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Diar Sirs
Re: PCAOEB Release No, 2006-087; docket Maiter No. (21

We appreciate the opportunity Lo respotd o the Public Company Accounting Uversighl Board's
(PCADE) proposed new slandard “An Audit of Internal Control Owver Financial Reperling That s
Integrated with an Audit of Financial Stalements™. ACE Limited's management and Audit Commmitles
support the PCAOB s objective to create an auditing standard that greserves the mtended bunelits without
resufling in unnecessary effort and costs so audits become more efficient, risk-hased and scaled to the size
and coumrlexity of cach company.

AL ACE, wo continue to support the concept of having external auditors assess and report on the
clfectiveness of Internal Controls vver Financial Reporting (ICFR) cach year and congratulate the
PCACB on taking sieps 10 address the anintended conscquenecs related to these external audits of ICER.
We agree that the proposed slandard is gasier to read and has particular benefits for smaller companies, It
{s also helptul in that it codifies earlicr guidance calling for a rsk-based approach fo auditing ICEFR.
TFarthermore, we recognize that the PCAOB is charged wilh overseeing audit finns that range n size and
complexily, and the expected impact of proposed standards will differ belween firms and companies.
Thus, any impact from Lhis proposed standard will ultimaicly seed io be measured at the contpany level
and we expeel thal companies will experience dillerent degrees of savings and ciliciencies based on this
proposed standad,

The Sarbanes-Oxley Act was created in response 1o a number of significant [rauds that had eccurred
relating to financial reporling, The activities that promulgaled (he fraudulent reporting were orchestrated
by very scnior members of management and had lillle relevance to transaction-level controls. However,
both management’s annual assessinenl and the external auditor’s annwal evatuation of ICFR currently
focus significant resources on transactional-level controls, Fraudulent financial reporling of a material
nature will normatly involve the knowing approval and active involvemanl of ¢xecutive managemesit.
Therefore, given the penesis ol the Act, we would expect thal our assessments woukd [ocus on he
potential means of [ravdulent financiat reporting, including significant transactions such as late or unusual
journal entries, improper related-patly transactions, and over-riding of existing reports and financial dala
which are not routinely detected by transactional-level conirals, We believe that without [urlber tocus on
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the key comlrols that pose the most sigaiticant risk ¢ false financial reporiing, there 3s litlle opportunity t
reduce management angd auditor testing efforts.

In oiher words, we believe testing should shift dramatically away from transactiopal-level conirals
to company-level controls in a way that impacts the required audit efforis in a similarly dramatic
way. The PCAOB should provide guldance apd examples fo make it very clear that detailed
iransactional-level eonirol testing deep in an organization is not required. The focus should be om
assessing the types of company-level comtrols that, left unchecked, contribute to audit tailures in
cases of significant frand.

With respect 1o the cument proposced standard, in our view, there are three key questions thal should be
addressod:

Will the propased standard preserve the intended bencfils of the audit of ICERY

Will the proposed standand cause auditors 10 create a more cost efficient approsch to audiiing ICFE,
anel, i 50, will i resudt in a significant fee reduction?

will the elimination of the reguircment Lo evaluate management’s process used to asscss internal
comrols over financial reporting result in reduction of audit costs?

Will the praposed standard preserve the infended bencfits of the audit of ICFR?  The proposed
standard suggests a risk-based approach that starts with assessing company-lovel controls and
assc85cs transactional-level controls as necessary based on the level of residual risk remaining after
the assessment of company-level controds. In wur view, this approach not only preserves the intended
henefits of the audit of I[CFR but should cnhance them by further focusing auditors on areas of 1isk Lo
[mancial reporting,. Tt 1s also generally consistent with the proposed interprolive goidance recently
izgned by the Securities and Exchange Conunission.

Wil the proposed standard canse auditors 1o create a more cost efficient approach o auditing TCFR,
and, 1 sen, wWill if resudt in o significont fee reduction? Dased on a comnparison of AS2 1o the proposed
standard we believe it provides for sufficient changes that, in our view, should drive significant
reductions in hours and cosls. Howewer, much of what is contained in the proposed standard s
formalizing concepts and ideas emanating from previous PCAODR roundtables and other public
forums. These arcas include identifying the scope of the assessment and wsing some Hexibility in
lesling lower risk areas. As a result, based on discussivns wilh peers and externat audit firms, we do
not expect this proposed standard to have a signilicant impact on futare andit costs, principally
bhecause a good portion of this puidance has already been considered in ciurent aodil plans.

