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Future of local public audit 
This document comprises a public summary of the report that FTI Consulting Limited 
prepared for the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) 
pursuant to its instructions in the contract with DCLG dated 14 April 2011.  This 
summary should not be considered a full summary of FTI’s analysis or 
considerations as it excludes certain commercially sensitive information and 
information likely to prejudice the achievement of value for money for taxpayers if 
made public.  FTI Consulting Limited acted exclusively for DCLG and no other 
person in relation to its work and will not be responsible to anyone other than DCLG 
for its advice. 
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Introduction 
 
The current system for the audit of local public bodies is operated and overseen by 
the Commission under the provisions of the Audit Commission Act 1998 (as 
amended).  Since its inception in 1983, the Commission has acted as the regulator, 
commissioner and provider of local public body audit services. 
 
The three current roles of the Commission in England may be summarised as 
follows: 
 

• Regulatory: defining standards and guidance for audit of local public sector 
bodies, in addition to those published by the Auditing Practices Board 

• Commissioning: conducting procurement tenders and appointing an auditor 
to each local public body; and, 

• Provider: providing auditors from the Commissions’ in-house practice to 
undertake the audits and sign audit reports. 

 
Around 11,000 bodies across the public sector are audited under the current Audit 
Commission regime, including local councils, health trusts, police and various other 
smaller bodies. Of the larger principal bodies, approximately 70 per cent of the audits 
are performed by the in-house practice and the remaining c.30 per cent is 
outsourced to private sector firms (principally KPMG, PwC, Deloitte, Grant Thornton 
and PKF). 

On 13 August 2010, the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 
announced his proposal to disband the Commission as part of a Government-wide 
review of ‘Arms-Length’ Bodies. The announcement stated that: 

“a range of options will be developed for converting the audit practice into a 
business independent of Government which could be sold off or otherwise 
transferred into the private sector”. 

In March 2011, DCLG published a consultation document , Future of local public 
audit1,  which set out proposals for all local public bodies with a turnover of over 
£6.5m to appoint their own auditor, based on the advice of an independent audit 
committee.  Responses to the consultation document have been invited by 30 June 
2011 and we understand that a summary of these, together with a Government 
response, will follow. 

 

                                                            
1 www.communities.gov.uk/publications/localgovernment/localpublicauditconsult 

3 
 



As a sub-set of the broader review of the Future of Local Audit, DCLG appointed FTI 
Consulting to provide high level advice relating to the transfer to the private sector of 
the in-house practice under three main Options: 
 

• Sale Option 

• Outsourcing Option; and 

• Hybrid Option (combination of outsourcing and sale). 
 
FTI’s advice included a high level summary assessment of the likely impact on the 
audit market of the three scenarios in terms of potential effects on public sector audit 
fees and the concentration, level of competition and contestability of the local public 
audit market. 
 
There are a number of potential evaluation criteria which are summarised below.  
Some of the criteria conflict and therefore need to be weighed up against each other 
in forming a view of the potential Options to effect the transfer of the in-house 
practice to the private sector. 
 

• minimisation of any redundancy costs for the taxpayer 

• obtain potential capital receipt(s) for the benefit of the taxpayer 

• minimise local public audit fees 

• maintain quality of local public auditing 

• encourage competition within the audit market (including private sector)  

• minimise execution risk associated with delivery of reform 

• minimise timeline associate with the implementation 

• minimise disruption throughout transition period/arrangements 

• auditors chosen at local level in future 

• minimise other implementation costs. 
 
Sale Option 
 
During 2011/12, the in-house practice would transition to an arms-length commercial 
business. In 2013, after the necessary legislation was passed, the Commission 
would establish (one or more) government owned Newco(s) and make a direct 
award of contracts under the Teckal exemption for the whole of the 70 per cent of 
audits currently carried out by the in-house practice and transfer all existing in-house 
practice staff into it (under the Transfer of Undertakings (Protection of Employment) 
Regulations (TUPE) terms). The in-house practice Newco would therefore inherit all 
of the current staff of the in-house practice.  
 
