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THE ROLE OF THE ACCOUNTING PROFES-
SION IN PREVENTING ANOTHER FINANCIAL
CRISIS

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 6, 2011

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SECURITIES, INSURANCE, AND
INVESTMENT,
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met at 9:34 a.m., in room SD-538, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Hon. Jack Reed, Chairman of the Sub-
committee, presiding.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN JACK REED

Chairman REED. Let me call the hearing to order.

First, my colleague and Ranking Member, Senator Crapo, very
much wanted to be here. He is not 100 percent today physically,
so just some minor sort of setback. But, unfortunately, he is not
likely to join us. Other colleagues will arrive, but given the time
of our witnesses and the importance of the topic, I think it is ap-
propriate to begin.

Let me make an opening statement and then recognize my col-
leagues when they arrive, if we have not recognized witnesses for
their statements. And I want to thank, obviously, the witnesses,
both panels, for attending.

In the wake of the financial crisis of 2008, many have decried too
big to fail, but there may be a more immediate problem: too big or
too complicated or too powerful to be audited. And without effective
auditing, directors, creditors, and shareholders are all flying blind,
and failure could be just ahead and unavoidable.

Prior to the collapse or rescue of nine major financial institutions
in 2007 and 2008, they each received unqualified audit reports
within months of their demise from various major accounting firms.
So this hearing is not about one company or one auditor. This is
about systemic weaknesses in the audit process that may continue
to impair investor confidence and provide inadequate information
to the investing public and to directors of public companies and to
the markets in general.

The costs of these problems are staggering. The Financial Crisis
Inquiry Commission estimated that nearly $11 trillion in household
wealth was lost through retirement accounts and life savings being
diminished in the crisis. Auditors who have the responsibility for
examining and reporting on the companies’ books and records in
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the cases I have cited sounded no distinctive and helpful alarms
prior to the demise of these companies.

As such, serious questions have been raised about the quality of
financial reporting practices and about the quality of audits that
should have revealed key financial irregularities or the poor status
of these companies. Auditors have a special responsibility—not a
unique or sole responsibility but a special responsibility—a public
trust, as defined by the Supreme Court, to protect participants by
certifying that information companies prepare and publish is accu-
rate and transparent.

Without question, there seems to be a systemic lack of this trans-
parency in the last several years. Investors never knew the risks
and uncertainties embedded in certain of the securities they pur-
chased. Huge financial firms used accounting gimmickry and finan-
cial engineering to obscure their financial health. And this leads us
to important considerations.

Did the accounting profession contribute to the lack of trans-
parency either in promulgating rules that allowed for financial en-
gineering and a lack of transparency? Or were appropriate rules ig-
nored by the companies? Why were there no alarms sounded in a
meaningful and timely way to perhaps avoid or mitigate some of
the consequences of these failures?

Regulators from around the world have undertaken inquiries re-
garding the sufficiency of audit firms and accounting methodolo-
gies. The European Commission has undertaken a number of in-
quiries. The British Parliament recently released a report on their
examination recommending a number of detailed actions in addi-
tion to a call for further review. That report included findings that
questioned both the audit profession and whether international fi-
nancial reporting standards were sufficiently robust.

The purpose of this hearing is to examine the role of accounting
professionals in preventing another financial crisis. The financial
crisis that we endured may have been avoidable, and there were
key missteps by many participants, including regulators and super-
visors. And while I am interested in learning about the failings
during the financial crisis, I want to emphasize again this is more
about what we have to do now to protect ourselves in the future,
to return our financial reporting in the United States to the world
standard it once was and must be.

The accounting profession is one of the bedrocks of our financial
marketplace. A robust and transparent financial reporting system
is the key to establishing credibility and confidence in our markets,
which in the end protects investors and lowers the cost of capital.
And I look forward, again, to the testimony of the witnesses that
are here today.

Let me now recognize and introduce the first panel.

James Doty is Chairman of the Public Company Accounting
Oversight Board. Mr. Doty was appointed by the Securities and Ex-
change Commission as the Chairman of the Public Company Ac-
counting Oversight Board in January 2011. Prior to his appoint-
ment, he served as a partner at the law firm of Baker Botts. Wel-
come, Sir.

Leslie Seidman is Chairman of the Financial Accounting Stand-
ards Board, FASB. She was appointed to this position by the Fi-
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nancial Accounting Foundation effective December 23, 2010. She
was originally appointed to the FASB in July 2003 and reappointed
to a second term in July of 2006.

James Kroeker is the Chief Accountant of the Securities and Ex-
change Commission. He first joined the Commission as Deputy
Chief Accountant in February 2007. Prior to joining the SEC, Mr.
Kroeker was a partner at Deloitte & Touche LLP, and he has al-
ready assured me that he is an essential person at the SEC.

Mr. Doty.

STATEMENT OF JAMES R. DOTY, CHAIRMAN, PUBLIC
COMPANY ACCOUNTING OVERSIGHT BOARD

Mr. Doty. Thank you, Chairman Reed. I appreciate, and on be-
half of the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board we appre-
ciate, the opportunity that you and Ranking Member Crapo and
hMembers of your Subcommittee have extended to us to appear

ere.

I joined the Board, as you mentioned, on February 1, 2011. Many
of the achievements and the initiatives I describe in our written
testimony or refer to here today were the work of, or begun by, my
predecessors on the Board as well as the PCAOB staff, and that
work sometimes extended over several years.

The PCAOB is committed to applying lessons from the financial
crisis through inspections, standard setting, and enforcement. We
garnered those lessons from our inspections of audits conducted
during the financial crisis and from dialog with investors and other
users and preparers of audit reports.

Last fall, the PCAOB issued a report describing the kinds of
audit deficiencies our inspectors identified in audits affected by the
financial crisis. As described in that public report, the inspectors
identified multiple instances where auditors failed to perform the
work mandated by PCAOB standards.

In short, accounting firms must do a better job in adjusting to
emerging audit risks as economic conditions change. They must ad-
just so that investors will have reliable information about the per-
formance and financial position of public companies during periods
of economic volatility.

Many investors were left wondering whether auditors could have
done more during the recent crisis to highlight risks in our finan-
cial system, which raises questions about the reporting model. The
Board has undertaken a comprehensive project to look at the very
nature of the auditors’ reporting model, which has not significantly
changed in more than 60 years.

In addition, in 2011, the PCAOB will continue to focus on high-
risk audit areas posed by the ongoing effects of the crisis. These
areas may include, for example, the financial statement effect of an
obligation to repurchase mortgages previously sold or mandated
modifications to certain mortgages at financial institutions.

PCAOB inspectors will also look closely at corrective actions
taken by accounting firms in areas where inspectors identify prob-
lems. A firm’s failure to obtain sufficient evidence to support its
opinion does not mean that the financial statements themselves
are necessarily misstated. But it does mean that corrective actions
are required, both to shore up the deficient audit as well as to bet-
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ter plan and perform future audits. Inspections can only protect in-
vestors from audit failures if firms act on inspection results.

Neither the financial statements, audits, nor the PCAOB over-
sight are intended to assess a company’s liquidity structure, capital
adequacy, or risk management. Nor does the PCAOB set account-
ing and disclosure requirements.

Rather, the PCAOB evaluates whether auditors have done their
job, which is to make sure an institution’s financial statements and
related disclosures fairly present the results—good or bad—in con-
formity with applicable accounting and disclosure standards.

When we find that auditors did not do their jobs, we seek reme-
diation through inspections. We examine existing standards. We
issue staff alerts on key issues, in addition to considering whether
new standards may improve the quality of audits and audit re-
ports. And, the details of that are reflected in our written testi-
mony. When appropriate, we discipline firms through our enforce-
ment program.

The PCAOB is engaged in several investigations relating to au-
dits of financial institutions and other public companies affected by
the crisis. These investigations, and any contested disciplinary pro-
ceedings that may result, are confidential under the Sarbanes-
Oxley Act.

This secrecy has a variety of unfortunate consequences. Inter-
ested parties, including investors, audit committees, issuers, and
other auditors, are kept in the dark about alleged misconduct, even
after a hearing and after adverse findings by us. Investors are not
aware that the companies in which they have invested are being
audited by accountants who have been charged by the PCAOB.

As my colleagues on the Board have previously suggested, only
Congress has the power to lift this veil. The PCAOB stands ready
to work with Members of this Subcommittee and the full Banking
Committee to further the protection of investors that has been the
hallmark of the Committee’s work from its earliest days.

Thank you, and I look forward to your questions.

Chairman REED. Well, thank you very much, sir, and obviously
the full text of your statement will be made part of the record, and
not only you, sir, but the other witnesses may summarize, and your
full text will be part of the record.

Mr. Doty. Thank you.

Chairman REED. Ms. Seidman.

STATEMENT OF LESLIE F. SEIDMAN, CHAIRMAN, FINANCIAL
ACCOUNTING STANDARDS BOARD

Ms. SEIDMAN. Chairman Reed, my name is Leslie Seidman, and
I am the Chairman of the Financial Accounting Standards Board.
I would like to thank you for the opportunity to participate in this
important hearing today.

As the Subcommittee examines the role of auditors and account-
ants in helping to prevent another financial crisis, I thought it
would be helpful to outline for you the manner in which accounting
standards are developed. In doing so, I would like to begin by pro-
viding a brief overview of the FASB and its parent organization,
the Financial Accounting Foundation. I also want to be sure that
this Subcommittee understands both the FASB’s robust due proc-
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ess and how we remain accountable to our stakeholders. Finally, I
want to update you on some convergence projects with the Inter-
national Accounting Standards Board, many of which address
issues related to the financial crisis. My written testimony provides
more expansive information about our technical activities.

The FASB is an independent private sector organization that op-
erates under the oversight of the Financial Accounting Foundation
and the Securities and Exchange Commission. For nearly 40 years,
the FASB has established standards of financial accounting and re-
porting for nongovernmental entities, including both private and
public businesses and not-for-profit organizations. Those standards
are recognized as authoritative, Generally Accepted Accounting
Principles, or GAAP, by the SEC for public companies and by the
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants for other non-
governmental entities.

GAAP is essential to the efficient functioning of the U.S. econ-
omy. Investors, creditors, donors, and other users of financial re-
ports rely heavily on credible, transparent, comparable, and unbi-
ased financial information. Accounting standards are not intended
to drive behavior in a particular way; rather, they seek to present
financial information so that financial statement users can make
informed decisions about how best to deploy their capital.

An independent standard-setting process is the best means of en-
suring high-quality accounting standards since it relies on the col-
lective judgment and input of all interested parties through a thor-
ough, open, and deliberative process. Our process is similar to the
Administrative Procedures Act process used by Federal agencies for
rulemakings but provides far more opportunities for interaction
with all interested parties.

Our process involves public meetings, roundtables, workshops,
surveys, field visits, and the exposure of our proposed standards for
formal public comment. We meet regularly with the staff of the
SEC and the PCAOB and with banking regulators.

In recent years we have significantly improved our ability to en-
gage with interested parties in a variety of ways so that we can ob-
tain the feedback we need to make informed decisions about how
to improve financial reporting standards. We videocast our Board
meetings and have created podcasts and webcasts to provide short
summaries of our proposals and new standards so that people can
quickly assess whether they have an interest and want to weigh in.
We have also been reaching out proactively to a wide range of in-
vestors and reporting entities. I particularly like these interactive
meetings because we can ask questions to better understand why
a person holds a particular view, which can accelerate the identi-
fication of issues and possible solutions. In short, the FASB ac-
tively seeks input from all of its stakeholders on proposals and
processes, and we are listening to them.