Set out below arc what we cottsider the mare significant issues:
s We believe the cxtomal audilor’'s evaluation iz heing adversely influenced by the correny PCAOR

inspection process. It is our view that there is a diseonnect henveen the ohjectives of lhe PCACH
as publicly stated and the ione and content of the detailed inspections.  The current timing of
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these roviews is also an issus in our view. The results of the PCAOB inspections are publivized as
mich as two years afler (he audils were performed and, in sotie cases, the results have gencrated
maore work for suditors by proscribing work in arcas of judgment. We belicve having the
FCAOD reviews more timely and more focused on the publicly stated objectives would be
heneficial to all constiluens,

Whilc we believe greater reliance on company-level controls will cnable improved effectiveness
and efficiencias, the existing limilations within AS2 resiricling the auditor's reliunce un the
testing of management for cotnpany-level controls inhibits the ability to reduce e audit eftorts
and place prealer reliance on managemenl’s lesting, If increased focus is le be given to company-
level controls, specific guidance regarding the work of others in this area would be helpful.

The proposcd standard focuses on using the work of others as & way lo reduee the cost of the
inlcgrated audit, We are pleased this arca is a central theme as we see il a3 an area with potenlial
for cost savings. Howover, as aoted in our answer o question 23 in Appendix A, this clficiency
will conlinue 10 be difficult to achieve. We think more should be done to find ways to place
grealer reliance on managernent activities including regular monitoring and testing, This eould
have a substantial impact on costs. Relying on the work of Internal Audil does result in some
cosl savings but they are much less significant as Internal Audil has to earry additional stalf (o
meet the added demand versus relying on management activilics thal occur as part of
management”s comtrol Tamework.

A potential positive aspect ol the proposed standard is the Nexibility to use the work ol others in
the performance of walkthroughs, We do expect thal this provision will allow external auditors to
reduce the amoud of e spent in this area.

Will the eliminution of the requirement to evalwale management’s process used (o assess internal
controls over financial reporiing result in reduction of audit cosfs?  We do not expect that the
¢limination of the opinion basced on the current reguirement lo cvaluate management’s proccss will
result in stgnificant audil cosl savings. Our understending is that external anditors cumently gain maost
ol their evidence to support their opinion from their independent asscssinent of internal controls.
Alsi the proposed stanard indicates that the audilor should still understand menagement’s process as
4 starling point to understanding a company’s internal controls, assessing risk and determining the
extent to which an audilor can rely on the work of others. We do believe this change will eliminale a
leval of confusion caused by having two opinions from the external auditer.
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In Appendiz A, we have included our responses to the 34 questions posed in the proposed standard. We
would be pleased to discuss our response with the PCAQOR or its staff.

sincercly

m ﬁa ..r"l n 14 \[@@‘\J}//
Roberl, Ripp Phﬂip V. Bancroft
Aqdit Coimmittee C hdll'l'ﬂdl‘l Chief Fineneial Cflicer
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Appendix A
A. Focusing the Audit on the Mattcrs Most lmportant to Internal Control
I. Directing ihe Auditor's Atécation T'owards the Most Importang Controls

1. Does the proposed stondord clearly describe how to use a top-down approvch to auditing
interid control?

Response

The proposed standard emphasizes “risk-assessment” and “reliance on company-level controls”
s pssemtial elements of a top-down approach. However, few iF any companics and their auditors
feel they have nol cmbraced both concepts, Implementation of both concepts to streamline the
audit process is hindered by a lack of detailed examples or models fom which 1o deaw upon,
Risk asscssmcnt has included a [Onancial mapping cxcrcise o deterrnine materiality, but
assessments that incorporate risk in the eguation are fairly [imited. For example, in the scoping of
investment setivitics, materiality BEmils the audilor’s abilily (o reduce activities in this aren even
though risk of 3 material error is very low.  Relisnce on company-level controls has proven even
more troubling sinee auditors ollen view these controls as necessary components of a COSO
framework, yet have not been able to draw linkage to the ability of company-tevel conirols 1o
reduce testing of transaction level controls. Further clarily on the definition of company-lavel
controls and the abilily 1o leverage associated testing would be useful.