During 2014, Newco would bid to local public sector bodies for audit contracts in 
competition with the private sector firms.  The length of the new contracts remains to 
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be determined but could be for, say, three to five years. We consider that longer 
audits will be more attractive to private sector firms as they would provide better 
ability to plan and greater assurance of future revenues.  A sale process could then 
be undertaken during 2015. Buyers would benefit from the audits secured by the in-
house practice in competition during 2014.   
 
It would be necessary to conduct a competitive sales process in order to maximise 
any capital receipt from this process.  
 
Procurement law 
 
We understand from DCLG that the transfer of the in-house practice into Newco 
would rely on the Teckal exemption to European Union procurement rules and that it 
is otherwise not possible to transfer work awarded without a public procurement 
exercise to such Newco. 
 
The Teckal exemption allows a public authority to award audits directly to a company 
without a public procurement process providing that it fully owns it and the company 
does the vast majority of its work for the parent. We have been advised that there 
must be no private investment in that company, or any intention that there will be any 
sale in the future of the awarded work.  All such work under this scenario would 
expire and/or have been re-tendered in competition by the time of sale. 
 
Redundancies 
 
We consider that the most likely outcome to a 2014 tender is that the Newco would 
win a smaller share of the incremental work tendered than its current c.70 per cent 
share.  To create a profitable Newco for sale therefore implies that there may be a 
need to make existing in-house practice staff redundant during the transition period if 
such staff have not left through natural attrition – such costs would be borne by the 
taxpayer. 
 
The in-house practice management has prepared forecasts with varying 
assumptions around the level of work which the in-house practice Newco could win 
in competition with private sector firms.  These estimates are inherently uncertain 
and, to the extent that the in-house practice wins less work, they may need to make 
more redundancies to achieve profitability with consequently higher redundancy 
costs than currently estimated. 
 
Execution risk 
 
We set out below some of the potential constraints on a significant capital receipt via 
a sale of the in-house practice. 
 
APPETITE AMONGST MAJOR AUDIT FIRMS? 
The largest audit firms in the UK (typically referred to as the “Big 4”) have significant 
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positions in the private sector audit market. Most also have an existing position in the 
local public body audit market.  The Office of Fair Trading may be concerned if the 
local public body audit market moved towards further concentration for the largest 
existing participants and that may constrain bids by the biggest players (i.e. the Big 4 
and Grant Thornton).  
 
ABILITY TO FUND AN ACQUISITION? 
Other private sector audit firms, particularly amongst the mid-tier accounting firms 
outside of the “Big 4”, may feel that an acquisition of the in-house practice could 
provide a significant step to critical mass and assist in closing the gap with the Big 4 
firms.  However, it should be noted that almost all of the major audit firms have 
ownership models based on partnership structures. This makes it challenging for 
them to fund significant acquisitions using external sources of equity capital. 
 
POTENTIAL NEW ENTRANTS?  
It is possible but not certain that there are providers of outsourced professional 
services to the public sector that could have a strategic interest in entering a new 
market and building a presence in the public sector audit market.   
 
CAPITAL RECEIPT 
It is impossible to quantify potential proceeds with any degree of assurance as this 
depends on the result of future tenders and how successful the in-house body 
Newco is at winning audits against the private sector. 
 
However we consider that any capital receipt would be limited under this scenario by 
a number of factors but principally by the size of the order book likely to have been 
won by Newco during 2014. 
 
Management has made assumptions around the market share that will be won 
through the competitive tender process.  We have used this to illustrate the potential 
sales proceeds which could be achieved with a sale of the in-house body to a private 
firm. 
 
We emphasise that the quantum and achievement of a capital receipt via a sale are 
inherently uncertain. 
 
