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The delta – Mind the gap

Drs. Dries Schockaert
...........................................................................................................................................................................................

Jaarrekeningen, afgesloten vanaf 15 december 2014,
van vennootschappen die verplicht zijn een commis-
saris aan te stellen worden in België gecontroleerd
overeenkomstig de internationale controlestandaar-
den (International Standards on Auditing, ISA's). Het
doel van dit artikel is het oplijsten van de belangrijk-
ste verschillen (de "delta") tussen de vereisten van
de huidige Belgische controlenormen en -aanbeve-
lingen ("Belgian GAAS") en de vereisten van de ISA's.
Het onderzoek wijst uit dat een derde van het totaal
aantal vereisten van de ISA's niet is opgenomen in
de huidige versie van Belgian GAAS. De belangrijkste
verschillen zijn de volgende:
– de nadruk op het gebruik van een professioneel-

kritische ingesteldheid bij de leden van het au-
ditteam, bv. bij het bespreken van de vatbaar-
heid van de jaarrekening voor een afwijking van
materieel belang die het gevolg is van fraude (in
het bijzonder de ISA's 200, 315 en 240);

– een volledig uitgebouwde risico-inschatting, met
inbegrip van de identificatie en inschatting van
significante risico's (in het bijzonder de ISA's 315,
240, 540 en 550);

– een meer gedetailleerd auditplan met inbegrip
van verwijzingen naar alle relevante beweringen
van rekeningsaldi, transactiestromen en in de
jaarrekening opgenomen toelichtingen (in het
bijzonder de ISA's 300 en 315), met nadruk op de
betrokkenheid van meer ervaren leden van het
auditteam bij het plannen van de audit;

– bijkomende controlewerkzaamheden die moe-
ten worden uitgevoerd onafhankelijk van de risi-
co-inschatting van de auditor;

– bijkomende controlewerkzaamheden die op di-
recte wijze inspelen op significante risico's (in het
bijzonder de ISA's 330, 240, 540 en 550);

– een uitgebreid aantal communicatievereisten zo-
dat de auditor passende informatie bezorgt aan
het management van de entiteit en aan degenen
die met de governance van de entiteit zijn belast
(bv. het auditcomité)(in het bijzonder de ISA's
260 en 265);

– meer gedetailleerde controledocumentatie die
de neerslag is van de gedachtenprocessen van
de auditor en die bijdraagt tot het verkrijgen van
een inzicht in de 'rode draad' (strategie/plan-
ning) die wordt gevolgd doorheen de audit in
overeenstemming met de van toepassing zijnde
ISA-vereisten (in het bijzonder ISA 230).

Een aantal verschilllen tussen Belgian GAAS en de
ISA's zijn geen verrassing, aangezien de volgende

ISA's nooit in Belgian GAAS werden opgenomen tus-
sen 1977 en 2006: de ISA's 260 (communicatie), 402
(service organisaties), 510 (eerste audit) en 710 (ver-
gelijkende cijfers). Verder werd het Clarity-project
van de International Auditing en Assurance
Standards Board (IAASB) pas afgewerkt in 2009,
waarbij de eerder bestaande ISA's, waarop de huidi-
ge versie van Belgian GAAS is gebaseerd, bijkomen-
de wijzigingen hebben ondergaan.
Dit artikel kan belangrijk zijn voor:
– een auditor of audit firm (actief in België) om de

nodige vormingen te verzorgen ter voorberei-
ding van de ISA-toepassingen, in het kader van
de continue professionele educatie;

– een audit firm om zijn controlemethodologie
manual te actualiseren, indien nodig;

– een universiteitsstudent bij het voorbereiden
van een eindwerk over een voorwerp van onder-
zoek dat door de ISA's wordt behandeld;

– een doctoraatsstudent die ervoor kiest om een
'de-facto' onderzoek uit te voeren naar de ver-
schillen in de praktisch toegepaste controlewerk-
zaamheden (Belgian GAAS vs. ISA's), bv. toege-
past op de audit van de jaarrekening van een
kmo, waarbij het principe van de 'scalability'
wordt toegepast.
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1. Introduction

Financial statements of Belgian compagnies required
to appoint a statutory auditor, for the years ending as
from 15 December 2014,) will be audited in accor-
dance with the “Clarity” International Standard on
Auditing (ISAs)1. In the context of the current scien-
tific literature on audit quality, this article presents
the differences (the “delta”) in structure and content
between the ISAs and the Belgian auditing standards
which are applicable to statutory audits of entities
other than Belgian Public Interest Entities (PIEs) (here-
after: “Generally Accepted Auditing Standards in Bel-
gium” or “Belgian GAAS”). This article updates the
research performed by SCHOCKAERT (2006).

This article starts off with a short introduction to the
scientific literature on audit quality. An overview of
both sets of auditing standards (hereafter “sets”) is
presented, detailing its origin, structure and approval
process. Areas of difference in content between these
sets will be investigated in terms of the 3 phases of the
process of performing an audit of financial statements:
the identification and assessment of risks of material
misstatement, the response to the assessed risks and
the communication and reporting phase. This article
will conclude in terms of the percentage of the require-
ments of the Clarity ISAs incorporated in the text of
the currently applicable Belgian auditing standards.

This case study is typically of a “de jure” nature,
which means that it only relates to the comparison of
the text of the two sets of auditing standards, directed
at finding differences “on paper”. Therefore, these re-
sults do not necessarily reflect the current application
by audit firms of the current Belgian auditing stan-
dards, i.e. this study is not of a “de facto” nature. The
latter would require detailed interviewing of partners
of auditing firms in Belgium, taking into account all
efforts taken in order to be prepared for the “full” im-
plementation of ISAs in practice (2014 audits), and
detailed investigation of the existing methodology
manuals (or sets of instructions) of each of these firms,
as firms may voluntarily apply certain audit proce-
dures which are required by ISAs and not by Belgian

GAAS as such. Both investigation techniques are not
applied in the context of this study. Therefore, the
current case study is not about whether audit firms
are “ready” to apply ISAs or not2.

The reader of this article will understand that the pur-
pose of this article is not to explain all of the con-
cepts/definitions used in the ISAs. We kindly refer to
the definitions section included in each ISA3. The
ISAs referred to in this article are the ISAs effective as
from the year closed on or after 15 December 2010 (the
‘Clarity’ ISAs)4.

Last but not least, this study is not the result of a spe-
cific request of a professional organisation or firm, but
results from a longstanding passion for, and expres-
sion of interest of the author in, the internationalisa-
tion of local auditing standards.

2. Audit quality literature

The Audit Quality literature primarily focuses on the
question what exactly constitutes the concept of ‘Au-
dit Quality’ (AQ). JENSON and MECKLING (1976) laid
the foundations of the so-called ‘agency theory’ in ac-
cording to which the principals (e.g. shareholders) of
an entity set up a monitoring system in relation to the
activities and related responsibilities which are dele-
gated to the entity’s agents (e.g. management), in order
to (WATTS and ZIMMERMAN, 1986; DOPUCH and
SIMUNIC, 1980):
1) Preserve the principals’ interests; and
2) Reduce the information asymmetry between prin-

cipals and agents.

This theory is a first step towards recognizing the dif-
ferent responsibilities in the financial-reporting sup-
ply chain (WONG, 2004):
– The entity’s agents (management) are responsible

for preparing the financial statements in accor-
dance with an applicable financial-reporting
framework;

– The historical financial information included in
the financial statements is audited in accordance
with the applicable set of auditing standards, in
order for an auditor to express an opinion on
whether these statements give a true and fair view;

– The shareholders’ confidence (and the confidence
of society at large) in this information is strength-
ened by the results of the monitoring service being

..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

1. The “Auditing Standard related to the Application of the ISAs in Belgium”
was approved by the High Council for the Economic Professions (HREB,
15 December 2009) and the Minister of Economy (16 April 2010). In accor-
dance with this Standard, the “Clarity” ISAs already apply to the audit of the
financial statements of Belgian Public Interest Entities (quoted companies,
credit institutions and insurance companies) for years ending as from 15 De-
cember 2012. For years ending as from 15 December 2014, the ISAs will
apply to the statutory audits of all Belgian companies and other entities.

2. Readers interested in the subject of practical preparation of audit firms for
the implementation of ISAs (translation of the ISAs towards the French and

Dutch language, ISA training seminar calendar of IBR-IRE, provision of tools
such as checklists etc.) are referred to the website of the IBR-IRE: https://
www.ibr-ire.be/nl/regelgeving/normen_en_aanbevelingen/isas/Pages/
default.aspx.

3. Cf. http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/2013-handbook-
international-quality-control-auditing-review-other-assurance-a

4. The most recent change in ISA 610 (March 2013) is not considered in the
context of this article, in particular the use by the external auditor of direct
assistance provided by the internal audit function of the audited entity.
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delivered by a practitioner (the auditor).

Whether the audit will be effective in terms of the 52
objectives (1) and (2) will depend on:
– The quality of the audit service performed; and
– The quality of the information included in the au-

dited financial statements (DANG, 2004).

The concept of AQ is defined by DEANGELO (1981)
as “the market-assessed joint probability that a given
auditor will both (a) discover a breach in the client's
accounting system, and (b) report the breach”. In mod-
ern terminology, the quality of the audit services is
conceived as the perceived likelihood that the auditor
will both detect and report material misstatements in-
cluded in the client’s audited financial statements.
Therefore, AQ is a function of:
1) The probability of detection of material misstate-

ments;
2) The probability that a detected (and uncorrected)

material misstatement is reported through the au-
ditor’s report.

Both the procedures applied by the auditor and the
incentives to report detected material misstatements
are not ex ante observable by users of financial state-
ments (DANG (2004), O'KEEFE ET AL. (1994), BE-
DARD ET AL. (2008)). Probability (1) depends on a
combination of the scope of the audit (i.e. the totality
of the audit procedures applied by the auditor in ac-
cordance with the applicable auditing standards), the
audit tools used and the audit methodology available
to the auditor. DEANGELO (1981) considers that prob-
ability (2) varies with the auditor’s independence (the
higher the degree of independence, the higher is the
probability that the auditor will report material mis-
statements detected in the entity’s financial state-
ments as a result of the audit). This article will focus
on the scope of the audit (and thus the applicable set
of auditing standards) and its possible impact on audit
quality.

In ISA terminology, the concept of AQ relates to the
fact that the auditor obtains reasonable assurance that
the entity’s financial statements give a true and fair
view (or present fairly, in all material respects) in ac-
cordance with an acceptable financial-reporting
framework, i.e. the auditor has obtained sufficient and
appropriate audit evidence that the entity’s financial
statements are free from material misstatement (ISA
200, overall objective of the auditor).

The audit process contributes to the quality of the en-
tity’s financial-reporting process (FEE (2007),
KÖHLER (2009)) through a:
1) Deterrence effect: management might remediate

weaknesses in the entity’s internal control before,
during or after the audit, or might be deterred from
committing or allowing to commit fraud;

2) Detection and correction effect: upon detection of
material misstatements and communication
thereof by the auditor (e.g. through inclusion in the
yearly management letter or communication to
those charged with governance), management may
wish to make the necessary corrections such that
the financial statements become free from material
misstatement before they are issued and read by
the users.

FEE (2007) refers to the inherent limitations to the au-
ditor’s ability to detect material misstatements in any
financial statement audit, such that obtaining absolute
assurance (100% certainty or ‘omniscience’) on the
statements’ true and fair view is impossible:
– Auditors, like any other actor in the financial-re-

porting supply chain, cannot predict the future, as
they do not have a ‘crystal ball’ to do so. Therefore,
there is no absolutely conclusive available evi-
dence to support the assessment of the risks of ma-
terial misstatement in relation to future-oriented
information (e.g. going concern risk factors)5;

– There are limitations to the auditor’s ability to de-
tect material misstatements and thus to the process
of obtaining audit evidence in general (e.g. the au-
ditor uses sampling techniques instead of perform-
ing audit procedures on a given population of items
as a whole);

– The need for the audit to be conducted within a
reasonable period of time and at a reasonable cost
(ISA 200, par. A45).

Therefore, even if the audit is planned in accordance
with the ISAs, the detection risk, i.e. the risk that ma-
terial misstatements remain undetected by the auditor
despite the performance of audit procedures, cannot
be reduced to the absolute level of zero. Therefore, the
audit risk6 will not to be equal to zero.

Figure 1 displays the Costs (C) and Benefits (B) to so-
ciety at large in relation to obtaining Audit Evidence
(AE) at the assertion level. The Benefits ‘B’ result from
the effects referred to above as a) and b). This figure is
based on the hypothesis of diminishing returns in re-
lation to the Benefits (FEE 2007), as the incremental
benefit resulting from the deterrence and detection/
correction effect will decrease when more audit evi-
dence is obtained. Obtaining audit evidence is associ-
ated with a cost for the auditor which is (partly)
compensated for by the level of the audit fee (CHOI ET
ALII (2005); SIMUNIC (1980)). Within the context of a
given audit, obtaining incremental audit evidence at
the assertion level will therefore lead to additional

..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

5. In ISA terminology, the audit evidence is considered to be of a persuasive
nature (i.e. subject to the professional judgement of the auditor) and not of
an absolutely conclusive nature (ISA 200, pars. 5 and A45).

6. The audit risk is a function of the risk of material misstatement and the de-
tection risk.
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benefits (albeit through a diminishing marginal re-
turn). If pushed in fine, however, this may cause total
costs to overpower total benefits. The economic opti-
mal level of audit evidence, i.e. the level of audit evi-
dence which is indicated in the ISAs as “sufficient
and appropriate” (indicated as ‘RA1’), and hence the
optimal obtainable level of AQ7, is reached when mar-
ginal benefits equal marginal costs. The level of audit
evidence referred to as ‘OAE’ is the audit evidence ob-
tainable by the auditor if he were to spend an infinite
number of costs on the audit engagement. This level
is lower than the level referred to as ‘AAE’ and ‘AA’
respectively. The former refers to the available audit
evidence to support an assessment of the risk of mate-
rial misstatement, in the hypothesis that the auditor
would have access to all available information. The
latter refers to the audit evidence an auditor would
have (at least in theory) when he would have the abil-
ity to predict the future, i.e. absolutely conclusive
available audit evidence or absolute (100%) assur-
ance. The difference between OAE and AA is gener-
ally due to the inherent limitations of an audit, caus-
ing an auditor not to be ‘omniscient’.

Optimum RA1 in Figure 1 represents the optimal level
of audit evidence obtained under a regime of Belgian
GAAS. In the remainder of this article, we will de-
velop the statement that the required scope of the

audit under a Clarity ISA regime is far larger than is
the case under a Belgian GAAS regime. Given the fact
that obtaining audit evidence will be more costly for
the auditor, the Cost curve (C) shifts from C1 (Belgian
GAAS) to C2 (ISAs). Given the more extensive audit
scope under an ISA regime, the total benefits curve
will also shift (from B1 to B2) as the deterrence effect
and the detection/correction effect under an ISA re-
gime will create additional benefits compared to the
benefits obtained from performing only Belgian GAAS
procedures, for each level of audit evidence. There-
fore, a new optimal situation will be reached when
marginal costs equal marginal benefits, represented in
optimum RA2. In comparing the two optimal situa-
tions, the level of audit evidence resulting from per-
forming Clarity ISA audit procedures is higher than
the level of audit evidence associated with the perfor-
mance of only audit procedures required by Belgian
GAAS. In other words, the concept ‘reasonable assur-
ance’ is intrinsically linked to the applicable set of au-
diting standards, and the level of audit quality de-
pends on the scope of the audit procedures required
by these standards. Otherwise stated, in moving from
a Belgian GAAS regime to an ISA regime the delta in
audit procedures required by the ISAs compared to
Belgian GAAS, will cause the level of reasonable as-
surance to shift upwards such that this results in a
higher quality audit of the same financial statements.

In the remainder of this study, we will investigate, at
least from a de-jure point of view, whether there is
any difference in audit scope required by the ISAs vs.

the Belgian auditing standards (the “delta”), causing
the shift from B1 to B2 and from C1 to C2 and thus
from RA1 to RA2. Any difference in required scope be

..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

7. In ISA terminology, RA1 represents the point where the auditor obtains suf-
ficient and appropriate audit evidence that the financial statements are free
from material misstatement (ISA 200 overall objective of the auditor). Oth-

erwise stated, RA1 is the point where reasonable assurance is obtained, i.e.
when the audit risk is reduced to an acceptably low level (ISA 330).

Figure 1: Impact of a shift from BELGIAN GAAS to ISAs
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assessed in terms of its importance for the audit pro-
cess and for audit quality.

3. Origin, structure and approval
process of the sets

The scope of an audit, at least from a de-jure perspec-
tive, consists of procedures considered mandatory in
the context of an audit of financial statements. There-
fore it is appropriate to deal with a short history of
both sets of auditing standards (ISAs and Belgian
GAAS), to point out what “mandatory” means in both
sets, and what the approval process is behind the
standards.

As from 1978, the International Auditing Practices
Committee (IAPC) was created within the Interna-
tional Federation of Accountants, created in 1977. In
essence, the IAPC was tasked with the preparation and
approval of International Auditing Guidelines (IAGs)
for use by the different member bodies of IFAC, in-
cluding the Belgian Institute of registered Auditors
IBR-IRE (SCHOCKAERT and HOUYOUX (2007)). In
1992, the name of the IAGs was modified into “Inter-
national Standards on Auditing” (ISAs), followed by
a enumbering of the ISAs in 1994. At the same time,
the IAPC referred to the important principles of audit-
ing and the essential audit procedures in the text of
the ISAs using a bold type of lettering (“bold lettering
paragraphs”). The additional guidance material in-
cluded details of what these principles and proce-
dures were about. This guidance was identified in
non-bold characters, the so-called “grey lettering para-
graphs”8. From 1994-2009, the required scope of an
audit under an ISA regime covered all procedures in-
cluded in the “bold lettering paragraphs”.

