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AeA, founded in 1943 by David Packard, is the largest high-tech trade association in the
United States with nearly 3,000 companies, representing all segments of the industry and
1.8 million employees.  Currently, AeA has 18 offices in and around the United States, as
well as offices abroad in Brussels and Beijing.  Our primary purpose is helping our
members’ top and bottom lines by providing the following services:  Access to Investors;
State, Federal & International Lobbying; Insurance Services; Government Procurement;
Business Networking; Foreign Market Access; Select Business Services; and Executive
Education.

AeA’s unique grassroots network promotes and represents the business interests of America’s
technology industry.  We provide competitive products and services to our members and
lead in education and advocacy on a variety of high-tech business issues.  They include:
Sarbanes-Oxley Section 404 reform; RFID initiatives; broadband deployment; preventing
harmful Internet privacy legislation; making the research and development tax credit perma-
nent; seeking updated export controls legislation; working with U.S. trade negotiators to
achieve high-tech industry negotiating objectives within new international trade agreements;
limiting the government’s regulation and taxation of the Internet; promoting education
reform; lowering capital costs for emerging technology companies; and supporting human
resource and immigration policies that ensure access to the most qualified and highly
educated workers.

From the well known giants of the high-tech world to the next generation of dynamic, smaller
companies, AeA’s members create products that promote innovation and efficiency in virtu-
ally every industry and business sector in the United States and throughout the world.  The
impact of high-tech products on people’s everyday lives is immeasurable.  High-tech prod-
ucts keep people safer and healthier, enable them to be more productive at home and on
the job, and contribute to a better quality of life.  Whether it is medicine or national secu-
rity, education or agriculture, environment or entertainment, the high-tech industry is
omnipresent and is inextricably linked to the advancement of modern society.

For information about AeA and the high-tech industry, please visit our website at
www.aeanet.org.  And for more information about our  grassroots Sarbanes-Oxley Section
404 initiative please visit www.aeanet.org/SOX.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Section 404 of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act (the Act)1 is having a devastating impact on AeA's small and medium-
sized member companies.  Skyrocketing implementation costs have put high-tech companies in the position
of having to delay major projects at a time when many are struggling to compete with low-cost competition
from Asia.  Section 404 implementation is the quintessential example of the law of unintended conse-
quences, with the biggest victim being small business.

AeA member companies, particularly its small and medium-sized companies, were so alarmed at the prob-
lems of Section 404’s implementation that they requested we establish a national Section 404 committee.
To allow a broader group of companies to participate, AeA first established a Section 404 working group in
each of our 18 councils around the country and received feedback from approximately 125 companies.
These  working groups were comprised primarily of chief financial officers (CFOs) and other senior execu-
tives, and their intent was to convey to the powers that be that:  Section 404 is not achieving the intent of its
legislative authors; it is disproportionately expensive to smaller companies; and it is negatively impacting the
ability of companies to compete.

There is no doubt that the Act contains many reforms that are in fact improving corporate governance.  The
vast majority of the Act's provisions are:

positive; 
easy to understand;
improving corporate governance;
cost effective; and
consistent with the objective of reducing financial fraud.2

Unfortunately, the many positive reforms are being overshadowed by one section that is imposing high costs
with little return in terms of fraud detection.  Although well intentioned, the most onerous provision of the Act
is Section 404.  The legislation itself is not even the problem.  Section 404’s guidance has not differentiated
between large and small companies, and as a result, auditors have been applying a one-size-fits-all
approach to implementation.  This is having a devastating impact on small business.

Section 404’s implementation has resulted in many unintended consequences, and the current guidance
needs to be reevaluated and modified by the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) and the Public
Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) to prevent permanent damage to the competitiveness of
small and medium-sized businesses that are the job growth engine of the U.S. economy. In addition,
Congress must exert its oversight authority by holding hearings on the implementation of Section 404.
Congressional intent clearly is not being served by the current implementation process, and Congress also
needs to do its part to stop this train wreck.

Section 404 has become problematic because:

The cost burden amounts to a major regressive tax on small business.
It is extremely burdensome and, as evidence suggests, it will not be effective in detecting corpo-
rate fraud.
External auditors have adopted a “one size fits all” approach to Section 404.  This means that a
small company with $16 million in revenue and a relatively simple organizational structure essen-
tially is being held to the same standard as a large multi-billion dollar company with a very
complicated organizational structure.



It gives investors a false sense of security.
The expense and awkward bureaucratic mechanisms it creates hurts U.S. competitiveness.
The huge increase in compliance costs has some foreign companies considering whether to with-
draw from U.S. financial markets.
The implementation cost is approximately $35 billion --- more than 20 times greater than the SEC
estimated in 2003.3

The SEC believed there would be “a direct correlation between the extent of the burden and the
size of the reporting company, with the burden increasing commensurate with the size of the
company.”  The opposite appears to be true.4

Section 404's costs have skyrocketed because this section is being conservatively interpreted by external audi-
tors and companies now are being forced to pay external auditors approximately $200 per hour to exam-
ine controls that provide little value.  Examples of the frivolous actions that companies must take and then
pay an auditor to prove include: 

requiring an auditor to attend a meeting to prove it took place; 
having the technical support “help desk” document every call it receives from employees;
proving that all of the physical keys to an office in Europe have been accounted for since it opened
in 1995; 
examining how the power supply to computer facilities is secured;
requiring people to respond to thousands of e-mails to prove they received them; and 
ensuring that every employee has a personnel performance evaluation.