To the extent that bidders expect to make further redundancies post-acquisition, this 
would have a cost which they would likely factor into their acquisition price.  Such 
costs (if any) would in practice depend upon the individual buyer. 
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BIDDERS 
Potential bidders might include: 
 

• Private sector audit firms 

• Other providers of outsourced services to public sector (i.e. new entrants); 
and 

• Employee owned company (referred to as the “mutual”). 
 
We understand that “favouring” an employee owned firm would be open to challenge 
under State Aid and other legal considerations (including from unsuccessful 
participants in such auction) and moreover would be unlikely to maximise capital 
receipt from such a sale.  
 
It has been suggested that an employee owned Newco could fund a potential 
acquisition of the in-house practice by partnering with a private sector joint venture 
partner.  However we consider this would entail drawbacks which include: 
 

• loss of additional competition if Newco was owned, controlled or influenced by 
an existing audit firm 

• loss or compromise of mutual status / ethos; and 

• expectation that Newco would likely be sold to its joint venture partner as an 
exit route. 

 
MULTIPLE SALES 
It is theoretically possible that a sales strategy could be executed by way of multiple 
sales to different bidders (as opposed to a single sale).  We consider that in practice 
this would give rise to additional complexity and delivery risk without necessarily 
delivering any material uplift in value but could have competition advantages. 
 
SEPARATION ISSUES 
There are inherent issues under the Sale Option with the separation of the in-house 
practice from the Commission creating a number of practical considerations.   
 
The core areas that will likely require focus include the following: 
 

• migration of data and systems onto buyers systems 

• exit and establishment of property requirements to house the in-house 
practice and associated relocation costs 

• establishment of in house legal and regulatory support and subsequent 
novation of all contracts to the Newco entity; and 

• migration of all employee contracts, benefits and pensions to Newco. 
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Given the potential separation issues, we recommend that a more detailed review be 
conducted if the Sale Option is considered, particularly under the Employee 
Ownership’ model, whereby a new infrastructure would be required.  Consideration 
should also be given to potential transitional service agreements and project 
management support that may be required to effect the separation.  
 

 
Outsourcing Option 
 
During 2011/12, the Commission would, under its current powers, tender to private 
sector firms all audit work currently provided by the in-house practice.  In-house 
practice staff would become employees of the successful private sector bidders 
pursuant to a TUPE transfer. 
 
We understand that under this Option the Commission could divide England into a 
number of contract areas/lots and invite bids from private sector firms.  Firms would 
be able to bid for one, some or all lots depending on the strategy developed.  Based 
on the tenders received it might prove more beneficial to outsource to a number of 
firms on a regional basis or, potentially, to one firm nationally, were the terms 
sufficiently attractive (and subject to competition considerations). 
 
The Commission has not yet completed planning for the procurement process; 
however, it believes it should be possible to structure bundles of audits in such a way 
that audit staff could TUPE transfer, albeit to varying degrees dependent on the size 
of lots.  
 
A privately owned Newco owned and managed by in-house practice employees 
could be allowed to bid for some or all of these audits, thereby potentially creating a 
new audit firm in the private sector. There would need to be safeguards in place to 
ensure that there is a level playing field with a Newco participating in the process.  
 
Redundancy costs 
 
It is our opinion that such an outsourcing process should start from an objective of 
minimising any redundancy costs of the in-house practice staff borne by Her 
Majesty’s Government and maximising the transfer of staff to private sector firms 
pursuant to the tender process.  
 
TUPE AND COSOP 
The Transfer of Undertakings (Protection of Employment) Regulations 2006 (TUPE) 
provide that on the transfer of an undertaking staff transfer with the work. TUPE will 
generally apply to the outsourcing of an in house service as long as the work is 
suitably packaged.  Staff members associated with the undertaking have no choice 
as the transfer is automatic by law.  Staff may choose to resign but would not be 
entitled to redundancy in such circumstances. The TUPE transfer is on current terms 
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and conditions, including redundancy terms, but excluding pensions (the new 
employer must provide a minimum level of pension provision). 
 