Finally, we continue our work on convergence of U.S. and inter-
national accounting standards in several key areas. We developed
improved accounting and disclosure standards relating to
securitizations and consolidation of special purpose entities, and we
plan to issue this month a converged standard on how to measure
fair value when it is required by another standard.
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We recently exposed a revised joint proposal on the accounting
for loan losses and plan to discuss the feedback on it with the IASB
starting next week. These are the key topics identified by the
FASPB’s Financial Crisis Advisory Group and the Financial Stability
Board, and we have made significant progress on them.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my remarks, and I would be
pleased to answer any questions.

Chairman REED. Thank you very much.

Mr. Kroeker, please.

STATEMENT OF JAMES L. KROEKER, CHIEF ACCOUNTANT,
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION

Mr. KROEKER. Chairman Reed, thank you, thanks to Ranking
Member Crapo and to the Members of the Subcommittee.

Let me apologize in advance for my voice. It is 90 percent better
than yesterday, but as you might notice, I am having some throat
issues.

I am Jim Kroeker, Chief Accountant of the Securities and Ex-
change Commission, and I serve as the principal adviser to the
Commission on accounting and auditing matters. I appreciate the
opportunity to testify today on behalf of the Commission regarding
the role of the accounting profession in preventing another crisis.

Financial reporting plays a critical role in establishing and main-
taining the confidence of the investing public. Information provided
to participants in our capital markets must be neutral, reliable,
and portray economic results in an accurate and faithful manner.
An audit by an independent public accountant has long been recog-
nized as important to reliable financial reporting.

The recent crisis resulted in the deepest economic recession since
perhaps the Great Depression. As the crisis unfolded, regulators re-
sponded in various ways to financial reporting issues and auditing
developments. Now, as our Nation emerges from this crisis, we
have both the opportunity and the responsibility to consider the
lessons and what can be learned to improve auditing and account-
ing going forward.

First, we must consider the current role of auditors and the audit
work performed during the crisis. A financial statement audit is de-
signed to provide reasonable assurance that a company’s financial
statements are presented fairly in all material respects in con-
formity with U.S. generally accepted accounting principles. In exer-
cising this vital function, auditors seek to address the risk of mate-
rial misstatement in financial statements reported to investors or
“financial reporting risk.” An audit is not designed to address other
risks, such as business or operational risk, which may affect the
company’s results and impact investor decisions.

Focusing on financial reporting risk, there is reason to consider
the extent to which improper, fraudulent, or inadequate financial
reporting played a role in the crisis. When poorly performed audits
contributed to or failed to detect financial reporting abuses, there
are existing mechanisms for dealing with such misconduct, includ-
ing SEC and PCAOB enforcement actions. We have and will con-
tinue to prosecute those who fail to comply with their obligations.

Second, in addition to considering whether audits performed dur-
ing the crisis complied with the current standards, we and the
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PCAOB are actively working to determine how standards and even
the role of the auditor itself can be improved, and I would like to
highlight just three of those projects.

First, each PCAOB inspection results in a report that details
audit deficiencies noted during the inspection. We continue to sup-
port the PCAOB’s efforts to identify and consider root causes of re-
curring audit deficiencies.

Second, the PCAOB actively has been seeking input from inves-
tors, preparers, and auditors on a variety of topics, including its
standard-setting activities. That outreach was considered by the
Board in adopting its recently issued standards that deal with the
auditor’s assessment of and response to risks of material
misstatement.

Third, some investors have questioned the sufficiency of the in-
formation they receive from auditors, including whether investors
could benefit from additional early warnings. In response, the
PCAOB is actively working on an important project related to what
should appear in the auditor’s report.

The crisis also made clear how interconnected global financial
markets are. We have been working with the PCAOB in their ongo-
ing efforts to reach agreement with regulatory bodies in other juris-
dictions to conduct inspections.

Turning now to accounting, the recent crisis also provided us
with the opportunity to examine whether accounting standards
could be improved. The crisis highlighted the types of information
that investors, regulators, and other users of financial reports need
to see in a company’s financial statements. Consistent with input
from my office, this Subcommittee, and the President’s Working
Group on Financial Markets, the FASB completed a major stand-
ard-setting initiative to improve financial reporting for many
financings, securitizations, and other transactions that had pre-
viously not been consolidated on a company’s balance sheet.

These new standards are effective for financial reporting results
in 2010 and should enhance financial reporting transparency. We
will continue to monitor their effectiveness.

In addition to these crisis-specific initiatives, the FASB continues
to work with the IASB on joint projects to improve financial report-
ing and eliminate unnecessary differences between U.S. GAAP and
IFRS.

Thank you for the opportunity to discuss these important audit-
ing and accounting developments, and I will be happy to answer
any questions you may have.

Chairman REED. Thank you very much. I want to thank the
panel for excellent testimony.

Let me ask what for many people is a threshold question, and
we are very fortunate today. We have the organization that essen-
tially supervises the auditing process, we have the organization
that prepares the rules for accountants, and then we have the Fed-
eral agency charged decisively with regulating the accounting pro-
fession and the reporting of public companies.

And the threshold question is: Why were there no timely warn-
ings about companies that within months of an unqualified report
collapsed or were rescued at taxpayers’ expense? Your perceptions,
Mr. Doty?
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Mr. Doty. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think as our report in Sep-
tember of this past year indicates, there are a number of areas
where auditors should have delved deeper, more deeply into issues,
valuation issues, the sources of information based on which finan-
cial instruments were being valued, the issues of when going-con-
cern issues arise in a financial institution that may be heavily le-
veraged, being alert to end-of-reporting-period transactions, signifi-
cant transactions entered into at the end of a financial reporting
period that may have had principally financial reporting purpose
without business substance.

These are, Mr. Chairman, enduring and recurring problems in fi-
nancial reporting and in auditing, and our inspections show, if one
goes back and beginning in 2006 starts looking at our inspection
reports, they begin to show and they show with increasing fre-
quency, defects and failures in pursuing these issues. Our 2011
audit review will do the same. We expect to have more deficiencies
found in these audits. And, frankly, as I indicated, the key here in
our mind is whether auditors are taking this to heart, going back
and seeking to correct those audits, taking those defects up the
line, and in some cases, frankly, whether they are presenting them
as deficiencies to audit committees or whether they are minimizing
them. That is a subject we are looking into. We have issued audit
practice alerts. We will continue to do it. As Chief Accountant
Kroeker says, we are going to be continuing to work very closely
with the SEC on these standard-setting proposals in order to be
sure that we have done what we can do to be sure there is trans-
parency in what auditors do and that they have accurately talked
about what they do and that the public understands it and that
that’s meaningful to them.

Chairman REED. You have pointed out some of the issues which
have been identified by many other people, but there is another
question, I think, which it raises. You know, why did this go on?
I mean, if it was being reported to auditing companies in 2005 and
2006 that there is a lack of attention to these particular things,
what were the incentives or disincentives that prevented them
from dealing adequately with all the issues you cited?

Mr. Doty. Mr. Chairman, that is a penetrating and excellent
question, and I would defer to the views also of my colleagues on
the panel. But I think you can see in the building of the financial
crisis and the approach to it, you can see something we have seen
before in capital markets called momentum investing. There was a
certain sense that practices were going on that were gaining mo-
mentum. Everyone was doing it. It is disturbing to us as the regu-
lator of auditors, obviously, that auditors were not more self-reliant
and did not feel that they could go to audit committees and man-
agement and start sounding an alarm early. We think that comes
to rest in very fundamental problems of the audit profession, that,
in fact, the auditors themselves are recognizing has to change, that
the audit profession knows that it is standing on the edge of a pe-
riod of real change.

Chairman REED. Ms. Seidman, your comments.

Ms. SEIDMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Focusing on the role of
the FASB in the financial system and our role being to establish
financial reporting standards that provide investors with complete
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and neutral information with which to make informed investing de-
cisions, we have procedures in place that we use to monitor wheth-
er standards are producing complete and neutral information or
are perhaps resulting in unintended consequences, as well as cases
where perhaps there is a lack of a standard and, therefore, a stand-
ard-setting implication for a financial reporting issue.

We have a number of standing advisory committees, and a reg-
ular agenda item is to ask them: Are there issues out there that
the FASB or another party should be working on so that we can
quickly respond and provide guidance to help improve financial re-
porting?

We also have regular meetings with the staff of the Securities
and Exchange Commission, the PCAOB. We have an emerging
issues task force. All of these outreach activities are designed to
have timely identification of financial reporting issues from the
people who are out in practice and closest to the businesses and the
transaction so that we know if problems are emerging.

On a going-forward basis, we have some improvements in place
to try and do an even better job of identifying those issues on a
timely basis. With my colleagues, Mr. Doty and also Mr. Kroeker,
we are planning to initiate a new financial reporting series that we
plan to start in July the purpose of which is to convene regular
meetings with interested parties to discuss what issues are emerg-
ing in the financial markets and among financial reporting profes-
sionals so that we can have a mechanism for surfacing those issues
from informed constituents and then determining what is the na-
ture of the issue. Is it a financial reporting matter, is it an auditing
matter or possibly an enforcement matter? And then assigning ac-
countability to the right party.

Getting back to the situation that unfolded in recent years with
the crisis, the processes that we had in place we felt, given the
global nature of the issues, warranted extra measures. And so to-
gether with our counterpart internationally, the International Ac-
counting Standards Board, we convened a special advisory group to
help us identify which accounting standards might be in need of
improvement during the times of crisis as well as other parties
were certainly weighing in at the time and providing feedback to
us as well.

Those issues really came down to concerns about adequacy of
guidance with respect to fair value measurement, the standards re-
lating to securitizations and consolidations, as well as particularly
the accounting for loan losses or impairments. And that is where
we have been focusing our efforts in recent years. We have issued
revised standards on fair value measurement as well as consolida-
tions and securitizations, and we are working very diligently on
that last item, the accounting for financial instruments, specifically
with respect to impairment, and we are hoping to make progress
on that standard this year.

So with all of these changes and enhancements that we have
made and are continuing to make, we are hoping that those efforts
will provide the accurate and neutral information that investors
need to evaluate the risks inherent in companies on a going-for-
ward basis.
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Chairman REED. Thank you for that. Before I recognize Mr.
Kroeker, I want to follow up with a specific issue and that is, in
2002, in the wake of Enron, we passed Sarbanes-Oxley, and one of
the provisions, Section 401, was, we thought, specifically designed
to address what we found to be one of the fundamental accounting
issues with Enron, which was off-balance sheet transactions which
were not appropriately recognized by the profession.

The scope was very broad about what we assumed that the rules
would cover. That is 2002. In fact, our presumption was we had
taken the effective legislative action to sort of finally sort of clarify,
fix, if you will, the abuse of off-accounting transactions. It turns out
that as we all now recognize, one of the major problems with some
of these entities was off-balance sheet transactions, special invest-
ment vehicles, all sorts of other exotics.

In February of 2008, I wrote your predecessor, Mr. Herz, and
said, essentially, Where are the rules and the guidance on these
off-balance sheet transactions? Why has not Section 401 been fully
implemented so that accountants know precisely what they have to
recognize?

