and 13.
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Q16. Should the proposed assurance standard allow for both reasonable and limited 

assurance?

Q17. If you consider that limited assurance should be covered in the proposed standard for 

assurance engagements on GPWAR, please identify the circumstances in which limited 

assurance might be appropriate.

Q18. Do you agree that single-layered assurance reports are preferable for GPWAR? Please 

provide reasons to support your views.

Q19. Do you agree that the proposed standard for assurance engagements on GPWAR should 

include requirements and guidance relating to the content of the assurance report to 

promote consistency in assurance reporting?

Q20. Do you consider that illustrative assurance reports would be helpful and should be 

included in the proposed assurance standard?
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Q21. Should the proposed assurance standard include requirements and guidance on the 

different types of assurance conclusions that may be included in an assurance report on  

a GPWAR?

Q22. Are the types of assurance conclusions discussed in this consultation paper relevant to 

assurance engagements on GPWAR?

Q23. Should the proposed assurance standard include requirements and guidance on 

Emphasis of Matter and Other Matter paragraphs in the assurance report?

Q24. Please provide examples of matters that may be included in an Emphasis of Matter 

paragraph in an assurance report on a GPWAR.

Q25. Please provide examples of matters that may be included in an Other Matter paragraph in 

an assurance report on a GPWAR.
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Q26. Do you agree that it is appropriate to use a principles-based approach, rather than 

prescribing a numeric level for materiality in the proposed standard for assurance 

engagements on GPWAR?

Q27. Are there any specific considerations necessary in the application of ‘traditional’ assurance 

procedures to assurance engagements on GPWAR?

Q28. Are there any other procedures that have not been identified that you consider would be 

applicable to assurance engagements on GPWAR?

Q29. Should the proposed assurance standard include requirements and guidance relating to 

using the work of assurance practitioners’ experts?

Q30. Are there any special considerations that are required when the assurance practitioner 

uses the work of an assurance practitioner’s expert in an assurance engagement of 

GPWAR?
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Q31. Should the proposed assurance standard include requirements and guidance relating to 

using the work of management’s experts?

Q32. Are there any special considerations that are required when the assurance practitioner 

uses the work of a management’s expert in an assurance engagement on GPWAR?

Q33. Are you aware of any internal audit functions that perform work related to the water 

accounting function of a management group likely to be a GPWAR preparer and, if so, 

should the assurance standard provide for the use of the work of internal audit by the 

assurance practitioner?

Q34. Are you aware of any QA/QC, or peer review, functions undertaken that are related to the 

water accounting function of a management group likely to be a GPWAR preparer?

Q35. What impact, if any, will the existence of QA/QC, or peer review, functions have on 

assurance engagements on GPWAR?
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Q36. Are you aware of any group water report entities involving more than one component entity 

or of a water report entity involving a number of components of a water system? If so, 

please provide details.

Q37. Should the proposed standard for assurance engagements on GPWAR provide 

requirements and guidance for group assurance practitioners when using the work of 

component assurance practitioners?

Q38. What should be the assurance practitioner’s responsibilities regarding information 

included in the Future Prospects note in a GPWAR?

Q39. Does the information in the Future Prospects note in a GPWAR present any challenges for 

assurance practitioners? If so, please provide details.

Q40. Should the proposed assurance standard for GPWAR include requirements regarding 

subsequent events?
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Q41. Please provide examples of adjusting events after the reporting period, as defined in ED 

AWAS 1, together with any assurance implications arising from them.

Q42. Are there any circumstances that would warrant the provision of assurance less frequently 

than the frequency of the preparation of the GPWAR?

Q43. What are the implications for the usefulness of an assurance report where a limited 

assurance engagement is undertaken in one period, followed by reasonable assurance in 

the next period, if the assurance conclusion must be modified as a result? 

Other comments not covered in the questions above
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	TextField1: Skills based qualifications are appropriate. It will be important for the volumes reported to be quantified appropriately and the methods used and any qualifications disclosed. There are now a number of water professionals who have assurance qualifications and/or expertise. There are two aspect to the auditing: getting assurance on the volumes reported and assurance on their accounting treatment (AWAS1). This may require a multidisciplinary team although knowledge a the water accounting data may suffice for a suitably qualified professional. Many of the technical and financial consulting firms have the necessary skills including qualified assurance experts.
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	TextField1: Yes. This allows for differing levels of assurance to be placed on the components e.g the contextual statement may only receive a review and the water accounting statements, note disclosures and accountability statement may receive a higher level of assurance.Depending on the maturity of water accounting in the organisation or in the area being reported it is appropriate to give flexibility in the type of audit along with level of assurance to be provided.
	TextField1: Not necessary, but must be considered to satisfy the auditor that it does not create inconsistency or uncertainty in the audited sections.
	TextField1: No only 50(a)Do not believe it is appropriate that 50(b) and 50(c) should be included. Separate submission made on this to ED AWAS1.
	TextField1: Determine if decisions made on the methodologies adopted to report explicit volumes are acceptable for the level of water accounting undertaken.
	TextField1: Depending on the maturity of water accounting in the organisation or in the area being reported it is appropriate to give flexibility in the type of audit (audit, review) along with level of assurance (limited, reasonable) to be provided.
	TextField1: Yes it should also allow for the type of audit (review, audit).Whether it is reasonable or limited assurance this still gives the reader a level of certainty on the accounts. The industry will dictate the level of assurance required. That is if a number of organisations preparing water accounts move from limited to reasonable assurance there will be peer pressure for other similar organisations to move to this level. If stakeholders put pressure on the industry to provide greater certainty this will also be a driver. The minimum level of assurance acceptable may be set. There might also be within the industry for specific water accounts to have a level of assurance set. E.G. NWA, State Water Accounts.
	TextField1: Where information available on which the account is based is limited but it is deemed appropriate to provide a water account.It is appropriate that until the data, methods and practices are considered sufficient to meet a higher level of assurance limited assurance should be undertaken.It is not in the best interest of water accounting to aim for a high level of assurance in the early adoption years and run the risk of a large percentage of organisations trying to publish accounts failing audits.It may even be advantageous to allow for the publication of water accounts during a transition phase that does not require auditing. Aiming to high will not encourage the improvement needed along with the investment needed to achieve a higher level of assurance.
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	TextField1: Possibly to emphasise items which are significant (material) and which a water account would not be worthwhile publishing without their inclusion but which may not be able to be represented very accurately.
	TextField1: Any policies or practices which may have some influence on the ability of the reporting entity to produce water accounts.
	TextField1: Yes, materiality is better using a principles-based approach.
	TextField1: Until water accounting is more mature assurance will rely heavily on assessments of the methodologies used to derive the volumes in the water accounts. Where models have been peer reviewed this will give some assurance.Where the resources are being actively monitored then the monitoring systems could be examined to assure the data is of acceptable quality. For example where gauging stations and or bores are on telemetry and the telemetry is operated in a Quality framework by and ISO 9000 certified operator.
	TextField1: This would be on an as needs basis and may be required where it is difficult to assure without significant expense otherwise.
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	TextField1: Often the water monitoring groups will be ISO 9000 certified.
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	TextField1: It is more likely that a longer period between audits will save more money and provide a more consistent audit regime.
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