Smaller companies neither require, nor can they afford, the same level of investment in internal controls as
much larger companies.  Understanding the detrimental impact that implementation is having on smaller
companies, on December 16, 2004, the SEC announced the creation of an advisory panel that will evalu-
ate the Act's impact on smaller public companies.5

This action is a necessary one; however, AeA is concerned with the planned timing for the report
from this advisory panel, which is being tasked to report its results in January 2006.  AeA believes
that this timeline is too long to provide effective relief for small and medium-sized businesses in
2005.  

AeA recommends that the advisory panel be tasked to submit a preliminary report by May 1,
2005, so that the most obvious and expensive problems with the current implementation of
Section 404 can be corrected in 2005. 

AeA's  goal  is  simple  ---  we  would  like  to  improve  Section  404,  not  to  roll  back  the  Act. To address our
members’ concerns, AeA formed working groups around the country to examine the impact of Section 404,
and in that process, our companies outlined the primary problems with Section 404 and have created a list
of recommendations/solutions to improve its implementation.

This paper is the result of our working groups’ work, and it lays out a series of specific
recommendations/solutions designed to improve the efficiency of the Act's implementation in a manner that
is consistent with the legislation's intent.
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Section 404 of the Act states that the SEC shall
prescribe rules requiring each annual report to
contain an internal control report that must:

(1) state the responsibility of manage-
ment for establishing and maintaining
an adequate internal control structure
and procedures for financial reporting
and;

(2) contain an assessment as of the end
of the most recent fiscal year, of the
effectiveness of the internal control struc-
ture and procedures of the issuer for
financial reporting.6

With respect to the internal control assessment,
Section 404 requires:

[E]ach registered public accounting firm
that prepares or issues the audit report
for the issuer shall attest to, and report
on, the assessment made by the
management of the issuer.  An attesta-
tion made under this subsection shall be
made in accordance with standards for
attestation engagements issued or
adopted by the Board.  Any such attesta-
tion shall not be the subject of a sepa-
rate engagement.7

What does this mean and how does it differ from the
Section 302 certifications already in force?

Section 302 certifications, which now have been in
force for more than a year, require the CEO and
CFO to certify that they have made certain disclo-
sures, based on their most recent evaluation of inter-
nal controls over financial reporting, to the regis-
trant's auditors and the audit committee of the regis-
trant's board of directors (or persons performing the
equivalent functions).  The key difference is that
although Section 302 requires management to eval-
uate a company's internal controls, Section 404 is
being interpreted to mean that management must
prove that its internal controls are effective, a very
expensive and time-consuming task, the results of
which do little to prevent or detect fraud.

As part of the Act, Congress created the PCAOB, a
quasi-governmental agency, to oversee the audits
by public accounting firms.  The PCAOB is charged
with the responsibility of establishing auditing stan-
dards for public company audits, subject to SEC
approval.8

Financial and Information Technology (IT) Control
Frameworks:  The frameworks being used for the
implementation of Section 404 are split into two
primary areas --- financial controls and IT related
controls.  In practice, the standards being imple-
mented by the PCAOB and the “Big 4”9 do not
differentiate between the stages of a company's
development, resulting in a massive and dispropor-
tionate burden for small companies.

The Treadway Commission's Committee of
Sponsoring Organizations (COSO) published
“Internal Control --- Integrated Framework,” an
internal controls framework that has been identified
as suitable for Section 404 purposes --- even though
published in 1992.  Similarly, the IT Governance
Institute's “Control Objectives for Information and
Related Technology” (COBIT) has been adopted for
IT controls.  Both are frameworks for evaluating
internal controls and are geared towards a large
multi-billion dollar company with a very high stan-
dard of mature and comprehensive internal
controls.  Although these frameworks have been
around for over 10 years, the vast majority of finan-
cial executives had never heard of them before
implementation of Section 404.10

In addition to the controls around the financial
applications, COBIT mandates standards for areas
such as physical security of data centers, network
security, web security, backup policy, etc.  Applying
Section 404 to all areas of IT is akin to Congress's
allowing the police to mandate that all home
owners in America must install a major security
system to protect their homes regardless of the cost,
or the value of the home and contents.  Then they
must hire an expensive consultant to prove to the
police that they have maintained and verified the
operation of the system.

BACKGROUND
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The primary concerns with Section 404 implemen-
tation stem from the following: 

(1) Evidence suggests that the
COSO/COBIT frameworks being used
to implement Section 404 will not be
effective in stopping fraud.

(2) The cost serves as a major regressive
tax on small and medium companies
because the cost is not directly propor-
tionate to revenue.

(3) The cost of implementation is more than
20 times greater than the SEC estimate
in June 2003. 

(4) The costs will remain very high in years
two and three.

(5) The expense and bureaucratic mecha-
nisms created by Section 404 hurt U.S.
competitiveness.

(6) Section 404 is pushing a number of
smaller public companies to go private
or consider doing so. 

(7) Section 404 results in such a huge
increase in compliance costs that some
foreign companies now are considering
withdrawing from U.S. financial markets.

(1) Evidence  suggests  that  the  COSO/COBIT  
frameworks  being  used  to  implement  
Section  404  will  not  likely  be  effective  in  
stopping  fraud.

Although AeA supports in principle the importance
of strong internal controls for transparency and
accuracy, we believe there are limits to the efficacy
of internal controls.  It has long been recognized by
leading authorities in the auditing and fraud
prevention area that internal controls are not effec-
tive at detecting and preventing fraud.  They are
especially ineffective at preventing and detecting
fraud caused by collusion between senior company
officials.  This is exactly the type of fraud that is
reported to have caused the demise of Enron,
WorldCom, Tyco, and others. 