2 Does the proposed stundord plice appropriate emphasis on the (mportance of Identifiving and
festing contrals designed to prevent or detect fraud?

Response
Yis, we lhink ihe craphasis placed ont Baud i the proposed standard is appropriate.

3. Wil the top-down approach better focus the awditor's aftention o the most important controfs?

Response

Yos, o top-down approach docs provide better foeus for the auditor,  However, the top-down
approach has already been implemented to some degree by companies and auditors so the impaci
of this may not be substantial.

4. [Ines the proposed standard adequately avticwlufe the appropricte consfderation of compaiy-
feved centrods and thesr effect vn the auditor's work, ncluding adequate description of when the
testing af nther controls can be reduced ov eliminated?

Responsc

There are substantial benefits to be derived from incressed relianee on company-level controls.
Aclivities such as Balance Shect Fluctvation analysis provide an important control in the
identification of material errors. However, these company-level conlrols are more often viewed
as additionsl compensating controls for other (ransaciion lovel controls and aot primary controls
om which relisnee can be placed. The standard does not sufficiently articulate how the company-
level controls should affect the anditor's work as it does nol provide specific examples of how a
company-level comtrol would reduce or climinate transactional-level testing. In addition, there is
a scnse that the PCAORB inspection process may resirel auwditer's abilily 10 redece festing and
documentation of transactional-level controls,
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2. limphasizing the Tmportance of Risk Assessment

3

Doegs the pronosed standard appraprictely incorporate vish assessmend, mcluding v the
description of the relationship between the Tevel of visk and the necessary evidence?

Responsc

Additional detailed examples are critical to allow both the auditor and companics to understand
the extent to which “testing” and “reperformancy™ would not be required in lien of a walkthrough
or ohservation {or areas with lower levels of risk.

Would the performance of a walkthrough be sufficient fo test the desipe ond operating
effectiveness of some lower risk controls?

Response

For aress that involve recurting activitics with no substantive changes from prior years,
walkthroughs would appcar to be appropriate it management can also idendily associated
monitoring controls that would identify significant deviations from expected results or forecasts,
Limited testing would be necessary in such cases il combined with a robust wallthrough process.
{Clarity reparding such cxamples would be helpful.

3. Revising the Definitions of Sigaificant Deficiency and Material Wealiness

7

Is the proposed definition of “significamt” sufficiently descriptive o e applied in proctice? Does
it appropiately deseribe the fonds of potentiol mizstaterents that should lead the auditor to
conchude theat a contrel deficiency is a venificant deficiency?

Responsc

The proposed definition is helpful, but, in owr opinion, does not significantly vary from the
existing standard. Further detailed examplcs could be helpfud in understanding the precise
applicalion of the proposcd standard.  Also, the risk of agprepation of deficiencies will continuc
to drive suditors to lower levels of detail.

Are wnditors appropriately identifying maierial wegknesses in the absence of an actual materinl
migsiatement, whether idenpified by management ov the awlitor? How could the proposed
stancdard on auditing infernal control further encouroge guditors fo appropriately identify
matorial weaknasses when an actual material missiatement ftas vof occureed?

Resporse

In our experience, auditors are highly cognizant of control weaknesses that could “potentially™
result in a material misstatement regardless of the existence of an accouniing creor. Thig
awareness should be driven from ihe nsk assessment and associated audit planning process which
evaluales arcas of polential risk. This further assessment of material weaknesses should include 4
review of historical ermors, changes in management poersonnel, and other factors that will reduce
the overall risk an aclual malerial misstaterent wonld ocour.
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Wili the proposed chonges (o the definitions reduce the amount of effort devoled to identifying
ard arafyzing deficiencics that do not present a reasonabie possibility of material misstatement
ta the financial statements?

Response

Dur intemretation of the revised standard suggests that auditors not being required 1o scarcl [or
deficiencics that arc boss scvere than a material wealmess would result in substantial savings of
effort. TTowever, the implementation of this concept is substantially hindered by the requirement
For 1he audilur be issue an opindon over the elfeclivencss of iternal condrols, T our experience, a
significant number of contenl deficiencies are currently identified that do not have the potential 1o
roprescrd o mwteral weaknoss, yol the audil process is nol weighted o proportionately reduce
comtrol testing. Furthermore, the considenation of aggregation of deficiencics thal ¢ould present a
matcrial weakness will require a lower level of testing and analysis of deficiencies. Additional
gutdance and detailed exampler will he necessary to provide auditor's with the abihity (o take
advantage of this element of the proposcd slandard.