It is important that DCLG reviews the implications of Cabinet Office Statement of 
Practice (COSOP) on staff transfers in the public sector) treatment of Fair Deal on 
pensions and obtains internal/external advice as appropriate.  We consider that 
outsourcing bids would be impacted if bidders are required to transfer-in staff on 
comparable pension arrangements, given the resultant liabilities.  
 
NATURE OF AUDITS 
DCLG has identified that three year audits would be the minimum duration to be 
commercially attractive to bidders and we consider this a reasonable conclusion.   It 
is likely that the contracts will need “break” clauses that can be triggered in certain 
events e.g. negligence by the auditor.   We consider, however, that longer audits 
(e.g. five years) would be more attractive to private sector firms as they would 
provide better ability to plan, greater assurance of future revenues and a longer 
timeframe over which to manage the transition of existing in-house practice staff 
transferred in. 
 
CAPITAL RECEIPT(S) 
It would be commercially possible to ask bidders to tender not just on the basis of 
minimising cost (whilst maintaining audit quality) but also to invite firms to tender on 
the basis of an upfront payment they would be prepared to make to secure in-house 
practice staff and future contractual revenues.   
 
BIDDERS 
We consider the principal bidders under outsourcing would be the existing audit firms 
that perform public audits plus potential other accounting firms (see page 9) and lots 
could be structured to encourage bids from a mix of firms. 
 
Participants in the tender process are likely to require access to due diligence 
information to allow them to analyse and evaluate the nature of the staff resources 
and liabilities that they would be accepting under the transfers. 
 
In order to maximise value from the tender process it is important that the private 
sector firms have clarity in terms of the underlying audit regime including: 
 

• arrangement to re-appoint auditors at the end of the audits; and 

• scope and regulation of audits including the role of value for money opinions 
and any other proposed changes impacting auditors. 
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Hybrid Option 
 
This Option combines elements of the Outsourcing and Sale Options.  It is similar to 
the previous Sale Option but differs primarily in the transfer of a significant proportion 
of in-house practice staff to the private sector upfront, dependent on the results of an 
initial outsourcing tender.  
 
In the Sale Option, the in-house practice Newco inherits all current in-house practice 
staff and then would likely need to make redundancies as it lost work to the private 
sector firms over time.  In the Hybrid Option, such redundancies would be mitigated 
by holding an outsourcing tender in respect of all of the 70 per cent of audits 
currently performed by in-house practice.  To the extent that the in-house practice 
Newco wins audits, it would keep the staff (and associated cost) and the level of 
audit work (and associated income).  
 
Conversely, to the extent that it loses audits to private firms, it would reduce 
headcount via TUPE transfers, thereby removing (or at least reducing) the need for 
redundancies. 
 
The primary disadvantage with this Option would appear to be greater overall 
complexity together with a prolonged period of transition and uncertainty. 
 
Outsourcing  
 
As with the Sale Option, during 2011/12, the in-house practice is moved towards 
being run as an arms-length commercial business. 
 
In 2013, after necessary legislation passed, a government owned Newco would be 
formed and in-house practice staff and work would be transferred into this company.  
The Commission would then run a full outsourcing tender process in respect of the 
c.70 per cent of audits currently carried out by the in-house prctice.  Newco would 
participate in this tender process in competition with the private sector firms. 
 
As noted above, to the extent that Newco lost some or all of these bids, its 
redundancy costs would be mitigated by TUPE transfers of in-house prctice staff to 
the successful private audit firms, with residual employees being made redundant. 
 
Sale 
 
Under this Option, it is envisaged by DCLG that a sale process could be undertaken 
during 2015. As with the Sale Option, it would be appropriate to conduct a 
competitive sales process in order to maximise any capital receipt from this process.  
 
