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User Consultation Survey on the Exposure Drafts for the Audit Evidence and Risk 
Response Project
	!! Not for Submission !!
This document includes the Word version of the International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board’s (IAASB) user consultation survey on the Exposure Drafts for the Audit Evidence and Risk Response (AE&RR) project. 
It aims to facilitate stakeholders’ internal outreach or information-gathering activities and drafting and review of responses prior to completing the online survey.
Please provide your final input by using the online survey.



	About this Survey 
This survey is intended to obtain feedback on selected matters addressed by the Exposure Drafts (EDs) for the AE&RR project.
The survey questions have been tailored for users of financial statements (“users”), including investors, analysts, lenders and other creditors who rely on audited financial statements to make resource allocation decisions. 
The IAASB is particularly interested in users’ views on four specific areas. These areas are addressed in separate sections of the survey, each providing the information needed to answer the questions. You may respond to all questions or only those questions for which you have specific comments.
Users are not required to read the proposed auditing standards or Explanatory Memorandums (EMs) that accompany the EDs to complete this survey. However, the EMs and EDs may provide further context and can be accessed at the following link. 
Stakeholders are encouraged to share the survey broadly with users within their jurisdictions, organizations and professional networks, including investors, analysts, lenders and other creditors and encourage participation from those who rely on audited financial statements, so that the IAASB can benefit from a broad range of user perspectives.
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	Request and Related Information
Users are asked to complete the online consultation survey on the IAASB website by December 15, 2026.
The questions and topics covered in Parts C, D, E and F of this survey are aspects of the EDs where the IAASB believes the perspectives of users will be particularly valuable. Users are also welcome to comment on any other aspects of the EDs. Additional information, including the full set of EDs and accompanying EMs, is available on the IAASB website link.
All responses to this survey, whether complete or partial, once submitted will be accepted and considered as input for the work of the IAASB in relation to the AE&RR project. The responses received will be summarized for purposes of progressing the AE&RR project, including providing feedback to the IAASB and in developing recommendations for possible further actions.
All responses will be considered a matter of public record and submissions will ultimately be posted on the IAASB website.
Structure of the Survey
This survey is organized in the sections outlined below. Parts C, D, E and F of the survey address four specific topics on which there are 9 overarching questions for users, along with comment boxes to share additional information about the answers provided.
· Part A ― Respondent Details and Demographic Information 
· Part B ― Background 
· Part C ― Technology Driven Enhancements
· Part D ― Evaluating the Relevance and Reliability of Information Intended to be Used as Audit Evidence
Part E ― Classes of Transactions, Account Balances and Disclosures that are Material but not Significant
Part F ― Threshold for Evaluating Differences from Auditor’s Expectations When Designing and Performing Substantive Analytical Procedures
Part G ― Other Matters





Part A: Respondent Details and Demographic Information
1. Please provide the following information about your organization (if applicable) and other contact information:
	​​Your organization’s name (or your name if you are making a submission in your personal capacity)​ 
	


	Name(s) of person(s) responsible for this submission
	

	​​Name(s) of contact(s) for this submission (or leave blank if the same as above)​ 
	

	E-mail address(es) of contact(s)
	

	Stakeholder group 
	Users of Financial Statements (e.g., investor, analyst, lender or other creditor)


2.	Please select from the following options the geographical region that best matches you or your organization: 
	Africa
	

	Asia Pacific
	

	Europe
	

	South America
	

	Middle East
	

	North America
	

	Global
	


3.	Did you undertake outreach activities with other stakeholders outside your organization to inform your responses to this survey? 
	Yes
	
	No
	


3A.	[If the response to question 3 is yes] Provide further information about your outreach activities, including:
	The manner in which the outreach was undertaken.
	


	The nature and number (or estimate thereof) of stakeholders with whom you engaged.
	