A new area in the international auditing standard set-
ting was introduced with the creation of the “Interna-
tional Auditing and Assurance Standards Board”
(IAASB, 2001) who succeeded to the IAPC. The differ-
ence between the ‘bold’ and the ‘grey’ lettering para-
graphs was debated within the IAASB. Inspired by the
International Accounting Standards Board's (IASB)
drafting conventions related to equal authority for
bold and non-bold lettered paragraphs, the IAASB ex-

plored alternative ways of drafting in order to resolve
the absence of clarity of the ISA paragraphs (IAASB
(2004)). By October 2005, the IAASB concluded that
any clarification of the meaning of the ISA paragraphs
would require a new structure per ISA, including dis-
tinct sections detailing the ‘objective(s)’ (i.e. the prin-
ciples of auditing) and the ‘requirements’ respectively
of each individual ISA (the requirements section
would be characterized by the use of the term ‘shall’).
By the end of 2008, the ambiguities included in the
ISAs were eliminated through the execution of a ‘con-
version’ or ‘redrafting’ project (the so-called ‘Clarity
project’) of the then existing ISAs into the so-called
‘Clarity’ or ‘Clarified’ ISAs9. In this ‘Clarity’ ISA con-
text, the scope of the audit consists of the audit proce-
dures included in the requirements section of the ISAs
as a whole. Table 2 provides an overview of the ISAs,
including its date of origin and subsequent modifica-
tions (1979-now).

In Belgium, the first version of the General Auditing
Standards of IBR-IRE was published in Septem-
ber 1977. Both the Auditing Recommendations issued
by the Union Européenne des Experts Comptables
Economique et Financiers (UEC) (1974-1986) the Au-
diting Standards of the American Institute of CPAs
(AICPA) were a source of inspiration for the Belgian
auditing standards created in 1977 (BRANSON and
SCHOCKAERT (2006))10. The latter standards were
updated in 1984 (modified in accordance with old-
art. 65 Coordinated Laws Commercial Companies,
current art. 144/148 of the Belgian Companies’ Code),
1997 (Creation of a second part of the content of the
auditor’s report) and 2006 (modification related to
written representations from management)(IBR-IRE,
Annual report 1984, 1997 and 2006). The IAGs/ISAs
were used as the basis for the further development of
local Audit Recommendations in addition to the ex-
isting General Auditing Standards. Until mid-2007,
the Board of IBR-IRE was the standard setting body,
responsible for approving the final version of Belgian
GAAS11. As from September 2007 on, the standard
setting process in Belgium has been significantly mod-
ified12: IBR-IRE is responsible for the preparation (“for-
mulation”) of the auditing standards, but the final ap-
proval thereof has become the responsibility of the
High Council for the Economic Profession (HREB) and
the Minister of Economy (see SCHOCKAERT (2007j),

..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

8. The grey lettering paragraphs were characterised by the use of the present
tense of the verbs used, whilst the bold lettering paragraphs used the verb
‘should’.

9. Redrafting conventions were applied by the IAASB to the then existing bold
and grey ISA paragraphs. Any bold/grey paragraph would only be consid-
ered a good candidate requirement of a Clarity ISA if the following condi-
tions were met simultaneously:
1) Referral to an audit procedure which is necessary in order to achieve

the objective of the ISA at hand;
2) Application thereof to virtually all engagements where the ISA is rele-

vant;
3) Not yet being included in another ISA;
4) The requirements of the Clarity ISA as a whole being proportionate in

relation to the purpose of an audit.
A ‘Clarity’ version of the ISAs was available within the IAASB as from Febru-

ary 2009, but was finalized upon the release of the IAASB manual of profes-
sional standards to be applied for the audits of financial statements for pe-
riods starting as from 15 December 2009 (say for year-ends as from
15 December 2010).

10. An initial version of the auditing standards was created by IBR-IRE in 1974
(BRANSON and SCHOCKAERT (2006)). Given the fact that the accounting
requirements in Belgium originated in 1975 and 1976, these standards were
completely re-written in 1977.

11. As from mid-1985 to mid-2007, a mandatory procedure applied in relation
to the formal advice to be received by the High Council (HRB “Hoge Raad
voor het Bedrijfsrevisoraat” 1985-1992, HRBA “Hoge Raad voor het Bedrijfsre-
visoraat en de Accountancy” 1993-1989, HREB “Hoge Raad voor de Economi-
sche Beroepen” 1999-mid 2007).

12. Cf. art. 30 of the consolidated version of the Law of 22 July 1953.
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SCHOCKAERT (2007l), SCHOCKAERT (2007o)).

Belgian GAAS is structured such that the general prin-
ciples of auditing are incorporated into the “General
Auditing Standards”, whilst the relevant audit proce-
dures related to these general principles are included
in Auditing Recommendations. Additional auditing
standards exist in relation to the audit of consolidated
accounts, management representations and the Direc-
tors’ Report. An overview is presented in Table 1.

4. Differences in content between the
two sets

Before digging into the ‘content-driven’ differences
which are related to audit quality, we list a small
number of ISA requirements which, in our opinion,
are not relevant to the quality of statutory audits of
annual accounts:
– Change of the terms of the engagement from “rea-

sonable assurance” to “limited assurance” (ISA
200, pars. 13-17; ISA 210, par. 15);

– Situation where the financial-reporting framework
is not acceptable (ISA 210, pars. 19-20);

– Presentation and disclosure of segment informa-
tion (ISA 501, par. 13);

– Use of the wording of the unmodified opinion in
case of a compliance framework (ISA 700, par. 36).

4.1. Acceptance and continuance procedures

Before accepting the audit engagement within an ISA
context, the auditor needs to establish whether the
pre-conditions for an audit are present (ISA 210, par.
6), including obtaining the agreement of management
that it acknowledges and understands its responsibil-
ity:
– For the preparation and fair presentation (true and

fair view) of the financial statements;
– For the internal control management has set up in

relation to financial reporting;
– For the provision to the auditor with access to all

information or documentation of management and
additional information requested by the auditor,
including unrestricted access to persons within the
entity (for the purposes of the audit).

If these pre-conditions are not met, the ISAs prohibit
the auditor from accepting the proposed audit engage-
ment (ISA 210, par. 8 (b)). Furthermore, if near the
completion of the engagement, the written representa-
tions in relation to the effective fulfilment of these re-
sponsibilities are not obtained, the auditor’s report
will automatically include a disclaimer of opinion

(ISA 580, par. 20(b) referring to pars. 10 and 11) as
such situation is conceived by the ISAs as automati-
cally triggering a pervasive effect on the financial
statements. Moreover, if management imposes a limi-
tation to the scope of the auditor’s work such that the
auditor believes the limitation will result in a dis-
claimer of opinion, such ‘limited’ audit engagement
cannot be accepted (ISA 210, par. 7).

Once the audit engagement has been accepted/contin-
ued, information obtained by the engagement partner
that (if available earlier) would have caused the audit
firm to decline the audit engagement should promptly
be communicated to the audit firm (ISA 220, par. 13).

All of these procedures are not required under a re-
gime of Belgian GAAS.

If, during the audit, the auditor considers to withdraw
from the audit engagement as a result of a misstate-
ment due to (suspected) fraud, the process to be fol-
lowed as described in ISA 240 (par. 38) is not (fully)
described under Belgian GAAS13.

When taking the engagement acceptance/continuance
decision, the audit team considers the appointment of
an Engagement Quality Control Reviewer (EQCR), as
required by ISA 220 (par. 19) and related audit firm
policies. The tasks of an EQCR are described in ISA
220 (pars. 20-22). This requirement is not included in
Belgian GAAS.

4.2. Preliminary engagement activities

Before planning the audit, the following audit proce-
dures, which are not part of Belgian GAAS, are to be
performed in accordance with ISAs:
– Prior to starting a first year’s audit14:
• Procedures related to the acceptance of the client

relationship and the specific audit engagement, in-
cluding communicating critical information to the
audit firm (ISA 300, par. 13 (a) referring to ISA 220,
par. 13).

– Before starting the current audit engagement (ISA
300, par. 6):

• Procedures related to the continuance of the client
relationship and the specific audit engagement;

• Evaluating compliance with relevant ethical re-
quirements (independence), in particular taking
actions in case of non-compliance with these re-
quirements and forming a conclusion on compli-
ance with independence requirements (ISA 220,
pars. 10 and 11);

• Establishing an understanding of the terms of the
engagement (e.g. applicability of the financial-re-
porting framework).

..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

13. This is a perfect example of an ISA requirement which, from a de-jure point
of view, is not included in Belgian GAAS, but is covered by the legal proce-
dures required by virtue of article 135 (§ 1 and 2) of the Belgian Companies’

Code. This article was never incorporated into Belgian GAAS (change in law
in 2009 vs. last modification of Belgian GAAS in 2006).

14. ISA 510 uses the term ‘initial audit’.
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4.3. Risk assessment procedures –
Understanding

The principle of professional scepticism is included
in both sets. Contrary to Belgian GAAS, the ISAs re-
quire more detailed considerations by the audit team
in relation to the way in which professional scepti-
cism should be applied in practice when obtaining an
understanding of the entity, including its internal con-
trol, and its environment:
– Discussion within the audit team of the suscepti-

bility of the financial statements for material mis-
statement (ISA 315, par. 10), including consider-
ation of the risk of material misstatement (hereafter
‘RoMM’) due to fraud (or error) that could result
from Related Parties or Related Party Transactions
(hereafter “RP(T)s”) (ISA 550, 12);

– Sharing of relevant information between members
of the audit team, and in particular information
with regards to RP(T)s (ISA 550, par. 17);

– Detailed inquiries of management, e.g. on manage-
ment assessment of risks and its communication
thereon (ISA 240, par. 17);

– Inquiries of internal audit and TCWG (if applica-
ble) re: knowledge of fraud (ISA 240, pars. 19 and
21);

– Other information indicative of a RoMM due to
fraud (ISA 240, par. 23);

– Obtain an understanding of e.g. estimation uncer-
tainty in relation to accounting estimates included
in the financial statements (ISA 540, par. 8).

The ISAs also require obtaining an additional under-
standing of whether the entity has a risk assessment
process as described in ISA 315 (par. 15). If such pro-
cess does not exist, a subsequent discussion on busi-
ness risks relevant to financial reporting is to be held
with management (ISA 315, par. 17). The absence of a
documented entity risk assessment process will be
evaluated in terms of a significant deficiency in inter-
nal control. Furthermore, obtaining an understanding
of information sources used in the monitoring compo-
nent of internal control is a mandatory risk assessment
procedure (ISA 315, par. 24). If the auditor is planning
to make use of the work of an expert, obtaining a suf-
ficient understanding of the field of expertise of this
expert is also mandatory (ISA 620, par. 10).

4.4. Risk assessment procedures –
Identification and assessment of risks of
material misstatement

Based on a more thorough understanding of the entity
(including its internal control) and its environment,
the auditor is required to conduct a more extensive
risk identification and assessment process under the
ISAs compared to Belgian GAAS. One of the most im-
portant differences between the two sets relates to the
identification and assessment of ‘significant risks’ of
material misstatement (inherent risks). Whilst not re-

quired under Belgian GAAS, the ISAs require the au-
ditor to determine the risks calling for ‘special atten-
tion’ from the auditor (ISA 315, par. 27-28), in partic-
ular the RoMM due to fraud. Whilst not explicitly
defined within the ISAs, the auditor could consider a
risk to be ‘significant’ when dealing simultaneously
with e.g.:
– An inherently complex risk area (e.g. complex ac-

counting estimate, complex related party transac-
tion, complex situation where all elements of the
fraud triangle are present (i.e. opportunity, incen-
tive and rationalization), impact of significant eco-
nomic developments);

– A high likelihood of occurrence of the misstate-
ment (e.g. most likely misstatements);

– The potential magnitude of the misstatement (e.g.
misstatements with a large impact on the financial
statements).

Within the ISAs, risks of material misstatement may
exist at the level of the financial statements (such as
the going concern risk) or at the assertion level. This
difference is not explicitly present within the text of
Belgian GAAS, although it is used implicitly when re-
ferring to the expression of a qualified opinion vs. the
formulation of e.g. a disclaimer of opinion (cf. infra
4.6.3., the use of the term ‘pervasiveness” in the ISAs).

Once a risk is assessed as significant, the following
risk assessment procedures apply:
– Understand the controls management has set up in

order to mitigate this significant risk (ISA 315, par.
29);

– Treat fraud risk as significant risk (ISA 240, par.
27);

– Presumption of RoMM due to fraud (and thus sig-
nificant risk) in revenue recognition (ISA 240, par.
26);

– If a management fraud exists, re-evaluate the
RoMM due to fraud, including the responses
thereto (ISA 240, par. 36);

– Determine whether any of the accounting estimates
identified as having high estimation uncertainty
give rise to a significant risk (ISA 540, par. 11);

– Determine the RoMM with regards to RP(T)s and
whether any of those are significant (ISA 550, par.
18);

– Perform risk assessment analytical procedures di-
rected at identifying a RoMM due to fraud (e.g. in
relation to unusual relationships)(ISA 240, par.22);

– Identify from analytical procedures, performed
near the end of the audit, any previously unrecog-
nized RoMM due to fraud (consistency check, ISA
240, par. 34).

The ISA based process of identification and assess-
ment of risks, independently of whether these risks
are to be considered significant or not, is a continuous
process. As from the acceptance and continuance pro-
cess (cf. supra, 4.1.), relevant information, including
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information from other engagements is treated as in-
put to this process (ISA 315, pars. 7-8). In some cir-
cumstances, the ISAs require the auditor to re-think
the risk assessment in relation to:
– Management’s refusal to send external confirma-

tion requests, when requested by the auditor (ISA
505, par. 8);

– The effect on the RoMM assessment of the unreli-
ability of external confirmations received (ISA 505,
par. 11);

– The detection of an anomaly in a sample, as it
might not affect the remainder of population and
thus is not to be considered to be for the popula-
tion as a whole (ISA 530, par. 13).

Furthermore, under an ISA regime, the auditor is re-
quired to design and perform audit procedures in
order to identify litigation and claims involving the
audited entity which may give rise to a RoMM, in-
cluding inquiry, inspection of documents and review
of legal expense accounts (ISA 501, par. 9).

Last but not least, the ISAs require the identification
and assessment of the RoMM related to the use of a
service organization (ISA 402 requirements). ISA 402
was never transposed into Belgian GAAS.

The result from this more thorough process of risk
identification and assessment is a more detailed audit
plan:
– Key members of the audit team should be involved

in audit planning (ISA 300, par. 5);
– Audit team members are to be directed and super-

vised, and a review of their work needs to be
planned (ISA 300, par. 11);

– The audit plan will also include an overview of all
planned audit procedures (tests of controls or sub-
stantive audit procedures, i.e. substantive analyti-
cal procedures and tests of details), including all
relevant assertions to be covered (ISA 300, par. 9).
This will be dealt with in the next section.

4.5. Audit procedures in response to the
assessed risks

4.5.1. Tests of controls vs. substantive audit
procedures

Both sets of auditing standards allow for the use of (a)
Test(s) of Controls (hereafter “ToC(s)”) as a basis for
diminishing the need for audit evidence to be obtained
from the performance of substantive audit procedures,
directed at the risk of material misstatement for a
number of assertions. The use of a TOC implies that
the auditor expects relevant controls to operate effec-
tively in the context of the assessment of the control

risk(s). When obtaining audit evidence about the op-
erating effectiveness of controls, the ISAs are much
more detailed in relation to the reliance on ToCs re-
sulting from previous periods: such reliance is al-
lowed for, provided:
– there is no significant change that occurred in rela-

tion to these controls (ISA 330, par. 14(a)); and
– the controls involved do not mitigate a significant

risk. (ISA 330, par. 15).

If a significant change has occurred in relation to these
controls, the auditor is required to test these controls
in the current year under audit. This is also the case if
such control mitigates a significant risk (see ISA 330,
par. 15). For all other controls involved, the auditor is
required to perform TOCs at least once in every third
year (ISA 330, par. 14(b))15.

Furthermore, the auditor is required to evaluate
whether detected misstatements are indicative of the
fact that controls are not operating effectively (ISA
330, par. 16), and to perform the procedures required
by ISA 330 (par. 17) when deviations from TOCs are
detected.

4.5.2. Audit procedures to be performed
independently of the risk assessment

Both sets of auditing standards, Belgian GAAS and the
ISAs, require substantive audit procedures to be per-
formed for each material class of transactions, account
balance and disclosure (SA 330 (par. 18); AB 1.2.
(3.4.3.); AB 2.1. (5.2.)). These procedures are to be per-
formed independently of the auditor’s assessment of
the risk of material misstatement. Contrary to Belgian
GAAS, the ISAs require the auditor to perform de-
tailed procedures when:
– substantive audit procedures take place at an in-

terim date (ISA 330, par. 22);
– material misstatements are detected at an interim

date (ISA 330, par. 23).

Regardless of the assessment of the risk of manage-
ment override of controls, the ISAs require the audi-
tor to perform journal entry testing and to review the
accounting estimates for biases and consider whether
the financial statements may be materially misstated
due to fraud as a result thereof (ISA 240, par. 32).

Furthermore, under an ISA regime, audit procedures
are to be performed in relation to the financial state-
ments closing process, including the examination of
material journal entries (ISA 330, par. 20). In case of
significant delay in management’s process for ap-
proval of the financial statements, inquiries of man-
agement are mandatory (ISA 570, par. 24).

..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

15. Some controls will be tested every year to avoid the possibility of testing all
the controls on which the auditor intends to rely in a single period with no
TOC in the subsequent two periods (ISA 330, par. 14(b)). Whether or not it

is appropriate to rely on audit evidence obtained in previous audits will
also depend on e.g. the (expected) continuing effectiveness of the control
environment (ISA 330, par. A39).
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In particular, the (external) auditor is also required by
virtue of the ISAs to make additional considerations
when determining:
– the effect of the planned internal auditors’ work on

the nature, timing and extent of the external audi-
tor’s procedures for particular classes of transac-
tions, account balances and disclosures (ISA 610,
par. 10 (b));

– the impact on the nature, timing and extent of audit
procedures with respect to the use of the auditor’s
expert: consideration of:

• the auditor’s experience with previous work per-
formed by that expert (ISA 620, par. 8 (d));

• whether that expert is subject to the audit firm’s
quality control policies and procedures (ISA 620,
par. 8 (e)).