And as I read your testimony today, which was excellent testi-
mony, it appears that by May of 2011, there will be a final kind
of determination. I guess the point is, is that one could argue, or
at least hypothesize, that had this regulation, this statute been ef-
fectively implemented by regulations, that some of the problems we
saw in 2008 with some of these companies—in fact, I think we
were all sort of taken aback when very eminent directors of some
of these companies said they had never heard of a liquidity put,
they had no idea that they had the responsibility to buy back, in
an illiquid market, these things because they were totally off the
books.

So in that regard, can you explain why it took so long to do some-
thing that we thought was central and obvious and necessary?

Ms. SEIDMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We have, in the last
several years, been approaching a number of issues with respect to
off-balance sheet financing, and that term is a very broad term that
can include things like the accounting for derivatives. It can in-
clude things like repurchase agreements as well as securitizations
and off-balance sheet special purpose entities.

And so, in a number of those areas over recent years the FASB
has issued standards to improve the accounting and the disclosure
relating to off-balance sheet transactions. Immediately following
the Enron scandal, the FASB did issue a revised standard on off-
balance sheet financing with respect to variable interest entities or
special purpose entities. And that standard went into effect.

Chairman REED. When did it go into effect?

Ms. SEIDMAN. That standard, I believe, went—I am going to have
to check specifically.

Chairman REED. Page seven of your testimony?

Ms. SEIDMAN. Sorry. I was looking at a list. Chairman, I apolo-
gize. That section refers to later standards that were issued, so I
was referring to an earlier effort so I will get that information to
you.

Chairman REED. Thank you.
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Ms. SEIDMAN. That approach was based on a quantitative evalua-
tion of the risks and rewards that an entity held, and we later be-
came aware of practice issues related to that standard, which we
immediately undertook to remedy, which is more in the timeframe
of 2008 and 2009. At the same time, we were working with our
international counterpart to determine what the appropriate stand-
ard would be on a global basis for the consolidation of these special
purpose entities.

At that time, we decided to pursue a more principle-based ap-
proach, which was based on who had control of the entity and who
would have the majority of the benefits and exposures to risk, and
that is the standard that we issued in 2009 and it became effective
in 2010. So we, I do believe, have a more principle-based standard,
which is going to require all practitioners to use judgment in deter-
mining whether to consolidate these entities that they have in-
volvement with or have significant investments in.

Prior to issuing that standard, we had also developed some sig-
nificantly improved disclosures. So regardless of whether the ac-
counting was to consolidate or not consolidate, we provided the in-
formation to investors for any situations where there was involve-
ment with the entity so that it was less dependent on the par-
ticular evaluation of whether it was on or off-balance sheet, but it
provided both views.

This is one of those matters where there are questions about
whose assets and liabilities they are. Everybody wants to report all
of the assets and liabilities of an entity, but in some of these very
complex transactions, it requires a very detailed analysis of the
specific forms of involvement and provisions, so that we wanted to
provide disclosures so that regardless of those very close calls and
whether it ended up on the balance sheet or not on the balance
sheet, the investor had all of the information in order to make that
determination.

There are a couple of other standards that we have issued in re-
cent years relating to off-balance sheet financing that I thought
would be important to emphasize as well. One of the key players
in the financial crisis were the monoline insurers, in other words,
the ones who would guarantee the bond offerings, et cetera, and we
issued a standard in, I believe it was in, 2009, to require signifi-
cantly improved disclosures for the monoline insurers as well as a
more robust approach to the measurement of their liabilities.

So we have undertaken a number of efforts to try and present
more complete and neutral information about the financing activi-
ties of an entity. We do have one active project with respect to
lease accounting, which is another form of off-balance sheet financ-
ing, and we are working diligently to conclude on those matters
this year with the IASB.

Chairman REED. Thank you. I am going to recognize Mr. Kroeker
and then I am going to recognize Senator Hagan for any comments
or questions she might have, and then I have additional questions.
Mr. Kroeker, please. The basic question is, why no alarms ade-
quately and timely enough to warn the investing public about the
demise of these companies?

Mr. KrROEKER. First, I think in those examples where manage-
ment, auditors, or accountants were aware of risk—aware of a sig-
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nificant buildup and it went undisclosed—the important step to
take is vigorous enforcement action. We have been doing that and
that will continue. So I think a very important first step is where
people failed to comply with their obligations, holding them ac-
countable.

Second, the issue of why not broader early warning signals from
either the auditors or the accounting profession, I think as Chair-
man Doty outlined, there are some serious questions about per-
formance of audits. They see that in PCAOB inspection reports.
But the issue of an auditor’s responsibility with respect to going
concern—and they do have a responsibility to highlight whether
there is substantial doubt about going concern—and that is an ac-
tive project at the FASB as well.

Interestingly enough, it is an area where going back four or five,
maybe even 6 years, an observation that management does not
have, at least in the base financials themselves, a similar obliga-
tion or responsibility as clearly outlined as that which there is for
the auditor with respect to going concern. And FASB has an active
project on that.

Of course, the way it is designed today, that is, in some people’s
view, a very binary determination. There either is or there is not
substantial doubt about a going concern and whether or not a re-
duction in the binary nature of that—more early warning signaling
than just we have got to the point where there is now substantial
doubt about going concern—but earlier warning even than the
point where you say, “The doubt is so high, is that really enough
for investors?” So I think that is an extremely important project
that the PCAOB has on its agenda as well.

Chairman REED. Thank you very much. Again, I have additional
questions. Let me recognize Senator Hagan for any comments or
questions she might have, then Senator Merkley, and then I will
reclaim. Senator Hagan.

Senator HAGAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for
holding this hearing.

Ms. Seidman, in your testimony, you mentioned that FASB acts
to consider promptly any significant areas of deficiency in financial
reporting, and one of the things that became apparent following the
collapse of Lehman Brothers was that the firms would forum shop
to arbitrage regulatory standards in various jurisdictions.

First off, I would like to understand to what extent the account-
ing standards were and continue to be gamed by the international
financial institutions. It seems to me that Lehman’s ability to ob-
scure its balance sheet, helped by booking transactions through af-
filiates under British law and then accounting for them in the U.S.
using GAAP, would be considered a significant area of deficiency.

Ms. SEIDMAN. Thank you, Senator. The accounting issues relat-
ing to the Repo 105 transactions that you are referring to relate
to an accounting standard that was issued in 1996 that provides
guidance for how to distinguish between a sale and a financing on
a repurchase agreement.

There are two key considerations in that evaluation. One is the
legal analysis that you referred to. The entity has to satisfy itself
that it has been transferred beyond the reach of the entity. And
then the second is an evaluation of whether the entity, notwith-
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standing the surrender of legal control, has retained effective con-
trol through the repurchase agreement and through other means.
So both of those aspects come into play in evaluating the Repo 105
transactions.

The FASB was not aware of any practice issues with respect to
those particular provisions of the standard. As I say, it had been
in effect for quite some time, and we first became aware of this
issue with the release of the Bankruptcy Examiner’s report with re-
spect to Lehman Brothers.

And so, at that time, the SEC issued some Dear CFO letters to
evaluate the pervasiveness of the issue. When those letters came
in and through discussions with the staff of the SEC and others,
we did determine that it would be appropriate for us to review
whether those particular provisions continued to be relevant in
evaluating whether repurchase agreements should be accounted for
as sales or borrowings.

We did two things to respond to that. First, with respect to the
legal analysis, when we issued Statement 166, which was a revi-
sion of the standard that does provide a requirement to evaluate
legal isolation, we clarified that that analysis should take place at
the consolidated level.

So in other words, if you are a U.S.-based entity, you ultimately
need to consider whether the transaction is beyond the reach of the
entity in the U.S.; whereas, previously, perhaps there was some
ambiguity about at what level. In other words, could it be done at
the subsidiary level or must you satisfy that threshold at the con-
solidated level? So that standard was put in place without repos
particularly in mind, but, in fact, it does address a particular as-
pect of this issue.

The second had to do with whether the specific collateral provi-
sions, in other words, the requirement to maintain collateral, really
remained relevant in today’s environment. When those provisions
were included, they were intended to describe market practices at
the time. In other words, if you were doing a repurchase agreement
with treasury securities, then entities were typically maintaining a
high level of collateral. But elsewhere in the world, perhaps that
was not true, and there was thought at the time that that should
matter.

Our board undertook an effort to review those provisions and has
concluded that we do not believe that those technical provisions
should be determinative in evaluating whether a repurchase agree-
ment should be accounted for as a purchase or a sale. We are actu-
ally finalizing our balloting process on that improvement right now
as we speak, and we hope to issue that clarification by the end of
the month or early in May.

Senator HAGAN. What about actual forum shopping concerning
arbitrage regulatory standards in various jurisdictions? Is that
something that you are actually looking into?

Ms. SEIDMAN. That is not something I am in a position to evalu-
ate, but I do believe that the clarification of the requirement, in
other words, that this analysis must be passed at the consolidated
level, would seem to limit the ability to do that.

Senator HAGAN. Mr.—is it Kroeker?

Mr. KROEKER. Yes.
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Senator HAGAN. Thank you. I know that the efforts being under-
taken by FASB are extremely important to the SEC. Can you de-
scribe what the SEC’s involvement has been in the effort to
streamline standards across jurisdictions and what you see as chal-
lenges to success in this effort?

Mr. KROEKER. Yes. We are highly involved in the standard-set-
ting process, both in the U.S. and abroad, and we have active day-
to-day work in our oversight capacity over the FASB having, on a
day-to-day basis, project managers of the FASB work closely with
accountants on our staff as we identify issues in practice, making
the FASB aware of those, following their deliberations, importantly
pointing out, for example, in 2008 the strong need for further im-
provement to off-balance sheet accounting. So we play a very active
role in working with the FASB.

As it relates to, I think, the second part of your question, both
challenges and opportunities with the FASB and standards around
the world, we have, for the better part of three decades, recognized
the desire or the need for a high quality set of accounting stand-
ards that is implemented not just in the U.S., but around the
world, and have been very supportive of the IASB, the Inter-
national Accounting Standards Board, in developing a high quality
set of standards.

It has become increasingly a set of standards that is used around
the world and has increased significantly in its quality. The oppor-
tunities and the challenges that exist, both on the FASB’s and the
IASB’s agenda, many of which were highlighted by the financial
crisis, let me highlight just a couple.

Their standard on accounting for financial instruments, whether
or not we can do a better job of providing forward-looking informa-
tion as it relates to credit impairment of loans. Right now, we have
a model that is very much based on identification once a loan has
an incurred loss. Investors and those charged with oversight of the
financial reporting process have observed that may be too late in
terms of the credit cycle.

The FASB and the IASB have a joint project and it is imperative
that they continue to work together and deliberate those issues
jointly. Improvements to hedge accounting: The IASB has an expo-
sure draft on improvements to hedge accounting and derivative ac-
counting. The U.S. model is, some have described and depending
on what book you look at, somewhere around 800 pages of guidance
dealing with derivatives and hedge accounting.

It is a very complex, rules-driven model and there is room for sig-
nificant improvement. The IASB model is largely based upon that
U.S. model. The IASB has an exposure draft, the intent of which
is to simplify that depth of rules to have derivatives and hedge ac-
counting match up with an entity’s risk management strategy, and
in concept that sounds great.