4.	You are welcome to provide any additional information you believe may be relevant to clarify the context in which you are completing the survey, or the circumstances or experiences that have informed your views or perspectives (or you can choose to leave this question blank).
	Input
	





Part B: Background 
	The IAASB is seeking feedback on the EDs under the AE&RR project addressing the revisions to three International Standards on Auditing (ISAs), as follows:
· Proposed ISA 330 (Revised), The Auditor’s Responses to Assessed Risks (ED–330);
· Proposed ISA 500 (Revised), Audit Evidence (ED–500 (2026)); and 
· Proposed ISA 520 (Revised), Analytical Procedures (ED–520).
Why are these auditing standards being revised?
The information used in financial reporting and auditing has changed significantly. Rapid advances in technology have transformed the nature, complexity, volume and sources of information generated by entities and available to the auditor as audit evidence. Both audited entities and auditors are increasingly using sophisticated technologies in preparing financial information and performing audit engagements. 
These changes affect the application of the auditing standards more broadly, including how auditors identify and respond to risks, assess internal controls, evaluate the reliability of information intended to be used as audit evidence and obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence. As part of its wider response to these developments, the IAASB is proposing changes to the standards that deal specifically with auditors’ responses to identified risks, audit evidence and analytical procedures. The changes are intended to ensure that those standards remain clear and effective in a changing business and in an increasingly technology-enabled environment.
What is the key outcome expected? 
Taken together, the proposed changes are intended to provide a clearer and more consistent framework for how auditors obtain and evaluate audit evidence when responding to identified risks. They seek to strengthen professional skepticism, improve the design of audit procedures, clarify the auditor’s work on internal controls and explain how the standards apply when technology is used. The overall aim is to support more consistent, high-quality audits.
Why is the IAASB seeking input from users of financial statements?
Audited financial statements support the investment, lending and related decisions users make. This survey gives users an opportunity to influence how audits are performed and the safeguards they should provide. The IAASB is seeking your views on whether the proposals would give you greater confidence that auditors obtain reliable evidence, focus on the right risks and support trustworthy audit opinions.
What is the IAASB seeking users’ input on?
The IAASB proposals and related questions in this survey focus on four specific themes:
· Technology: The overall approach of considering the broad impact of technology in the proposed revisions and clarifying the circumstances and conditions when the use of tests of controls alone is appropriate to respond to assessed risks of material misstatements.
· Information: The new framework for requiring auditors to address the reliability of information intended to be used as audit evidence.
· Material items: Whether every financial statement item should receive direct audit testing under a risk-based approach.
· Substantive analytical procedures: Providing clarity around the threshold for investigating differences between the auditor’s expectation and recorded amounts that is meaningful to detect a material misstatement.