As noted earlier in this response, the perceptiom that the PCAOB inspection process [ocusces ol
non-nuilerial documentation mallers creates a consirainl in moving toward an ingreased
“materiality™ and “flpment-griented” focus.

4. Revising the Strong Indicators of a Material Wealiness

1. Should the standard alfow an auditor to conclude that ne deficiency exists when one of the strong

indicators is presemt? Will this change improve practive by allowing the use of greoior fudament?
Wil this chenge lead (o inconsisiency in the evaluation of deficiencies?

Rexsponsc

The clarity provided regarding the existence of strong indicators is helpful to aveid the risk that
anditors will be compelled to identify a significant deficiency when lhe actual contr
envirumnent may suggesl otherwise. This guidance will also have an impact in sinations where a
design deficiency existed in 2 previous peried and is being substautially reengincered yol nol
completed during the current reporting perdod. Permitling a more judgtacntal evaluation of such
sitbations would allow management to seek more strategic solutions to existing problemns ralher
than being constrained to complelely remediate significant control design issues within the
existing repotting period.

6. Clarifying the Role of Interim Materialicy in the Audit

i1

{2

Are further clarifications to the scope of the audit af internal confrol needed to avotd unnecessory
testing?

Response
We do not belicve thal additional elarification is needed, other than those noted above und below,

Should the reference to inferim finoncial statements be removed from the definitions of significant
deficiency and material weakness? If sa, what wonld be the effect on the svape of the audit?

Response

‘I'he reference to interim financial stalements shoukd be removed from the definitions to make the
slandard clesrer, Howewer, we do tot believe that any significant scope changes would esull
frenm this action.
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B. Efiminating Unnecessary Procedures

1.

Removing the Regnirement to Evaluate Management’s Process

13

f4

15

Wil removing the reguirement for on evafuaiion of monagement's process elimingie unnecessary
andif work?

Response

The evaluation of management’s process has been incremental to the overall andit effort and does
tod requirs & sigmificant amounl of additional Hme by auditors, The remwoval of this requircicnt
is 1ot expected to have a significant impact on the audit work as awditors are still required to
render mr opinion on the effectiveness of imtermal controls.  If there s even reasonsble
coordination with the suditor during the execution of audit work, the auditor witl have been
continuausly evaluating management’s assessment process regardless of the reguivements in the
standard. Coordmation belweon managencnt, Internal Audit and cxilcral auditors has incireased
the synergies hetween companies and their auditors, making the evalustion of management’s
process less arduous,

Can the auditor perform an effective audit of internal control without performing an eveluation
of the quality of management's process?

Response

Yes, Many companies have significantly refied upon their Intemal Audiiors and other qualifcd
individuals to coordinate their antmal evaluation. On a quarterly and ammual basis, both the
duditor and management are also reporting on the progress of intemal conlrol asscssmonls
dirsctly to the Audil Ceonunittes. Duc to the contimaous nature of the moaitoring and reporting on
ICFR, the evaluation process has become a more integrated process. Effective integraled aodit
planning and quarterly status reporting essentially fulfill the objectives set forth in the formal
evaluation process. Therefore, we feel that not requiring 2 formal evalastion will not resuit in
stgmificant changes to existing audit plans.

Will an opinion onfy on the cffectiveness of infernal comred, and noi non management's
dssessment, move clearly commumnicute the scope and results of the aoditor’s work?

Response

Yig

2. Permitting Consideration of Knowledge Obteined During Previous Audits

16 Does the proposed standard appropricately tncorporate the valiee of cunandative knowledee?

Response

Although the concepls in the proposed standard are articulated clearly, the application of this
concent 15 inore difficult to define. We believe that ih arens such as payroll aod other rouling
processes cxporianeing bile change, there s no substantial risk that would necessitate testing
each year. While management shoubd relain the discrction (o 1esl more Tequently, we believe
that furthcr goidance and cxamples may he necessary to provide the auditor with sufiicient
vuidance to determine when {esting is nol nceessary.
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17, What are the circumstances in which it would be appropriale for the auditor to rely upon the

weillthrough procedures as sufffcient evidence of operating effectiveness?

