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Aims / ToR

Relevant Authorities Working Group ToR

¢ "based on EU-adopted International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS), adapted as necessary
for the public sector context.”

¢ “consider the proposals on a case by case basis for consistency across the public sector, or seek
reasons for sector-specific differences being proposed. Consistency is regarded as the expected
objective but, dependent on circumstances, in some cases divergence may be considered
appropriate.”

¢ “advise of any impacts the proposals might have on Council Tax and whether there are
acceptable alternative treatments”

FRAB ToR

e primary aims of financial reporting include “accurate record of a body’s financial performance”
and “evidence that public monies and other resources have been used for the purposes intended
when the funds were authorised.”

¢ “Board will provide independent advice”

e “Board will decide how it reaches its conclusions”

¢ “the aim of ensuring that they comply with GAAP, and that departures or modifications from
GAAP, due to public sector and spending control contexts, are fully explained and justified”

CIPFA/LASAAC ToR

¢ "follow the Memorandum of Understanding between the Relevant Authorities..." and "consider
and respond to advice from FRAB"

¢ “..shall identify any divergences from accounting standards and/or the FReM..”

e Proposed divergences from IFRS must follow same process - RAWG and FRAB consideration
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https://www.cipfa.org/~/media/files/policy and guidance/boards/cipfa lasaac/2020 terms of reference/relevant authority working group memo of understanding terms of ref may 2019.pdf?la=en
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/financial-reporting-advisory-board-terms-of-reference#history
https://www.cipfa.org/~/media/files/policy and guidance/cipfa_lasaac_terms_of_reference_june_2019_final.pdf?la=en
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Areas where evidence desirable?

USERS: Sector user needs /
incl. needs of a specific user
group?

USERS: What user decisions
and actions are affected (in
the sector)?

MNGT: What entity
governance and
management
changes/behaviours will
arise?

FUNDING: How will
taxpayer resources be
affected / statutory
adjustments apply?

PRACTICAL: What are audit
implications eg evidence
base required, additional

audit resource
requirements,

PRACTICAL: What resources
(staff time, data, systems,
expert advice eg
actuarial/valuation etc) are
required to implement?

FUNDING: Are there tax
charge implications arising
for entities?

FUNDING: What are the
resource implications to
implement?

RELEVANCE: How relevant
is implementation for the
sector? (eg frequency)

RISK: What are the risks of
non implementation?

RISK: What are the risks of
implementation?
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CIDEA »
Evidence: Sources & Methods?

e User stakeholder group (cf new FReM users/preparers)

e Consultation process (incl on-line)

e User inclusion in working groups

* Engagement with user stakeholder groups (eg elected member societies etc)

Users

Entity * Specific engagement events with governors / managers

Management e Short overview briefing papers or slides

* Modelling/ different scenarios for an entity incl tax charges

Fundin . : : :
& e Cost of implementation — estimates based on detailed enagement

e Working group
e Detailed engagement with a representative entity
e Meet with audit bodies & firms

Practical

e Working group

Relevance i
e Consultation process: frequency assessment etc

* Detailed engagement with representative entity
e Entities’ management / governance feedback
e Consultation process \ the people

in-public-financi

Risk

PN AN AN AN S e

Copyright © CIPFA 2019 protected under UK and
international law



