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Agenda Item 1 

Direct Engagements: Discussion Memo 

Objective: To discuss a proposed attestation standard that would amend AT-C sections 105, 

Concepts Common to All Attestation Engagements; 205, Examination Engagements; and 210, 

Review Engagements, to enable practitioners to report on subject matter without having to obtain 

a written assertion. 

Background 

Prior to the ASB’s approval of the clarified attestation standards (extant AT-C sections), the ASB 

agreed that it would undertake a project to create a set of attestation standards that would enable 

practitioners to report on examination and review attestation engagements without having to obtain 

a written assertion from the responsible party. (Under the extant AT-C sections, a practitioner who 

is unable to obtain a written assertion from the responsible party in an examination or review 

engagement is required to withdraw from the engagement, unless the engaging party is not the 

responsible party.) At the time, a large number of ASB members felt that the requirement to 

withdraw from the engagement was unfair to management of smaller less sophisticated entities 

who might not have the expertise to perform the measurement or evaluation of the subject matter 

that would provide a basis for management’s assertion.  As a result, it was agreed that a working 

group would immediately be formed to create examination and review attestation standards that 

would not require the practitioner to obtain an assertion.       

The ASB decided that the proposed standard should provide for reasonable assurance and limited 

assurance engagements, and that the only substantive difference between the extant examination 

and review AT-C sections and the proposed AT-C sections would be that (1) the practitioner would 

not be required to obtain an assertion from the responsible party and (2) the standards would 

explicitly discuss a long-form report that could be used to more fully describe the procedures that 

were performed.  

 

International Standard on Assurance Engagements 3000 (Revised), Assurance Engagements Other 

than Audits or Reviews of Historical Financial Information, issued in July 2013, provides for such 

engagements and identifies them as direct engagements. ISAE 3000 does not contain requirements 

and application guidance tailored to these engagements but instead instructs the practitioner to 

adapt and supplement the requirements and application guidance in ISAE 3000 as necessary in the 

engagement circumstances. For that reason, the ASB Direct Engagements Working Group initially 

based the proposed AT-C sections on Canadian Standard on Assurance Engagements (CSAE) 

3001, Direct Engagements, which is similar to ISAE 3000 but specifically addresses direct 

engagements. 
 

Some members of the ASB believe that it is important to obtain an assertion from the responsible 

party in order to avoid independence issues. In preparing for this meeting, AICPA staff asked the 
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AICPA Professional Ethics Executive Committee (PEEC) whether a practitioner’s independence 

would be impaired if the responsible party did not measure or evaluate the subject matter.  PEEC’s 

response was that independence would not be impaired as long as the responsible party agrees to 

take responsibility for the subject matter.   

At the May 2017 ASB meeting, the working group presented drafts of proposed AT-C sections for 

direct examinations and direct reviews. The ASB concluded that the proposed AT-C sections were 

so similar to the extant AT-C sections that it was unnecessary to establish separate AT-C sections 

for direct examinations and reviews, and to do so would only be confusing to practitioners. For 

that reason, the ASB directed the task force to incorporate the direct engagement provisions into 

the relevant extant AT-C sections. At its September in person meeting, the working group decided 

to accomplish this objective by retaining the requirement for the practitioner to request a written 

assertion but enabling the practitioner to report when the practitioner did not receive such an 

assertion. 

Consequently, the task force decided that the proposed amended AT-Cs section should   

• not include the term direct engagement  

• focus on obtaining sufficient appropriate evidence regardless of what the responsible party 

did or did not do relative to measuring or evaluating the subject matter,  

• more closely harmonize with ISAE 3000 regarding the issue of measuring or evaluating 

the subject matter  

• include a revision of AT-C 210, Review Engagements, that more closely harmonizes with 

the limited assurance provisions of  ISAE 3000, given that certain subject matter may not 

be conducive to inquiries and analytical procedures, on which extant AT-C 210 is based. 