Part C: Technology Driven Enhancements
	Background
As technology continues to transform how businesses operate, it also impacts how audits are performed. The proposed clarifications and enhancements under the AE&RR project are intended to support the consistent performance of high-quality audits in an increasingly technology-enabled environment. Among other enhancements, the proposals include two key technology-related areas, discussed below, that recognize the growing impact of technology used by entities and auditors.
This section refers to risk assessment procedures which are audit procedures performed to help the auditor identify and assess risks that the financial statements may contain material misstatements. It also refers to tests of controls and to substantive procedures, which are categories of further procedures that auditors perform in responding to risks of material misstatement:
· A test of controls is an audit procedure designed to evaluate the operating effectiveness of controls in preventing, or detecting and correcting, material misstatements at the assertion level.
· A substantive procedure is an audit procedure designed to detect material misstatements at the assertion level. Substantive procedures comprise tests of details (of classes of transactions, account balances and disclosures (COTABD)) and substantive analytical procedures.
(a) Facilitating Innovation and Appropriate Use of Technology    
What is the issue under consideration? 
As technology is increasingly used by entities in their financial reporting processes and by auditors who use technological tools to facilitate the design and performance of audit procedures to obtain audit evidence, stakeholders emphasize the need for the standards to remain fit for purpose in a rapidly evolving technological environment. 
In addition, the use of technological tools enabled by emerging technologies, such as artificial intelligence (AI), raises new opportunities to enhance effectiveness and audit quality, but also raises new risks with respect to the responsible use of technology on audits, because of the unique characteristics exhibited by these technologies, such as limited explainability, probabilistic processing, adaptivity and autonomous capabilities. Regulators also observe instances in their inspection findings of inconsistent application of the standards when technological tools are used and in audits of technology-enabled businesses.
What is being proposed and why?
The IAASB has considered the broad impact of technology when formulating its proposals for the in-scope standards of the AE&RR project, including the need for the standards to remain principle-based, flexible and fit-for-purpose in a technologically evolving environment, which it believes will assist in future proofing the standards. The following prominent actions reflect this approach:
(i) Acknowledging that the use of technological tools may change how audit procedures are performed, which can make traditional distinction between different types of audit procedures less apparent, even though their purpose remains unchanged. In this regard, the IAASB proposed revisions to:
· Reinforce the auditor’s primary focus on the purpose(s) of audit procedures in obtaining sufficient appropriate audit evidence and, where applicable, require the auditor to evaluate whether the audit evidence obtained meets each intended purpose of the procedure(s). This is particularly important when the use of technological tools may enable an audit procedure to be used for more than one purpose.
· Future-proof the definition of substantive procedures by not limiting such procedures to only certain distinct categories, while further clarifying the definitions of existing categories (i.e., tests of details and substantive analytical procedures) to promote consistency in interpretation and application. This approach reduces the risk that the categorization of substantive procedures may inappropriately influence key audit decisions, such as determining the extent of testing.
(ii) Enhancing and supporting the auditor’s use of analytical procedures as risk assessment procedures and as further audit procedures. The former aims to acknowledge the increasing use of technological tools to perform analytical procedures throughout the audit. The latter aims to clarify that, while a high degree of precision is necessary for analytical procedures that are intended to detect material misstatements (i.e. substantive analytical procedures), analytical procedures that do not meet that threshold may nevertheless contribute to the auditor’s body of audit evidence when used in combination with tests of controls or tests of details.
(iii) Recognizing that technological advancements and other innovations may result in tests of controls becoming more prominent within audit practice by introducing requirements and application material to accommodate a tests of controls alone approach that the auditor may uses, in specific circumstances, in responding to risks of material misstatements. This is discussed further in (b) below.
(iv) Determining not to pursue specific technology-related requirements that would apply conditionally or otherwise when using technological tools. The IAASB held the view that it would currently be premature to determine a single workable model as basis for developing technology-related requirements that could be applied broadly and consistently. Instead, the IAASB is proposing to include application material, in the form of an appendix that remains part of the standards, to assist the auditor in applying the principle-based requirements of the standards when using technological tools in audit engagements. The guidance is written at a level commensurate with the principles-based nature of the standards (e.g., not referring to specific technologies, not being too specific or granular, and maintaining scalability and flexibility to accommodate ongoing technological innovation). This approach also establishes a foundation for future technology-related workstreams that would be well positioned to explore, for example, the development of relevant and timely non-authoritative material which addresses in more detail the impact of emerging technologies for the audit.
(v) Introducing new application material that raises awareness about the possible implications of emerging technologies on the consistency of the operation of controls. The aim is to draw attention that some controls may have been designed and implemented to be performed using technology that produces variable outputs or technology that changes, evolves or updates over time and, therefore, not all automated controls may operate with the same consistency and be considered in the same way.
(b) Responding to Assessed Risks of Material Misstatement Through Tests of Controls Alone
What is the issue under consideration?
Stakeholders have asked the IAASB to clarify that the standards allow for relevant assertions of a COTABD to be addressed through a tests of controls alone approach, and in what circumstances such approach would be appropriate (i.e., that tests of controls alone, without the need to perform substantive procedures, are able to provide sufficient appropriate evidence that a COTABD is free from material misstatement in relation to a relevant assertion). Feedback obtained on this matter has been mixed, with certain stakeholders indicating support to clarify when a tests of controls alone approach is appropriate to use, and other stakeholder groups noting strong caution about continuing to allow or emphasizing that tests of controls alone are sufficient to respond to an assessed risk of material misstatement at the assertion level.
What is being proposed and why?
As mentioned in (a)(iii) above, technological advancements and other innovations may result in tests of controls becoming more prominent. With technological advancement there is increased potential for entities to have designed, implemented and operated more robust automated controls than before to prevent or detect and correct material misstatements and auditors may choose to test controls more frequently than before.
The IAASB proposes the following to support auditors in making appropriate decisions about testing controls, particularly when using a tests of controls alone approach to address relevant assertions of a COTABD:  
· An explicit requirement setting out two “risk-based” criteria that must be met for the auditor to respond to assessed risks of material misstatement at the assertion level through a tests of controls alone approach. These criteria exclude the possibility that the auditor can use such approach when the assessed inherent risk is at the higher end of the spectrum of inherent risk, including when addressing a significant risk.
· Application material that supports the requirement by indicating that, having met the criteria, the auditor’s professional judgement about applying such an approach in the circumstances is affected by the extent to which the controls are sufficiently precise to address inherent risk and highlighting matters that the auditor may consider. Such matters may include whether: 
· The controls are manual or automated, preventive or detective controls, or a combination thereof. 
· The controls are designed to specifically respond to the auditor’s reasons for identifying and assessing an inherent risk(s) of material misstatement at the assertion level.   
· The auditor’s expectation about the operating effectiveness of controls was formed based on controls that the entity has designed, documented and implemented in response to risks identified by the entity’s risk assessment process.
· Controls are subject to the entity’s process for monitoring their system of internal control. 
 