4.5.3. Audit procedures in response to the
assessed risks

Apart from the major differences between the two sets
in terms of identifying and assessing (or not) the sig-
nificant risks (cf. supra, 4.3.), there are also major dif-
ferences in the audit procedures the auditor is re-
quired (or not) to perform in response to significant
risks.

First of all, in accordance with ISAs, the auditor is
required to determine substantive audit procedures
which are responsive to significant risks (ISA 330, par.
21). Furthermore, if these significant risks relate to ac-
counting estimates, 5 additional procedures (cf. ISA
540, pars. 15-17) apply, followed by the auditor’s eval-
uation of the adequacy of disclosures regarding esti-
mation uncertainty, if applicable (ISA 540, par. 20).

The auditor is also required by the ISAs to consider
performing other audit procedures responsive to the
risk of management override of controls (ISA 240, par.
33). In determining overall responses to the RoMM
due to fraud, the auditor is required to perform 3 pro-
cedures in accordance with ISA 240, pars. 28-29. If
the assessed RoMM relates to accounting estimates,
the auditor is required to follow 1 of the 4 responses
addressed in ISA 540, par. 13.

If non-previously RP(T)s are identified, 5 additional
audit procedures are required (ISA 550, par. 22). If a
significant RPT has been identified as being outside
the normal course of business, the audit procedure of
ISA 550, par. 23 applies. Finally, the auditor is re-
quired to obtain audit evidence about the assertion in
the financial statements to the effect that a RPT was
conducted at arm’s length terms (ISA 550, par. 24).

4.5.4. Going concern and opening balances

In this paragraph, two important sources of differences
are emphasized, being:
– The auditor’s evaluation of the existence of a ma-

terial uncertainty related to going concern (ISA
570);

– The auditor’s evaluation whether the opening bal-
ances are free from material misstatements impact-
ing the financial statements under audit (ISA 510).

Firstly, in applying ISA 570, par. 17, the auditor is to
conclude on whether there is a Material Uncertainty
related to Going Concern (MUGC). In doing so, the au-
ditor considers the audit evidence obtained from the
procedures required by ISA 570, par. 16 in relation to
the:
– Going concern risk creation factors (a), e.g. conse-

cutive financial losses of the year, restrictions in
incoming cash flow, restrictions to external fund-
ing (banks), loss of major clients, threat of losing
the environmental license to operate, etc.;

– Going concern risk mitigating factors (b), e.g. exist-
ing credible and lasting support (letter) from par-
ent company, additional access to external funds
(banks), new client contracts obtained, etc.

If the auditor judges that the impact of factors (a) on
the financial statements is higher than the impact of
factors (b), then – per saldo – he is to conclude that
there is an uncertainty related to going concern that
merits the attention of the financial statement readers
(hence the denomination ‘material’).

In Belgian GAAS, the concept of MUGC also exists
(AB 2.7. (9.), (24) and (31)), but is mostly confined to
the application of the legal proceedings (in casu
art. 96, 6° and art. 633 and 634 Companies’ Code16, if
applicable) and therefore does not take into account
all of the factors discussed in ISA 570, par. A2. As the
latter paragraph is not a requirement, this has not been
taken into account in the overview of the differences
in requirements (see appendix 1). This paragraph is a
good example of the fact that the text of the ISAs is to
be understood in its entirety in order for the auditor
to apply these standards consistently (ISA 200, par.
19).

Secondly, ISA 510 requires the auditor to obtain audit
evidence (through the performance of audit proce-
dures, see ISA 510, par. 6) about whether opening bal-
ances contain misstatements that materially affect the
financial statements currently under audit. As ISA 510
was never incorporated into the Belgian auditing stan-

..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

16. The legal proceedings focus on the outcome of having a carry forward loss,
or 2 times consecutively a loss of the year (96, 6° C.C.) and the procedures
to be followed when the company’s net assets are worth less than the half
of the Company’s capital (alarmbelprocedure/procédure de sonette d’alarme)
(art. 633 C.C.).
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dards, no equivalent auditing standard exists at the
Belgian level.

4.6. Other audit procedures

Some other differences are noted between the ISAs
and Belgian GAAS:
– The use of negative confirmation requests is only

allowed for by the ISAs in specific circumstances
which are not all covered by Belgian GAAS (ISA
505, par. 15);

– When using substantive analytical procedures, the
independent expectation the auditor is required to
formulate under ISA 520 is not explicitly required
under Belgian GAAS (ISA 520, par. 5);

– When using audit sampling techniques, the selec-
tion of a replacement item (if the audit procedure
is not applicable to a selected item) is not required
by Belgian GAAS (ISA 530, par. 10);

– Belgian GAAS does not explicitly refer to the 4
audit procedures to be performed in relation to
covering the period from year-end until the date of
the auditor’s report, taking into consideration the
auditor’s risk assessment (ISA 560, par. 7);

The ISAs also require:
– To evaluate the reliability of information received

directly from the entity which is to be used as audit
evidence (ISA 500, par. 9);

– To obtain audit evidence related to inventory un-
der the custody of a third party (ISA 501, par. 8).

4.7. Communication and reporting

Apart from the risk assessment and further audit pro-
cedures, important differences are noted between the
two sets in relation to communication and reporting
within the context of a financial audit.

4.7.1. Representation letter

The ISAs require the representation letter to include
more detailed and specific information in relation to
fraud, compared to the content of the rep letter re-
quired by virtue of Belgian GAAS (ISA 240, par. 39).
Furthermore, the former also includes a representa-
tion related to the effects of uncorrected misstatements
to the financial statements as a whole, including a list
of these uncorrected misstatements (ISA 450, par. 14).
When encountering inconsistencies of written repre-
sentations with other audit evidence, the auditor is
required under ISAs to perform specific audit proce-
dures related to resolving those (ISA 580, par. 17).
These procedures underline the use of professional
scepticism by the audit team, as discussed in para-
graph 4.2.of this article.

The most important difference between the two sets
relates to the fact that the auditor is required under
ISAs to disclaim the opinion if the 2 most important

representations are not included in the signed repre-
sentation letter (ISA 580, par. 20):
– The representation related to the effective fulfil-

ment of management’s responsibility to prepare
and fairly present the financial statements;

– The representation related to the completeness of
information provided by management to the audi-
tor.

The reasoning behind this standard is fairly clear: the
auditor cannot fulfil his responsibility to express an
opinion if management is not able or willing to repre-
sent that it has fulfilled these ‘basic’ responsibilities.
Within a Belgian GAAS context, such non-inclusion
will create a limitation in the scope of the audit, caus-
ing the auditor to use professional judgment when de-
ciding whether the impact of this non-inclusion is
pervasive (or not) to the financial statements. Accord-
ing to ISA 580, this non-inclusion will automatically
generate a pervasive effect (cf. infra, 4.6.3.).

4.7.2. Communication

Important differences between the two sets also relate
to the auditor’s communication to the entity’s man-
agement and those charged with governance within
the entity:
– Consideration of communicating to the larger gov-

erning body if the auditor’s communications are
addressed to e.g. an audit committee (ISA 260, par.
12);

– Communication if those charged with governance
are also involved in managing the entity (ISA 260,
par. 13);

– Evaluation of the two-way communication be-
tween the auditor and those charged with gover-
nance, and its possible implication for the audi-
tor’s assessment of the risk of material misstate-
ments (ISA 260, par. 22);

The following matters are to be communicated to those
charged with governance in accordance with the ISAs
(but are not required by Belgian GAAS):
– The overview of the planned scope and timing of

the audit (ISA 260, par. 15);
– Matters relevant to the entity’s governance and the

audit (ISA 260, par. 16-20);
– Relevant matters dealing with significant deficien-

cies in the entity’s internal control (ISA 265, par.
11);

– Other matters related to fraud which are relevant
to the responsibilities of those charged with gover-
nance of the entity (ISA 240, par. 42);

– The effects of uncorrected misstatements, related
to prior periods, on the relevant classes of transac-
tions, account balances and disclosures and on the
financial statements as a whole (ISA 450, par. 13);

– Management’s refusal to send confirmation re-
quests as requested by the auditor (ISA 505, par.
9);
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– Significant matters arising during the audit in con-
nection with the entity’s related parties (ISA 550,
par. 27);

– Any limitations in the scope of the audit imposed
by management (ISA 705, par. 12);

– Any matters that would have given rise to a modi-
fication of the opinion, before the auditor’s resig-
nation or dismissal (ISA 705, 14);

– The wording to be used in the Emphasis of Matter
and Other Matters Paragraph to be included in the
auditor’s report (ISA 706, par. 9);

– Refusal by management to revise the other infor-
mation (e.g. the directors’ report) (ISA 720, par. 10);

– Refusal by management to correct a material mis-
statement of fact in the other information (ISA 720,
par. 16).

All of these communications are not required by Bel-
gian GAAS.

4.7.3. Auditor’s report

In many ways, the auditor’s report, including the audit
opinion to be expressed, prepared in accordance with
Belgian GAAS complies with the ISA requirements.
Contrary to Belgian GAAS but according to ISA 550,
the auditor is required to evaluate whether the effects
of the related party transactions (RPTs) prevent the fi-
nancial statements from achieving fair presentation
(ISA 550, par. 25). Furthermore, in order to form an
audit opinion, the auditor is required to consider, in
accordance with ISA 450, whether the uncorrected
misstatements are material (individually or in aggre-
gate)(ISA 700, par. 11). Last but not least, ISA 705 de-
fines the concept ‘pervasiveness’ which is of para-
mount importance in relation to formulating a dis-
claimer of opinion or expressing an adverse opinion,
i.e. when the (possible) effects of a matter to the true
and fair view of the financial statements relates to the
financial statements as a whole (and is not situated
solely at the assertion level).

The ISA compliant auditor’s report includes:
– Subtitles for each of the paragraphs (ISA 700, pars.

25, 28, 34; ISA 705, par. 22; ISA 706, par. 7(b));
– A more extensive description of what an audit en-

tails, including a reference to the effectiveness of
internal control (ISA 700, par. 31);

– An indication of the auditor’s sole responsibility if
reference is being made to the use of the work of
the auditor’s expert (ISA 620, par. 15);

When expressing a qualified or adverse opinion in ac-
cordance with the ISAs, the last phrase of the audi-
tor’s responsibility paragraph will refer to the suffi-
ciency and appropriateness of the audit evidence as a
basis to express these modified opinions (ISA 705, par.
26). In particular, when formulating a disclaimer of
opinion, the introductory paragraph and the auditor’s
responsibility paragraph will both be significantly

modified compared to an auditor’s report including
an unmodified opinion (ISA 705, par. 27). This is not
the case in a Belgian GAAS based auditor’s report.

The ISA requirements, contrary to Belgian GAAS,
– Also deal with omitted disclosure (ISA 705, par.

19);
– Clearly state that no unmodified opinion is to be

expressed on a single financial statement (e.g. bal-
ance sheet or income statement) or on a single fi-
nancial statement element if the auditor expressed
an adverse opinion or has disclaimed the audit
opinion on the financial statements as a whole (ISA
705, par. 15);

– Include audit procedures to be performed after the
date of the auditor’s report, in the context of subse-
quent events work (ISA 560, par. 10, 12-13 and 16)
(ISA 560, par. 16);

– Explicitly states that the auditor should perform
the audit procedures necessary in the circum-
stances when the ‘other information’ (concept of
ISA 720) has been revised by management as re-
quested by the auditor (ISA 720, 12);

– Include a requirement for the auditor to request
management to consult with a third party when the
discussions on the existence of a material misstate-
ment of fact persist (ISA 720, par. 15).

The use of an emphasis of matter paragraph in an ISA
context is required when a matter, which is adequately
disclosed in the financial statements, is considered by
the auditor to be fundamental for the users’ under-
standing of the financial statements (ISA 706, pars.
6-7), whilst Belgian GAAS only refers to the possibil-
ity for the auditor to use an emphasis of matter para-
graph in case an uncertainty has been adequately dis-
closed either in the financial statements or the direc-
tors’ report. The notion of using a paragraph to
emphasize an uncertainty has been incorporated into
Belgian GAAS in 1997, but dates from the 1989 ver-
sion of IAG 13 (the predecessor of ISA 700). Within an
ISA context, such emphasis of matter paragraph is also
used in the following circumstances:
– The auditor intends to draw the readers’ attention

to disclosures related to accounting estimates not
recognized in the financial statements (ISA 540,
par. A114);

– The circumstances discussed in par. 12(b) of ISA
560;

– Management uses a liquidation basis of account-
ing when preparing the financial statements (ISA
570, par. A26).

The ISA based auditor’s report may also include an
‘other matters’ paragraph referring to e.g. the auditor’s
responsibilities for the audit (ISA 706, par. 8). In ac-
cordance with Belgian GAAS, such paragraph can
only be included in the second part of the auditor’s
report.
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4.8. Audit documentation

Last but not least, the ISAs include requirements,
which are not part of Belgian GAAs, related to the in-
clusion in the audit documentation of the following
matters:
– Significant matters (ISA 230, par. 11);
– Conclusions from the quality control system and

the confirmations from the Engagement Quality
Control Reviewer (if applicable)(ISA 220; pars. 24-
25);

– Assessment of RoMM due to fraud (ISA 240, par.
44);

– Communications related to fraud (ISA 240, par.
46);

– Rebutting the presumption of the RoMM due to
fraud in revenue recognition (ISA 240, par. 47);

– Matters communicated orally and in writing to
those charged with the entity’s governance (ISA
260, par. 23);

– Audit strategy (ISA 300, par. 12);
– Details in relation to the audit procedures per-

formed in response to assessed risks (ISA 330, par.
28);

– More details related to audit evidence of the oper-
ating effectiveness of controls obtained in previ-
ous audits (ISA 330, par. 29);

– Record of the agreement of the financial statements
with the accounting records (ISA 330, par. 30);

– Reference to triviality/non materiality of any un-
corrected misstatements (ISA 450, par. 15);

– The basis for conclusion on the reasonableness of
accounting estimates, and indicators of manage-
ment bias (ISA 540, par. 23);

– Names of related parties and the nature of the enti-
ty’s transactions with these parties (ISA 550, par.
28).

Furthermore, clear requirements are included in the
ISAs on the assembly, deletion and modification to
existing audit documentation (ISA 230, par. 13-16).
Any failure to achieve an ISA-objective needs to be
documented (ISA 200, par. 24). Upon departure from
an ISA requirement, the auditor needs to document
how he/she has performed alternative procedures di-
rected at the purpose of that requirement (ISA 230,
par. 12).

4.9. Audit of consolidated financial
statements

Most of the differences mentioned above also apply,
mutatis mutandis, to the audit of the consolidated fi-
nancial statements. When comparing ISA 600 with the
equivalent Belgian auditing standard, the following
requirements form the ‘delta’:
– Audit procedures specifically directed to the com-

ponent considered significant because of its rela-
tion to significant risks at group level (ISA 600, par.
27);

– Evaluation of the materiality thresholds used in the
audit of the statutory audit of the component (ISA
600, pars. 21-23);

– Audit procedures required to be performed for
non-significant components (ISA 600, pars. 28-29);

– Evaluation of the performance of further audit pro-
cedures at the component level, including the pro-
cedures directed at significant risks (ISA 600, par.
31);

– Communication between group auditor and com-
ponent auditors (ISA 600, pars. 40-42);

– Communication towards those charged with the
entity’s governance (ISA 600, pars. 46, 48-49).

4.10. Methodology of comparison and final
results

It must be said that comparing texts (ISAs vs. Belgian
GAAS) that have been written by different people in
different countries at different points in time is an
onerous task. Furthermore, the text of the ISAs is rel-
atively modern as it dates from 2009, whilst Belgian
GAAS dates from the period September 1977 – De-
cember 2006.

The comparison between these two sets of standards
is limited to the verification of whether the content of
the (clarity) ISA requirements is incorporated into
Belgian GAAS. In other words, this case study pro-
vides an insight into the degree of de jure compliance
of Belgian GAAS with the ISAs. This study does not
deal with any Belgian additional requirements and
guidance related to purely Belgian legal and regula-
tory compliance matters. When comparing with the
ISAs, the requirements from ISQC-1 have not been
taken into consideration, regardless of the fact that ISA
220 clearly refers to the fact that this standard only
applies when having set up an ISQC-1 compliant in-
ternal system within the audit firm, including poli-
cies and procedures directed at complying with the
ISAs. No reference is being made to the requirements
emanating from the IESBA Code of Ethics. Only the
requirements from the ISA series 200 until 720 are
taken into consideration, as the 800 series does not
apply to a statutory audit of financial statements.

In total, 481 ISA requirements were taken into consid-
eration. 188 of these requirements (39% of the total
number of requirements) are of a conditional nature,
i.e. these requirements are only to be performed if cer-
tain conditions are met (characterised by the use of
the words ‘if’, ‘unless’, ‘where’, ‘in the absence of’, ‘in
some cases’, ‘in the case of’, ‘in such cases’, and ‘in the
extremely rare case’). All requirements are taken into
account in this ‘de jure’ case study, including the con-
ditional requirements, irrespective of the fact that the
latter might not apply in practice when the relevant
circumstances are not present.

During the comparison exercise, the difference be-
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tween the words ‘shall’, ‘may’, ‘can’, etc., as they are
used in the context of Belgian GAAS, are not taken
into consideration. The comparison focused on
whether the content of the ISA requirement was re-
flected in the text of Belgian GAAS or not (this is in-
dicated in Table 3 – see appendix – with the term
‘compliant’ resp. ‘not compliant’). When only part of
the ISA requirement is reflected in a Belgian GAAS
requirement, a ‘partially compliant’ result was re-
ported (see Table 3 for the detailed comparison results.
If a corresponding requirement is found in Belgian
GAAS, it is noted in the column ‘Reference in Belgian
GAAS’.