Their proposal has a number of areas where there, I believe, will
need to be significant greater clarity as to the objective and how
to achieve the objective. But my point being that it is imperative
that the FASB work together with the IASB, that they do not leap-
frog each other, that they deliberate those issues jointly. I think it
is one of the biggest challenges we face going forward.

Senator HAGAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Chairman REED. Thank you. Senator Merkley.

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank
you to the panel for your testimony and I just want to thank Chair-
man Reed for calling this conversation together, about under-
standing the better the role of the accounting world in the crisis
that we have all gone through and what issues we should be focus-
ing on and what we should be considering doing differently down
the road.

In the second panel today, Mr. Valukas has testimony that I
thought I would quote a passage of and ask for a response. He
notes, Lehman’s executives, not regulators or auditors, made the
decision to load up on illiquid assets. Lehman’s executives, not reg-
ulators or auditors, were responsible in the first instance for pre-
paring fair and accurate financial reports.

He continues, I found that Lehman’s decision not to disclose to
the public a fair and accurate picture of its financial condition gave
rise to colorable claims against senior officers who oversaw and cer-
tified misleading financial statements. And he later says in his tes-
timony, I found that colorable claims exist against Lehman’s exter-
nal auditor in connection with Lehman’s issuance of materially
misleading financial reports.

Now, there is a lot of conversation, attention being paid these
days to Barry Bonds and his accountability for truth under oath.
In town halls that I am holding, I am often asked the question,
perhaps one of the most common questions I am asked is, why
have not high members of the financial community been held ac-
countable for accuracy or truth in financial statements, or to put
it differently, why have so few executives at major institutions been
prosecuted by the SEC or by the Department of Justice? Now I
have a chance to get experts’ insights on that, so please share with
me.

Mr. KROEKER. Let me start. One, and as I also address in my
testimony, we have taken action against a number of actors in the
financial crisis. Of course, investigations and enforcement activity
continues, and I think it is important to hold those accountable
where they have not lived up their obligations.

Without commenting specifically on individual cases, because I
do not want to get into the nonpublic aspects of where and what
we are investigating, I can tell you that we have taken the Bank-
ruptcy Examiner’s report extremely seriously. It is a detailed and
chilling report. Our staff, our chairman and others, have spent
time with Mr. Valukas to understand the nature of that report.

We took immediate action to determine the pervasiveness or the
lack thereof of transactions, so-called Repo 105s, and immediately
issued interpretative guidance to MD&A that would clarify for any-
one that, of course, you need to disclose your liquidity position,
those things that have a tremendous impact on capital. We are
also, again, continuing investigative and enforcement activity
promptly.

Senator MERKLEY. Well, thank you. I thought maybe you were
going to say to me something along the lines of, “Well, actually,
there are three dozen executives in jail and we have this many
prosecutions underway,” and something that I can relay back to
folks back home.
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Mr. KROEKER. With respect to people in jail, the SEC has civil
authority. We do not have criminal authority, but I can certainly
work with our enforcement division to get a more detailed list of
what we can provide with respect to cases to date, and then see
what we can provide with respect to what is ongoing, of course, in
the nature of, many of those are nonpublic proceedings.

Senator MERKLEY. Well, thank you. Because I think the public
wants to understand this better; that is, was it essentially deregu-
lation that made activities permissible, that by taking away the
traffic signals, if you will, we caused a major crash or traffic paral-
ysis in the financial markets. Or did things seriously go awry in
terms of integrity and have those issues been adequately dealt with
as they should be in all areas where integrity—violations of law are
involved, whether civil or criminal. So thank you.

I want to go on to a second area here. Is it Mr. Doty?

Mr. DoOTY. Yes.

Senator MERKLEY. Doty. You have identified in your testimony
that PCAOB inspectors identified many audit deficiencies relating
to auditing fair value estimates, especially related to insufficient
evidence gathered by the auditor when using third-party pricing
sources, pricing services, or broker quotes when valuing financial
instruments such as investment securities.

Is this really part of the case to be made for trading derivatives
on exchanges so that there is a market that establishes proper
valuation, if you will?

Mr. Dory. Senator, that is an interesting question. I think our
focus at the present on the auditing side of this is on the difficulty
of obtaining valuations when an auditor goes in and the issuer
being audited has obtained a third-party valuation. That comes
often in the form of proprietary information from a firm that has
an actual adverse interest.

You are pointing to a clouded area of the market function, and
we would have to acknowledge to you that we think—we are work-
ing with our colleagues at the SEC on rule proposals, standard-set-
ting proposals that go to the issues of how you value. We have a
task force at the PCAOB. This, I think, is a knotty, difficult issue
of knowing what value is.

I can’t tell you as an audit regulator what the collateral effects
would be on market activity if you did this. I can agree with you,
though—and there is always a collateral problem with whatever
you do in this area, the market as being a mechanism, but I can
certainly agree with you that one of the most difficult problems we
face, as an audit regulator in framing standards and will face going
forward, is the fact that valuation is hard to come by. Auditors are
having to do more work themselves, which one would hope the
issuer would have done, and that that work is not always sufficient
to establish value.

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you. Thank you, that was very helpful,
Mr. Chair.

Chairman REED. Thank you very much, Senator Merkley. Let me
pose a few more questions, and again, I think this is in the order
of one of these threshold questions, which I will address to the
whole panel. Is auditing today a loss leader for these accounting
agencies, i.e., the pricing of the services, given all of the complexity
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and everything else, provides maybe implicitly, not explicitly, a dis-
incentive to do extra, to do more, because the compensation is not
adequate?

Or, alternatively, is there, because of the limited nature of major
auditing firms—it is a small group, the British describe it as an oli-
gopoly, the fear that telling the truth to power will find yourself
out on the street. So these are issues that are not measurable by
charts, but I think they profoundly or may profoundly influence the
behavior of companies and auditors. So your thoughts would be ap-
preciated, Mr. Doty and Ms. Seidman and all.

Mr. Dory. Mr. Chairman, I think it is a significant problem, the
most significant problem today and that is how do we restore and
buttress the counterweight, which the auditor is, to management
expediency. And there are rule proposals, thoughts of doing that.
If you take the collection of proposals we have now with the SEC
as joint projects, you will see some of them.

But it is clear that the audit firms get most of their money from
auditing. The global firms are large enough to audit the multi-
national corporations. Therefore, it is a serious question in my
mind as to whether size is the problem. I think size is not the prob-
lem. Coordination among the networks and the establishment and
enforcement of quality control within the network, I think, is the
achievement that we have to seek.

So in order to have what we want, we have to have auditors who
will say what has to be said and will challenge management with-
out regard to the fact that the audit committee may seek lower
audit fees or the management may have questions about retaining
them. It is the audit committee that retains the auditors. We have
a project on communication with the audit committee. We are going
to be looking at this hard to be sure that audit committees do not
fall into the trap of judging the cheapest audit to be the best audit.

Chairman REED. Ms. Seidman, your comments?

Ms. SEIDMAN. Mr. Chairman, with respect, this is not an area
that I am knowledgeable about, so I am going to defer to Mr.
Kroeker.

Chairman REED. OK. Mr. Kroeker.

Mr. KROEKER. Yes, with respect to the first piece of your ques-
tion, are audits today loss leaders, I certainly hope that is not the
case. I think we saw that in an earlier crisis, the Enron crisis,
where there was much concern about whether an audit was being
used as a loss leader to higher value—not higher value, certainly
not higher importance—but the ability to earn higher fees on
consultancy or other services.

And I think with respect to the company under audit, that has
been addressed by independence rules that prohibit many of those
types of services, and so I am hopeful that audits are not being
priced as loss leaders because that other revenue stream does not—
should not exist, in any case. Whether or not there is enough focus
on auditors being selected because of quality as opposed to other
means—and Chairman Doty outlined in some remarks earlier this
week troubling examples that they had seen either in engagement
letters or proposals, things like, “If you choose us, we will have a
reduced audit footprint.” Asking the question of what is, in fact, a
reduced audit footprint, that could sound like “we will not be as
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rigorous.” And to the extent that that exists, strengthening—audit
committees having a stronger role in selecting auditors because of
quality as opposed to fee pressures or other things that are very
real but may get in the way of quality. And I think that is a very
real concern, something that we are actively in discussions with
the PCAOB about.

As it relates to the number of firms that might audit a large per-
centage of the capital market, whether that is the largest of four
or the largest of six or the largest of eight, the GAO has studied
that on a couple of occasions recently, once in 2003 and again in
2008, and has not necessarily found the same types of issues that
might exist in other markets, for example, in Europe, where audi-
tor selection may be even more constrained in an individual coun-
try or within an individual sector; that is, there may be only one
or two auditors of choice. So there are some differences in the mar-
ketplace as well.

Chairman REED. Thank you very much.

Let me turn to another question. There have been some studies,
recently a October 2009 study, “Did Fair Value Accounting Con-
tribute to the Financial Crisis?” And the conclusion of this study
was that there is little support for claims that fair value accounting
leads to excessive writedowns of banks’ assets. In 2008, the SEC
studied this. More recent academic studies noted, perhaps sug-
gested—or the debate is still large—that the overvaluation of bank
assets—Mr. Kroeker, what is your sort of sense now? And then I
will ask your other colleagues about fair value accounting. Did it
overvalue assets? Is it accurate? Is it something that you have ad-
justed so that it is more finely tuned?

Mr. KROEKER. I participated intimately in that 2008 study. I
think part of the reason for a statement that says fair value was
not a significant contributor was taking a look at the financial in-
stitutions that we looked at in that study. A significant percentage
of assets are not, in fact, carried at fair value. Derivatives are; as-
sets in a trading portfolio are. But large percentages of financial in-
stitutions’ assets—loans and other investments that it holds for
long-term cash collection—are, in fact, not marked down on a daily
basis or even a quarterly basis based on fair value. They are sup-
posed to be marked down when there are credit impairments or
longer-term impairment. But we do have—continuing through this
day—that loans are marked down for credit impairments, not daily
or quarterly fluctuations in value. And it is an area where I think
it is important to determine whether those assets, because we wait
until we can identify an incurred credit loss, whether those assets
are, in fact, written down effectively too late. And the FASB has
a project jointly with the IASB and has made significant progress.
I think they are encouraged that they will be near final in the
short term.

Chairman REED. Ms. Seidman.

Ms. SEIDMAN. Thank you. I completely agree with all the com-
ments that Mr. Kroeker just made. Let me just elaborate that in
the course of the crisis, the FASB was asked to provide additional
guidance to help practitioners determine fair value, especially in
the cases where the market was very illiquid and disrupted, which
we did provide, and I do believe that it reinforced the basic prin-
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ciple of fair value measurement, but it provided some guidance to
help people exercise judgment and come to a conclusion of how to
estimate fair value during those difficult times.

Those interim pieces of guidance that we developed have now
been incorporated into a standard that we are finalizing with the
International Accounting Standards Board and plan to release in
the short term.

Part of that was also to provide much more extensive disclosure
about the extent to which fair value is actually used in the finan-
cial statements, and this builds on a point that Mr. Kroeker just
made. For many financial institutions, it is fairly limited as to
what is actually carried at fair value. But to make that very clear
to the investor, these are the items that are carried at fair value
and also require that information to be provided at a much more
disaggregated level so that investors have a good sense of exactly
what is being carried at fair value as well as what methods are
being used to estimate fair value. So there would be a clear distinc-
tion between cases where fair value is based on actively traded
items versus cases where there is a very judgmental estimate being
made, and then in those cases even more information to show the
reason for the changes in the estimates and the key inputs to the
measurement. So we are trying to make it much clearer to inves-
tors what is being carried at fair value and how subjective those
estimates are.