Why do internal controls fail to detect collusion?
The answer is very simple.  The essence of internal

controls is that person A performs a function and
person B checks it.  If person A and person B get
together to commit fraud, then this internal control
will not be effective.  Of the large investor losses
suffered as a result of fraud, this is almost always the
problem.

The Association of Certified Fraud Examiners, a
recognized authority on preventing and detecting
fraud, published the “2004 Report to the Nation on
Occupational Fraud and Abuse,” a study that high-
lights the ineffectiveness of internal controls in
detecting fraud by executives and in high dollar
amount cases of fraud.  

In its discussion of detecting fraud by executives, the
report states:

Although the data from our survey
strongly supports Sarbanes-Oxley's call
for the establishment of anonymous
reporting mechanisms, the information
we gathered did not provide the same
measure of support for the significant
burden SOX (particularly Section 404)
places on the internal controls as a fraud
detection tool.11

As the chart above highlights, in cases of fraud
causing $1 million or more in losses, internal

MAJOR FLAWS WITH SECTION 404
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controls only detected fraud approximately eight
percent of the time.  Fraud was caught by accident
more often.

Investors will not be any better protected from fraud
than before implementation of Section 404.  The
best protection from fraud would be to increase the
efforts to support whistler-blower provisions and to
increase prosecution efforts. Those provisions will
be far more successful at preventing investor losses
than Section 404, and they are dramatically more
cost effective.

(2) The  cost  serves  as  a  major  regressive  tax  
on  small  and  medium  companies  because  
the  cost  is  not  directly  proportionate  to  
revenue.  

In addition to the huge aggregate cost, Section
404 has another major flaw in that contrary to the
SEC's expectation, its cost is not directly propor-
tional to the size of the company.  This is because
small and medium companies effectively are being
held to the same standards as very large compa-
nies.

What became clear during our companies' discus-
sions on Section 404 is that the cost burden for
smaller companies as a percentage of revenue is
far greater than for large companies.  For multi-
billion dollar companies, the cost may run at
approximately 0.05 percent of revenue, but for
small companies with revenues below $20 million,
the costs can rapidly approach three percent of
revenue.  

The chart to the right highlights the expected cost of
Section 404 compliance as a percentage of
revenue.  These results appear consistent with data
received from AeA’s working groups.

Another important way to examine this is to assess
the cost relative to the number of employees in a
company.  Anecdotal evidence from AeA's member
companies reveals that for a large company the
cost of Section 404 is approximately $400 per
employee, whereas, for small companies, the cost
in many instances approaches $4,000 per
employee.  We even heard from one company that
is spending $15,000 per employee.  

This is a major burden for small companies at a
time when many are struggling to compete with
low-cost competition from Asia and with escalating
medical costs.  

In essence, Section 404 is a very high regressive tax
on small and medium companies, businesses that
are serving as the job growth engine of the U.S.
economy.  This is the primary reason behind our
recommendation to temporarily suspend Section
404 for all companies with revenues less than $1
billion.

SSeeccttiioonn  440044  CCoossttss  aass  aa  PPeerrcceenntt  ooff  RReevveennuuee

Source:  Based on data from the Financial Executives International study
and AeA’s Section 404 working groups’ estimates

“This has turned into a check-the-box
process.  The work is being done by individ-
uals --- often only 22 to 26 years old --- with
very little business knowledge.  They just
don’t know where to begin.”

--- CFO, $76 million company

“The Big Four are effectively regulating the
IT operations of every public company in the
United States.”

--- CFO, $500 million company
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Who pays the cost? Although companies will pay
the cost of compliance, other interested parties will
also be impacted.

The U.S. Treasury will lose revenue as a
result of reduced corporate tax receipts.
Employees will pay for this through
reduced raises, reduced benefits, and
lost jobs.  Companies will have to make
up the cost and they will have to do that
by cutting other costs and by moving
more jobs offshore.  This is especially
true for small companies.
Shareholders will also be impacted by
reduced profits.

Where does the money go? In the last year, a whole
industry has sprouted around Section 404.  We esti-
mate that approximately 27 percent of the cost will
go to pay the external auditors.13 We estimate the
remaining costs will be split in half between internal
resources, such as bigger internal audit depart-
ments, and third party consultants who will assist in
the work.

(3)  The  cost  of  implementation  is  more  than  20
times  greater  than  the  SEC  estimate  in  June  
2003.

In June 2003, the SEC estimated the aggregate cost
of implementing Section 404 on all registrants at
approximately $1.24 billion, or $91,000 per regis-
trant.14 This amount, a huge sum in and of itself, is
proving to be a massive understatement.  Since June
2003, that cost literally has sky rocketed.

Calculating the cost: In January 2004, Financial
Executives International (FEI) completed a survey of
the cost of Section 404 for its members.  The study
found that the average costs associated with
compliance during the first year could exceed $4.6
million per company for the largest U.S. compa-
nies.15 A study conducted just months later revealed
that the cost would be approximately 62 percent
greater than previously anticipated because of a
“109 percent rise in internal costs, a 42 percent
jump in external costs and a 40 percent increase in
the fees charged by external auditors.”17

AeA estimates that the final average cost likely will
approach $5,000,000 per large registrant, with
smaller companies being disproportionately
burdened and often spending well over $1 million
in compliance costs --- and not $91,000 per regis-
trant as the SEC predicted in 2003.  Instead, we
predict Section 404 will cost approximately $35
billion --- more than 20 times the SEC's estimate in
June 2003.18

(4)  The  costs  will  remain  very  high  in  years  two  
and  three.  