This case study reveals that exactly 50% of the ISA
requirements are incorporated in the Belgian auditing
standards. Exactly one third (33%) of the ISA require-
ments is not part of Belgian GAAS. The remaining
16% of the ISA requirements is only partially incor-
porated into Belgian GAAS. This means that the de-
jure compliance of Belgian GAAS with the Clarity
ISAs can be measured somewhere between 50% and
66%.

5. Conclusion

The final adoption of the ISAs into the Belgian Audit-
ing Standards in 2010 caused additional requirements
to be applicable for the auditor for statutory audits of
financial statements for years ending as from 15 De-
cember 2012 (PIEs) and ending as from 15 Decem-
ber 2014 (all other entities). In the analysis presented
in this article, a detailed overview is presented of the
differences between Belgian GAAS and the Clarity
ISAs.

The case study results in the finding that 33% of the
ISA requirements are not part of Belgian GAAS. When
looking into the details of the requirements, it appears
that a very small number of these differences are at-
tributed to the fact that some of the ISA requirements
are not relevant to the statutory audit of financial
statements. In our opinion, the following differences,
constituting the most important ‘delta’ between Bel-
gian GAAS and ISAs, are considered to have an im-
pact on the quality of the audit of financial statements:
– More emphasis on the use of professional scepti-

cism by members of the audit team, e.g. in discuss-
ing the susceptibility of the financial statements for
misstatement due to fraud (in particular the ISAs
200, 315 and 240);

– Fully-fledged risk assessment, including the iden-

tification of significant risks (in particular the ISAs
315, 240, 540 and 550);

– A more detailed audit plan including references to
all relevant assertions of account balances, classes
of transactions and disclosures (in particular ISA
315), emphasizing the involvement a more senior
members of the audit team in planning the audit;

– Additional audit procedures to be performed inde-
pendently of the auditor’s risk assessment;

– Further audit procedures directed at responding to
significant risks (in particular the ISAs 330, 240,
540 and 550);

– An extensive number of communication require-
ments for the auditor in order to inform the entity’s
management and those charged with the entity’s
governance (e.g. the audit committee) appropri-
ately (in particular the ISAs 260 and 265);

– More detailed audit documentation demonstrating
the auditor’s thought processes and contributing to
the understanding of the ‘fil rouge’ (strategy/plan-
ning) followed during the audit in compliance with
the applicable ISA requirements.

Some of the differences between the two sets of audit-
ing standards do not come as a surprise, as the follow-
ing ISAs have never been transposed into Belgian
GAAS between 1977 and 2007: ISAs 260 (communi-
cation)17, 402 (service organization), 510 (initial au-
dit), and 710 (Comparatives). Furthermore, the Clarity
project of the ISAs (finalized in 2009) initiated addi-
tional modification to the (pre-clarity) ISAs on which
Belgian GAAS is based.

All of the differences discussed in the context of this
article may serve a purpose:
– For an auditor or an audit firm (registered in Bel-

gium) to follow/provide relevant ISA training sem-
inars, in the context of the continued professional
training programs18;

– For an audit firm to develop and update its meth-
odology manual or sets of instructions, if not yet
done;

– For any university student preparing a thesis re-
lated to a subject matter dealt with by the ISAs;

– For any doctoral student intended to perform re-
search on the differences in practice (‘de facto’
analysis) between applying ISAs vs. the Belgian
auditing standards, e.g. in the context of a Small
and Medium-sized Entity (SME), taking into ac-
count the practical approaches dealt with by an
audit firm in respect of the ‘scalability’ when ap-
plying audit procedures.

Last but not least, paragraph 19 of ISA 200 requires

..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

17. In its annual report (2005), IBR-IRE refers to a draft Auditing Standard re-
lated to the adaptation of ISA 260. This draft standard, however, was never
formally subject to a procedure related to the advice of HREB and therefore
was never finally approved. This coincides with IBR’s intention to incorpo-
rate the ISAs into its national standards through a (literal) translation of the
ISAs to the French and the Dutch language.

18. We refer to e.g. the ISA seminars included in the yearly training brochure
published by IBR-IRE, or relevant training seminars being part of the audit
firm’s specific training curriculum.
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the auditor to have an understanding of the ISAs in
order to understand its objectives and apply all rele-
vant requirements properly. This requirement is not
incorporated, mutatis mutandis, into the Belgian Au-
diting Standards. The objective of this article is to pro-
vide a better understanding of the requirements form-
ing the “delta” between Belgian GAAS and the ISAs.
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7. Appendix

7.1. Table 1: IBR-IRE Professional Standards –
Audit of Financial Statements

A. “Normen/Normes”

2–Sep–1977 AC “Algemene Controlenormen” (Consolidated version 21 December 2006)

Advice HRBA d.d. 27 November 1997 (Annual Report HRBA, 1997, p. 31-34) and Advice
HREB d.d. 24 January 2003 (Annual Report HREB, 2002-2003, p. 89-100).

2–Sep–1994 NCGJ “Normen inzake de certificatie van de geconsolideerde jaarrekening”

Advice HRBA d.d. 23 October 1992 (Annual Report HRBA, 1992-1993, p. 33- 24) and Advice
HRBA d.d. 2 June 1994 (Annual Report HRBA, 1993-1994, p. 9).

21–Dec–2006 NBLE
“Norm: Bevestigingen van de leiding van de entiteit”

Advice HREB d.d. 1 December 2006 (Annual Report HREB, 2006-2007, p. 31).

21–Dec–2006 NCJ
“Norm: Controle van het jaarverslag”

Advice HREB d.d. 1 December 2006 (Annual Report HREB, 2006-2007, p. 31).

B. “Aanbevelingen/Recommandations”

1. Performing the engagement
4–Feb–1985 AB 1.1 “Aanvaarding van een controleopdracht door een bedrijfsrevisor”

(Advice procedure HRB not yet applicable)

5–Jan–1987 AB 1.2 “Controleprogramma”

Advice HRB d.d. 18 December 1986 (Annual Report HRB, 1986-1987, not numbered).

5–Jan–1987 AB 1.3 “Werkdocumenten van de bedrijfsrevisor”

Advice HRB d.d. 18 December 1986 (Annual Report HRB, 1986-1987, not numbered).

16–Jan–1998 AB 1.4 “Kwaliteitsbeheersing van de controlewerkzaamheden”

Advice HRBA d.d. 27 November 1997 (Annual Report HRBA, 1997, p. 29-30).

2. Methodology
3–Dec–1993 AB 2.1 “Controlerisico”

Advice HRB (date unknown) (Annual Report HRB, 1992-1993, p.11-12).

5–Jan–1993 AB 2.2 “Impact van de interne controle op de controlewerkzaamheden”

Advice HRB d.d. 23 November 1992 (Annual Report HRB, 1992-1993, p. 47-49).

3–Oct–1997 AB 2.3 “Controle in een omgeving waarin gebruik wordt gemaakt van geautomatiseerde informatie-
systemen”

Advice HRBA d.d. 1 July 1997 (Annual Report HRBA, 1997, p. 25-26).

5–Jan–1987 AB 2.4 “Doelstelling van de controle van de jaarrekening”

Advice HRB d.d. 18 December 1986 (Annual Report HRB, 1986-1987, not numbered).

5–Jun–1998 AB 2.5 “Fraude en onwettige handelingen”

Advice HRBA d.d. 29 September 1997 (Annual Report HRBA, 1997, p. 35-45), Advice HRBA
d.d. 3 February 1998 (Annual Report HRBA 1998-1999, p. 47-51).

5–Jan–1993 AB 2.6 “Uitvoering van een beperkt nazicht door de commissaris bij een tussentijdse toestand”

Advice HRB d.d. 22 October 1992 (Annual Report HRB, 1992-1993, p. 47-49).

3–Dec–1999 AB 2.7 “Controle van een vennootschap in moeilijkheden”

Advice HRBA d.d. 20 June 1996 (Annual Report HRBA, 1996, p. 31-47).

3. Technical Aspects
7–Jul–1995 AB 3.1 “Extern bewijskrachtig materiaal”

Advice HRBA d.d. 11 May 1995 (Annual Report HRBA, 1994-1995, p. 25-27).

4–Mar–1988 AB 3.2 “Gebruik van de werkzaamheden van een andere revisor”

Advice HRB d.d. 5 November 1987 (Annual Report HRB, 1988, not numbered).

10–Nov–1989 AB 3.3 “Gebruik van het werk van een interne auditafdeling”

Advice HRBA d.d. 9 June 1989 (Annual Report HRBA, 1989-1991, not numbered).

6–Sep–1996 AB 3.4 “Gebruikmaken van de werkzaamheden van deskundigen”

Advice HRBA d.d. 23 May 1996 (Annual Report HRBA, 1996, p. 27).

8–Jun–1990 AB 3.5 “Controle van de voorraadopname”

Advice HRB d.d. 8 March 1990 (Annual Report HRB, 1989-1991, not numbered).

7–Jul–1995 AB 3.6 “Analytisch onderzoek”

Advice HRBA d.d. 11 May 1995 (Annual Report HRBA, 1994-1995, p. 25-27).

6–Sep–1996 AB 3.7 “Steekproeven in de controle”

Advice HRBA d.d. 23 May 1996 (Annual Report HRBA, 1996, p. 29-30).

1–Dec–1995 AB 3.8 “Controle van de boekhoudkundige ramingen”

Advice HRBA d.d. 23 October 1995 (Annual Report HRBA, 1994-1995, p. 43).

4. Specific Other Aspects
1–Dec–1995 AB 4.1 “Controle van de inlichtingen opgenomen in de toelichting”

Advice HRBA d.d. 23 October 1995 (Annual Report HRBA, 1994-1995, p. 43).
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6–Sep–1996 AB 4.2 “Controle van de vormvereisten in verband met de vaststelling, de goedkeuring en de be-
kendmaking van de jaarrekening en de geconsolideerde jaarrekening”

Advice HRBA d.d. 9 May 1996 (Annual Report HRBA, 1996, p. 45).

Sources: – Website HREB (www.hreb.be) and Annual Reports HREB (1985-now)

– Website IBR-IRE (www.ibr-ire.be) and Annual Reports IBR-IRE (1977-now)

Legend: – HRB: “Hoge Raad voor het Bedrijfsrevisoraat” (1985-1992)

– HRBA: “Hoge Raad voor het Bedrijfsrevisoraat en de Accountancy” (1993-1989)

– HREB: “Hoge Raad voor de Economische Beroepen” (1999-now)

7.2. Table 2: Origin of and modification to ISAs
200-720 (1979-now)

Origin Modifications 1979- 1992- 1994- 2010-

Cur-
rent

ISAs Title 1991 1993 2009 now

ISA 200 Objective and General Principles Governing an
Audit of Financial Statements

Oct. 1979 Dec. 2004, Oct. 2003,
Mar. 1994, Oct 1991

(supersedes ex-ISA-3,
Sep.1980), Oct. 2008

IAG-1 ISA-1 ISA-
200

ISA-
200

ISA 210 Terms of Audit Engagements Jun. 1980 Dec. 2004, Feb. 2004,
Mar. 1994, Mar. 2009

IAG-2 ISA-2 ISA-
210

ISA-
210

ISA 220 Quality Control for Audits of Historical Financial
Information

Sep. 1981 Feb. 2004, Nov. 1993,
Dec. 2008

IAG-7 ISA-7 ISA-
220

ISA-
220

ISA 230 Audit Documentation Jan. 1982 Feb. 2004, Mar. 1994,
Nov. 1993, Sep. 2005,
Oct. 2005, Dec. 2007

IAG-9 ISA-9 ISA-
230

ISA-
230

ISA 240 The Auditor's Responsibilities relating to Fraud in
an Audit of Financial Statements

Oct. 1982 Feb. 2004, Mar. 2001,
Dec. 2006

IAG-
11

ISA-
11

ISA-
240

ISA-
240

ISA 250 Consideration of Laws and Regulations in an Audit
of Financial Statements

Jul. 1993 Feb. 2004, Mar. 1994,
Jul. 2008

- ISA-
31

ISA-
250

ISA-
250

ISA 260 Communications of Audit Matters with Those
Charged with Governance

Jun. 1999 Feb. 2004, Dec. 2007 - - ISA-
260

ISA-
260

ISA 265 Communicating Deficiencies in Internal Control to
Those Charged with Governance and Management

Dec. 2008 - - - ISA-
265

ISA 300 Planning an Audit of Financial Statements Feb. 1981 Jun. 2004, Jun. 1993,
Dec. 2006

IAG-4 ISA-4 ISA-
300

ISA-
300

ISA 315 Identifying and Assessing the Risks of Material
Misstatement Through Understanding the Entity
and Its Environment

Oct. 2003

Mar. 1994, created
Dec. 1993, Dec. 2006,

Mar. 2012

- ISA-
30

ISA-
310

ISA-
315

Nov. 1993, Oct. 1991
(supersedes ex-IAG-20,
created Jun. 1985, and

ex-IAG-29, created
Jul. 1990), created

Jul. 1981

IAG-6 ISA-6 ISA-
400

Mar. 1994, created
Feb. 1984

IAG-
15

ISA-
15

ISA-
401

ISA 320 Audit Materiality Oct. 1987 Mar.1994, May 2006 IAG-
25

ISA-
25

ISA-
320

ISA-
320

ISA 330 The Auditor's Responses to Assessed Risks Oct. 2003 cf. ex-IAG-29 (superseded
by ex-ISA-6 in Oct. 1991,

created Jul. 1990),
Dec. 2006

- - ISA-
330

ISA-
330

ISA 402 Audit Considerations Relating to Entities Using
Service Organizations

Mar. 1994 Feb. 2004 (Addendum to
ex-ISA-6 in Oct. 1992),

Mar. 2009

- ISA-6 ISA-
402

ISA-
402

ISA 450 Evaluation of Misstatements Identified During the
Audit

Oct. 2008 - - - - ISA-
450

ISA 500 Audit Evidence Jan. 1982 Oct. 2003, Nov. 1993,
Jan. 1991, Dec. 2008

IAG-8 ISA-8 ISA-
500

ISA-
500

ISA 501 Audit Evidence – Additional Considerations for
Specific Items

Mar. 1994 Feb. 2004, Mar. 1995, and
addendum to ex-ISA-8 in

Feb. 1991, Dec. 2008

IAG-8 ISA-8 ISA-
501

ISA-
501

ISA 505 External Confirmations Jun. 2000 Feb. 2004, Dec. 2008 - - ISA-
505

ISA-
505

ISA 510 Initial Engagements – Opening Balances Jul. 1990 Feb. 2004, Mar. 1996,
Nov. 1993, Jul. 2008

IAG-
28

ISA-
28

ISA-
510

ISA-
510

ISA 520 Analytical Procedures Jul. 1983 Feb. 2004, Jun. 1993,
Oct. 1990, Dec. 2008

IAG-
12

ISA-
12

ISA-
520

ISA-
520

ISA 530 Audit Sampling and Other Means of Testing Feb.1985 Feb. 2004, Nov. 1997,
Oct. 2008

IAG-
19

ISA-
19

ISA-
530

ISA-
530
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Origin Modifications 1979- 1992- 1994- 2010-

Cur-
rent

ISAs Title 1991 1993 2009 now

ISA 540 Audit of Accounting Estimates Oct. 1987 Feb. 2004, Nov. 1993,
Dec. 2006, Feb. 2008

IAG-
26

ISA-
26

ISA-
540 ISA-

540ISA 545 Auditing Fair Value Measurements and Disclosures Jul. 2002 Feb. 2004, Feb. 2008 - - ISA-
545

ISA 550 Related Parties Oct. 1984 Feb. 2004, Mar. 1994,
Jul. 2008

IAG-
17

ISA-
17

ISA-
550

ISA-
550

ISA 560 Subsequent Events Oct. 1995 Dec. 2004, Feb. 2004,
Nov. 1993, Apr. 2008

IAG-
21

ISA-
21

ISA-
560

ISA-
560

ISA 570 Going Concern Jun. 1986 Feb. 2004, Jun. 1999,
Jul. 2008

IAG-
23

ISA-
23

ISA-
570

ISA-
570

ISA 580 Management Representations Oct. 1985 Feb. 2004, Nov. 1993,
Apr. 2008

IAG-
22

ISA-
22

ISA-
580

ISA-
580

ISA 600 Using the Work of Another Auditor Jul. 1981 Mar. 1994, Oct. 2007 IAG-5 ISA-5 ISA-
600

ISA-
600

ISA 610 Considering the Work of Internal Auditing Jul. 1982 Feb. 2004, Mar. 1994, Oct
2008, 1–Mar. 2012

IAG-
10

ISA-
10

ISA-
610

ISA-
610

ISA 620 Considering the Work of Internal Auditing Jul. 1982 Feb. 2004, Mar. 1994, Oct
2008, 1–Mar. 2012

IAG-
10

ISA-
10

ISA-
610

ISA-
610

ISA 620 Using the Work of an Expert Feb. 1985 Feb. 2004, Nov. 1993,
Dec. 2008

IAG-
18

ISA-
18

ISA-
620

ISA-
620

ISA 700 The Indenpendant Auditor’s report on a Complete
Set of General Purpose Financial Statements

Oct. 1983 Dec. 2004, Jun. 2001,
Nov. 1993, Oct. 1992,
Oct. 1989, Mar. 2009

IAG-
13

ISA-
13

ISA-
700

ISA-
700

ISA 705 Modifications to the Independent Auditor’s Report Dec. 2004 Jul. 2007, Oct. 2008 – – ISA-
700/
701

ISA-
705

ISA 706 Emphasis of matter and other matters paragraphs in
the Independent Author’s Report

Oct. 2008 Jul. 2007 – – ISA-
700/
701

ISA-
706

ISA 710 Comparatives Mar. 1996 Feb. 2004, Dec. 2008 – – ISA-
710

ISA-
710

ISA 720 Other Information in Documents Containing Audit-
ed Financial Statements

Feb. 1984 Feb. 2004, Mar. 1996,
Nov. 1993

IAG-
14

ISA-
14

ISA-
720

ISA-
720

7.3. Table 3: Detailed overview of the delta
per ISA and per requirement (ISAs vs. Belgian
GAAS)

Table 3: Detailed overview of the delta per ISA and per requirement (ISAs vs. Belgian GAAS)
Legend Æ Audit evidence

ACN Algemene controlenormen
AB x.y Aanbeveling x.y.