Response

As noted in guestiom 16 ahove, situations with minimasl change in people ot processes, repetilive
type processcs oF transactions, and low rates of historical control deficiencies would be well
suited for wallkthrowgh reliznee. There may also be circumstances where sigmificant systemalizcd
processcs could rely om a walk-through il the IT General Confrols over change management and
user access pincesses are deemed effective. The requirement that auditors still issue an opinion
with respect ta the effectiveness of a company’™s ICFR makes it more unlikely suditors will
Forego 1csling in licu of a walkthrough unices maore specific puidanee is provided.

3. Refocusing the Muoki-Location Testing Reguirements on Risk Ruether than Coverage

18 Will the proposed standord’s opproach for determining the scope of festing in o multi-location

cHpagemeni result [n more efficient multi-location audits?

Response

We do not feel this aspect of the proposed standand will significanily impact cxternal audit efforts
at ACE as wo have caplured the spinl of (s puidance in our [nancial scoping efforts when
considering remote locations. The proposed standard could result in more efficient audits for
companies with different circumstances.

4, Removing Barriers (o Using the Work of (ihers

19

21,

I5 the proposed standard's single framework for wsing the work of ethers approprioate for bolh un
integrreded audit and an oudif of only financiad statements? Tf different framewarks are necessary,
few should the Board minimize the barviers fo integration that might vesult?

Responsc

The proposed standard’s single framework for using the work of others is appropriate for hoth
types of audita. To apply different frameworks to an audit of financial statements only and an
audit of fimancial statement balances in an integraked audit would be condbsing and potentially
lcad o two standards for similar awdits, We belisve, the requirement to issue an opinion on the
effectiveness nver internal controls creates added risk 1o audit firms when placing lorther reliance
on the work of olhers, Inherent limirations will eomdinue to exist in expanding reliance on the
work of others unless the “opinion” requirement is eliminated. Audit finns will continue 1w
perform independent testing as long as they believe the PFCADD inspections will hold them to the
standards impased by the opinion requirement.

Docs the proposed definition of relevant activifies adequately capituve the correct scope of
acifvities, frefuding activities that are part of the monitoring componert of imterned control

Srameworks?

Response
Yes.
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22,

24.

24,

Will requiring the wwlditor to wnderstand whether relevam activities performed hy othess
idenfified control deficiencies, fraud, or financial statement misstatements improve audit guelifp?

Response

Practical application of the reliance on the work of others has reguired that the audit firms
undersland fhe scopc of condrols being tested, testing methodologies, test tesults, and identified
fraudulent activities. As a result, we don’t foresee this requirement having & significant change in
audil quality.

Is the principal evidence provision that was In AS No, 2 necessary fo adegquately address fe
adifor's Fesponsibilifies to oldain sufficient evidence?

Respouse

Mo, The provision to, instead, obtain “sufficient, competent, evidential matter™ should adeguately
address the auditor's responsibilily to obtain sulficient evidence, while allowing more relisnce on
the work of others who are objective and competent,

oes the proposed standard pravide an appropriate framework for cvaluating the eompetence
ermed obfectivity of the persons performing the testing? Will this framework be sufficient to protect
againgt inappropriate uie of the work of others? Wil it be too restriciive?

Response

We believe that the proposed standard may be too restrictive, allowing reliance on Internal Aadit
and olher objeciive Lesling proups, rather than providing for he ability (o rely on cmmbedded
management testing that has been determingd to be competent by an Independent guality review
process. ACE has considered "certifying internal control testers™ within the business; howeves, if
greater reliance by the exlomal audilors can nol be placed ot (he results of management (Csling
due to lack of ohjectivity, these concepts are less attractive. We also hslieve the sorutiny faced hy
audit Hrms in the inspecltion process serves 1o linadl the inapproprale usc of the work ol others but
may airo he causing them to adopt too conservative an approach to relying on the wark of others.

Has the Board idemtificd the ripht faciors for assessing competence and obfectivity? Are thare
oiher firciors the anditor shouwld consider?