It would appear that we should expect a reduction
in the cost for year two, and that is what most CFOs
want.  Many of the CFOs we have consulted,
however, anticipate the cost of Section 404 to
increase in year two, because regulators and the
“Big 4” now have the resources to do the extra
work, and they are unlikely to scale down their
organizations immediately in 2005.

Source:  Based on data from the Financial Executives International studies
and AeA’s Section 404 working groups’ estimates16
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(5)  The  expense  and  bureaucratic  mechanisms
created  by  Section  404  hurt  U.S.  
competitiveness.    

Instead of taking a principles-based approach,
COSO and COBIT provide a super-checklist for all
companies, set a cookie-cutter approach for how
one must run a business, and they create a limitless
necessity to document, document, document, rather
than to do, do, do.  

A specific example of the damage that this does
relates to new IT productivity projects.  The only way
that U.S. companies successfully can compete with
companies based in low-cost countries is to be
more efficient.  The key to greater efficiency is to
invest in new and improved IT and automated
systems.  Because COSO requires an internal
control to be “mature” to be considered effective, it
is not practical to implement major new IT systems
in the third and fourth fiscal quarters because the
control will not be mature.  Additionally, with new
systems there are always post-implementation bugs
to be fixed, and if they are implemented late in the
year, then there will not be enough time to remedi-
ate any bugs that are discovered, and have the new
control mature before year end.

As a result, many companies are delaying new
system implementations until the first half of the new
fiscal year.  This increases the cost and delays the
productivity benefits, reducing U.S. competitiveness.  

(6)  Section  404  is  pushing  a  number  of  smaller
public  companies  to  go  private  or  consider  
doing  so.  

According to a study conducted by the law firm
Foley & Lardner,19 the average cost of being a
public company with sales under $1 billion
increased by $1.6 million in 2003 due to Section
404.  The Foley study found that 20 percent of
companies surveyed were considering going private

to avoid Sarbanes-Oxley costs.20 Generally,
companies go public in order to raise capital
through public markets; however, the costs associ-
ated with Section 404 have caused some compa-
nies to consider going private because the costs
associated with being a public company outweigh
the benefits.

These developments not only restrict the ability of
small companies to raise capital, but they weaken
the U.S. capital markets by discouraging smaller
companies from going public.

(7)  Section  404  results  in  such  a  huge  increase
in  compliance  costs  that  some  foreign  
companies  are  now  considering  withdraw-
ing  from  U.S.  financial  markets.  

The huge increase in the regulatory burdens being
placed on U.S. registrants naturally is making U.S.
capital markets a much less attractive option for
non-U.S. companies.  British and German business
groups have begun a push to urge the SEC to make
changes that would make it easier for companies to
delist from U.S. markets because many foreign
companies are considering delisting as a result the
Act.21 In fact, on January 25, 2005, SEC Chairman
William Donaldson addressed the concerns of
foreign private issuers and said in a speech at the
London School of Economics that he expects “the
SEC to consider whether there should be a new
approach to the deregistration process for foreign
private issuers if they do not feel prepared to meet
the U.S. requirements.”22

The departure of international companies from U.S.
capital markets would significantly weaken those
markets and increase the cost of raising capital for
all U.S. public companies.  Additionally, it would
strengthen European and Asian markets, creating
increased future competition for the U.S. markets.
This departure would have a very negative impact
on job growth in the U.S. financial sector.

“I am spending almost three times more on
this than I am on healthcare for my employ-
ees.”

--- CEO, $19 million company

“Tech firms with 500 employees or less say
they're particularly hard hit because they run
fast and lean. They warn of added bureau-
cracy and stifled innovation.”

--- Carrie Johnson, Washington Post,
December 1, 2004
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Reasons for the excessive cost:
Holding small companies to standards appropriate to very large companies.

Requirement to document all controls, instead of just key controls, thus tripling the work.

Requirement to certify as of year end creates the need to test controls four times and creates a large fire drill of
work at year end.

Requirement that all key controls, regardless of their risk level, must be tested every year. Essentially the process
must start fresh each year without taking account of the results of the prior year's testing and the relative risk of
controls. 

This goes against the accepted and effective audit risk assessment process where it is logical to consider the
results of the prior year's activities in assessing the relative risk of various controls and the frequency with which
they should be tested.  This results in an audit that is only very marginally more effective, but is massively more
expensive.  AeA is not aware of any major loss suffered by investors because of the use of appropriate audit rota-
tion procedures.

The requirement that only the registrant’s external auditor can perform the Section 404 attestation. 

Given that the Big 4 audit 99 percent of U.S. public companies in terms of revenue,23 and that the Government
Accountability Office (formerly the General Accounting Office) has determined that the Big 4 accounting firms
represent an oligopoly with significant anticompetitive market power, this mandate has significantly reduced any
real competitive bidding for the work.  If the SEC’s estimate that approximately 27 percent of the cost of Section
404 is paid to external auditors is accurate, then this work, according to our estimate, will amount to over $9
billion of new revenue for the Big 4.  It also appears that in general, the hourly rate being billed to registrants
for this Section 404 attestation work by their external auditors is significantly higher than the average billing rate
for their external audit work in 2003. 

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

CONCLUSION
Improved corporate governance is an achievable and worthy goal.  The executives who participated in AeA's
working groups welcomed the benefits of many of the Act's provisions.  Unfortunately, the benefits are being
overshadowed by one section that is causing an enormous amount of work and expense with little return in
terms of fraud detection.  Section 404 compliance is not simply a nuisance that companies would prefer to
avoid.  It is having a very real and significant negative impact on companies, and in particular, small and
medium-sized companies. 