AP Analytical procedures
AR Auditor's report

EOMP Emphasis of matter paragraph
EQCR Engagement Quality Control Review(er)

FR Financial reporting
FRF Financial reporting framework
FS Financial statements

FSLI Financial statement line item(s)
GC Going concern

LOE Letter of engagement
NBLE Norm Bevestigingen van de Leiding van de Entiteit
NCGJ Normen inzake de Certificatie van de Geconsolideerde Jaarrekening
NCJ Norm Controle van het Jaarverslag
OMP Other matter(s) paragraph

ROMM Risk of material misstatement due to fraud
RP(T) Related Parties (Transactions)

SE Subsequent events
TCWG Those charged with governance
TOC Test(s) of controls
TOD Test(s) of Details
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REFERENCE IN ISAs CONDITION-
AL

REFERENCE IN BELGIAN
GAAS

ISA 200 Objectives 11 Overall objectives of the auditor
12 Inability to obtain sufficient

appropriate audit evidence (Æ)
Requirements 14 Ethical requirements ACN (1.2.), (1.2.1.),

(1.2.2.), AB 1.1. (4.1.), AB
2.7. (19.1.), 4.2. (1.2.)

COMPLIANT 1

15 Professional skepticism ACN (1.3.4.), (2.4.4.), AB
1.5. (4.2.1.)

COMPLIANT 2

16 Professional judgement ACN (1.1.1.) COMPLIANT 3

17 Sufficient appropriate audit evi-
dence

ACN (1.3.4.), (1.4.),
(1.4.1), (2.5.), (2.5.1.),
(2.5.2.) (at FSLL level),
AB 2.4. (2.), AB 2.1. (1.1.),
(1.3.)

COMPLIANT 4

18 Relevance of ISAs ACN (1.1.2.) (2 kinds of
standards: 'normen' and
'aanbevelingen'

COMPLIANT 5

19 Understanding of ISAs - NOT COMPLIANT 6

20 Represent compliance with ISAs - NOT COMPLIANT 7

21 Use of the ISA objectives - NOT COMPLIANT 8

22 Relevance of ISA requirements ACN (1.1.2.) (2 kinds of
standards) (no reference
to conditional require-
ments)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

9

23 Departure from relevant ISA
requirements

ACN (1.1.2.) (2 kinds of
standards)

COMPLIANT 10

24 Failure to achieve ISA objectives CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 11

ISA 210 Objective 3 Preconditions and common un-
derstanding with audited entity

Requirements 6 Establish whether preconditions
are present

- (one of those refers to
the legally binding frame-
work)

NOT COMPLIANT 12

7 Scope limitation prior to accep-
tance

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 13

8 Preconditions not present CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 14

9 Agreement terms audit engage-
ment

AB 1.1. (2.2.), AB 1.1.
(3.1.), (3.2.)

COMPLIANT 15

10 Written agreement AB 1.1. (2.) COMPLIANT 16

11 Terms prescribed by law or regu-
lation

CONDITION AB 1.1. (2.) COMPLIANT 17

12 Management responsibilities
prescribed by law or regulation

CONDITION AB 1.1. (2.) COMPLIANT 18

13 Revision of terms in recurring
audits

- NOT COMPLIANT 19

14 Absence of reasonable justifica-
tion to change terms

- NOT COMPLIANT 20

15 Change engagement to lower level
of assurance

CONDITION (not applicable in statuto-
ry audit)

NOT COMPLIANT 21

16 New written agreement following
change in terms

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 22

17 Inability to agree on a change in
terms

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 23

18 Conflict between FR standards
and legal/regulatory supplement

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 24

19 FR framework prescribed by law
or regulation

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 25

20 Requirement to perform audit if
conditions (19) are not present

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 26

21 Wording of the auditor's report
differs significantly from ISAs

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 27

ISA 220 Objective 6 Implement quality control proce-
dures (reasonable assurance)

Requirements 8 Responsibility engagement part-
ner

AB 1.4. (2.1.) COMPLIANT 28

9 Alertness for non-compliance
with ethical requirements

AB 1.1. (4.1.), (4.2), AB
1.4. (2.3.)

COMPLIANT 29

10 Actions to be taken if non-compli-
ance with ethical requirements

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 30
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11 Conclusion on compliance with
independence requirements

- NOT COMPLIANT 31

12 Acceptance/continuance proce-
dures appropriately followed

AB 1.4. (2.3.) COMPLIANT 32

13 Communication of critical infor-
mation to the firm

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 33

14 Collective team competence and
capabilities

ACN (1.1.3.), AB 1.1. (3),
(3.3.), AB 1.4. (2.3.), AB
2.3. (2.1.)

COMPLIANT 34

15 Responsibility for direction, su-
pervision and performance

ACN (1.1.4.), AB 1.1.
(3.3.), AB 1.4. (2.3.), (3.3.),
(3.4.)

COMPLIANT 35

16 Responsibility for reviews //
firm's policies

AB 1.4. (3.5.1.) COMPLIANT 36

17 Sufficient appropriate Æ to sup-
port the auditor's report, through
review of audit documentation
and discussion with team

ACN (1.1.4.), AB 1.4.
(1.1.), (3.3.), (3.5.), (3.6.)

COMPLIANT 37

18 Appropriate consultation AB 1.4. (3.7.) COMPLIANT 38

19 Discussion with EQCR and appro-
priate date of AR

- NOT COMPLIANT 39

20 Evaluation by EQCR of significant
judgements

- NOT COMPLIANT 40

21 Work to be performed by EQCR - NOT COMPLIANT 41

22 Differences of opinion with EQCR CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 42

23 Consideration of results of the
firm's monitoring process

- NOT COMPLIANT 43

24 Audit documentation (4 matters) - NOT COMPLIANT 44

25 Audit documentation required
from EQCR

- NOT COMPLIANT 45

ISA 230 Objective 5 Preparation of documentation re:
basis for the auditor's report +
demonstration of ISA compliance

Requirements 7 Timely preparation of audit docu-
mentation

AB 1.3. (3.), AB 1.4.
(3.6.2.)

COMPLIANT 46

8 Experienced auditor AB 1.3. (3.2.) (no refer-
ence to 'experienced')

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

47

9 Documentation who/what/when
performance + review

ACN (2.2.), (2.2.2.), AB
1.3. (3.2.), AB 3.5. (7.1.),
(7.2.), (7.3.)

COMPLIANT 48

10 Discussion of significant matters AB 1.3. (3.3.) (no refer-
ence to 'significant')

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

49

11 Inconsistency with final conclu-
sion re: significant matter

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 50

12 Departure from relevant ISA
requirement

CONDITION - PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

51

13 Subsequent events after date of
auditor's report

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 52

14 Assembly of the audit documenta-
tion

- NOT COMPLIANT 53

15 Deletion of audit documentation - NOT COMPLIANT 54

16 Modification to existing (finally
assembled) audit documentation

- NOT COMPLIANT 55

ISA 240 Objectives 10 Identification/assessment ROMM
due to fraud + obtain sufficient
appropriate Æ + appropriate
response to (suspected) fraud

Requirements 12 Professional skepticism (material
misstatement due to fraud)

ACN (1.3.4.), (2.4.4.), AB
1.5. (4.2.1.)

COMPLIANT 56

13 Authenticity of documents /
non-disclosure to the auditor

CONDITION (critical mind related) NOT COMPLIANT 57

14 Inconsistencies of responses to
inquiries

CONDITION (critical mind related) NOT COMPLIANT 58

15 Discussion on susceptibility of FS
to material misstatement due to
fraud

(audit team related) NOT COMPLIANT 59

16 Identifying the risks of material
misstatement due to fraud

AB 2.5. (4.2.2.) COMPLIANT 60
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17 Inquiries of management (4 mat-
ters)

AB 2.5. (4.2.2.), (4.2.5.)
(no reference to manage-
ment's assessment nor to
its communication there-
on)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

61

18 Inquiries of management and
others re: knowledge of fraud

AB 2.5. (2.3.1.), (2.3.2.),
(4.2.2.), (4.2.5.), (4.5.1.)

COMPLIANT 62

19 Inquiries of internal audit CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 63

20 Obtain understanding re: over-
sight of management's processes
for identifying and responding to
risks of fraud (incl. internal con-
trol)

CONDITION AB 2.5. (4.2.5.), (4.5.1.) COMPLIANT 64

21 Inquiries of TCWG re: knowledge
of fraud

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 65

22 Unusual relationships identified
through performance of AP

AB 3.6. (7.) (not specifi-
cally directed at fraud)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

66

23 Other information indicative of a
ROMM due to fraud

- NOT COMPLIANT 67

24 Indication by other risk assess-
ment procedures of fraud risk
factors

AB 2.5. (4.2.4.) COMPLIANT 68

25 Identification/assessment ROMM
due to fraud

AB 2.5. (4.2.2.) COMPLIANT 69

26 Presumption of risks of fraud in
revenue recognition

- NOT COMPLIANT 70

27 Treat fraud risks as significant
risks

- NOT COMPLIANT 71

28 Determine overall responses to
address ROMM due to fraud at the
FS level

- NOT COMPLIANT 72

29 3 procedures in determining these
overall responses

- NOT COMPLIANT 73

30 Further audit procedures in re-
ponse to ROMM due to fraud at
the assertion level

AB 2.5. (4.5.3.), AB 3.1.
(1.3.) (assertions)

COMPLIANT 74

31 (Not a requirement; management
override of controls)

- - -

32 Audit procedures to be performed
regardless of assessment of risks
of management override of con-
trols (6 procedures)

ACN (2.4.4.), AB 2.2.
(5.3.), AB 3.8. (4.), (no
reference to journal entry
testing, management bias
vs. fraud), AB 4.1. (7.5.)
(no explicit link to fraud)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

75

33 Consideration of other audit pro-
cedures (management override of
controls)

- NOT COMPLIANT 76

34 Identification of ROMM due to
fraud from final AP

AB 2.5. (4.3.) (general) PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

77

35 Evaluate implications for audit of
identification of ROMM due to
fraud

AB 2.5. (4.5.1.), (4.5.3.) COMPLIANT 78

36 Reevaluate assessment ROMM
due to fraud and responses there-
to in case of management fraud

- NOT COMPLIANT 79

37 Evaluate implications for the
audit from material misstatement
due to fraud

CONDITION AB 2.5. (4.5.5.) COMPLIANT 80

38 Impossibility to continue the
audit (5 procedures)

CONDITION AB (2.5.) (2.3.4.) (5.2.4.)
(not detailed), (5.4.2.)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

81

39 Written representations related to
fraud (4 matters)

NBLE (1.1.) (not that
detailed)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

82

40 Communication of fraud related
matters to management

CONDITION AB 2.5. (4.5.1.), (5.1.1.) COMPLIANT 83

41 Communication of fraud related
matters to TCWG

CONDITION AB (2.5.), (2.3.3.), (5.1.2.),
(5.1.3.), (5.1.4.), (5.1.5.)

COMPLIANT 84

42 Communication of other matters
to TCWG

- NOT COMPLIANT 85

43 Communication to external au-
thorities

AB (2.5.), (2.4.) (general),
AB 2.5. (6.1.)

COMPLIANT 86

44 Audit documentation re: assess-
ment ROMM due to fraud

- NOT COMPLIANT 87

45 Audit documentation re: respons-
es to ROMM due to fraud + re:
results of the audit procedures

AB 2.5. (4.5.4.) COMPLIANT 88
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46 Audit documentation re: commu-
nications re: fraud

- NOT COMPLIANT 89

47 Audit documentation rebutting
the presumption of ROMM due to
fraud in revenue recognition

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 90

ISA 250 Objectives 10 Obtain sufficient appropriate Æ
re: compliance "direct impact"
law/regulations + perform audit
procedures re: non-compliance +
respond appropriately

Requirements 12 Obtain general understanding of
law/regulation/compliance

ACN (2.6.), AB 2.5.
(4.4.1.)

COMPLIANT 91

13 Obtain sufficient appropriate Æ
re: compliance with "direct im-
pact" law/regulations

ACN (2.6., 2.6.1., 2.6.2.),
AB 2.5. (4.3.1.), (4.3.2.)

COMPLIANT 92

14 Audit procedures to help identify-
ing non-compliance with other
laws/regulations (2 procedures)

ACN (2.6.3.) (general), AB
2.5. (4.4.1.), (4.4.2.)

COMPLIANT 93

15 Remain alert to possibility of
non-compliance through other
audit procedures

ACN (2.6.2.) (general), AB
2.5. (4.2.1.)

COMPLIANT 94

16 Request management representa-
tions re: non-compliance

AB 2.5. (4.4.2.) COMPLIANT 95

17 No audit procedures if no identi-
fied/suspected non-compliance

CONDITION AB 2.5. (4.4.3.) COMPLIANT 96

18 Audit procedures if identified/
suspected non-compliance (2
procedures)

CONDITION AB 2.5. (4.5.1.) COMPLIANT 97

19 Discussion with management
and/or TCWG

CONDITION AB 2.5. (4.5.1.), (4.5.2.) COMPLIANT 98

20 Evaluate lack of sufficient appro-
priate Æ on auditor's opinion

CONDITION AB 2.5. (4.5.1.) COMPLIANT 99

21 Evaluate non-compliance re: other
aspects of the audit

AB 2.5. (4.5.3.), (4.5.5) COMPLIANT 100

22 Communicate non-compliance to
TCWG

AB 2.5. (5.1.2.) COMPLIANT 101

23 Communicate intentional and
material non-compliance to
TCWG

CONDITION AB 2.5. (5.1.3.), (5.1.4.),
(5.1.5.)

COMPLIANT 102

24 Need to obtain legal advice
(TCWG implied in fraud)

CONDITION AB 2.5. (4.5.2.) COMPLIANT 103

25 Evaluate impact non-compliance
on auditor's reports

CONDITION ACN (2.6.3.), AB 2.5.
(5.4.1.), (5.4.2.)

COMPLIANT 104

26 Evaluate impact scope limitation
created by management/TCWG

CONDITION AB 2.5. (5.4.1.), (5.4.1.) COMPLIANT 105

27 Evalute impact other scope limita-
tion

CONDITION ACN (3.7.1.), (3.7.2.)
(general)

COMPLIANT 106

28 Evaluate communication to par-
ties outside the entity

CONDITION AB 2.5. (6.3.) COMPLIANT 107

29 Audit documentation re: identi-
fied/suspected non-compliance +
results of discussions held

AB 2.5. (4.5.4.) COMPLIANT 108

ISA 260 Objectives 9 Communicate to TCWG + obtain
information from TCWG + pro-
vide TWCG with timely observa-
tions + pomote two-way commu-
nication

Requirements 11 Determine appropriate persons in
governance structure

ACN (2.4.5.) COMPLIANT 109

12 Determine need to communicate
to the larger governing body

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 110

13 Communication if TCWG = man-
agement

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 111

14 (2) Responsibilities to be commu-
nicated to TCWG

AB 1.1. (2.2.), (2.4.) (no
reference to other respon-
sibilities of TCWG)

COMPLIANT 112

15 Communication to TCWG of
overview of scope/planning of
audit

- NOT COMPLIANT 113

16 Communication to TCWG of (4)
significant findings of the audit

AB 1.2. (3.4.5.4.) (only
general reference to re-
sults, no detail provided)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

114

nvt

Kluwer – Accountancy & Bedrijfskunde Acc. Bedr. 2014/5 – 37



17 Communication of (3) additional
matters to TCWG of listed entities

CONDITION (not part of auditing
standards but of Compa-
nies' Code)

NOT COMPLIANT 115

18 Communication to TCWG of
general content of communica-
tions

- NOT COMPLIANT 116

19 Communicate in writing to TCWG
significant findings

- NOT COMPLIANT 117

20 Communicate in writing to TCWG
independence related matters

- NOT COMPLIANT 118

21 Communicate to TCWG on a
timely basis

AB 3.5. (8.1.) COMPLIANT 119

22 Evaluate two-way communication
between auditor and TCWG and
its possible scope limitations

- NOT COMPLIANT 120

23 Audit documentation re: matters
communicated orally and in
writing

- NOT COMPLIANT 121

ISA 265 Objective 5 Communicate appropriately to
TCWG and management deficien-
cies in internal control

Requirements 7 Identification of deficiencies in
internal control

CONDITION ACN (2.4.5.) COMPLIANT 122

8 Determination whether these
efficiencies are significant

ACN (2.4.5.) COMPLIANT 123

9 Communication of significant
deficiencies to TCWG

ACN (2.4.5.) (Reponsible
persons of entity), AB 2.2.
(6.1.) (Board of directors)

COMPLIANT 124

10 Communication of deficiencies to
management (2 matters)

AB 2.2. (3.2.2.c.), (4.3.1.),
(6.), (6.1.), AB 2.5. (3.2.),
(4.1.2.), AB 3.5. (8.2.)