Questions for PART C(a)
	Question
	4 – Strongly Support
	3 – Support
	2 – Oppose
	1 – Strongly Oppose
	0 – No Response

	5. 	Do you support the IAASB’s approach of considering the broad impact of technology in proposing revisions to the in-scope standards, while preserving their principles-based nature and allowing flexibility in a technologically evolving environment to assist in future proofing the standards? Your answer should reflect the degree to which you view such approach as enhancing your confidence in audits.
	
	
	
	
	


5A. 	Use the input box below to share additional information about your answer (e.g., the rationale for your view, your expectations of auditors’ work or their attention to matters, or any other aspects you wish to highlight).
	Input
	



	Question
	4 – Strongly Support
	3 – Support
	2 – Oppose
	1 – Strongly Oppose
	0 – No Response

	6.       Do you support the IAASB’s position at this time not to pursue technology-related requirements for using technological tools and instead to provide, as part of the standards, application material (guidance) to help auditors apply the principle-based requirements of the standards when using technological tools (see item (a)(iv))? Your answer should reflect the degree to which you view such guidance to be appropriate in supporting consistent auditor performance in an evolving technology-enabled environment.
	
	
	
	
	


6A. 	Use the input box below to share additional information about your answer (e.g., the rationale for your view, your expectations of auditors’ work or their attention to matters, or any other aspects you wish to highlight).
	Input
	


Questions for PART C(b)
	Question
	4 – Strongly Support
	3 – Support
	2 – Oppose
	1 – Strongly Oppose
	0 – No Response

	7.       Do you support the IAASB making explicit in the standards the possibility of performing tests of controls alone for relevant assertions of a COATBD (i.e., to address assessed risks at the assertion level)? Your answer should reflect the degree to which you view such approach as appropriate or, conversely, the level of concern you have about such approach.
	
	
	
	
	


7A. 	Use the input box below to share additional information about your answer (e.g., the rationale for your view, your expectations of auditors’ work or their attention to matters, or any other aspects you wish to highlight).
	Input
	



	Question
	4 – Strongly Support
	3 – Support
	2 – Oppose
	1 – Strongly Oppose
	0 – No Response

	8.       Do you support the IAASB’s approach to ensure that a tests of controls alone approach is used only in appropriate circumstances by introducing a conditional requirement based on “risk-based” criteria and application material to support the auditor’s professional judgment in the circumstances? Your answer should reflect the degree to which you view this as enhancing your confidence in audits where such approach is applied.
	
	
	
	
	


8A. 	Use the input box below to share additional information about your answer (e.g., the rationale for your view, your expectations of auditors’ work or their attention to matters, or any other aspects you wish to highlight).
	Input
	