Section 404’s implementation should be re-examined immediately in order to address the disproportionate
impact it is having on smaller companies.  The SEC has begun the process of examining Section 404 as it
relates to smaller companies, and this is a positive development that is long overdue.  The timeline laid out
by the SEC for this project, however, is too long to provide effective relief for small and medium-sized compa-
nies in 2005, and AeA recommends that the Advisory Committee be tasked to submit a preliminary report
that addresses the most obvious problems with Section 404 implementation. 

We believe the recommendations set forth in this paper will alleviate many of the unintended consequences
that have resulted from implementation of Section 404.  We urge the SEC and PCAOB to adopt these recom-
mendations to make Section 404 more effective and equitable in a manner that does not regressively tax
smaller companies that are the growth engine of the U.S. economy.
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SECTION 404 PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS

Now that we have discussed the primary problems involving Section 404, this section of the paper provides
specific solutions that address the problems inherent with Section 404, both in terms of the guidance and its
implementation.  We intend for these solutions to improve Section 404 and make it congruent with the intent
of its legislative authors.  To understand the solutions we propose, it is necessary to first understand the under-
lying problems and the impact they are having on companies.

(1)  The  PCAOB  has  not  provided  sufficient  detailed  guidance  as  to  what  constitutes  key  controls.

Impact:  External auditors are requiring companies to document and test controls that do not impact
the financial statements.  For example, many companies are now required to document every call that
their help desks receive for technical support and auditors are now ensuring that every employee has
a personnel performance evaluation.  Having those procedures in place may be good business prac-
tice, but they do not ensure the accuracy of a company's financial statements. 

The all-inclusive approach applied by external auditors to IT controls has resulted in massive cost for
little value.  It is clear that in the area of IT controls, auditors have spent most of their time on controls
that have a very tangential, if any, impact on the financial reporting process and have focused on
business risk decisions that do not impact the accuracy of the financial statements.

Solution:  The PCAOB should provide more detailed guidance as to what does and does not consti-
tute a key control over financial reporting, especially in the area of IT.  The scope of Section 404
financial and IT compliance efforts then should be limited to those key controls that are needed to
ensure the integrity of the financial statements, eliminating the documentation and validation require-
ment for non-key controls. 

The guidance from the PCAOB also should make it very clear that companies do not need to test key
controls, where an effective and tested compensating control exists.

(2)  Redundant  Section  404  testing.  

Impact: The point in time opinion requires both the company and the external auditors to perform
testing of controls twice, once during the year and once towards the end of the year to facilitate the
updating of testing for the fiscal year end.  This results in a significant amount of redundant work with
controls being tested four times. 

Solution: We recommend that the “point in time” opinion of the auditors be modified to a “period
in time” opinion so that the testing can occur in a more linear distribution throughout the year.

(3)  There  is  a  lack  of  competition  for  Section  404  certification  work.

Impact: The Government Accountability Office (GAO) has determined that the Big Four accounting
firms audit 99% of the revenues of U.S. public companies.  As such, the GAO has concluded that the
Big Four are an oligopoly with a significant amount of anti-competitive market power.  This lack of
competition is significantly increasing the costs of Section 404 certification.

Solution: Allow Section 404 certification work to be completed by any qualified firm.  This would
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improve the independence of the process and would allow competition to emerge for the external
attestation work, reducing the effective cost without reducing the effectiveness of the provision.

(4)  Significant  new  IT  projects  and  system  changes  are  being  delayed  six  to  nine  months  due  to  -
practical  issues  with  respect  to  Section  404.

Impact: Many companies are delaying the implementation of significant IT projects by six to nine
months solely because of the documentation and testing requirements of Section 404.  They also
expect this problem to persist, and predict that they will be able to make major systems changes only
in the first half of their fiscal years going forward.  As as result, Section 404 requirements are signif-
icantly inhibiting business operations and having an impact on the competitiveness of companies.

Solution: Allow registrants to exclude significant new IT projects and systems changes from that year's
Section 404 certification. 

This exclusion would be similar to the one that currently allows companies to exclude new acquisi-
tions completed late in the year from the Section 404 certification. This exception was provided to
avoid the very damaging consequence of preventing companies from making acquisitions in the
second half of their fiscal year.  

Under the exception for new acquisitions, companies that make acquisitions late in the fiscal year are
allowed to note in their certification that the attestation of the effectiveness of internal controls does
not cover the internal controls of the new acquisition.  They then are required to disclose the details
of the acquired company's financials so that investors can assess the materiality of the new acquisi-
tion to the company.  Similarly, under a proposed exception for new IT projects, the company would
disclose the system for which the qualification is being made, including details of its specific functions
and the proportion of specific income statement and/or balance sheet items that are controlled by
the new system and also details of compensating controls in place during the interim period to ensure
the accuracy of the financial statements.

(5)  A  company  must  test  each  of  its  controls  each  year.

Impact:  An enormous amount of work will be repeated from scratch each year, driving up costs.

Solution: As with the standard audit process, allow companies to rotate the testing of key controls
based on a reasonable assessment of the risk related to each material account and the risk related
to each control.  Each year a company would evaluate its risk areas and then, based on the risk and
past results, the company would decide to test some controls only periodically, perhaps every two
years. 

This would eliminate the need to start the testing process from scratch each year regardless of the
results of the previous year’s testing.  Under the current system, companies basically throw out the
results of previous year’s work and start again.  An example of a low risk account would be the cost
paid for a building.  This should be on the books and not change each year so there would be a very
low risk of its being wrong.
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(6)  External  auditors  have  stopped  providing  their  clients  with  accounting  advice.  