Whilst we emphasise that the quantum and achievement of a capital receipt via a 
sale are inherently uncertain, we have assumed that the present value of such a 
future receipt, based on varying assumptions, would be comparable to that achieved 
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in the sale scenario. No specific forecasts have been prepared in support of the 
Hybrid Option; however, we consider that the percentage of market share won under 
the Hybrid Option could be less due to the in-house practice having less time to 
prepare and establish a standalone business (as opposed to the Teckal transfer 
process in the Sale Option). 
 
Other Options 
 
Dissolution 
 
Under this Option the Commission would be closed down (or at least the entire in-
house practice element thereof). This would entail redundancy for all of the field staff 
of the in-house practice as well as the remaining in-house practice management and 
administration staff with redundancy costs borne by the taxpayer. 
 
In future, local public sector bodies would choose their own auditor and this function 
would be performed by private sector firms – including (but not necessarily limited to) 
the five main firms currently providing this function in England. 
 
This Option would have the benefit of structural and legal simplicity and should 
therefore be relatively rapid to implement, subject to any necessary legislative 
approval. 
 
We understand that the existing audits between the Commission and the private 
sector firms would need to be terminated but this could be implemented without 
additional cost.   
 
There would likely be an uneven impact on the staff of the in-house practice with 
some benefiting from redundancy payments then getting jobs (some perhaps with 
private sector audit firms) but others then finding it difficult to obtain jobs in the 
private sector. 
 
Under this Option, there would be a likely loss of market capacity as a significant 
proportion of the skills and experience built up within the in-house practice were lost 
to the local public audit market.  All other things being equal, this would likely have 
an upward impact on audit costs. 
 
The value is largely driven by the audit contracts, however to the extent that there is 
intrinsic value in the in-house practice, this would be lost to the taxpayer. Some 
compensatory gains might be picked up by the private firms that recruited staff and 
benefitted from the additional audit revenues.  
 
This Option would clearly not provide a new player into the audit market and 
therefore would be unlikely to generate any significant increase in market 
competition. 
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Immediate sale 
 
It would in principle be possible for HMG to conduct an immediate transfer of the 
current audits and staff into a new company (Newco) owned by HMG, with a view to 
this company being sold to private sector firms as soon as practicable.  However, we 
understand that this would contravene European Union procurement law as the 
Government can not transfer work to a company with a view to sale unless that 
company has won that work in competition.  We understand that DCLG have 
previously taken legal advice on this. 
 
Accordingly we understand that procurement law dictates that, absent a fresh 
competitive tender process, the Commission / DCLG could not sell the Newco until 
after the transitional period of directly awarded audits, thus delaying any capital 
receipt. 
 
Two-stage approach 
 
An alternative approach could be to sell a minority share of the in-house practice to a 
strategic partner followed by a subsequent sale at a later date of either of the 
remaining majority shareholding or 100 per cent of the share capital.  
 
In the event that it were considered practicable from a legal perspective to sell a 
minority stake in an in-house practice Newco as the first part of a two stage process, 
we consider that there would be commercial disadvantages to so doing.  The 
principal disadvantage would be that once an external strategic or financial investor 
had taken such a stake, it would be hard to ensure that value was maximised on the 
eventual sale of the remaining shares. This is because the initial investor may be 
able to exercise its influence to prevent, frustrate or restrict an open competitive sale 
process to third parties.   
 
DCLG would therefore have less ability to plan, control and execute a full competitive 
sale process in the manner of its own choosing. In extremis, the risk would be that a 
situation was created where the only realistic buyer for the remaining shares was the 
initial investor.   
 
Alternative mutual 
 
In the discussions we have had, the “Mutual” Option has referred to an employee 
owned in-house practice.  An alternative mutual concept would be to have an in-
house practice owned by public sector bodies themselves.  In addition to complexity, 
this would not result in a full transfer to the private sector and would give rise to 
potential conflicts / risks to auditor independence and so we have not explored this 
further. 
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Status quo 
 
Whilst the current status quo is a potential theoretical alternative, it is beyond the 
scope of our work and clearly will not meet ministers stated aims and objectives.  
Accordingly we have not analysed this Option. 
 