Part D: Evaluating the Relevance and Reliability of Information Intended to be Used as Audit Evidence
	Background
The auditor uses information in many different forms and from a variety of sources as audit evidence to support the conclusions and audit opinion, including information obtained from sources internal to the entity or from external sources. Because the audit opinion is based on the audit evidence obtained, it is important that the information intended to be used as audit evidence by the auditor is both relevant and reliable. 
The relevance of information deals with the logical connection with, or bearing upon, the purpose(s) of the audit procedures, including, when appropriate, the assertion being tested.
The reliability of information deals with the degree to which the auditor may depend on the information. The reliability of information is characterized by a set of attributes that the auditor may consider in evaluating its reliability, including accuracy, completeness, authenticity, absence of bias and credibility.
What is the issue under consideration? 
The increasing volume, diversity and accessibility of information from internal and external sources in today's business and audit environment mean that the auditor faces greater challenges in determining whether information is appropriate to use as audit evidence. 
The extant standards require the auditor to consider the relevance and reliability of the information. However, for information produced by the entity, the auditor is required to evaluate whether that information is sufficiently reliable for the auditor’s purposes, including, as necessary in the circumstances, obtaining evidence about the accuracy and completeness of the information.
What is being proposed and why? 
As technological and other developments continue to shape/re-shape the business and audit environment, including the diversity and availability of information, the IAASB is proposing a new, modernized framework that is intended to better support consistent auditor judgments in an evolving environment by promoting a more systematic, robust and clearer approach to evaluating the relevance and reliability of information, while recognizing that the factors affecting the reliability of information may vary depending on the circumstances.
The proposed framework is more robust by enhancing the auditor's responsibility with respect to information intended to be used as audit evidence, recognizing that the quality of audit evidence depends on the relevance and reliability of the information upon which it is based. The requirements being proposed encapsulate the following:
· Shifting from passive consideration to an active evaluation by the auditor of the relevance and reliability of all information intended to be used as audit evidence, whether obtained from sources internal to the entity or from external sources. In doing so the auditor is required to consider the source of the information and the attributes of reliability that are of significance in the circumstances to meet the intended purpose(s) of the audit procedures. 
· This enables the auditor to conclude, based on their evaluation, whether information is relevant and reliable. 
· The attributes of reliability aim to support the auditor in making this evaluation as they emphasize the characteristics of the information the auditor could focus on in making their evaluation.
· The reference to “of significance in the circumstances to meet the intended purpose(s) of the audit procedures” addresses scalability. Considering which attributes of reliability are of significance in the circumstances is a matter of professional judgment and it is unnecessary for the auditor to evaluate all attributes of reliability in every circumstance (e.g., by using a checklist). The application material provides guidance on factors that the auditor may consider in making judgements about which attributes of reliability are of significance in the circumstances.
· Retaining the existing approach for information produced by the entity by requiring the auditor to evaluate, to the extent necessary, the accuracy and completeness of the information. This means that for information produced by the entity, the attributes of accuracy and completeness are presumed to be of significance.
· Clarifying the auditor’s work effort to evaluate the reliability of information intended to be used as audit evidence. While the aim is to enhance the robustness of the auditor’s work, the IAASB remained mindful that the requirements should be practicable and operable by accommodating varying degrees of work effort. Therefore, the auditor’s evaluation of the reliability of information may be an integral part of the audit procedures performed on a particular financial statements item(s) and, if not, the auditor is required to perform a separate evaluation of the reliability of the information.



	Question
	4 – Strongly Support
	3 – Support
	2 – Oppose
	1 – Strongly Oppose
	0 – No Response

	9. 	Do you support the IAASB introducing a modernized framework requiring the auditor to evaluate (rather than consider) the relevance and reliability of all information intended to be used as audit evidence? Your answer should reflect the degree to which you view this framework and the auditor’s related work effort as enhancing your confidence in audits.
	
	
	
	
	


9A. 	Use the input box below to share additional information about your answer (e.g., the rationale for your view, your expectations of auditors’ work or their attention to matters, or any other aspects you wish to highlight).
	Input
	



	Question
	4 – Strongly Support
	3 – Support
	2 – Oppose
	1 – Strongly Oppose
	0 – No Response

	10.  	Do you support the IAASB’s approach to accommodate scalability in what is expected of the auditor, including not requiring the evaluation of reliability to consider all attributes in all circumstances, and clarifying that a separate evaluation of information may not necessarily be needed? Your answer should reflect the degree to which you view such approach as appropriate or, conversely, the level of concern you have about the attention that auditors devote to such matters.
	 
	
	
	
	


10A. 	Use the input box below to share additional information about your answer (e.g., the rationale for your view, your expectations of auditors’ work or their attention to matters, or any other aspects you wish to highlight).
	Input
	