Impact: In the past, when a company had a complex accounting question, it would draw on the
considerable technical expertise of the big accounting firms to help it decide the correct course of
action.  In the current environment, companies are required to do this research independently, and
then if they decide on an incorrect course of action, they are deemed by the external auditor to have
a "deficiency" because of a lack of accounting expertise.

Solution: Amend the rules around auditor independence to allow companies to rely on their audit
firms for accounting and internal controls related advice.  

Some common sense needs to be applied to this issue.  Most companies cannot afford to hire the
host of specialist accountants that the big accounting firms have available.  Preventing companies
from getting accounting advice will result in a greater number of accounting errors, a significant
increase in the number of companies deemed to have "ineffective" accounting departments, and a
significant increase in cost.

(7)  Companies  have  not  been  provided  with  sufficient  time  to  comply  with  Section  404  guidance.

Impact: The PCAOB has been issuing guidance as companies work to meet Section 404 deadlines.
In some instances, companies and their auditors have had to go back and redo work already
completed based on recently issued guidance, which has increased the total cost and burden of
Section 404 compliance.

Solution: PCAOB guidance, including interpretive guidance, should in most cases be issued in a
manner consistent with the generally accepted practice followed by other standards setting bodies,
i.e., that of issuing exposure drafts, allowing a comment period, and then issuing final guidance that
allows registrants sufficient time for efficient implementation.  This would allow companies to under-
stand what they are being asked to do and would give companies and auditors time to interpret and
comply with the guidance.

(8)  Small  and  medium-ssized  companies  are  often  impacted  by  regulations  differently.

Impact: The lack of input by smaller companies and the lack of consideration of the unique attrib-
utes of smaller companies in the development of guidance often results in unintended consequences. 

Solution: Expand the Board of the PCAOB to include a representative from a small or medium-sized
company.

AeA believes that it is essential that some of the Board members have enough experience with small
and medium-sized business to estimate the impact of PCAOB regulations on small and medium-sized
businesses adequately.  These businesses make up the majority of registered companies and, given
the excessive costs of Section 404 relative to the SEC's expectation, it is clear that more expertise in
this area is needed on the Board.
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(9)  Public  company  auditors  are  not  conducting  integrated  audits.    PCAOB's  Auditing  Standard  No.  
2  "An  Audit  of  Internal  Control  Over  Financial  Reporting  Performed  in  Conjunction  with  an  Audit  of  
Financial  Statements" states  than  an  audit  of  internal  controls  over  financial  reporting  should  be  
integrated  with  the  audit  of  the  financial  statements.  

Impact: The audit costs for small and medium-sized companies have increased dramatically from the
previous year, anywhere from two to six times the prior year’s cost.  Most member companies going
through the Section 404 audit are not seeing a well conducted integrated audit being performed by
the auditors.  As a result, there ends up being two separate audits being performed, massively increas-
ing the fees from the previous year’s financial statement audit.

Solution: Require auditors to conduct an integrated audit by using work done for the internal controls
attestation to be considered as evidence for the financial statement audit.

(10) A  10  million  dollar  company  is  treated  the  same  as  a  10  billion  dollar  company  under  Section  
404  guidance.

Impact: Smaller companies are disproportionately harmed because the cost is effectively much
greater for them than for larger companies.

Solution: Temporarily suspend the current requirements of Section 404 for all registrants that had
revenues of less than $1 billion in their last annual filing with the SEC. This suspension should last
until the PCAOB provides appropriate and specific guidance for small and medium-sized companies,
such that the cost of implementing Section 404 for these companies approximates the cost estimated
by the SEC in June of 2003.  

These companies would disclose to investors in their SEC filings that they are under the threshold and have
not performed the Section 404 internal review process.  This would be voluntary, and any company wishing
to could choose to get the certification.  

Why use revenue as the metric?  We have chosen to use revenue as the key metric because:
1. the need for more sophisticated internal controls scales with the size of a company;
2. the COSO/COBIT frameworks are targeted to the needs of very large companies; and 
3. the data show that the cost impact of Section 404 compliance is very clearly correlated to the

size of the company as measured in revenues.

Why choose a cut-off level of $1 billion?  We have chosen $1 billion because: 
1. Our research shows that above the level of $1 billion in revenue, the annual cost of Section 

404 drops below 0.2 percent of revenue.  Although we still think that this amount is too high,
it at least is reaching a level where it does not fundamentally affect a company's strategic
investments and employee benefits.  

2. The aggregate market value of companies with more than $1 billion in revenue is equal to 85
percent of the aggregate market capitalization of all U.S. public companies.  This means that
85 percent of the "risk" to investors still will be covered by Section 404.

3. We estimate that limiting the Section 404 requirements to only those companies with revenues
greater than $1 billion will reduce the aggregate cost to approximately $12 billion, reducing
the cost by almost two thirds.   This still will be 10 times the SEC's original estimate.
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Using a cut-off level of $1 billion will result in 85 percent of the market value of U.S. public companies being
included under the provisions of Section 404.

We believe that this cut-off level strikes a reasonable balance between reducing investors' risk of corporate
fraud and the reduced profits investors see through the burden of Section 404.

Another factor in favor of a revenue cut-off is that investors currently apply this type of filter to companies in
assessing their investment choices.  Investors understand that smaller companies have different risk 
profiles than larger companies.  Examples of the different risks are lower trading volume, lower economies
of scale, less sophisticated IT and financial systems, more risk of being disrupted by larger competitors, etc.
Investors will be able to understand these criteria easily.
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APPENDIX 1

TThhee  AAcctt''ss  CCoosstt-EEffffeeccttiivvee  PPrroovviissiioonnss::

Given the intent of the Act --- transparency and accountability --- the following provisions are cost-effective measures.