 
Market considerations 
 
To date the market for local public body audits has been managed by the 
Commission, which has managed both prices and firm selection. Fees charged 
appear to be lower than those charged to the private sector, and whilst this may 
reflect many factors, it is also consistent with economic theory – the Commission is a 
monopsony buyer.  However, the Commission is also a public sector monopoly 
provider and theory suggests it may be less efficient than a private sector provider. 
 
The research and academic literature on audit markets provides some useful 
pointers but is not decisive. Much focuses on the private sector and/or overseas 
markets. The main implications are: higher auditor concentration leads to higher 
fees; brand/reputation is an important driver for choosing an audit firm; size, 
complexity and location are important drivers for audit fees; mandatory audit firm 
rotation may lead to higher audit market concentration; and there are significant 
barriers to entry, and switching, in the UK audit market. 
 
In respect of competition, there is a question as to how the Office of fair Trading 
would define the market – which could be as narrow as local public bodies in a 
geographical area or as wide as the whole audit market. The Office of Fair Trading 
may have concerns if there was a move towards replication of the structure of the 
private sector audit market. We note that on 17 May 2011, the Office of Fair Trading 
announced that it had: 
 

 “provisionally decided that there are competition problems in the audit market 
that pass the statutory test for referral to the Competition Commission. 
However, it is now to discuss with interested bodies whether, in practice, 
potential remedies exist that could allow the Commission to resolve these 
problems… Having reached this provisional view, the Office of Fair Trading 
needs to decide whether or not to exercise its discretion to make a reference 
of the market to the Competition Commission. The provisional decision on 
whether or not to refer the market to the Competition Commission will be 
subject to a statutory consultation.” 

 
There are major barriers to entry in the market for audit services, particularly in the 
FTSE 100 and FTSE 250 segments and competition may be limited. Barriers exist 
because of brand/reputation, client inertia, scale and scope factors, amongst others. 
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Barriers to entry also exist in the local public bodies audit market, and there are 
some additional ones, but overall barriers appear to be lower than for large 
companies’ audits.  Two of the main providers currently active in local public body 
audit are ‘mid-tier’ firms.  
 
In future, the market is likely to be imperfect owing to both demand-side and supply-
side factors.  In respect of the demand-side, local public bodies are likely to be 
guided by brand / reputation and size, not just price.  On the supply-side, the 
difficulty of new entry and of expansion limit the competition and contestability of the 
market.  There are useful lessons from other markets. Experience in the National 
Health Service Foundation Trusts audit market since it opened up to competition 
suggests tendencies to concentration – but also fee reductions (at least in the short 
run). 
 
Stakeholders views are quite variable. While most see trends to concentration they 
differ on the impact on prices. Much depends on other factors including how the 
market emerges in terms of demand aggregation, scope of audit and regulation. 
 
Our appraisal of the Options suggests: 
 

• There is a potential tendency to concentration that will apply in all Options. 
Since we know from research that concentration in audit markets leads to 
higher prices over the longer run, that is something to be avoided 

• The Office of fair Trading would be likely to be concerned if the local public 
body audit market moved towards further concentration for the three largest 
existing participants (i.e. the Big 4 less Ernst & Young) and the knowledge of 
that may constrain behaviour by the bigger players 

• There is a strong argument that the nature of the dynamics in this market will 
lead to concentration so that for the longer run it does not matter which Option 
is chosen. We do not dismiss this view 

• The Option of trying to create many small players through careful design of  
outsourcing looks more likely to lead to a number of weak players who may 
not survive in the medium-term in a free market 

• Overall, maximising competition will be only one of the criteria upon which 
decisions regarding the transfer of the in-house practice to the private sector 
will be made. Our analysis suggests that the differences between the Options 
are not clear or strong enough in this area to be the decisive factor 

• We therefore consider that the focus in relation to competition / market 
considerations should be to avoid reinforcing the concentration in the wider 
audit market, in the absence of compelling reasons to the contrary. 
Maintaining or increasing competition should be one of the considerations but 
not the sole or over-riding criteria in assessing the Options; and 
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• We consider that outsourcing is more likely to increase competition and 
constrain fees in the short term, principally because more players would likely 
be introduced to the market. 