Part E: Classes of Transactions, Account Balances and Disclosures that Are Material but Not Significant
	Background
Presently, the risk identification and assessment standard, which was finalized in 2019, requires the auditor to design and perform risk assessment procedures as a basis for the auditor to identify and assess risks of material misstatement for classes of transactions, account balances and disclosures (COTABDs) in the financial statements. 
This enables the auditor to determine which financial statement items may be more susceptible to material misstatement and, under the risk response standard, helps focus the nature, timing and extent of the auditor’s further audit procedures to address such risks. The auditor’s further audit procedures can include substantive procedures, tests of controls or a combination of both.
Those financial statement items (or COTABDs) where the auditor has identified a risk(s) of material misstatement to exist, are referred to as significant COTABDs. Therefore, the auditor designs and performs further audit procedures for significant COTABDs that are responsive to the assessed risk(s) of material misstatement.
There may be COTABDs where the auditor has not identified a risk(s) of material misstatement to exist (e.g., the auditor may determine that an entity’s land holdings that is accounted for at cost with no change in ownership year over year is not subject to inherent risk factors such as complexity, subjectivity, change, uncertainty or susceptibility to misstatement due to management bias or other fraud risk factors). 
Based on the auditor’s risk assessment procedures, such COTABDs would not require further audit work. However, these may include COTABDs that are nevertheless material, based on quantitative (size) or qualitative (nature or circumstances) considerations. Such financial statement items are referred to as material COTABDs which are not significant COTABDs (e.g., the balance of the land holdings referred to earlier may exceed materiality established for the audit engagement).
What is the issue under consideration? 
The risk identification and assessment standard (2019) has a “stand-back” evaluation that requires the auditor to evaluate whether the auditor’s determination of material COTABDs which are not significant COTABDs remains appropriate. The rationale being to drive the completeness of the auditor’s risk assessment, including the determination of significant COTABDs.
Presently, under the so-called “paragraph 18 requirement” of the risk response standard, the auditor is required to design and perform substantive procedures for all material COTABDs which are not significant COTABDs, irrespective that the auditor did not identify risks of material misstatement to exist for such COTABDs and after having performed the “stand-back” evaluation above. A primary reason for this requirement was that the auditor’s assessment of risk is judgmental and may not identify all risks of material misstatements. 
The “paragraph 18 requirement” in the risk response standard dates to 2003 and pre-dates the revisions reflected in the risk identification and assessment standard (2019) that substantially increased the auditor’s work effort required to identify and assess risks of material misstatement and introduced the “stand-back” evaluation mentioned above.
Information gathering during the AE&RR project indicates challenges in consistently applying and enforcing the “paragraph 18 requirement”, including how the auditor should focus their work effort when no risks of material misstatement are identified and the nature and extent of substantive procedures needed to satisfy the requirement. In addition, stakeholders participating in outreach activities shared a range of perspectives on this matter: 
· The majority of users of financial statements, regulators and smaller audit firm outreach participants supported retaining some form of “safety net” for material COTABDs that are not significant COTABDs, noting the public interest value of providing confidence that “important financial statement items” are subject to some level of substantive audit work.
· The majority of larger audit firm and some jurisdictional standard setter outreach participants emphasized the implementation challenges mentioned above and questioned whether the “paragraph 18 requirement” remains consistent with or potentially undermines the more robust risk assessment process of the risk identification and assessment standard.
What is being proposed and why?
On balance, the IAASB has decided to remove the “paragraph 18 requirement” in the risk response standard and replace it with enhancements to the existing requirements and application material in the risk identification and assessment standard, as follows:
· A new documentation requirement that explicitly requires the auditor to document the basis for their determination where there are material COTABDs which are not significant COTABDs.
· Enhanced application material to clarify and strengthen the auditor’s evaluation of audit evidence obtained from their risk assessment procedures. 
The Board believes that this position is more consistent with the risk-based audit approach that underpins the ISAs and with achieving the auditor’s objective in an audit of financial statements. The proposed revisions aim to better support the auditor in delivering high-quality audits by: 
· Focusing their work effort on those financial statement items where risks of material misstatement are identified and assessed. 
· Leading to more robust risk assessments through auditors needing to justify whether the risk assessment procedures provide an appropriate basis for the identification and assessment of risks of material misstatement, including the determination where material COTABDs are not significant COTABDs. 
· Avoiding a “checklist” mentality cited as being driven by an approach to default to substantive procedures and which in certain instances results in arbitrary audit work to meet the requirement. Instead allow for a principle-based approach that is more scalable and allows tailoring across audits for a wide range of entities.




	Question
	4 – Strongly Support
	3 – Support
	2 – Oppose
	1 – Strongly Oppose
	0 – No Response

	11.  	Do you support the IAASB’s position to remove the requirement to design and perform substantive procedures for all material COTABDs, irrespective of the assessed risks of material misstatement, and replacing it with enhancements to the existing requirements and application material to further support the auditors risk assessment process under the risk identification and assessment standard? Your answer should reflect the degree to which you view this position as potentially affecting your confidence in audits.
	