Responsc

Historically, only Internal Audit has heen perceived as qualified due to the relative independence
provided by their direct reporting to the Audit Commitiee. Since the inilial imploincemation of the
Sarbancs roquircments, many companics have created tunctional roles and compliance-related
functions that serve to factlitate their intemal attestation process.  Adlhougl hcse [unclions may
lack direct reporling o the Audit Commitiee, they serve as valuable resources in evalaating and
reporting on the effectiveness of intermal controls,  Further descnption of ihe functional
opcralions thal can provide competent control testing would be helpful.  Without a degres of
refief in elying on the work of other qualificd management personnel, organizations may be
requircd 1o continue o hire additional Internal Audit staff or engage in external consulting
resolrces at significant expense.
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25 Wiat will he the practical effect of including, as o factor of objectivity, & company’s policies
eelilFessing CompERSaion arrangements fav individuals performing the testing?

Responsc

Thiz requirernent infers that individuals performing testing would be molivated 1w obsirucl or
alicr tbe accurale reporling of intemal controls based on their own personal compensation
metrics. It should be noted that there is no existing standard that has required auditoss to cvaluale
the compensalion reguircments and metrcs for htemal Audit functions.  Therefore, such a
requirement suggests that histovical refance on Internal Audit had mistakenky failed o consider
this metoc. We believe this logic to be flawed. The existing framework for the testing and
cvaluation of conlrols provides adequale guidclines (o ensure qualily assutance with respect o
management’s testing. Further roquiring auditors 10 cuamine corpensalion reguirements for
management would force auditors to make subjective judgments on the adequacy of the
perfvrmance planning and compensation process that would be intrusive to companies and
requine a high degree of subjeclive evalualion,

5. Recalibrating the Walkéhrough Reguirements

26, Wil requiring o walfthroueh only for ofl significant processes reduce the number and doteff of
the werllithrenighs performed without impairing audit quality?

Response

Yes, we believe that climinating repetitive walldhroughs should minimize business interruption
withowt impairing andit quality. Increased focus on changes in processes and personnel would
minimize e sk of impairing the quality of sudit efforts and should continue to be the focus of
audit planning and assessment of audit risk.

27, fs it appropriate for the auditor to use others as direct assistance in pevforming wallthronghs?
Shonld the proposed standard allow the awditor to more broadly wse the work of others in
perfarming wallihroughs?

Response

Audilors shoubd be able (o use others as direct assislanee when perfonning walklhroughs sand (hoey
should be allowed to exercise judpment in determining to what extent they use others. Close
alignment of the risk assessment conclusions and areas where walkthroughs would be completed
should be an important part of the audit planning process.

C. Scaling the Audit for Smaller Companies

28. Does the proposed standard on auditing internal controf appropriately describe how auditors
should scale the audit for the size and complexity of the comperny?

Response
As at acecterated fiter, this question would not be relevant to our organization.

29. Are there obhrer aftritmtes of smaller, less-complex companies that the auditor should consider
when planning or performing the audit?

fcxponse
Az an accelerated filer, this question would not be relevant to our organization.
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3 Are there other differences reloted to internal confrol at smafler, fess-complex comparies that the
Hoard should inclede in the discussion of scaling the audit?

Response
As an accelerated filer, this question would not be relevant o our organization.

3. Baes the discussion af complexity within the sectfon on sealability inapproprictely fimif the
cppfication of the sealability provisions in the proposed standard?

Respouse
As an aceelerated filer, this guestion would not be relevant to our organizalion.

32, Are the market capitafization and revenuwe thresholds described in the proposed stomdard

meaningfid measuwres of the size of @ company for preposes of plaming and performing an audif
af infernal control?

Response
No response provided.

). Simplifying the Requirements
ITI, Proposed Rule 3525 — Audit Committee Pre-approval of S8ervices Related to Internal Control

33, Is there other infovmation the auditor showld provide the audit committee thai would be usefid in
its pre-approval process for imernal control-related services?

Responsc
We believe the current reporting and pre-approval procedures are adequate to address the Audil
Commmittes reporting requircments.

VI. Effective Date

34. How can the Board structure the effective date so as fo best minimize disruption to on-going
auddits, but make the preater flexibility in the proposed standards available ay early ay possible?
What factars showld the Board consider in making this decision?

Respoense

Audit planning bas already been initiated by many organizations. [n order to realize the benefits
of any aspects of the proposed standard, implementation of the proposced standard at the carliest
possible date would be cssendial.  Thus the cfiective date should be structured to allow, at a
minimmiuyn, December year-ends (possibly September year-ends} to adopl the new standard in
2007, Auditors can use the proposed standard 45 & guide to slart amending audit strategies now.
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