 
Conclusions 
 
Based on the projected operating profit, potential capital receipt and related 
redundancy costs associated with the three Options, we consider that the potential 
range of upside and downside in terms of net financial impact, is larger for the Sale 
and Hybrid Options.  Further, there are a greater number of uncertainties associated 
with these two Options, presenting a higher level of execution risk.   
 
We consider that the Outsourcing Option is likely to be the quickest, most effective 
and lowest risk option given that c. 30 per cent of local public audits are already 
delivered via private sector firms and that there is no obvious lack of appetite on 
behalf of these firms to increase their share from the current status quo.  
 
Outsourcing via a process subject to TUPE is in our view likely to achieve the 
objective of minimising the redundancy costs of the in-house practice to be borne by 
the taxpayer.  It is important however that DCLG reviews and clarifies the 
implications of COSOP treatment of Fair Deal on pensions given the impact it may 
have on the bidding firms.  
 
We consider that the Outsourcing Option is commercially consistent with the 
possible achievement of capital receipts, although this would reflect a change from 
previous outsourcing tenders.  
 
In relation to market and competition considerations, we conclude that maximising 
competition will be only one of several criteria on which a decision in relation to the 
Options is made.  Our analysis suggests that the difference between the Options is 
not strong enough for market / competition aspects to be the decisive factor.   
 
We do however recommend that consideration be given under the Outsourcing 
Option to ensuring that mid-tier firms are not effectively precluded by virtue of the 
size of lots from participating and winning audits.  An outsourcing process that 
resulted in lots being awarded to a range of firms (including a number of mid-tier 
firms) would help ensure market diversity and competition. 
 
We consider that such an outsourcing process which allows a successor to the in-
house practice to bid for audits is possible (subject to conflict safeguards) and could 
potentially provide competitive benefits of developing an additional player in the 
market. In relation to the three principal Options, we consider that outsourcing is 
more likely to increase competition and constrain fees, principally because more 
players would likely be introduced to the market in the short-term.  In the long-run, 
there may be consolidation so the long term effect on fees is more uncertain. 
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There are, in our opinion, uncertainties as to the appetite and ability of private sector 
firms to acquire the in-house practice in its entirety in its current form and therefore 
the achievability and quantum of a capital receipt from such a sale is not clear. 
 
Whilst certain firms may welcome the chance to acquire the in-house practice in the 
aim of achieving a significant increase in scale within the audit market, these players 
may not have the capital structure or access to external funding to pay the intrinsic 
value of the in-house practice.  Furthermore, an acquisition by one of the larger audit 
firms of the in-house practice may raise competition concerns. 
 
In any of the above Options for moving the in-house practice into the private sector 
there is a question as to whether the end point regime should be appointment of 
auditors by the public bodies themselves or whether the Commission or a small 
successor body should perform this role.   
 
Whilst consideration of the above issue is beyond the scope of this review, it is 
possible that factors such as the future appointment regime and any other future 
changes to the regime (e.g. to audit scope or regulation) could affect the level of 
public sector audit fees, irrespective of the mechanism chosen to transfer the work of 
the in-house practice into the private sector. 
 

16 
 


	Contents
	Future of local public audit
	Introduction
	Sale Option
	Outsourcing Option
	Hybrid Option
	Other Options
	Market considerations
	Conclusions


[image: image1.png]

Future of local public audits

Summary of report prepared by FTI Consulting Limited

[image: image2.png]


PAGE  

2




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




