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June 15, 2018

Toni Lee-Andrews, CPA
Director, Professional Ethics Division AICPA

The Professional Ethics Committee of the Society of Louisiana CPAs
(LCPA) thanks you for the opportunity to respond to March 15, 2018
Exposure Draft Information System Services. We provide the following
comments for further discussion by the Committee.

You have specifically requested feedback on the following:

1. Do you believe the terminology used in the proposal is
consistent with industry practice and will be readily understood
by members who do and do not practice in this arena? We
believe that the terminology used is probably consistent with
industry practice but we are not sure that members will
understand and draw the required distinctions between
aspects of a financial and nonfinancial information system.

2. The definition of a financial information system proposes in part
to include a system that generates information that is
significant to the financial statements or financial processes
taken as a whole.

a. The proposal currently does not include specific guidance
on what is “significant,” leaving the determination to the
professional judgment of the member. Do you believe this
Is appropriate? If you believe specific guidance should be
included, please explain how you believe “significant”
should be defined. We believe that specific guidance
would be extremely helpful since the term “significant” can
be assessed differently by various members. We also
believe that examples are very beneficial and should be
used. The one example in the ED, tends to raise
guestions than provide guidance.

b. By including the concept of “significant” in the definition
of a financial information system, it could be perceived
that PEEC has proposed a less restrictive standard than
the current interpretation, which would allow the member
to design or develop a component of the financial
information system that is not significant to the financial
statements or financial process as a whole. Do you
believe this exception is appropriate? Why or why not?
We feel that the exception only creates additional
problems to be addressed at a later date. The concept
of “significant” in this situation, only adds to a lack of
clarity for this ED



c. Do you think the phrase “financial process” makes it clear that members should be
thinking broadly about processes that may affect a financial process such as
information technology general controls? Yes, we see no problem with the term
“financial processes” as used in this ED.

3. One of the factors proposed that may assist members in determining whether a nonattest
service is related to a financial system is whether the system gathers data that assists
management in making decisions that directly affect financial reporting. Do you believe this
would include management-level dashboard reporting? Why or why not? Yes, because the
intent of a dashboard is to provide a summary of concise, current information to management
at a glance to allow them to make decisions. We feel that a number of these decisions could
affect financial reporting.

4. If adopted as proposed, do you believe the extended period of time would be needed to
implement the guidance? Why or why not? No, since firms are currently addressing nonattest
services when performing attest service engagements, this does not appear to create issues
that would require additional time to implement. A one year implementation date should be
sufficient to allow firms to address the requirements in this ED. There may need to be a
period of time for projects in process by these firms that would require “grandfathered status.”

The committee appreciates the opportunity provided to comment on this exposure draft. Please
contact us if any clarification is needed.

Respectfully submitted,

Kurt Oestriecher, CHA

Kurt G. Oestriecher, CPA

Chair, LCPA Professional Ethics Committee