     

 

Issues for Discussion 

1. Assertion/Representation 

ISAE 3000 does not use the term assertion.  Rather it is constructed so that the responsible party 

is asked to confirm [the results of] the measurement or evaluation of the subject matter against the 

criteria as a representation in the representation letter.  The standard then indicates that if certain 

representations are not obtained, the practitioner should use professional judgement in determining 

the effect, if any, on the practitioner’s report.  There is no requirement to withdraw from the 

engagement if that representation or any other representation is not obtained.    

There are many ways in which the ASB could address this matter in the representation letter.  One 

way would be to require a representation only if the responsible party measures or evaluates the 

subject matter and is willing to present the results of that measurement or evaluation.  Another 

approach would be to require a representation identifying the results of the measurement or 

evaluation and then, similar to ISAE 3000, instruct the practitioner to use professional judgment 

if the representation is not provided.     

What is presented in the proposed AT-C sections is a compromise whereby the representation 

states: 
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The practitioner should request from the appropriate party(ies) written representations in the 

form of a letter addressed to the practitioner. The representations should:  

f.  state whether the subject matter has been measured or evaluated against the criteria, 

and the results of that measurement or evaluation 

 

Question: What are the ASB’s views on the wording of this representation?  If the wording is not 

acceptable as written, what would be better wording in the circumstances, and why? 

 

2. Review/Limited Assurance Engagements 

As discussed above, the working group believes that the proposed AT-C sections should 

emphasize the sufficiency and appropriateness of the evidence obtained by the practitioner.  Due 

to the variety of subject matters that could be addressed in a review engagement, the working 

group believes that inquiries and analytical procedures may not enable a practitioner to obtain 

limited assurance in certain engagements.  As a result, the task force looked at how ISAE 3000 

addresses evidence in a limited assurance engagement.  One obvious difference between extant 

AT-C 210 and ISAE 3000 is that ISAE 3000 is based on the term limited assurance rather than the 

term review.  In looking at ISAE 3000, the majority of the working group members felt that AT-

C 210 should be rewritten to more closely harmonize with ISAE 3000 regarding evidence.  In 

doing so, several definitions have been modified, and the term review has been replaced with the 

term limited assurance.  Although the AICPA Accounting and Review Services Committee 

(ARSC) has not debated these changes in detail, the ARSC’s initial response to those changes was 

very favorable.  ARSC will debate the changes to AT-C 210 at its next meeting. 

To clarify that the terms review and limited assurance engagement are interchangeable, the 

working group proposes that the following application paragraph be linked to  the definition of 

limited assurance engagement in AT-C section 105: 

.A9 The practitioner obtains the same level of assurance in a limited assurance engagement 

performed in accordance with the attestation standards as the practitioner does in a review of 

financial statements.  As such, a limited assurance engagement performed in accordance with 

Statements on Attestation Engagements may be referred to as a review. 

 

Questions: 

a. Does the ASB agree that AT-C section 210 should be revised to make clear  that review evidence 

may be obtained from procedures in addition to, or other than, inquiries and analytical procedures  

in a limited assurance engagement performed in accordance with AT-C section 210?   

b. What are the ASB’s views on referring to the limited assurance attestation engagement as a 

limited assurance engagement rather than a review engagement?   
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Agenda Items Presented: 

Agenda item 1A Draft revised AT-C section 105, Concepts Common to All Attestation 

Engagements – Marked to show proposed changes to extant AT-C 105 

 

Agenda item 1B Draft revised AT-C section 205, Examination Engagements – Marked to 

show proposed changes to extant AT-C 205 

 

Agenda item 1C Draft revised AT-C section 210, Limited Assurance Engagements – 

Marked to show proposed changes to extant AT-C 210 

 

Direct Engagements Working Group: 

Cathy Schweigel, Chair 

James Dalkin 

Marne Doman 

Andy Mintzer 

Dan Montgomery 

Rick Reisig 

 

Judith Sherinsky and Mike Glynn staff the working group and Mike Santay (Chair of the ASB); 

Mike Fleming (Chair of ARSC); and Denny Ard (Chair of the Selected Procedures Task Force) 

are observers to the working group. 

 