COMPLIANT 125

11 Inclusion in these written com-
munications (see (9) and (10) of
appropriate information (4 mat-
ters)

- (no detail of the commu-
nication)

NOT COMPLIANT 126

ISA 300 Objective 4 Plan the audit in order to be
performed effectively

Requirements 5 Involvement of engagement part-
ner and key members of audit
team in planning the audit

AB 1.2. (1.2.) (no refer-
ence to team members)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

127

6 Performing (3) preliminary en-
gagement activities

- NOT COMPLIANT 128

7 Establish overall audit strategy ACN (2.4.4.) (effective-
ness of internal control),
(2.4.5.), AB 1.2. (1.1.), AB
2.1. (1.), (1.1.), (3.4.), AB
2.2. (3.), (3.1.), (3.2.2..b.),
(3.2.3.), (4.3.3.), AB 2.3.
(1.), (5)

COMPLIANT 129

8 5 audit procedures in relation to
this strategy

AB 1.2. (3.1.) COMPLIANT 130

9 Development of audit plan (3
matters)

ACN (2.1.), (2.1.1.),
(2.1.2.), AB 2.4. (3.)
(scope), AB 1.2. (1.2.)
(who/what/when), (1.3.),
(1.5 ) (planning) (not
detailed enough referring
to assertion level),
(3.4.2.), (4.1.), (6.2.), AB
2.3. (1.2.), (3.1.)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

131

10 Update overall audit strategy and
audit plan

ACN (2.1.2.), (2.1.3.), AB
1.2. (3.4.), AB 2.5. (1.3.),
AB 2.7. (15), (16), AB 3.5.
(3.2)

COMPLIANT 132

11 Plan direction and supervision of
audit team members and the
review of their work

AB 1.2. (4.1.) (no refer-
ence to review of team
members' work)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

133

12 Audit documentation re: planning
(3 matters)

ACN (2.2.) (no reference
to strategy), AB 1.2. (4.4.)
(idem), AB 1.3. (3.3.)
(idem)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

134
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13 Prior to starting an initial audit:
performing (2) audit procedures

AB 1.1. (4.5.), AB 1.3.
(4.2.) (no reference to
acceptance/continuance
related procedures)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

135

ISA 315 Objective 3 Identify and assess ROMMs (FS
and assertion level) through
understanding entity/environ-
ment/internal control

Requirements 5 Perform risk assessment proce-
dures (FS and assertion level)

AB 2.1. (1.2.) (reference to
'general' and 'specific'
risks)

COMPLIANT 136

6 (3) Risk assessment procedures AB 1.2. (3.3.)
(AP+inspection), AB 3.6.
(3.2.), (4.1.)(AP)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

137

7 Consider relevance of information
from acceptance/continuance
process

- NOT COMPLIANT 138

8 Consider relevance of information
from other engagements for the
entity

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 139

9 Determine relevance of informa-
tion from audit procedures per-
formed in previous audits

CONDITION AB 2.2. (4.2.1.) (informa-
tion on internal control)

COMPLIANT 140

10 Discussion of susceptibility of FS
to material misstatement

- NOT COMPLIANT 141

11 Obtain understanding of the enti-
ty/environment (5 matters)

ACN (2.3.1. b)), AB
2.4.(3.), AB 2.1. (2.3.), (3.)

COMPLIANT 142

12 Obtain understanding of internal
control relevant to the audit

ACN (2.1.1.), (2.3.1. b)),
(2.4.2.), AB 1.2. (2.2.), AB
1.2. (3.4.1.), AB 1.2. (4.),
(4.1.), AB 4.1. (5.2.), (6.4.)

COMPLIANT 143

13 Evaluate design/implementation
of relevant controls

AB 1.2. (3.4.2.), AB 2.2.
(3.2.1..b.), (4.2.), AB 2.3.
(5.5.)

COMPLIANT 144

14 Obtain understanding of control
environment (2 procedures)

AB 2.2. (2.1.), (2.2.),
(3.2.1.), (4.1.), (4.1.2.)

COMPLIANT 145

15 Obtain understanding of existence
of risk assessment process (4
matters)

AB 2.1. (4.1.) (general),
AB 2.2. (2.3.1.b.)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

146

16 Obtain understanding of risk
assessment process and its results
(determination of significant
deficiencies)

CONDITION ACN (3.3.7.), AB 2.2. (1.),
(3.1.), (3.2.1.)

COMPLIANT 147

17 Discuss with management the
business risks and how the entity
addressed these

CONDITION AB 2.2. (4.1.2.) (no refer-
ence to investigation of
significant deficiency re:
risk assessment process),
ACN (2.4.4.) (general)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

148

18 Obtain understanding of informa-
tion system (6 matters)

ACN (2.2.1.), (2.4.2.),
(2.7.2.), AB 1.2. (2.2.), AB
2.2. (2.1.), (2.3.), (3.2.1.),
(4.1.2.), (4.2.3.), AB 2.3.
(1.3.)

COMPLIANT 149

19 Obtain understanding of commu-
nication of FR roles and responsi-
bilities (2 matters)

AB 2.2. (4.2.2.), (4.2.3.) COMPLIANT 150

20 Obtain understanding of control
activities relevant to the audit

ACN (2.4.2.), AB 2.2.
(2.4.), AB 2.3. (1.2.), (3.1.),
(3.2.)

COMPLIANT 151

21 Obtain understanding of how the
entity responded to IT risks

AB 2.2. (2.4.), AB 2.3.
(1.2.), (3.1.)

COMPLIANT 152

22 Obtain understanding of monitor-
ing of controls

ACN (2.4.2.) COMPLIANT 153

23 Obtain understanding of internal
audit function (2 matters)

CONDITION ACN (2.4.2.), AB 3.3.
(3.1.)

COMPLIANT 154

24 Obtain understanding of informa-
tion sources used in monitoring

- NOT COMPLIANT 155

25 Identification and assessment of
ROMM (FS and assertion level)

AB 1.4. (3.6.2.) (no refer-
ence to levels), AB 1.2.
(5.2.), AB 2.2. (3.2.1.a.)
("general risks"), AB 2.3.
(4.)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

156
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26 (4) audit procedures re: this iden-
tification/assessment exercise

AB 2.1. (1.2.) (3.1.) (3.2.)
(3.4) (no reference to
assessment, nor to likeli-
hood of misstatements)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

157

27 Determination of significant risks - NOT COMPLIANT 158

28 Consideration of (6) matters in
making this determination

- NOT COMPLIANT 159

29 Obtain understanding of controls
relevant to significant risks

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 160

30 Obtain understanding of controls
when substantive audit proce-
dures alone do not provide suffi-
cient appropriate Æ

CONDITION AB 1.2. (4.2.) COMPLIANT 161

31 Revision of assessment of ROMMs
upon obtaining new/updated
information/inconsistent Æ,
including modification of further
planned audit procedures

NBLE (2.6.), AB 2.5.
(4.5.5.)

COMPLIANT 162

32 Audit documentation (4 matters) ACN (2.2.3.) (general), AB
1.3. (3.4.) (no reference to
components of internal
control), AB 2.1. (7.) (no
reference to levels)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

163

ISA 320 Objective 8 Apply concept of materiality
(planning + performing the audit)

Requirements 10 Determine materiality for FS as a
whole (+ for particular classes of
transactions, account balances or
disclosures)

AB 2.1. (2.2.), AB 4.1.
(2.4.)

COMPLIANT 164

11 Determine performance materiali-
ty (assessing ROMM and deter-
mining nature, timing and extent
of further audit procedures)

- (implicit reference in AB
2.1. (2.2.)

NOT COMPLIANT 165

12 Revise materiality for FS as a
whole when appropriate

AB 2.1. (2.1.) COMPLIANT 166

13 Determine whether performance
materiality needs revision

- NOT COMPLIANT 167

14 Audit documentation (4 matters) AB 2.1. (7.)(no reference
to performance materiali-
ty)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

168

ISA 330 Objective 3 Obtain sufficient appropriate Æ
re: assessed ROMMs through
designing and implementing
responses thereto

Requirements 5 Design and implement overall
reponses (assessed ROMM FS
level)

AB 2.1. (1.2.) (general) PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

169

6 Design and implement further
audit procedures (assessed
ROMM assertion level)

ACN (2.3.), (2.3.2.) (not
detailed at assertion
level), AB 2.1. (1.2.), AB
1.2. (6.2.), AB 2.2. (3.2.3.),
(4.1.1.), AB 4.1. (6.5.)

COMPLIANT 170

7 Audit procedures re:(6) (4 proce-
dures)

AB 2.1. (7), AB 2.2. (3.1.),
(3.2.2. a. and b.), (3.2.3.c.)
(no reference to likeli-
hood of material misstate-
ment)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

171

8 Obtain sufficient appropriate Æ
re: operating effectiveness of
controls (2 situations)

CONDITION ACN (2.3.1. b) and c)),
(2.4.), AB 2.4. (3.), AB 2.2.
(4.3.1.), (5.2.), AB 2.3.
(1.3.), (5.4.)

COMPLIANT 172

9 Obtain more persuasive Æ de-
pending on higher reliance on
effectiveness of a control

ACN (2.4.), AB 2.2.
(4.3.3.)

COMPLIANT 173

10 (4) audit procedures re: designing
and performing TOC

AB 2.2. (3.2.2.a.) (not that
detailed in Belgian
GAAS)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

174

11 Set appropriate timing for TOC AB 2.2. (3.2.2.a.), (4.3.2.) COMPLIANT 175

12 Obtaining Æ from TOC during
interim period (2 procedures)

CONDITION AB 2.2. (5.3.) PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

176

13 Determine appropriateness Æ
about operating effectiveness of
controls obtained in previous
audits (6 considerations)

- NOT COMPLIANT 177
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14 Establish relevance of Æ about
operating effectiveness of controls
from previous audit (2 proce-
dures, incl. reference to 3Y rota-
tion)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 178

15 Reliance on controls over signifi-
cant risks (TOC in current period)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 179

16 Evaluate whether detected mis-
statements (from substantive audit
procedures) are indicative of non
effectiveness of controls

- NOT COMPLIANT 180

17 Deviations from controls detected
(3 procedures)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 181

18 Design and perform substantive
audit procedures for each material
class of transactions, account
balance and disclosure

AB 1.2. (3.4.3.), AB 2.1.
(5.2.)

COMPLIANT 182

19 Determination of performance of
external confirmations

AB 3.1. (2.4.), (2.7.), (2.8.),
(3.2.), (3.3.2.), (5.2.)

COMPLIANT 183

20 Audit procedures re: FS closing
process (2 procedures)

AB 4.1. (2.1.), (3.) (no
reference to journal entry
testing)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

184

21 Perform substantive audit proce-
dures responsive to significant
ROMM

CONDITION AB 1.2. (7.) (no explicit
reference to 'significant')

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

185

22 Performance of substantive audit
procedures at an interim date

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 186

23 Evaluate whether planned nature/
timing/extent of substantive audit
procedures re: remaining period if
material misstatements are detect-
ed at interim date

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 187

24 Evaluate conformity of overall
presentation of FS

ACN (3.3.3.) COMPLIANT 188

25 Evaluate continuing appropriate-
ness of assessments of ROMM at
assertion level (before the conclu-
sion of the audit)

AB 2.5. (4.5.5.) (only
reference to fraud/illegal
activities)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

189

26 Conclude on sufficiency/appro-
priateness of (all) Æ obtained

ACN (2.5.), (3.4.3.) COMPLIANT 190

27 Obtain further audit evidence
(assertion level) or Æ obtained is
not sufficient/appropriate (scope
limitation)

CONDITION ACN (2.3.2.), AB 2.7.
(33.2) (33.3.), AB 3.1.
(1.6.) (assertions)

COMPLIANT 191

28 Audit documentation (3 matters) AB 2.2. (3.1.), (4.3.4.)
(general)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

192

29 Audit documentation of conclu-
sions from Æ of operating effec-
tiveness of controls obtained in
previous audits

CONDITION AB 2.2. (5.3.) (not de-
tailed)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

193

30 Audit documentation re: agree-
ment of FS with accounting re-
cords

- NOT COMPLIANT 194

ISA 402 Objective 7 Obtain understanding of services
organization's provided services
(+ effect on internal control) +
design and perform audit proce-
dures

Requirements 9 Obtain understanding of user
entity (4 matters)

- NOT COMPLIANT 195

10 Evaluate design/implementation
of relevant controls at user entity

- NOT COMPLIANT 196

11 Determine basis for identification/
assessment of ROMM

- NOT COMPLIANT 197

12 Inability to obtain sufficient un-
derstanding of user entity (4 pro-
cedures)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 198

13 Determine sufficiency/appropri-
ateness of Æ (2 procedures)

- NOT COMPLIANT 199

14 Planning to use type 1/2 report as
Æ (3 procedures)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 200

15 Responding to assessed ROMM (2
procedures)

- NOT COMPLIANT 201
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16 Obtain Æ about operating effec-
tiveness of controls service orga-
nization

- NOT COMPLIANT 202

17 Determine sufficiency/appropri-
ateness of Æ for TOC (4 proce-
dures)

- NOT COMPLIANT 203

18 Services provided by subservice
organization

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 204

19 Inquire of management (5 proce-
dures)

- NOT COMPLIANT 205

20 Inability to obtain sufficient/
appropriate Æ re: services provid-
ed

- NOT COMPLIANT 206

21 Reference to work of a service
auditor

- NOT COMPLIANT 207

22 User auditor's responsibility for
opinion

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 208

ISA 450 Objective 3 Evaluate effects of identified
misstatements on the audit +
evaluate effects of uncorrected
misstatements on the FS

Requirements 5 Accumulate non-trivial misstate-
ments

AB 2.5. (4.2.2.) COMPLIANT 209

6 Determine revision of overall
audit strategy and audit plan

CONDITION AB 1.4. (3.6.2.) COMPLIANT 210

7 Determine whether detected
misstatements were corrected

CONDITION AB 2.5. (4.2.2.), (5.2.1.),
(5.2.6.), (5.4.1.)

COMPLIANT 211

8 Communicate accumulated mis-
statements

AB 2.5. (4.2.2.), AB 1.2.
(3.4.5.4.)

COMPLIANT 212

9 Obtain understanding of reasons
for not making corrections

CONDITION AB 2.5. (5.2.4.) (no refer-
ence to error, only to
fraud)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

213

10 Reassess materiality before evalu-
ating effect of uncorrected mis-
statements

AB 2.5. (5.2.4.) COMPLIANT 214

11 Determine whether uncorrected
misstatements are material

AB 2.1. (1.3.) COMPLIANT 215

12 Communicate individual uncor-
rected misstatements with TCWG

AB 4.2. (1.3.) COMPLIANT 216

13 Communicate with TCWG the
effects of uncorrected misstate-
ments re: prior period(s)

- NOT COMPLIANT 217

14 Communicate with TCWG the
effects of uncorrected misstate-
ments re: prior period(s)

NBLE (1.1.) PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

218

15 Audit documentation (3 matters) AB 1.3. (3.3.) (no refer-
ence to triviality/non
materiality of uncorrected
misstatements)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

219

ISA 500 Objective 4 Design/perform audit procedures
to obtain sufficient/appropriate Æ
to draw reasonable conclusions
for auditor's opinion

Requirements 6 Design/perform audit procedures
appropriate in the circumstances
to obtain sufficient/appropriate Æ

ACN (1.1.1.), ACN
(2.3.2.), AB 3.1. (1.2),
(2.2.)

COMPLIANT 220

7 Consider relevance/reliability of
info to be used as Æ

NBLE (1.3.2.), (2.3.),(2.4.),
(2.6.), AB 3.1. (1.3.), (1.4.)

COMPLIANT 221

8 Use of Æ related to work of man-
agement's expert (3 procedures)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 222

9 Evaluate reliability of info pro-
duced by entity for use as Æ (2
procedures)

- NOT COMPLIANT 223

10 Determine effective means of
selecting items for testing (pur-
pose of audit procedure)

AB 3.1. (1.5.), (2.2.), (2.5.),
(3.1.) (assertions), (3.2.1.),
(3.2.3.), (3.4.)

COMPLIANT 224

11 Determine modification to audit
procedures + consider effect on
the audit following inconsisten-
cies/doubts on reliability of Æ

CONDITION NBLE (2.6.), AB 2.5.
(4.5.5.)

COMPLIANT 225
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ISA 501 Objective 3 Obtain sufficient/appropriate Æ
on inventory+claims+segment
info

Requirements 4 Obtain sufficient/appropriate Æ
on inventory (existence + condi-
tion)(5 procedures)

CONDITION ACN (2.5.4.), AB 3.5.
(2.3.), (3.1.), (3.2.), (4.1.),
(4.2.), (5.1.), (5.2.), (5.3.),
(5.4.), (5.5.), (5.7.)

COMPLIANT 226

5 Audit procedures re: intervening
date

CONDITION AB 3.5. (3.3.) COMPLIANT 227

6 Make/observe physical counts on
other date (+ intervening period)

CONDITION AB 2.4. (4.1.), AB 3.5.
(2.3.), (6.1), (6.2.), (6.3.)

COMPLIANT 228

7 Alternative audit procedures on
inventory (existence + condition)
+ modification to audit opinion

CONDITION ACN (3.3.5.), (3.3.6.), AB
3.5. (2.3.)

COMPLIANT 229

8 Obtain sufficient/appropriate Æ
re: inventory (existence + condi-
tion) under custody of third party

CONDITION AB 3.5. (3.2.), (5.6.) (no
reference to condition)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

230

9 Design/perform audit procedures
re: identification litigation+claims
(3 procedures)

AB 4.1. (5.), (5.2.), (5.3.),
(5.4.) (no reference to
inquiry of management),
AB 3.1. (5.1.)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

231

10 Seek direct communication with
entity's legal counsel

CONDITION AB 3.1. (5.1.) COMPLIANT 232

11 Modification of audit opinion
(scope limitation)

CONDITION AB 3.1. (5.1.) COMPLIANT 233

12 Request written representations AB 4.1. (5.3.), NBLE (1.1.) COMPLIANT 234

13 Obtain sufficient/appropriate Æ
on segment information

- NOT COMPLIANT 235

ISA 505 Objective 5 Design/perform external confir-
mation procedures to obtain Æ

Requirements 7 Maintain control over external
confirmation requests (4 proce-
dures)

ACN (2.5.4.) (general), AB
3.1. (2.1.), (2.3.), (2.6.),
(3.2.2.), (4.2.), (5.2.)

COMPLIANT 236

8 Management refusal to send con-
firmation request (3 procedures)

CONDITION AB 3.1. (2.8.) (no link to
risk assessment), (5.1.)
(idem)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

237

9 Communicate management's
refusal to TCWG

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 238

10 Obtain further Æ re: doubts on
reliability of responses

CONDITION AB 3.1. (2.7.) COMPLIANT 239

11 Evaluate implications of unreli-
ability on ROMM assessment

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 240

12 Alternative audit procedures
(non-response)

CONDITION AB 3.1. (2.1.), (2.7.), (2.8.),
(3.2.4.), (3.3.2.)