11.. UUmmbbrreellllaa  WWhhiissttllee-BBlloowweerr  PPrrootteeccttiioonn  PPrroovviissiioonn:: The Act requires that all registrants establish an anonymous report-
ing method for employees anonymously to report concerns directly to the audit committee.    

AeA believes that this provision will be the most effective provision of the Act in deterring and uncovering fraud.  This
provision is inexpensive to implement and AeA believes that it will do more to achieve the goals of the Act than the
estimated $35 billion being spent on Section 404.

22.. QQuuaarrtteerrllyy  aanndd  AAnnnnuuaall  SSeeccttiioonn  330022  CCeerrttiiffiiccaattiioonnss  bbyy  CCEEOOss  aanndd  CCFFOOss:: This Section requires the CEO and CFO to
certify to the best of their knowledge that the company's internal controls are adequate to ensure the accuracy of the
financial statements. 

This provision does a good job of raising the awareness of internal controls with senior management and helps the
commitment to invest in their maintenance.  

33.. AAuuddiitt  CCoommmmiitttteeee  RReeqquuiirreemmeennttss:: All Audit Committee Members must be independent and one member should be
a financial expert.  The Audit Committee (not management) is responsible for the appointment of the outside auditor
and the pre-approval of all non-audit services. 

44.. OOffffiicceerr  oorr  DDiirreeccttoorr  BBaarrss  aanndd  PPeennaallttiieess:: The SEC may bar individuals from serving as directors and officers if the
SEC proves the individual is unfit to serve.  

This raises the penalties for improper conduct by corporate officers and serves as a deterrent for committing fraud. 

55.. MMaannddaattoorryy  CCooddeess  ooff  EEtthhiiccss  ffoorr  SSeenniioorr  FFiinnaanncciiaall  OOffffiicceerrss:: The Act requires publicly traded companies to disclose if
they have a code of ethics for senior financial officers, and if not, why not.  The Act describes the standards of compli-
ance that should be contained within the code of ethics. 

This also raises awareness of good ethical standards.

66..  CCoorrppoorraattee  OOffffiicceerr  aanndd  DDiirreeccttoorr  RReeaall  TTiimmee  SSeeccttiioonn  1166  RReeppoorrttiinngg:: The Act requires officers and directors to disclose
their purchases or sales of the company's equity securities on an accelerated basis.

This also provides investors with better information.

77..  AAuuddiittoorr  ""RReevvoollvviinngg  DDoooorr""  PPrroohhiibbiittiioonn  aanndd  AAuuddiitt  PPaarrttnneerr  RRoottaattiioonn  RReeqquuiirreemmeenntt:: Under this Section, an accounting
firm may not provide audit services to any company whose CEO, controller, CFO, chief accounting officer, "or [other]
person serving in an equivalent position" worked for the accounting firm in the past year.  The Act also requires
accounting firms to rotate the lead audit partner at least every five years.  

This also reduces conflicts of interest and promotes greater independence.

88.. AAuuddiittoorr  RReeggiissttrraattiioonn  aanndd  SSeeppaarraattiioonn  ooff  CCoonnssuullttiinngg  SSeerrvviicceess  ffrroomm  AAuuddiittiinngg:: The Act lists nine types of services that
no longer may be performed by accounting firms. 

This also reduces conflicts of interest and promotes greater independence.
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APPENDIX 2
Financial  Control  Framework:

The PCAOB requires that the registrant use a reasonable control framework to assess the effectiveness of its
internal controls.  The internal control framework used by the Big 4 accounting firms is provided by COSO.

COSO originally was formed in 1985 to sponsor the National Commission on Fraudulent Financial
Reporting, an initiative that studied the factors that can lead to fraudulent financial reporting.  The National
Commission was jointly sponsored by five major professional associations in the United States --- the
American Accounting Association, the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, the Financial
Executives International, the Institute of Internal Auditors, and the Institute of Management Accountants.  This
was not an exercise in which registrants' voices were effectively heard.  Business never imagined that anyone
ever would consider that COSO should become a mandate.

COSO is a framework and a methodology for evaluating internal controls that runs for hundreds of pages
in length.  This is a very, very comprehensive framework that is geared towards a large multi-billion dollar
company with a very high standard of mature and comprehensive internal controls.  Although this framework
has been around for over 10 years, the vast majority of CFOs had never heard of it before Section 404.

COSO defines internal controls as a "process, effected by an entity's board of directors, managements and
other personnel, designed to provide reasonable assurance regarding the achievement of objectives in the
following categories:  

Effectiveness and efficiency of operations.
Reliability of financial reporting.
Compliance with applicable laws and regulations."24

The COSO framework does discuss some special considerations for internal controls over financial report-
ing for small and medium companies.  However, the lack of clarity on this point means that in practice, the
implementation of the standard by the PCAOB and the Big 4 does not differentiate between the stages of a
company's development.  

IT  Controls  Framework:

COBIT was developed as an ideal standard that multi-billion dollar companies would aspire to achieve over
many years.  Because of the major problems with implementation and the massive cost, it is not a practical
guide for small and medium-sized companies.

