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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.
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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: I believe that they should be  accredited with and appropriate qualification(s). Not necessarily a degree in accounting or anything but longer term some specific training for this area that is recognized by an appropriate training organisation. The paper discusses (paragraph 30) that independence underpins the concept of assurance. I also believe that consistency does as well. Part of producing that consistency I think can be achieved by having a consistent view of qualifications required and the ability to have them consistently measured.One of the other stakeholders suggested the answer to this may depend on the end use of the water account and what level of decisions are made on it.
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	TextField1: Out of the three options presented I think that option 2 is the most appropriate way forward. All of the options present good reasons for and against so it is actually difficult to decide. However even though water accounting has been around for a while it hasn't been practiced a lot in a standard way. So there is likely a fair bit of evolution required. Initially it could be best to have a stand alone standard and therefore hopefully ensure that all needs for a GPWAR assurance exercise are met and not potentially compromised or missed by using a process already in existence. After some time you could then look to see if you could consolidate sections of the standalone assurance standard with existing AUASB standards...The points raised in option 3 about lower costs to produce a standard may be valid but what cost could there be if some sections of the existing AUASB are difficult to interpret in exercising them when conducting many assurance exercises around the nation.There were other stakeholders within SA Water that did like option 3 however. I think overall it comes down to ensuring that all requirements are met and that enough due diligence is in place to ensure there are no gaps.
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