Chairman REED. Thank you.

Mr. Doty, if you have a comment, please, but I have an addi-
tional question I would like to address to you and to Mr. Kroeker,
and this has become a topic of recent reporting. There appears to
have been an increase in foreign operating companies using reverse
mergers to access the U.S. capital markets. Does this pose a threat
to the markets? And are you, both the SEC and your organization,
beginning to think hard about it? There have been a lot of reports
about the Chinese companies who are acquiring public companies
in the United States and essentially becoming public companies
without a lot of the rigorous hurdles that other companies go
through? Your comments, Mr. Doty.

Mr. Doty. It is a priority, Mr. Chairman, for us to get access to
inspect audits in China and with respect to U.S. firms performing
audits of Chinese companies in China. We are working closely with
the SEC. We have initiatives underway. Clearly, if Chinese audi-
tors are auditing companies who are then by reverse merger and
without full SEC disclosure becoming the firms whose securities
are held by U.S. shareholders, that is of concern to us. Without re-
gard to its percentage of the capitalization of our securities market,
it is of concern to us. And we will continue to pursue that vigor-
ously, working with the SEC, and I think you can expect some ini-
tiatives coming out in the course of the summer and the fall.

Chairman REED. Mr. Kroeker, please.

Mr. KROEKER. It is extremely important, and I think in part peo-
ple are reading about it because we are taking action. We have an
internal task force, cross-office, cross-divisional, involving enforce-
ment, the Division of Corporation Finance, our office, and others.
We have been asking through filing reviews questions about pre-
parers’ understanding—particularly if there are language barriers
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anywhere around the world—their understanding of U.S. GAAP
and U.S. GAAS. Does that lead to questions about the integrity of
internal controls if you do not have an understanding of U.S.
GAAP? Asking serious questions to auditors, and anecdotally, I
have heard from a number of auditors that they are asking more
serious questions because we are asking, and I think that is result-
ing in increased press accounts. We have seen a number of auditor
resignations, which are publicly filed with us. The PCAOB is high-
lighting the issue, so it is something we take very seriously. It is
a very important issue to continue asking about.

Chairman REED. Thank you.

Just a final question, Mr. Kroeker. My colleague Senator
Merkley referred to Mr. Valukas’ testimony about the management
deficiencies or apparent deficiencies there. But there was also
something I found quite interesting and in a way disturbing, and
let me read it. “The SEC and the Fed each knew that significant
amounts counted as liquidity were in fact posted as comfort depos-
its in order for Lehman to do business; the Fed knew that signifi-
cant amounts counted as liquidity were, in fact, actually pledges to
lenders. The agencies internally disagreed with Lehman’s inclusion
of these amounts as liquidity, yet took no action to require Lehman
to adjust its public reporting of the numbers.”

Essentially at the end, the last day, it was a liquidity crisis. They
had no liquidity. The repo market overnight dried up, and that was
the death knell of this company. And it appears that both the SEC
and the Federal Reserve knew about it, thought it was bad, and
kept their silence.

(zixre?you aware of that? Is that accurate? And are we doing that
today?

Mr. KROEKER. We are not doing that today, and I am aware of
the bankruptcy examiner’s report and that specific section as well.
And my understanding, it was individuals in our CSE, our consoli-
dated supervisory program, that, in fact, were aware of concerns
about liquidity pools, and those were not being communicated
broadly across offices and across divisions. And I can tell you our
Chairman has taken extraordinary measures to break down those
communication barriers and those silos. We have interagency work-
ing groups specifically focused on large financial institutions, a col-
lege of internal regulators that address cross-cutting issues. If we
are seeing something in one area of the building, are the important
players in other areas of the building deeply involved and aware?
So I can tell you it is a very serious observation in that report, but
it has been addressed.

Chairman REED. Well, thank you very much. Thank you for your
testimony. There are numerous other questions. I would ask you if
you would bear with us. Some of my colleagues might have addi-
tional written questions which we will provide to you and ask for
a prompt response, and thank you very much for your testimony,
and we will call forward the second panel. Thank you.

[Pause.]

Chairman REED. Well, thank you all for joining us. We look for-
ward to the second panel. I want to thank the first panel for their
excellent testimony. Let me introduce the members of the second
panel.
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Anton Valukas is the Chairman of the national law firm Jenner
& Block. In early 2009, Mr. Valukas was appointed as the exam-
iner in Lehman Brothers Holding bankruptcy, reputed to be the
largest such case in U.S. history, and as you know, we have al-
ready made reference to your testimony, and the previous panel
has duly noted your testimony and your report. Thank you, Mr.
Valukas.

Cindy Fornelli is the executive director of the Center for Audit
Quality. Prior to become the center’s executive director, Ms.
Fornelli was the regulatory and conflicts management executive at
Bank of America. Thank you for joining us.

Thomas Quaadman is the vice president of the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce for Capital Markets Competitiveness. Prior to joining
the chamber, Mr. Quaadman was chief of staff to Congressman
Vito John Fossella, Jr., from New York, from 1997 to 2008. Thank
you for joining us, Mr. Quaadman.

And, finally, Lynn Turner served as the Chief Accountant of the
Securities and Exchange Commission from dJuly 1998 to August
2001. Mr. Turner has served in a variety of capacities as a member
of boards and audit committees of public companies, a trustee of a
mutual fund and a public pension fund, a professor of anything, a
partner in a major international auditing firm, the managing direc-
tor of a financial research firm, and as a chief financial officer.
Thank you again, Mr. Turner, for joining us.

Mr. Valukas, please. Your testimony will be made part of the
record. Feel free to summarize. Thank you very much. You have to
push the button, I think, sir.

Mr. VALUKAS. The one that says “Talk™?

Chairman REED. The one that says “Talk.”

[Laughter.]

Chairman REED. We do not need any encouragement.

STATEMENT OF ANTON R. VALUKAS, CHAIRMAN, JENNER &
BLOCK LLP

Mr. VALUKAS. I am a quick learner. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me summarize just a few points that are made in my testi-
mony, but that I think are germane to today’s activities.

Lehman’s failure was in large part the result of poor investment
decisions, inadequate liquidity, and ultimately a failure of con-
fidence by Lehman’s lenders. Lehman’s auditors did not make the
business decisions that caused Lehman to fail, but the auditors did
play a critical role in the disclosure or nondisclosure of information
which would have been critical for the public to know about and
which masked the nature of Lehman’s crisis.

The investing public is entitled to believe that a clean report
from an independent auditor stands for something, and whereas in
Lehman, the auditors became aware of questions practices that
were being followed by Lehman, the public has a right to expect
that the auditors are going to say something about that. I have
found that there were colorable claims against the auditors in con-
nection with their activities. Those claims are in litigation, and I
really do not want to address those today. That would not be ap-
propriate. But I want to point to two items which were discussed
previously.
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Two metrics were of critical importance to Lehman Brothers in
the last year of its existence: leverage and liquidity. In both in-
stances Lehman reported these metrics in misleading ways. The
significance of them cannot be underestimated. The global treas-
urer recognized in 2007, the global treasurer of Lehman Brothers
said that ratings agencies were “most interested and focused on le-
verage.” It was a critical point. They looked at leverage as being
an issue that if leverage was not considered to be appropriate, they
might get a downgrade in their rating, which, of course, would fore-
tell a real problem.

Lehman opted to create the perception of reducing its net lever-
age through Repo 105, which has been discussed here and else-
where extensively. But let me just point out what Repo 105 accom-
plished.

It removed temporarily—and I mean temporarily—$50 billion off

the balance sheet right at quarter end, and that was what was
published in the public documents. Their executives in their inter-
nal e-mails referred to this as “a gimmick,” “window dressing,” and
this comes from the president of Lehman Brothers, “a drug we are
on.”
Lehman’s former global financial controller stated unequivocally
in our interview with him that there was “no substance to the
transactions.” Fifty billion dollars worth of transactions with no
business purpose.

Lehman’s auditors were aware of the use of Repo 105, and
whether due to gaps in professional audit standards or a failure to
follow the standards, the results are the same. The auditors did not
object when Lehman omitted any reference to these transactions in
their financial statements.

Liquidity. After Bear Stearns’ near collapse in March of 2008,
regulators, lenders, and the investing public looked to liquidity as
being a critical issue for Lehman Brothers. Lehman Brothers was
intimately aware of that focus and began to cut corners, and clear-
ing banks and overnight lenders sought increasing amounts of col-
lateral. By the summer of 2008, Lehman began to count in its li-
quidity pool significant assets which, in fact, were pledged or en-
cumbered in those pools.

On September 12th, 3 days before the bankruptcy, Lehman an-
nounced that it had over $40 billion in its liquidity pool. In point
of fact, $40 billion of that liquidity pool was not liquid.

Lehman was able to do this in part because there was no defini-
tion of what should be included in a liquidity pool. The SEC had
one definition, looked at the liquidity pool that Lehman had, and
determined that things should not be in there and did nothing
about that. The Fed observed billions of dollars worth of assets
which they did not believe should be in the liquidity pool, said
nothing to either the SEC or the public about that, taking the posi-
tion that they were not the regulator. So the public was not told
anything about the fact that the pool was significantly impaired.
Literally hundreds of millions of shares of stock traded without
that information being public.

The auditors looked at the pool, but they only looked to see what
the numbers were, not what was in the pool itself. They said that
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role was the role that the regulators had. So among the three of
them, no one took any responsibility for that pool.

So what are the lessons to be learned with regard to the audi-
tors? Lehman’s collapse and misleading disclosures offer a tragic
example of silo mentality with no one facing responsibility. The
only consistent story I heard from among the regulators and the
auditors is it was not their job. Lehman’s senior executives as-
serted they were not responsible because they relied on the audi-
tors and the auditors’ opinion and other executives. The auditors
said they were not responsible because they relied on executives
and the lawyers. And the lawyers said that they relied on the ex-
ecutives. Who did the public get to rely on?

I have identified several areas—my time is gone here, but sev-
eral areas where we think improvement can be made, but that is
what we found.

Chairman REED. Thank you very much, Mr. Valukas.

Ms. Fornelli.

STATEMENT OF CYNTHIA M. FORNELLI, EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR, CENTER FOR AUDIT QUALITY

Ms. FORNELLI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Cindy
Fornelli, and I am the Executive Director of the Center for Audit
Quality. I appreciate very much the opportunity to testify today on
the role of the accounting profession in preventing a future finan-
cial crisis. This is a very important topic for all of us who are com-
mitted to protecting investors and maintaining confidence in our
capital markets.

The financial crisis fundamentally was an economic and liquidity
crisis driven by a systemic breakdown in risk management prac-
tices at many levels. As we heard from the first panel in their oral
and written testimony, everybody agreed that this was not a crisis
caused by auditing or anything. Nevertheless, auditors, like all par-
ticipants in the capital markets, do have a responsibility to exam-
ine the lessons learned to see what more they can do to protect in-
vestors.

The financial statement audit is a robust process which looks at
a point-in-time snapshot of a company’s financial position and re-
sults as of the end of a fiscal year. The audit provides reasonable
assurance that the financial statements taken as a whole are fairly
presented in accordance with GAAP.