	
	
	
	


11A. 	Use the input box below to share additional information about your answer (e.g., the rationale for your view, your expectations of auditors’ work or their attention to matters, or any other aspects you wish to highlight).
	Input
	



	Question
	Yes
	No
	No Response

	12.  The discussion above cites that in previous outreach activities undertaken, a majority of users of financial statements supported retaining some form of “safety net” in providing confidence that all material COTABDs, even if not significant COTABDs, are subject to some level of substantive audit work. Do you have a similar view?
	
	
	


12A. 	If “Yes”, use the input box below to explain your rationale, including the nature of your concerns or understanding of potential consequences in moving away from the extant approach.
	Input
	


12B. 	If “Yes”, use the input box below to share any suggestions you may have to address the practical implementation challenges with the extant approach that have been highlighted.
	Input
	


Part F ― Threshold for Evaluating Differences from Expected Amounts When Designing and Performing Substantive Analytical Procedures
	[bookmark: _Toc234753330]Background
Substantive analytical procedures are audit procedures that are designed and performed for the purpose of detecting a material misstatement at the assertion level. They are predictive procedures in nature, as they involve the auditor developing an independent expectation of an account balance or other financial information and comparing that expectation with the amount recorded in the financial statements. If the amount of difference as a result of the comparison exceeds a predetermined threshold set by the auditor (i.e., threshold for evaluating differences from the expected amounts and the recorded amount), the auditor must undertake further investigation procedures to determine whether a misstatement exists.
What is the issue under consideration?
The extant standard is not explicit through its requirements that, when designing and performing a substantive analytical procedure, the threshold for evaluating differences from the expected amount and the recorded amount should not exceed performance materiality. 
Performance materiality is an amount set by the auditor below overall financial statement materiality. It is used in planning and performing the audit to reduce the risk that undetected or uncorrected misstatements, when considered together, could exceed materiality for the financial statements as a whole.
Information-gathering during the AE&RR project has indicated that some firm methodologies allow, under certain circumstances, for a substantive analytical procedure to be designed with a threshold that is acceptable without further investigation at levels that could exceed performance materiality, when the auditor plans to perform a substantive analytical procedure in combination with tests of details. 
What is being proposed and why? 
The IAASB is proposing several enhancements to its standard dealing with the auditor’s use of substantive analytical procedures. For the threshold for evaluating differences from the expected amounts and the recorded amount specifically, the IAASB is proposing to make clear in the requirements of the standard that such amount must not exceed performance materiality. 
Given their predictive nature, for a substantive analytical procedure to be effective, they must be sufficiently precise and capable of identifying differences that could indicate a material misstatement. If the threshold to evaluate differences is set too high, differences that could indicate a material misstatement may not be investigated, reducing the likelihood that the auditor will identify a potential misstatement. 
The objective of this proposal is to promote more consistent application of effective substantive analytical procedures and support the performance of high-quality audits, by ensuring that differences that could indicate a material misstatement are appropriately investigated to determine whether a misstatement exists. 



	Question
	4 – Strongly Support
	3 – Support
	2 – Oppose
	1 – Strongly Oppose
	0 – No Response

	13.    Do you support the IAASB’s proposal to require that the threshold used by the auditor for investigating differences identified through substantive analytical procedures does not exceed performance materiality? Your answer should reflect the degree to which you view this as enhancing your confidence in audits where substantive analytical procedures are applied.
	
	
	
	
	


13A. 	Use the input box below to share additional information about your answer (e.g., the rationale for your view, your expectations of auditors’ work or their attention to matters, or any aspects you wish to highlight).
	Input
	


Part G ― Other Matters
	Question
	Yes
	No
	No Response

	14.  	Are there any other matters you would like to raise in relation to the in-scope standards for the AE&RR project based on your expectations regarding the impact or outcome of the auditor’s work with respect to responses to assessed risks, obtaining and evaluating audit evidence, or applying analytical procedures?
	
	
	


 14A. 	If “Yes”, use the input box below to share any other matters. In doing so, please use headings in your answer, as appropriate, to indicate the themes or topics to which your comments relate. 
	Input
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