The framework being applied by the PCAOB and the Big 4 for IT controls is similar in nature to the COSO
framework.  It was developed in the 1980s before modern systems had emerged, and also runs hundreds of
pages in length.  The following are some key points related to COBIT:

It is comprised of 34 high-level control areas, and 318 detailed control objectives.
Implementation of the COBIT framework is intended literally to take years of gradual adoption 
through detailed process improvement work.
IT Governance Institute (ITGI), in drafting the COBIT-based control recommendations for IT, relied
heavily on PwC, Deloitte, and KPMG for the analysis of COBIT relative to Section 404, and for      
authorship of the recommendations.
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Initial guidance from ITGI and its contributors recommended evaluating the IT control environ-
ment relative to a subset of COBIT consisting of 21 high-level control areas and 137 detailed 
control objectives.
The expert reviewers, whose comments helped shape the document, did not include U.S. business
in this process.25

COBIT suffers from the same major flaws as COSO.  It was not developed with the intention of being applied
to all companies regardless of size.  It was developed as an ideal standard that multi-billion dollar compa-
nies would aspire to achieve over many years.  Although it has been around for more than 10 years, again,
CFOs had never heard of it before Section 404.  From the major problems with implementation and the
massive cost, it clearly is not a practical guide for small and medium-sized companies.

One of the biggest problems with COBIT is that it goes beyond the financial reporting process and mandates
standards for all areas of IT.  In addition to the controls around the financial applications, it mandates stan-
dards for areas such as physical security of data centers, network security, web security, backup policy, etc.
These areas relate to the business risks management decides to take, and they do not relate to the financial
reporting process, except in a very tangential way.  

AeA is not aware of any significant financial loss suffered by investors as a result of failures in these areas at
U.S. public companies.  From our research, it appears that half of the $35 billion in cost incurred for this
Section 404 process is related to the IT area as a result of the extension of Section 404 way beyond the finan-
cial reporting process.
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APPENDIX 3

In order to attain a clean report under Section 404 from its external auditors, a registrant will need to
complete the following process:

Complete an initial scope determination

o Determine which specific locations/business units are material

o Determine which accounts within those locations/units are material

Document all identified processes and controls in an internal control format

Identify the key processes, risks, and controls

Document control environment

Verify key processes and controls by reviewing documents and walking through the 
process to confirm the accuracy of the documentation

Develop test plan for all key controls

Get auditor acceptance of documented processes and controls

Company test all key controls during fiscal year

Auditor test key processes and controls during fiscal year

Company retest key controls as of fiscal year end

Auditor retest key controls as of fiscal year end

This approach has a number of challenges in addition to the lack of appropriateness for small and
medium-sized businesses.  

It requires the attestation as of year end that forces both companies and their external 
auditors to test key controls twice.  This means controls get tested four times.

It requires all controls to be documented and confirmed, even if they are not key controls 
and are not required to be operating in order for the financial statements to be accurate. 
The number of total controls for a small or medium-sized company can range from 300 to 
600.  For multi-billion dollar companies, it can be greater than 1,000.  From discussions 
with many CFOs, it appears that only about one third of identified controls are key controls.

It requires a defined format for the documentation, eliminating the possibility of practical 
reuse.
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Tel:    303.438.0571
Fax:    303.438.8915
Representing  Colorado,  Utah,  and
Wyoming

NEW  ENGLAND
444  Washington  Street,  Suite  405
Woburn,  MA    01801
Tel:    781.938.1925
Fax:    781.938.0091
Representing  Connecticut,  Maine,  Massachusetts,
New  Hampshire,  Rhode  Island,  and  Vermont

NEW  JERSEY/PENNSYLVANIA
35  Technology  Drive,  Suite  350
Warren,  NJ    07059
Tel:    908.561.3513
Fax:    908.561.7954
Representing  New  Jersey  and  
Pennsylvania

NEW  YORK
107  Washington  Avenue
Albany,  NY    12210
Tel:    518.427.0963
Fax:    518.427.1409
Representing  New  York

OREGON
5285  SW  Meadows  Road,  Suite  200
Lake Oswego,  OR    97035
Tel:    503.624.6050
Fax:    503.624.9354
Representing  Oregon

POTOMAC
601  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  NW
North  Building,  Suite  600
Washington,  DC    20004
Tel:    202.682.9110
Fax:    202.682.9111
Representing  Delaware,  Kentucky,  Maryland,
Virginia,  Washington,  DC,  and  West  Virginia

SOUTHEAST
3700  Mansell  Road,  Suite  140
Alpharetta,  GA    30022
Tel:    678.352.9469
Fax:    678.585.9657
Representing  Alabama,  Georgia,  
Mississippi,  North  Carolina,  
South  Carolina,  and  Tennessee

TEXAS  

AUSTIN
1402  San  Antonio,  Suite  100
Austin,  TX    78701
Tel:    512.474.4403
Fax:    512.476.9908

DALLAS
14901  Quorum  Drive,  Suite  595
Dallas,  TX    75254
Tel:    972.386.6540
Fax:    972.386.6029
Representing  Arkansas,  Louisiana,  Oklahoma,
and  Texas

WASHINGTON
8575  154th  Avenue,  NE
Redmond,  WA    98052
Tel:    425.497.1707
Fax:    425.497.1709
Representing  Alaska,  Idaho,  Montana,  and
Washington

INTERNATIONAL  OFFICES

BEIJING,  CHINA
United  States  Information  Technology  Office
(USITO)
Room  332,  Lido  Office  Tower
Ji  Chang  Road,  Jiang  Tai  Road
Chaoyang  District
Beijing,  100004,  China
Tel:    011.86.10.6430.1368
Fax:    011.86.10.6430.1367
Assisting  and  representing  U.S.  high-ttech  
companies  in  China

BRUSSELS,  BELGIUM
AeA  Europe
40  rue  des  Drapiers
1050  Brussels,  Belgium
Tel:    011.32.2.502.7015
Fax:    011.32.2.502.6734
Representing  U.S.  high-ttech  companies  in  the
European  Union
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