Auditors can and do provide warning signs. In October 2007,
when liquidity began to evaporate, the profession’s response was to
focus even more closely on appropriate fair value measures. The
CAQ published three white papers on the auditor’s assessment of
fair value measurements in illiquid markets as well as other audit
issues relating to the fluctuating market conditions. It is widely
recognized that the papers enhanced consistency, skepticism, and
professional judgment by auditors and clarified the accounting for
these instruments. In fact, the magnitude of writedowns of asset
values at the end of 2007 generated enormous pressure to suspend
fair value accounting. And you may well remember that the profes-
sion stood shoulder to shoulder with investors to defend fair value
accounting.
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Investors understand that the true value of the audit likes in the
extensive amount of work that is performed in order for the auditor
to issue an opinion. While investors greatly value the audit report
itself, they increasingly want it to be supplemented with informa-
tion about the quality of financial reporting at the company and
the scope and quality of the audit.

We support the PCAOB’s consideration of changes to the audi-
tors’ reporting framework. The CAQ has suggested a number of
areas where the auditor’s report could be enhanced. These range
from providing additional information relating to a particular au-
dit’s scope and procedures to providing assurance in connection
with management’s discussion and analysis.

There is still more, though, at issue, and that is the broader
question of whether and how the role of the auditor can evolve. The
CAQ convenes and collaborates on key policy issues with all stake-
holders that have an interest in financial reporting. We have done
this successfully on a number of instances, most recently advancing
the deterrence and detection of financial reporting fraud.

Our governing board has been thinking for some time about the
same questions posed by you and the Subcommittee. So in January,
it agreed to convene the full range of stakeholders again, this time
to discuss how the role of the auditor could evolve to better serve
the needs of investors.

Some of the issues we plan to raise include identifying the infor-
mation most needed by investors and who can best provide that in-
formation. We also plan to explore the potential for providing early
warning signals about business risks, assurance around non-
financial disclosures in annual reports, and disclosures made by
management outside of the annual report.

Our hope is that these discussions will expose stakeholders to
these potentially paradigm-changing issues, encourage hard think-
ing around the cost/benefits of various proposals, whether they
might require modification to current standards and regulatory
frameworks, and hopefully to find consensus. Certainly today’s
hearing will help inform our discussions.

Any changes to the role of the auditor should reinforce, not un-
dermine, the responsibilities of auditors, CEOs, CFOs, and audit
committees to assure the integrity of information that is provided
to our investors.

In summary, the public company auditing profession already is
engaged in a dialog to determine whether more could be done with
policy makers and regulators here and abroad. I feel confident that
these efforts will benefit investors and other users of financial in-
formation and maintain confidence in our capital markets.

Thank you for your time, and I would be happy to answer any
questions you may have.

Chairman REED. Thank you very much.

Mr. Quaadman, please.

STATEMENT OF THOMAS QUAADMAN, VICE PRESIDENT, CEN-
TER FOR CAPITAL MARKETS COMPETITIVENESS, U.S. CHAM-
BER OF COMMERCE

Mr. QuAADMAN. Thank you, Chairman Reed, and thank you for
the opportunity to testify before you today.
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Businesses need and want to have strong financial reporting poli-
cies. In our view, financial reporting has been in crisis before, dur-
ing, and after the financial crisis. What is best indicative of this
problem is the explosion of restatements over the last 10 years.
While that number has been going down from historic highs, the
number of restatements today are still far above what has been
normal in the past. In fact, at the height of the restatement bubble,
10 percent of financial statements in the United States had to be
restated. In fact, if the American industry was to have a 10-percent
failure rate, the current financial crisis would be merely a walk in
the park.

The fair value crisis was actually a microcosm of the problems
in financial reporting. There was a flaw within the fair value
standard that did not allow for the appropriate valuation of assets
in an inactive market. Because of that there was a lack of con-
fidence by all parties within financial reporting, and it is important
to understand as well that financial reporting is actually a three-
legged stool made up of accounting, auditing, as well as regulators.

There was an inability for FASB to have dialog and broad out-
reach during the fair value crisis with all these stakeholders. This
allowed for the flawed standard to continue for a period of time,
and it also provided for an exacerbation of the problems that were
streaming throughout the economy.

As a result, we went to FASB to try and seek to have the prob-
lem corrected. We also went to the PCAOB because the flawed fi-
nancial information on accounting, of course, at some point has to
be audited. At that point we were told by the PCAOB it was effec-
tively not our problem.

We also went to the regulators because of this because obviously
that financial information was also being used to establish capital
standards and requirements, and we received a similar reply.

Simply put, the era of “not my problem” has to end.

As Leslie Seidman talked about, we are engaged in the conver-
gence projects of accounting standards. This is the most radical and
bold rewriting of accounting standards and will set our financial re-
porting policies for the next 25 years or so. We have been strong
supporters of that, and, in fact, with eight other trade associations,
we created a coalition called FIRCA to ensure that there was ap-
propriate input in those projects to avoid the problems that had oc-
curred with fair value. That dialog—and I have to say that Leslie
and Seidman and Jack Brennan, the head of FAF, and Jim
Kroeker have gone an awful long way to ensuring that there is ap-
propriate dialog from all stakeholders in that, and that dialog has
actually led to very constructive changes that have solved some
very serious problems. However, we have to ensure that those
Frojects get done right and not just done by an arbitrary time dead-
ine.

Additionally, we have to ensure that those accounting standards
are auditable before they are implemented. Additionally, regulators
have to understand what the interplay between those accounting
standards are with regulatory standards. And as we sit here today,
as you very well know, our financial regulators are engaged in the
most drastic rewriting of our financial regulations because of Dodd-
Frank. We have to understand—and I think hedge accounting is
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the best example of that, of how an accounting standard could ac-
tually potentially undo what those regulators are doing.

So, with that, we have proposed—which is in our testimony—a
ten-point plan to shore up financial reporting and to put those poli-
cies on a strong footing for the next generation. We believe that
FASB and the PCAOB should abide by the Administrative Proce-
dures Act and that their advisory committees follow FACA, which
is Federal law. We believe that the standard setters of trans-
parency should be transparent in their processes and also follow an
orderly process to establish standards. We believe that there should
be a formal pre- and post-implementation review process, that
there should be a financial reporting forum made up of regulators,
standard setters, investors, and businesses to identify and try and
solve midterm and long-term accounting problems. This was actu-
ally in the House-passed financial regulatory reform bill. It did not
make it through Dodd-Frank.

We believe that materiality for investors, which is a rec-
ommendation from the CIFiR report, should be a trigger for finan-
cial restatements. We believe that the PCAOB should have busi-
ness roundtables as well as a business advisory group to under-
stand how businesses or investors actually use investment products
in everyday business activities, such as derivatives; that the
PCAOB should have an audit advisory group. Judge Sporkin at the
end of the last Investor Advisory Group meeting said that there
should be an auditor at the table, and we do not think that one-
sided conversations are good.

We believe that there should be—that liability issues should be
addressed, that there needs to be a mix of auditors, both large to
small, because—just as we need to have large to small financial in-
stitutions. We believe that there should be global standards for
both accounting and auditing.

And, finally, in closing, we also believe that there should be less
reliance on prescriptive rulemaking. If we want to have the audi-
tors calling balls and strikes, which they should be doing, they
should be given the judgment to do so.

With that, I would like to close and welcome any questions that
you may have.

Chairman REED. Thank you very much.

Mr. Turner, please.

STATEMENT OF LYNN E. TURNER, FORMER CHIEF
ACCOUNTANT, SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION

Mr. TURNER. Thank you, Chairman Reed, and I would like to
thank Ranking Member Crapo as well for holding this hearing. It
is an important hearing.

I have been listening to the dialog, the testimony this morning,
including your questions, Chairman Reed, and it strikes me be-
cause the questions you aptly asked about why weren’t there any
warnings or why was this allowed to go on, I have been hearing
in similar hearings in this building and across the way for 26 years
now, since 1985, hearings on ZZZZ Best, on savings and loans, on
derivatives, on the corporate scandals, and now this crisis. And the
questions have not changed. I think Congress has aptly over those
two to three decades kept asking the questions. And what has also
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remained the same is the problem. We never seem to get the prob-
lem fixed.

I have heard the FASB this morning come back and say here is
how we operate and here are our processes, and the SEC say the
same. If you had been in the hearings 25 years ago, you would
have heard almost the same testimony.

What we are missing, it seems to me, after listening to everyone
today, is there has been a failure of the groups to really go back
and do some retrospective look at what in that process the FASB
or the SEC or the PCAOB has that did not work, and that is the
piece that we did not hear this morning.

I would probably disagree with most of the comments the cham-
ber made this morning, but they do raise some questions, and I
think we probably both agree we would like to get to a good an-
swer, we would like to get to transparency for investors. And I
doubt that—I am probably the only investor on either panel today
serving as a trustee on a $40 billion fund that manages assets for
about a half billion dollars. I will give my remarks of my own
today, but it seems that if the system had worked as intended, as
everyone described it this morning, it is even more scarier that we
have not heard, you know, what was wrong with that system.

So, with that, I think shortcomings have been exposed at the
FASB. They consistently over those two to three decades have
failed to issue timely standards that work. I personally do not
think the fair value standard was flawed, and I thought that the
efforts of the Center for Audit Quality and investors on that was
right on. I do not think it was a problem of valuation as much—
or the standard as much as it was people failing to report to us as
investors the losses that they had incurred.

I note the Federal home loan bank, for example, testified that
the standard was terrible; they were only going to have $14 million
worth of loses, then later sued people for $3 billion worth of losses.
It seems like it was not the standard. It was the internal account-
ing that was the problem. But clearly—and as you have noted in
letters in the past, the off-balance-sheet thing did not work. Con-
gress, as you aptly noted, said it was a problem. FASB did a new
standard after Enron. Shortly after that, at a research firm that I
was running, we issued a report that said the new standard abso-
lutely would not work, and as we now know, it did not work. Yet
the FASB did not change.

I think the SEC has probably not done the oversight it needed
to do. You mentioned some of the lack of disclosure that was identi-
fied in the Valukas report. That is certainly troubling. And there
is a role here for audit committees as well, as we have seen from
some of the FCIC reports coming out of the financial institutions.
It looks like the audit committees were not engaged as they should
have been.

So what do we do about it? I think as Ranking Member Shelby
has said, and said back in 2009, I think each of these institutions,
perhaps the GAO, need to be called upon to do an in-depth, retro-
spective review, not unlike what the IMF has recently done, and
issue a report to the public saying, OK, how did we end up where
we were and what went wrong. Because the one thing we know is
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something went wrong here, and seriously wrong, and cost, as you
noted, trillions of dollars to hundreds of Americans.

We also need to turn around and implement recommendations
that a very distinguished committee put together by Treasury Sec-
retary Paulson at the time called the ACAP Committee. They
issued a number of recommendations to the auditing profession, to
the PCAOB and the SEC. We have now been sitting on those for
2-1/2 years without any results whatsoever. They address some of
the issues in terms of communication that go back to that first
hearing back in 1985 I was at and have never been addressed.

It seems like after 2—1/2 decades it is reasonable for us—I know
it may be a rush, but it is probably reasonable for us to be able
to say we would like to see some results here. And so I think those
ACAP recommendations need to be looked at.