COMPLIANT 241

13 Determine implications for the
audit (not obtaining positive
confirmation)

CONDITION AB 3.1. (3.2.4.), (3.4.),
(3.5.)

COMPLIANT 242

14 Investigate exceptions (misstate-
ments or not)

AB 2.7. (3.4.2.) COMPLIANT 243

15 Use of negative confirmation
requests

AB 3.1. (2.5.) (not all
conditions covered)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

244

16 Evaluate Æ obtained AB 3.1. (1.1.), (3.5.) COMPLIANT 245

ISA 510 Objective 3 Obtain sufficient/appropriate Æ
opening balances (2 matters)

Requirements 5 Read most recent FS - NOT COMPLIANT 246

6 Obtain sufficient/appropriate Æ
opening balances free from mate-
rial misstatement (5 procedures)

ACN (2.2.5.), AB 1.2.
(1.4.), AB 2.4. (4.3.), AB
3.2. (6.2.c.), (6.3.), (6.5.),
(6.6.) (no reference to
bringing forward last
year's closing balances
and to accounting poli-
cies opening balances)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

247

7 Perform additional audit proce-
dures + communication to man-
agement/TCWG

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 248

8 Obtain sufficient/appropriate Æ
re: accounting policies vs. open-
ing balances

- NOT COMPLIANT 249

9 Evaluate effect of modified opin-
ion in prior period (ROMM as-
sessment)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 250
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10 Inability to obtain sufficient/
appropriate Æ

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 251

11 Express qualified opinion/adverse
opinion (1 case)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 252

12 Express qualified opinion/adverse
opinion (2 cases)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 253

13 Modified report prior year re-
mains relevant

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 254

ISA 520 Objectives 3 Obtain relevant/reliable Æ for
SAP + design/perform final ana-
lytics

Requirements 5 Design/perform SAP (4 proce-
dures)

ACN (2.5.4.) (general), AB
2.6. (1.2.), (2.2.), (3.3.),
(4.2.), (5.2.), (5.3.) (reli-
ability), (5.4.3.) (predic-
tion), (6.1.), (6.2.) (suit-
ability),
(6.4.) (differences), (6.4.)-
(independent expectation
not explicitly stated)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

255

6 Design/perform AP near end of
audit

AB 2.6. (1.4.), (3.4.), (4.3.),
(6.2.)

COMPLIANT 256

7 (2 procedures) once inconsisten-
cies are identified

CONDITION AB 2.6. (3.3.), (5.4.1.),
(6.3.), (7)

COMPLIANT 257

ISA 530 Objective 4 Provide reasonable basis to draw
conclusions about population re:
sample

Requirements 6 Consider purpose audit procedure
+ characteristics population (de-
sign sample)

ACN (2.3.3.), AB 3.7. (5.),
(6.), (7.)

COMPLIANT 258

7 Determine sample size AB 3.7. (10.), (14.) COMPLIANT 259

8 Select sample item AB 3.7. (8.), (18.) COMPLIANT 260

9 Chance selection of sample unit AB 3.7. (20.) COMPLIANT 261

10 Selected item vs. replacement
item

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 262

11 Treat item as deviation/misstate-
ment

AB 3.7. (22.) COMPLIANT 263

12 Investigate nature/cause of devia-
tions/misstatements

AB 3.7. (20.) COMPLIANT 264

13 Anomaly in a sample CONDITION AB 3.7. (21.) (no details
re: impact on remainder
of population)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

265

14 Project misstatements for TOD AB 3.7. (25.) COMPLIANT 266

15 Evaluate results + reasonable
basis for conclusions about popu-
lation

AB 3.7. (2.), (3.), (4), (26.) COMPLIANT 267

ISA 540 Objective 4 Obtain sufficient/appropriate Æ
accounting estimates + related
disclosures

Requirements 8 Obtain understanding of (8) mat-
ters for identification/verification
ROMM re: accounting estimates

AB 3.8. (3.), (3.1.), (3.2.),
(3.3.), (3.5.) (no reference
to estimation uncertainty,
inquiries of management)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

268

9 Review outcome accounting esti-
mates prior period FS

AB 3.8. (3.), (3.5.) COMPLIANT 269

10 Evaluate estimation uncertainty - NOT COMPLIANT 270

11 Determine significant risks re:
estimation uncertainty

- NOT COMPLIANT 271

12 Determine accounting + methods
re: estimates

AB 3.8. (3.) (methods) PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

272

13 Perform >= 1 procedures (4 audit
procedures)

AB 3.8. (3.6.) (no alterna-
tives presented)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

273

14 Consider need for specialised skill
or knowledge

AB 3.8. (3.4.), (3.6.) COMPLIANT 274

15 Evaluate (3) matters re: significant
risks (estimation uncertainty)

- NOT COMPLIANT 275

16 Develop range (reasonabless) re:
significant risks

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 276

17 Obtain sufficient/appropriate Æ
re: (2) matters (significant risks)

- NOT COMPLIANT 277
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18 Evaluate whether accounting
estimates are reasonable/misstat-
ed

AB 3.8. (2.), (3.6.), (4.) COMPLIANT 278

19 Obtain sufficient/appropriate Æ
re: disclosures

AB 3.8. (4.) COMPLIANT 279

20 Evaluate adequacy disclosures re:
estimation uncertainty

- NOT COMPLIANT 280

21 Review management judgments/
decisions (management bias)

AB 3.8. (4.) COMPLIANT 281

22 Written representations re: ac-
counting estimates

NBLE (1.1.) COMPLIANT 282

23 Audit documentation (reasonab-
less, management bias)

ACN (3.3.) (no details) PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

283

ISA 550 Objectives 9 Obtain sufficient/appropriate Æ +
determine impact true/fair view

Requirements 11 Perform procedures (12)-(17) to
obtain information re: ROMM due
to RP(T)

(see (12)-(17)) PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

284

12 Discuss susceptibility to ROMM
due to fraud or error re: RP(T)

- NOT COMPLIANT 285

13 Inquire of management (3 matters) AB 4.1. (7.4.) COMPLIANT 286

14 Inquire to obtain understanding of
controls (3 audit procedures)

AB 4.1. (7.1.), (7.2.), (7.3) COMPLIANT 287

15 Maintaining alertness for RP
information (inspection of 3 mat-
ters)

AB 4.1. (6.4), (6.5), (7.1),
(7,2), (7.4.)

COMPLIANT 288

16 Inquire of management (2 matters)
– significant RPTs outside normal
course of business

CONDITION AB 4.1. (7.5.) COMPLIANT 289

17 Share relevant information - NOT COMPLIANT 290

18 Identify ROMM re: RP(T) + deter-
mination significant risks

- NOT COMPLIANT 291

19 Consider fraud risk factors (incl.
dominant influence) when identi-
fying ROMM due to fraud

CONDITION AB 4.1. (7.5.) COMPLIANT 292

20 Design/perform further audit
procedures re: ROMM re: RPT

AB 4.1. (7.5.) COMPLIANT 293

21 Determine circumstances re: not
previously identified RPT

CONDITION AB 4.1. (7.2.) COMPLIANT 294

22 (5) audit procedures re: not previ-
ously identified RPT

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 295

23 (4) audit procedures re: identified
significant RPT outside normal
course of business

AB 4.1. (7.5.) (no refer-
ence to inspection of
underlying contracts)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

296

24 Obtain sufficient/appropriate Æ
re: arm's length assertion

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 297

25 Evaluate 2 matters when forming
an opinion

AB 4.1. (7.8.) (no refer-
ence to true and fair view
of FS)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

298

26 Written representations (2 matters
re: RPT)

AB 4.1. (7.2.), NBLE (1.1.) COMPLIANT 299

27 Communicate to TCWG signifi-
cant matters re: RPT

- NOT COMPLIANT 300

28 Audit documentation (names RP
and nature RPT)

- NOT COMPLIANT 301

ISA 560 Objectives 4 Obtain sufficient/appropriate Æ
re: SE + respond appropriately

Requirements 6 Audit procedures re: events (date
FS and date auditor's report)

ACN (2.5.3.) (general),
(3.16.1.), (3.16.2.), AB 2.4.
(4.2.), AB 2.7. (11)

COMPLIANT 302

7 Cover period (re: (6)) until audi-
tor's report + consider risk assess-
ment (4 procedures)

See (6) (no explicit refer-
ence to these 4 proce-
dures)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

303

8 Determine appropriate reflection
of SE in FS

CONDITION AB 2.4. (2.), AB 1.2.
(3.4.4.), AB 4.1. (3.1.)

COMPLIANT 304

9 Written representations re: SE NBLE (1.1.) COMPLIANT 305

10 (3) audit procedures re: SE after
date auditor's report

CONDITION ACN (3.16.3.) (no refer-
ence to discussion with
management)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

306

11 (3) audit procedures upon amend-
ment of FS

CONDITION ACN (3.16.3.) COMPLIANT 307

nvt

Kluwer – Accountancy & Bedrijfskunde Acc. Bedr. 2014/5 – 45



12 Restrict audit procedures on SE CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 308

13 Audit procecdure upon lack of
amendment of FS

- NOT COMPLIANT 309

14 (3) audit procedures re: events
after date issuance FS

CONDITION AB 4.2. (2.2.), (4.2.) COMPLIANT 310

15 (5) audit procedures upon amend-
ment of FS

CONDITION ACN (3.16.3.), AB 4.2.
(2.3.) (before GM), (4.3.)
(after GM)

COMPLIANT 311

16 Include EOM paragraph referring
to a note re: amendment FS

- (is not uncertainty under
Belgian GAAS)

NOT COMPLIANT 312

17 Communicate to management/
TCWG issue with future reliance
on auditor's report (refusal to
amend FS)

CONDITION AB 4.2. (2.3.) COMPLIANT 313

ISA 570 Objectives 9 Obtain sufficient/appropriate Æ
re: use of GC assumption + con-
clude on material uncertainty re:
GC + determine implications for
auditor's report

Requirements 10 Consider events/conditions cast-
ing significant doubt on ability to
continue as a GC + determine
management's assessment

AB 2.7. (9), (11) (general),
(17.2.)

COMPLIANT 314

11 Remain alert for evidence of these
events/conditions

AB 2.7. (14.), (15), (28) COMPLIANT 315

12 Evaluate management's assess-
ment

AB 2.7. (9.), (17), (17.2.),
(19)

COMPLIANT 316

13 Cover the same period in perform-
ing requirement 12

AB 2.7. (5) COMPLIANT 317

14 Consider inclusion of all relevant
info in management's assessment

AB 2.7. (9) COMPLIANT 318

15 Inquire of management (events/
conditions existing beyond period
management's assessment)

AB 2.7. (27, (28) COMPLIANT 319

16 Obtain sufficient/appropriate Æ
re: existence of material uncer-
tainty re: GC (5 procedures)

CONDITION AB 2.7. (9.), (17), (17.2.),
(19), (25) (no reference to
requesting management to
make assessment, if not
done), (26), (27), (29)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

320

17 Conclude as to existence of mate-
rial uncertainty re: GC

AB 2.7. (9.), (24), (31) COMPLIANT 321

18 Determine whether adequate
disclosures exist (events/condi-
tions + material uncertainty)

CONDITION AB 2.7. (33.1.) COMPLIANT 322

19 Express unmodified opinon +
EOMP (adequate disclosure)

CONDITION ACN (2.6.3.), (3.6.),
(3.6.3.) (also reference to
Directors' Report al-
lowed), AB 4.1. (2.2.), AB
2.7. (33.1.)(reference to "a
risk" re: GC)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

323

20 Express qualified/adverse opinion
(non adequate disclosure)

CONDITION AB 2.7. (33.2.) COMPLIANT 324

21 Express adverse opinion (use of
GC assumption is inappropriate)

CONDITION AB 2.7. (34.1.), (34.2) COMPLIANT 325

22 Consider implications for audi-
tor's report (unwillingness to
make assessment)

CONDITION AB 2.7. (35) COMPLIANT 326

23 Communicate with TCWG
(events/conditions re: GC)

AB 2.7. (10), (17.1), (18),
(18.2.), (19.2.)

COMPLIANT 327

24 Inquire re: significant delay in
approval FS

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 328

ISA 580 Objectives 6 Obtain written reps (preparation
FS + completeness info) + support
other audit evidence + respond
appropriately to reps provided

Requirements 9 Request written reps ACN (2.5.4.) (general),
(2.5.5.), NBLE (1.1.), AB
2.7. (29)

COMPLIANT 329

10 Request written rep re: fulfillment
of responsibility preparation FS

ACN (2.5.5.), NBLE (1.1.),
(1.2.)

COMPLIANT 330

11 Request written rep re: complete-
ness of info

ACN (2.5.5.), NBLE (1.1.)
(points 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 12,
17) (but no generic point)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

331
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12 Describe managements' responsi-
bilities // LOE wording

- NOT COMPLIANT 332

13 Request other written reps than
those required under the ISAs

CONDITION ACN (2.5.5.), NBLE (2.3.),
AB 4.1. (6.5.)

COMPLIANT 333

14 Date of Rep letter NBLE (3.2.) COMPLIANT 334

15 Form of Rep letter NBLE (1.3.2.) COMPLIANT 335

16 Determine effect of concerns on
reliability of reps + Æ

CONDITION NBLE (2.6.) COMPLIANT 336

17 Perform audit procedures (resolu-
tion to inconsistencies noted) +
determine effect on reliability of
reps + Æ

CONDITION NBLE (2.4.) (not explicit
enough)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

337

18 Take appropriate actions (written
reps are considered unreliable)

CONDITION NBLE (2.6.), AB 2.5.
(4.5.5.)

COMPLIANT 338

19 Take appropriate actions (written
reps are not provided)

CONDITION NBLE (2.2.), (4.1.), (4.2.) COMPLIANT 339

20 Disclaim an opinion on FS (writ-
ten reps are not reliable + impor-
tant reps are not provided)

CONDITION NBLE (4.2.) (not automat-
ic disclaimer, although in
most practical cases this
issue will be perceived as
pervasive to the financial
statements, but indeed
from a purely de-jure
point of view not fully in
line with this ISA)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

340

ISA 600 Objectives 8 Determine whether to act as
group auditor + communicate
clearly with component auditors
+ obtain Æ (components/consoli-
dation process) to express opin-
ion (group FS)

Requirements 11 Reference to component auditor
and group auditor's reponsibility

CONDITION NCGJ (1.2.5.), AB 3.2.
(4.2.)

COMPLIANT 341

12 Determine expectation as to ob-
taining sufficient/appropriate Æ
(consolidation process, compo-
nent financial info) + involvement
in work component auditors

NCGJ (2.3.), (2.3.1.),
(2.3.2.), (2.3.3.), (2.3.4.),
(2.4.), (2.4.2.), (2.4.3.),
(2.5.2.), AB 3.2. (2.8),
(4.2.)

COMPLIANT 342

13 Withdraw/disclaim opinion (im-
possibility to obtain sufficient/
appropriate Æ)

CONDITION AB 3.2. (5.2.), NCGJ
(2.3.6., consortium)

COMPLIANT 343

14 Agree on terms // ISA 210 AB 1.1. (2.4.) COMPLIANT 344

15 Establish (audit team) overall
group audit strategy + audit plan

NCGJ (2.1.), AB 1.2. (1.2.) COMPLIANT 345

16 Review (partner) overall group
audit strategy + audit plan

- NOT COMPLIANT 346

17 Obtain understanding group +
consolidation process

NCGJ (2.1.), (2.1.1.),
(2.1.2.), (2.1.3.), (2.1.4.),
(2.2.), (2.2.4.)

COMPLIANT 347

18 Obtain sufficient understanding
(identification components +
assessment of ROMM)

AB 1.2. (1.2.) + NCGJ
(1.1.), (1.1.3.), (2.1.2.),
(2.1.3.)

COMPLIANT 348

19 Obtain understanding re: compo-
nent auditor (4 matters)

CONDITION ACN (1.1.4.), NCGJ (2.3.),
AB 3.2. (2.2.), (2.3.)

COMPLIANT 349

20 Obtain sufficient/appropriate Æ
on component financial informa-
tion through direct involvement
of group audit team

CONDITION NCGJ (2.3.4.) (incuded in
more general statement)

COMPLIANT 350

21 Determine materiality (4 matters) NCGJ (2.4.1. a) and c)) PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

351

22 Evaluate appropriateness perfor-
mance materiality (component
level)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 352

23 Evaluate materiality re: statutory
audit of component

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 353

24 Determine type of work re: com-
ponents (+ direct involvement)

NCGJ (2.3.), (2.3.1.),
(2.3.2.), (2.3.4.), AB 3.2.
(1.5.), (4.2.)

COMPLIANT 354

25 Test operating effectiveness of
group-wide controls

CONDITION NCGJ (2.2.), (2.2.1.),
(2.2.2. re: information
system), (2.2.3. re: activi-
ties), (2.2.5.)

COMPLIANT 355
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26 Perform audit (financially signifi-
cant component)

NCGJ (2.4.) (only refer-
ence to "supplementary
procedures", not to a full
audit)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

356

27 Perform audit or specified audit
procedures (component related to
significant risks at group level)

NCGJ (2.3.3.) (no refer-
ence to significant risks
nor to specified proce-
dures)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

357

28 Perform analytical procedures
(non significant components)

AB 3.6. (6.2.) (only refer-
ence to non material
FSLIs, not components)

NOT COMPLIANT 358

29 Perform additional audit/review
work for selected non-significant
components (+ vary selection
components over time)

CONDITION NCGJ (2.3.3.) (not that
detailed), AB 3.2. (2.1.)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

359

30 Involvement in component audi-
tor's risk assessment for signifi-
cant risk determination (min. 3
procedures)

CONDITION NCGJ (2.3.3.) (no concen-
tration on significant risks
as done in ISA 600)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

360

31 Evaluate appropriateness further
audit procedures (component) +
determine other procedures (sig-
nificant risks)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 361

32 (Not a requirement) - - -

33 Design/perform further audit
procedures (ROMM re: consolida-
tion process)

NCGJ (2.5.5.) COMPLIANT 362

34 Evalute consolidation adjust-
ments/classifications + fraud risk
factors

NCGJ (2.5.3.) (excl. Fraud
factors)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

363

35 Evaluate whether component
financial information is appropri-
ately adjusted

CONDITION NCGJ (2.5.3.) (excl. Fraud
factors),, AB 3.2. (2.5.)