I think the SEC does need to get serious about enforcement. I
know the Chamber of Commerce has always been a supporter of
strong enforcement. And I think when you have strong enforce-
ment, you can have a reduction in regulation almost. And I do not
necessarily think that is a bad thing, but when we look at the ex-
ecutives at Lehman, we look at an excellent report I have read
from Mr. Valukas on the Lehman thing, we see no prosecution
there. We see no prosecution at Merrill. We see no prosecution of
the top people at Bear Stearns. And you can go on and on.

I think as the other Senator noted, people in America are asking,
Where are our watchdogs here? What is the SEC? And is the SEC
a watchdog or a lapdog?

To that end, there is the issue out there of funding, and I think
we have shortchanged the SEC for the last two decades on funding.
I know that is being debated now. It is not an issue of balancing
the budget because we as investors pay those fees, and we as inves-
tors have never said that we were not willing to pay those fees.
And so I think it is time once and for all to finally provide the SEC
and Chairman Schapiro with the resources she sorely needs to do
the job. If we do not do that, then the one thing about the watch-
dog, the law enforcement agency, is we know that they will be in
handcuffs.

Thank you.

Chairman REED. Thank you very much, Mr. Turner. Thank you
all for very insightful testimony.

I am going to begin with Mr. Valukas and pose the same ques-
tion that I posed initially, the threshold question of, you know, why
was there not an adequate warning. Let me sort of preface that by
my understanding—this goes back to a very brief legal career. An
accountant, an auditor that walked into a board or management
and said, “We have problems about giving you an unqualified opin-
ion,” had huge leverage in terms of producing change, real change.
And it appears—and not just since—I want to emphasize you have
done an excellent report on Lehman, but we could go and look at
many other financial institutions that failed with clean reports, you
know, the ink still not dry. So what dynamic was there? And, in
fact, I must say it is rather discouraging to hear you sort of say
the only consistent response was, “That is not my job, that is not
my job, that is not my job.” Maybe it is, you know, beginning my
life in the army where everybody assumed it was their job regard-
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less of who officially was responsible. But your comment, and then
I will ask everyone, because I think this is a critical threshold
question, because if we do not kind of understand—not every detail
but what were the incentives, the disincentives, what can we do to
fix it. So I will start with you, Mr. Valukas, please.

Mr. VALUKAS. Your comment was spot on. If the auditors had
walked into the board of Lehman Brothers and said, “Lehman is
engaging in $50 billion worth of off-balance-sheet transactions, the
sole purpose of which is to improve their leverage numbers because
they are concerned about public perception,” those transactions are
reversed 5 days after the close of the published opinion, I have no
doubt that that—and we cannot abide that. I have no doubt that
those transactions would have ended as of that moment and/or, al-
ternatively, they would have written a disclosure statement which
would have included it, which would have obviated the reason for
the transactions in the first place. The whole idea was to conceal
that that is the way they were reducing the leverage.

So an auditor threatening a public company with something
other than a clean report has enormous leverage. I represent a
large number of corporations in the board room. Everybody looks
to see what the auditor is going to say. So the auditor in one sense
controls the entire process.

In this situation, the auditor and their able representative took
the position that the only thing they were required to review was
the theory behind the practice, not the practice itself, that they had
no responsibility for determining the volume of Repo 105s or the
timing of Repo 105s or the purpose of Repo 105.

Simple questions we—this was no great mystery. There were at
least a dozen executives within Lehman who we interviewed who
said the purpose of Repo 105 is the following, and this is what we
are doing, and the e-mail traffic reflected it. So there was no short-
age of information. The auditors, in fact, only interviewed one per-
son who claimed they did not have information about it. The audi-
tors at the time they did that interview knew that there had been
$50 billion worth of transactions. But they pointed to various as-
pects within the accounting rules which relieved them of the re-
sponsibility of having to do anything further than to check the the-
ory behind the practice and not how the practice was being used.

It seems to me a simple question that someone ought to put on
their auditors is on their checklist: Are there any transactions the
purpose of which is to dress up the balance sheet? If so, what are
they? What is the volume? And we need to disclose that to the
audit committee. That would go a long way toward ending the
practice, because the executives knew what they were doing and
they did not really conceal it.

Chairman REED. Let me just ask a follow-up question. Senator
Hagan made reference to regulatory arbitrage. I seem to recall—
and please correct me if I am in error—that part of what they did
was get opinions from British attorneys because there was a Brit-
ish subsidiary, and that under British accounting rules this theo-
retical approach was appropriate. Am I misconstruing that?

Mr. VALUKAS. No. You are absolutely accurate. They could not
get an opinion from U.S. counsel that a Repo 105 which qualify as
a sale under U.S. law. They were able to get an opinion from rep-
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utable counsel in England that it would qualify under British law,
so what they would do is transfer the assets, in essence a wash
sale, to the British subsidiary and transact the repo transactions
in that subsidiary. It was a consolidated balance sheet, so it was
all done under GAAP, but that was the manner in which they were
able to do it.

Chairman REED. I guess the final question on this topic, Mr.
Valukas, is: Are you confident from what you have heard today
that those simple sort of changes, like the checklist or the rules
that basically require—and not just auditors but also lawyers. Ap-
parently at least the United States lawyers were nervous enough
about this that they were not going to sign anything—are going to
be adopted by the FASB and enforced by the PCAOB?

Mr. VALUKAS. I am not sufficiently qualified to answer that. I
have not been following that. But I

Chairman REED. That is a wise response.

Mr. VALUKAS. But I would suggest one thing, and that is that the
default should not be immateriality. It should be transparency.
And that to me is a mind-set, that, you know, we seek to find some-
thing to be immaterial rather than going behind it and suggest
that transparency is critical. That is an issue, it seems to me, that
those boards need to wrestle with and come up with some clear an-
swers.

Chairman REED. Thank you very much.

Ms. Fornelli, please, your comments.

Ms. FORNELLI. Well, as we heard Ms. Seidman and Mr. Kroeker
talk about, the FASB and the SEC have addressed these account-
ing and disclosure issues. They have got rules that are in the proc-
ess of being implemented, and I think with the design toward mak-
ing sure that—or helping to enhance the transparency to investors.
And so transparency to investors is the primary goal, and I think
that is well underway.

Chairman REED. Thank you.

Mr. Quaadman, your comment, please.

Mr. QUAADMAN. Sure, just a few thoughts on those very good
questions that you raised. A couple things.

One is, you know, there is, number one, the tryer of fact in the
Lehman’s case has not actually made a decision, so I think there
is still some information that needs to come out there. And I think
there is also a lag time between the last audited financial reports
in that case and the final crack-up in Lehman. I just raise that be-
cause I think the situation between April 2008 and September
2008 was obviously different. From September 10th to September
15th could have been radically different as well.

I do believe that regulatory arbitrage is a problem. I do believe
that having international standards for both accounting and audit-
ing does start to get at that. But I think it is also important to un-
derstand as well—and I was happy to hear that, you know, the
PCAOB is doing some work on what the role of the auditor is,
which I know that CAQ is doing as well. But there is also a dif-
ference between auditing financial information and actually stra-
tegic decisions. Because I think if you look at some people in the
financial services community, they were looking at economic situa-
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tions and making radically different strategic decisions. Some of
them failed. Some of them survived.

So I think it is important to understand that the auditor does not
necessarily pass judgment on strategy and risk but is focused on
the financial statements.

Chairman REED. Mr. Turner, your comments. You have, I think,
alluded to some of these comments, but please go ahead.

Mr. TURNER. Thank you, Chairman Reed.

When I step back, this is one where I think you have to get back
out of the trees, and it is a very simple. If the auditor is right that
the accounting is correct, then we have got a seriously flawed ac-
counting standard. To turn around and say you can take stuff off
your balance sheet at the very end of that period, dress up your
balance sheet, make it look better than what you really are, and
then 5 days after reverse it and say that is OK, I do not think it
takes an accounting degree to figure out, and you do not need to
be a business strategician. This is a business strategy. This was a
scheme and device. I have been an executive in a couple busi-
nesses. This is not strategy. This is nothing to do with business
strategy. This is how to mislead your investors, your owners of
your company. It is that simple. And if the accounting was correct,
then we have got an accounting standard setter that we got big
problems with.

I personally think Mr. Valukas is right with the use of the words
“colorful claims.” Some may say that color is black and white, and,
in fact, if someone knew that someone had gone hunting for an
opinion in the U.S., could not get it, and then had to go and find
one from the Brits, that in and of itself tells you from a common-
sense perspective this was not a good thing that was going on. And
to think that the very people that we have to rely on for confidence
in the numbers was turning around and, without giving us any
warnings, saying that was OK, regardless of how the tryer of fact
turns out, that is very troubling to me as an individual, as an in-
vestor. So I think it is very problematic.

Do we have it fixed? The FASB is working on some stuff. We will
see if that standard works. But I think Mr. Valukas hit on what
needs to be done and has not been done, and that is, you cannot
hide behind materiality if something is not transparent. And the
FASB has for years been urged to adopt a rule that says if addi-
tional disclosure is necessary to keep the financials from being mis-
leading, you need to make it. And the FASB has constantly refused
to put that standard in place, and until we put that standard in
place, as Mr. Valukas just urged, we are going to have a problem.

Chairman REED. Thank you very much.

Let me ask a question about some of the recommendations or
suggestions or comments made by the previous panel. Mr. Doty tes-
tified, “It is troubling to me that we do not see firms . . . going
back and performing more work to address the significant audit de-
ficiencies identified by inspectors.” And, again, please feel free to
correct me, but my recollection is that in every audit there are rec-
ommendations even if the audit is given unqualified, but there are
specific concerns addressed typically. I think that is accurate. And
what Mr. Doty seemed to be saying is a lot of these, you know,
helpful hints, if you will, are not being followed through.
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Is that something you would agree with? And is your group try-
ing to encourage more sort of proactive remediation?

Ms. FOrRNELLI. Well, Mr. Chairman, the Center for Audit Quality
and the audit profession is very focused on audit quality and trying
to continuously improve audit quality. And so the system of over-
sight that was put into place by Sarbanes-Oxley is a very robust
one and one that we very much respect and support. And part of
that system, of course, 1s the inspection process, and the audit
process, and I would say the inspection process as well, is one of
continuous improvement.

So we take very seriously the findings that the PCAOB has. The
firms work very closely with the PCAOB to understand where the
deficiencies may lie and then work to improve on those and to im-
plement them. And so I know this is something that the firms take
very seriously, and we will continue to work with the PCAOB and
our member firms.

Chairman REED. Just let me follow up. With respect to the com-
ment that Mr. Turner made that there should be a specific guid-
ance to disclose information if, in fact, it is necessary or that it
would give a more accurate picture of the status of the company,
what is your view on that type of proposal?

Ms. ForNELLI. Well, as Ms. Seidman stated, they work very
closely, and I think they have been doing a much better job lately
of working with a whole constituency of stakeholders as they go
about setting their accounting standards. And so I think that is
very important to get that wide range of input, and we will con-
tinue to be part of that process.

But, again, the process that was put into place by Sarbanes-
Oxley where you have these counterbalances—I think that is how
Chairman Doty referred to them—that you have got a strong audit
committee, you have got a strong, independent auditor, you have
management who is responsible for preparing those statements,
and then also a rigorous inspection and, if needed, enforcement
program is the counterbalance to some of these issues that we are
talking about.