COMPLIANT 364

36 Determine financial information
in component auditor's communi-
cation (see requirement 41c)

NCGJ (2.2.4.) COMPLIANT 365

37 Evaluate appropriate adjuste-
ments component financial infor-
mation

CONDITION NCGJ (2.5.4.) COMPLIANT 366

38 Perform procedures on SE CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 367

39 Notify group auditor when SE are
identified at component level (for
work other than audits)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 368

40 Communicate requirements to
component auditor (6 matters)

NCGJ (2.2.3.) (no refer-
ence to significant risks,
related parties, ethical
requirements), (2.3.2.),
AB 3.2. (2.4.)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

369

41 Communicate conclusions com-
ponent audit to group auditor (10
matters)

- NOT COMPLIANT 370

42 Evaluate component auditor's
communication (2 matters)

- NOT COMPLIANT 371

43 Determine additional procedures
(component level) to be per-
formed

CONDITION NCGJ (2.4.3.), AB 3.2.
(2.7.)

COMPLIANT 372

44 Evaluate sufficiency/appropriate-
ness of Æ obtained (consolidation
process, group audit team, compo-
nent auditors)

NCGJ (2.5.), (2.5.1.),
(2.5.2.), AB 3.2. (2.6.),
(2.7.)

COMPLIANT 373

45 Evaluate effects of any uncorrect-
ed misstatements/impossiblities
to obtain sufficient/appropriate Æ

AB 3.2. (5.2.) COMPLIANT 374

46 Determine significant deficiencies
to be communicated to TCWG
(group)

- NOT COMPLIANT 375

47 Timely communication on (possi-
ble) fraud

CONDITION NCGJ (1.1.3.), AB 2.5.
(4.5.1.), (5.1.1.)

COMPLIANT 376

48 Request group management to
communicate to component man-
agement (matters significant to FS
of a component)

CONDITION NOT COMPLIANT 377

49 Communicate to TCWG (5 mat-
ters)

- NOT COMPLIANT 378
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50 Audit documentation (3 matters) NCGJ (2.7.), (2.7.1.),
(2.7.2.) (not that detailed
in terms of nature, timing
and extent), AB 3.2. (3.1.),
(3.2.)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

379

ISA 610 Objectives 6 Determine use of internal audi-
tors + adequacy of the work for
the audit

Requirements 8 Determine adequacy of use of
internal auditors + impact on
panning

AB 3.3. (1.3.), (3.1.), (3.2.),
(6.3.)

COMPLIANT 380

9 Evaluate (4) matters AB 3.3. (3.2.), (4.1.), (4.2.),
(4.3.), (4.5.), (5.1.)

COMPLIANT 381

10 Consider impact on planning
through (3) matters

ACN (1.1.4. c), AB 3.3.
(4.4.), (5.1.) (no reference
to risk assessment)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

382

11 Evaluate/perform audit proce-
dures on that work to determine
its adequacy

AB 3.3. (3.3.), (4.1.), (5.4.),
(6.2)

COMPLIANT 383

12 Evaluate (5) matters AB 3.3. (4.3.), (5.2.), (5.3.,
supervision by auditor)

COMPLIANT 384

13 Audit documentation on conclu-
sions on evaluation of adequacy

CONDITION AB 3.3. (4.1.), (5.2.) COMPLIANT 385

ISA 620 Objectives 5 Determine use of experts + ade-
quacy of the work for the audit

Requirements 7 Determine use of an expert CONDITION AB 3.4. (2.1.), AB 3.5.
(3.4.), AB 2.5. (4.5.2.)

COMPLIANT 386

8 Consider (5) matters in determin-
ing impact on audit procedures

AB 3.4. (1.5.), (2.2.) (no
reference to auditor's
previous experience)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

387

9 Evaluate expert's competence,
capabilities and objectivity

AB 3.4. (1.5.), (3.2.), (3.1.) COMPLIANT 388

10 Obtain sufficient understanding of
field of expertise

- NOT COMPLIANT 389

11 Agree (4) matters with expert AB 1.4. (3.6.3.), (4.1.) COMPLIANT 390

12 Evaluate adequacy of expert's
work (3 matters)

AB 3.4. (1.2.), (1.5.), (5.1.),
(5.2), (5.3), (5.4)

COMPLIANT 391

13 Agree further work with expert or
perform additional audit proce-
dures (work expert not adequate)

CONDITION AB 3.4. (5.4) COMPLIANT 392

14 Reference to the expert's work in
the auditor's report

AB 3.4. (6.1.) COMPLIANT 393

15 Inclusion in auditor's report of
wording re: this reference re:
auditor's responsibility

CONDITION AB 3.4. (6.2.) (no refer-
ence to auditor's sole
responsibility)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

394

ISA 700 Objectives 6 Form and express audit opinion
Requirements 10 Form an opinion on FS ACN (1.1.) COMPLIANT 395

11 Conclude whether FS are free
from material misstatement (3
considerations)

ACN (3.3.1.) (no reference
to ISA 450 + req. 12-15),
AB 2.4. (2.)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

396

12 Evaluate whether FS are prepared,
in all material respects, // FRF

AB 2.7. (23), AB 4.1. (2.),
(2.1.), (2.4.), (4.), (6.1.),
(6.3.)

COMPLIANT 397

13 Evaluate (6) matters re: FRF ACN (3.4.3.), (3.5.2.),
(3.11.2.), AB 4.1. (4.), AB
2.8. (2.), (3.)

COMPLIANT 398

14 Evaluate whether FS are fairly
presented (2 matters)

ACN (3.4.2.), (3.4.3.), AB
2.4. (4.), (4.1.), (4.2.),
(4.3.), (4.4.)

COMPLIANT 399

15 Evaluate adequate reference to
FRF

ACN (3.4.1.) COMPLIANT 400

16 Express unmodified opinion
when FS are prepared, in all
material respects, // FRF

ACN (2.5.), (3.4.), AB 2.5.
(5.2.6.)

COMPLIANT 401

17 Modify opinion // ISA 705 (2
cases)

CONDITION ACN (3.7.1.), (3.7.2.),
(3.9.1.), (3.9.2.)

COMPLIANT 402

18 Discuss with management ab-
sence of fair presentation and
determine necessity to modify
opinion

CONDITION ACN (2.7.), (2.7.1.),
(3.7.1.), (3.9.2.)

COMPLIANT 403
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19 Discuss with management the
misleading nature of FS (compli-
ance framework)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 404

20 Report in writing ACN (3.1.), (3.1.2.), NCGJ
(3.1.)

COMPLIANT 405

21 Title includes reference to inde-
pendence of auditor

ACN (3.1.2.) ("commissar-
is", "commissaire")

COMPLIANT 406

22 Appropriate addressee ACN (3.1.2.) COMPLIANT 407

23 (5) matters to incorporate in intro-
ductory paragraph

ACN (3.1.4.) (summary of
significant accounting
policies and other explan-
atory information is IFRS
concept)

COMPLIANT 408

24 (not a requirement) - - -

25 Subtitle paragraph re: manage-
ment responsibilities

- NOT COMPLIANT 409

26 Description of mangement respon-
sibilities

ACN (3.2.2.), (3.5.1.) COMPLIANT 410

27 Reference to fair presentation of
FS

ACN (3.4.), (3.5.1.) COMPLIANT 411

28 Subtitle paragraph re: auditor's
respnsibilities

- NOT COMPLIANT 412

29 Reference to responsibility to
express audit opinion

ACN (3.5.1.) COMPLIANT 413

30 Reference to ISAs/ethical stan-
dards/reasonable assurance

ACN (3.3.), (3.3.1.),
(3.3.2.) (no reference to
ethical requirements)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

414

31 Description of an audit (3 matters) ACN (3.1.5.), (3.3.),
(3.3.3.), (3.5.1.) (no refer-
ence to disclosures, risk
assessment or effective-
ness of internal control)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

415

32 Reference to the entity's prepara-
tion and fair presentation of FS

ACN (3.3.3.), (3.5.1.) COMPLIANT 416

33 Reference to auditor's belief that
Æ obtained provides basis for
opinion

ACN (3.3.3.), (3.5.1.) COMPLIANT 417

34 Subtitle re: opinion - NOT COMPLIANT 418

35 Wording re: unmodified opinion
to be expressed

CONDITION ACN (3.1.5.) (general),
(3.5.1.)

COMPLIANT 419

36 Wording re: unmodified opinion
to be expressed (compliance
framework)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 420

37 Identify jurisdiction of FRF CONDITION ACN (3.5.1.) COMPLIANT 421

38 Include separate section on other
reporting responsibilities

CONDITION ACN (3.1.), (3.1.6.), (3.10)-
(3.15.2.), NCGJ (2.6.),
(2.6.1.), (2.6.2.), AB 2.5.
(5.2.3.), (5.3.1.), (5.3.2.)

COMPLIANT 422

39 Subtitel re: other reporting re-
sponsibilities

CONDITION ACN (3.1.4.) COMPLIANT 423

40 Sign report COMPLIANT 424

41 Dating of audit report (2 matters) ACN (3.16.), ACN
(3.16.1.), AB 4.2. (2.1.)

COMPLIANT 425

42 Name location audit practice ACN (3.16.) COMPLIANT 426

43 Use layout/wording prescribed by
law/regulation

CONDITION ACN (3.5.1.) COMPLIANT 427

45 Identify jurisdiction of national
auditing standards (reference also
to ISAs)

CONDITION ACN (3.3.1.) (can be used
next to reference to ISAs)

COMPLIANT 428

46 Presentation of supplementary
(non audited) information

CONDITION ACN (2.7.), (2.7.1.) COMPLIANT 429

47 Supplemental information cov-
ered by opinion

ACN (2.7.1.) COMPLIANT 430

ISA 705 Objective 4 Clearly express appropriately
modified opinion

Requirements 6 Modify the opinion (material
misstatement, inability to obtain
sufficient/appropriate Æ)

AB 3.1. (1.6.), ACN
(3.7.1.), (3.7.2.), (3.9.1.),
(3.9.2.)

COMPLIANT 431

7 Express qualified opinion (2
cases, material but not pervasive)

ACN (3.7.), (3.7.1.), AB
2.5. (5.2.4.), (5.2.5.)

COMPLIANT 432

8 Express adverse opinion (material
and pervasive)

ACN (3.9.), (3.9.2.), AB
2.5. (5.2.4.), (5.2.5.)

COMPLIANT 433

Audit

50 – Acc. Bedr. 2014/5 Accountancy & Bedrijfskunde – Kluwer



9 Disclaim opinion (material and
pervasive)

ACN (2.5.), (3.9.), (3.9.1.)
(1), NCGJ (2.3.6.)

COMPLIANT 434

10 Disclaim opinion (multiple uncer-
tainties)

ACN (3.9.1. (2)), AB 2.7.
(33.3.)

COMPLIANT 435

11 Request management to remove
limitation (on audit scope)

CONDITION AB 3.5. (8.1), (8.2.) COMPLIANT 436

12 Communicate scope limitation to
TCWG and determine alternative
procedures leading to alternative
Æ)

CONDITION ACN (3.3.5.), NCGJ
(3.1.2.), AB 2.2. (8) +
(6.2.) (management, not
TCWG)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

437

13 Inability to obtain sufficient/
appropriate Æ (scope limitation, 2
cases)

CONDITION ACN (3.7.1.), (3.7.2.),
(3.3.4.), (3.3.5.), (3.7.2.),
(3.9.1.), AB 2.2. (8.), AB
2.5. (4.1.3.), (5.2.2.), AB
3.2. (2.8)

COMPLIANT 438

14 Communicate to TCWG (material
misstatements) before withdrawal

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 439

15 Consequences of expressing dis-
claimer of opinion/adverse opin-
ion (single FS, elements)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 440

16 Include Basis for modification
paragraph

CONDITION ACN (3.7.2.), (3.7.5.) COMPLIANT 441

17 Include herein (see 16) a
description+quantification of
effects of material misstatement

CONDITION ACN (3.7.2.), (3.7.3.),
(3.9.2.), (3.9.3.)

COMPLIANT 442

18 Include herein (see 16) descrip-
tion of misstatement through
inadequate narrative disclosure(s)

CONDITION ACN (3.7.3) COMPLIANT 443

19 Non-disclosure of information (3
audit procedures)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 444

20 Include (see 16) reasons for inabil-
ity to obtain sufficient/appropri-
ate Æ

CONDITION ACN (1.4.2.), (3.3.6.),
NCGJ (3.1.3.)

COMPLIANT 445

21 Include (see 16) reasons for mate-
rial misstatements even if adverse
opinion/disclaimer of opinion

ACN (3.7.2.), (3.7.3.),
(3.7.5.)

COMPLIANT 446

22 Use heading modified opinion CONDITION ACN (3.7.), (3.9.3.), (in-
corporated into title of
first part of auditor's
report)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

447

23 Wording opinion paragraph quali-
fied opinion (misstatement)

CONDITION AB 2.7. (33.2.) COMPLIANT 448

24 Wording opinion paragraph ad-
verse opinion

CONDITION AB 2.7. (34.2.) COMPLIANT 449

25 Wording opinion paragraph dis-
laimer of opinion

CONDITION AB 2.7. (33.3.) COMPLIANT 450

26 Amend wording auditor's respon-
sibility paragraph (qualified/
adverse opinion)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 451

27 Amend wording introductory
paragraph + auditor's responsibili-
ty paragraph (disclaimer of opin-
ion)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 452

28 Communicate to TCWG (circum-
stances + proposed wording)

CONDITION AB 1.2. (3.4.5.4.) COMPLIANT 453

ISA 706 Objective 4 Draw users' attention by way of
clear communication

Requirements 6 Include EOMP (after opinion
paragraph) referring to informa-
tion presented/disclosed in FS

CONDITION ACN (3.6.), (3.6.1.),
(3.6.2.) (Only EOMP
possible for material
uncertainties in Belgian
GAAS)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

454

7 Consider (4) matters while using
EOMP

CONDITION ACN (3.6.), (3.6.1.),
(3.6.2.), (3.7.) (heading in
Belgian GAAS is found in
general title + Belgian
GAAS allows for disclo-
sures to be made in the
Director's report), AB 4.1.
(2.2.)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

455
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8 Include OMP (after opinion para-
graph and EOMP)

CONDITION ACN (3.11.), (3.11.1.),
(3.11.2.), (3.11.3.),
(3.11.4.) (Belgian GAAS
allows for OMP in second
part of the statutory audi-
tor's report (so indeed
after (but not immediately
after) the opinion para-
graph)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

456

9 Communicate wording EOMP
and/or OMP to TCWG

CONDITION AB 1.2. (3.4.5.4.) (no
reference to OMP)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

457

ISA 710 Objectives 5 Obtain sufficient/appropriate Æ
re: comparatives + report // audi-
tor's responsibilities

Requirements 7 Determine whether FS include
required comparatives informa-
tion + evaluate (2) matters

- NOT COMPLIANT 458

8 Perform additional audit proce-
dures re: possible material mis-
statement in comparatives

CONDITION AB 2.4. (4.3.) NOT COMPLIANT 459

9 Written representations re: all
periods referred to in opinion +
specific representation re: correc-
tion prior period error

- NOT COMPLIANT 460

10 Not refer to corresponding figures,
unless 11, 12 and 14

ACN (3.4.4.), AB 3.2.
(6.2.b.) (shortcut), (6.4)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

461

11 Modify audit opinion on current
FS (unresolved matter prior peri-
od) + 2 possible references in
paragraph preceding opinion
paragraph

CONDITION ACN (3.4.4.) (no reference
to materiality of impact
on current period's fig-
ures)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

462

12 Express qualified/adverse opinion
(prior period error+unmodified
opinion+no disclosure in current
FS)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 463

13 Use OMP re: referral to predeces-
sor auditor's report (3 matters)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 464

14 Use OMP re: prior period FS not
audited

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 465

15 Opinion refers to each of compar-
ative FS

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 466

16 Use OMP re: substantive reasons
different opinion on prior period
FS

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 467

17 Use OMP re: referral to predeces-
sor auditor's report (3 matters)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 468

18 Communicate prior period error
to TCWG

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 469

19 Use OMP re: prior period FS not
audited

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 470

ISA 720 Objective 4 Respond appropriately re: mate-
rial inconsistency/misstatement
of fact in other information

Requirements 6 Read other information NCJ (14.) COMPLIANT 471

7 Arrange for other information to
be available timely

- NOT COMPLIANT 472

8 Determine whether FS/Other
information needs revision

CONDITION NCJ (14.) COMPLIANT 473

9 Modify audit opinion (refusal to
revise FS)

CONDITION ACN (3.9.2.), NCJ (14.) COMPLIANT 474

10 Communicate to TCWG (refusal to
revise other information) + de-
scribe material inconsistency in
OMP

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 475

11 Follow ISA 560 requirements
(revision of FS necessary after
date auditor's report)

CONDITION ACN (3.16.3.) COMPLIANT 476

12 Perform audit procedures (revi-
sion of the other information after
date auditor's report)

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 477

13 Communicate to TCWG + take
appropriate action (refusal to
revise other information after date
auditor's report)

CONDITION ACN (2.7.1.) COMPLIANT 478
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14 Discuss material misstatement of
fact with management

CONDITION ACN (2.7.), (2.7.1.) COMPLIANT 479

15 Request management to consult
with third party

CONDITION - NOT COMPLIANT 480

16 Communicate to TCWG (refusal to
correct material misstatement of
fact)

CONDITION NCJ (15.) (only to manage-
ment)

PARTIALLY COMPLI-
ANT

481
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