Chairman REED. Let me also bring up another suggestion Mr.
Doty made, which is that under Sarbanes-Oxley the PCAOB is re-
stricted from public disclosure of its deliberations, of its discipli-
nary proceedings, and this, as he points out, actually raises the
question that there could be a company that has already been if
not sanctioned, at least a finding has been made, but still operating
in the public without the public having any knowledge of that. Is
that something we should move for, a more open process? Mr.
Quaadman, do you have

Mr. QUAADMAN. Sure. Thank you for asking that question. You
know, Lynn and I do agree; the Chamber of Commerce does believe
in strong enforcement.

You know, just a couple thoughts in that regard. The current
procedures put in place by Congress in Sarbanes-Oxley—and actu-
ally it is very analogous to similar procedures with the Securities
and Exchange Commission, other agencies, including the Federal
Election Commission. So I think if there is going to be more open-
ness, I think there should be a debate about that, because I think
some of what we have to look at here is are we going from a system
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that allows for innocent before guilty to shifting to a system of
guilty before being proven. And if we are going to go to a system
like that, what are the impacts going to be on investors? Because
if you are going to have ten proceedings and one of them leads to
a finding that is going to lead to more enforcement, what do you
do with the other nine? It is the old saying of, you know, where
do I go to get my reputation back.

So I think we have to have a debate about that and really under-
stand what the potential downsides are for that with investors, and
also, I think we also need to ask the question as well, is there a
reason we want to single out the auditing community from other
financial institutions and even elected officials with the discipli-
nary proceedings they would have to go through in similar cir-
cumstances.

Chairman REED. Mr. Turner or anyone else have a comment on
the proposal that would be a much more open and transparent
process in which a company was being evaluated by the PCAOB?

Mr. TURNER. There are two aspects to that. Currently, and since
1989, the SEC has made its enforcement actions against profes-
sionals open. The SEC adopted that rule about the time I went to
it the first time, in 1989. That has served, I think, the public very
well, and there is no reason, I think, to have a difference between
what has worked well for the SEC and what is currently not work-
ing very well for the PCAOB.

What I do know from talking to people not only within the
PCAOB but outside amongst attorneys is the fact that these cases
are kept under wraps and quiet is having a detrimental effect in
that they are causing the auditing firms to drag out the pro-
ceedings as long as they possibly can. I think some of that would
be mitigated—in fact, I think a lot of that would be mitigated with
public hearings. And you do not make it public until you have gone
through all your investigation and you have got a good reason for
cause. So the rights of people need to be protected, as you would
know, Chairman, and that process that the SEC has does protect
those rights very carefully. So I think that has worked.

The other piece of it, though, is the PCAOB—and there was a
good case just this last week. The PCAOB has also kept from inves-
tors which companies were being audited where the audits did not
get done right. And, of course, we quite often vote on auditors each
year, whether or not to reappoint them.

If the PCAOB knows that an audit has not been done right and
there are problems and even cites it in a report but keeps it con-
fidential from us, that is troubling as well, and that is occurring
today. We recently have seen a situation where people were able
to match it up, and the company acknowledged it, where the audi-
tor, in fact, failed to get adequate audit evidence on a very signifi-
cant item in the audit. I think we ought to be on top of that when
we decide whether or not to reappoint a particular auditor. So I
think that needs to be made public, and people need to quit with-
holding that information from us as well so we can make informed
decisions rather than flying in the dark.

Chairman REED. Ms. Fornelli, do you want to comment?

Ms. ForNELLI. Certainly, I would be happy to. Mr. Chairman,
there is a process now and a mechanism now for the disclosure of
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these proceedings, and that is through the SEC. So there is that
valve there available.

Also, I would point out in the Sarbanes-Oxley Act it was set up
so that the inspection reports, a portion of those are made public,
so the public does have some insight into some of the issues that
would be flagged in the inspections. So there is some transparency,
and we do not see that with respect to the inspections of mutual
funds or broker-dealers or even banking financial institutions.

Chairman REED. Thank you. Well, I want to thank you all for
very thoughtful, obviously well-prepared testimony that has, I
think, provided us a great deal of insight. I think it is also good
to emphasize that once again this is an issue not specific to one au-
diting firm or to one company, but this unfortunately was a sys-
temic crisis of multiple computers and multiple firms. And what we
are trying to do is avoid such a crisis by thoughtful rules.

And the other aspect, too, I just have to say is that—you know,
and again this is a reflection going back—you know, we felt a sense
of accomplishment and I maybe dare say self-satisfaction that after
the Enron problem we did enact a provision we thought was just
this soup-to-nuts direction to go ahead and take care of these off-
balance-sheet transactions, and then to sort of begin to probe in
2008 and then at the end of 2008 to discover that this was one of
the major problems with a major finance institution who essen-
tially had to pull back billions of dollars worth of transactions on
their books and then discover that it took so long for the rules to
be written, the guidance to be given, I think another important les-
son of this process. And, you know, Mr. Quaadman has made a
very good point about the need to do these Dodd-Frank regulations.
Part of this is getting good regulations done with the notion that
they can and will be improved over time, but searching for the per-
fect regulation for 6 years usually ends up with another bigger
problem occurring. So that is just a thought.

Again, thank you very much. We will ask my colleagues to pro-
vide questions by Friday, and we would ask you for answers as
quickly as possible.

Thank you very much, and the hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 11:32 a.m., the hearing was adjourned.]

[Prepared statements and responses to written questions sup-
plied for the record follow:]



35

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES R. DOTY
CHAIRMAN, PUBLIC COMPANY ACCOUNTING OVERSIGHT BOARD

APRIL 6, 2011

Chairman Reed, Ranking Member Crapo, and Members of the Subcommittee,
thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today on behalf of the Public
Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB or Board) to testify on the role of
the accounting profession in preventing another financial crisis.

I look forward to discussing with the Subcommittee the role that the PCAOB
plays in protecting investors and fostering confidence in our securities markets. I
joined the Board on February 1, 2011. Many of the achievements and initiatives I
will describe to you were the work of, or begun by, my predecessors on the Board
as well as the PCAOB staff. The PCAOB remains actively engaged in these and
anany new initiatives to protect the investing public by enforcing high quality au-

its.

I. Introduction

You have asked me to address three questions: Did the accounting profession per-
form as expected leading up to and during the financial crisis? What, if any, im-
provements have been made or should be made by the U.S. Securities and Exchange
Commission (SEC or Commission), the Financial Accounting Standards Board
(FASB), or the PCAOB as a result of the financial crisis? And what, if any, policy
changes should Congress consider?

In general terms, the PCAOB’s inspections of audits conducted during the finan-
cial crisis indicated that accounting firms must do a better job of addressing in their
audits the risks of misstatements in financial statements that emerge as economic
conditions change. The PCAOB issued a report last fall describing the kinds of audit
deficiencies the PCAOB identified on audits affected by the financial crisis. The
PCAOB also issued several practice alerts on various auditing risks during the
course of the crisis.

The PCAOB is focused on taking appropriate steps in its inspection and enforce-
ment programs in order to improve audit quality and enhance protection of the in-
vesting public. The PCAOB is also using information gained in inspections and in-
vestigations, along with information received from investors, audit committee mem-
bers, auditors and others, to improve auditing and related professional practice
standards to improve the quality of audits during periods of economic stress.

I will discuss each of these points and explain how the PCAOB is using the les-
sons from the financial crisis to improve the quality of audits and auditor commu-
nications to investors. Finally, I will echo a suggestion made previously by the
Board of a policy change for Congress to consider. It is a legislative change to en-
hance the PCAOB’s effectiveness by permitting the Board to disclose its decisions
to institute disciplinary proceedings to enforce applicable laws and standards
against registered public accounting firms and their associated persons.

II. The Responsibilities of the PCAOB

More than half of American households invest their savings in securities to pro-
vide for retirement, education, and other goals. The financial statement auditor’s job
is to protect these investors’ interests by independently auditing and reporting on
management’s historical financial statements. Reliable financial reporting is one of
the linchpins on which our capital markets depend. If investors lose confidence in
financial reporting, they may demand prohibitively high returns as a condition of
investing or they may withdraw from the capital markets altogether. The result
would be to make it more difficult and expensive to finance the businesses on which
our economy depends. Moreover, inaccurate financial reporting can mask poor busi-
ness strategies or fraud that, if left uncorrected, may result in the misallocation of
capital, business failures, and layoffs. Even accurate, well-supported financial infor-
mation does not mean the business strategy is good.

As the accounting scandals related to Enron, Adelphia and other public companies
demonstrated, auditors can face strong pressures and incentives to acquiesce to
questionable accounting. The Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 (Sarbanes-Oxley or the
Act) was passed in the wake of the collapse of confidence that resulted from these
and other financial reporting breakdowns. Title I of the Act created the PCAOB to
serve as a counterweight to those pressures and incentives. Congress rightly deter-
mined in 2002 that rigorous, independent oversight was essential to the credibility
of the auditor’s watchdog function.

Prior to the creation of the PCAOB, public company auditors were subject to over-
sight by their professional association and to peer reviews conducted by other audit-
ing firms. Title I of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act profoundly changed the environment in
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which public company auditors operate by providing for ongoing accountability to
the PCAOB. The Board exercises that oversight through four basic functions:

o Registration of accounting firms—No accounting firm may prepare, or substan-
tially contribute to, an audit report for a public company that files financial
statements with the SEC, or for a broker-dealer, without first registering with
the PCAOB. There are currently 2,431 accounting firms registered with the
Board. This includes 906 non-U.S. firms and 522 firms that are registered only
because they have broker-dealer audit clients. Registered firms must file annual
and other reports that provide the Board and the public with updated informa-
tion about the firm and its audit practice. Contrary to what some believe, mere
registration with the PCAOB does not reflect an examination of the firm’s audit
quality, which does not happen until we inspect.

o Inspection of firms and their public company audits—Since 2003, the PCAOB
has conducted more than 1,600 inspections of firms’ quality controls and re-
viewed aspects of more than 7,000 public company audits. The audit engage-
ments the PCAOB reviews are not selected at random. To make the most effec-
tive use of its resources, the PCAOB uses a variety of analytical techniques to
select high-risk engagements and audit areas that are likely to raise chal-
lenging or difficult issues.! Throughout this rigorous process, PCAOB inspec-
tions have identified numerous audit deficiencies, including failures by the larg-
est U.S. and non-U.S. firms. These findings have led to changes in firm auditing
processes, and, in some cases, more audit work performed after the fact or to
corrections of client financial statements.

o Investigation and disciplinary proceedings—The Board has broad authority to
impose sanctions on registered firms and associated persons that have violated
applicable laws and standards. The PCAOB has publicly announced the resolu-
tion of 37 enforcement proceedings. These proceedings include 29 sanctions on
firms, including 19 revocations of firms’ registrations, preventing them from au-
diting public companies in the future, and 40 sanctions on individuals. Sanc-
tions have also included significant monetary penalties. The announced deci-
sions do not, however, reflect the full extent of PCAOB enforcement activity.
Under the Sarbanes-Oxley Act, all PCAOB investigations and all contested pro-
ceedings (i.e., cases in which the Board files charges and the respondent elects
to litigate, rather than settle) are nonpublic. There are a significant number of
matters under active investigation and an additional number in litigation,
which may take years to be resolved.

The Board closely coordinates its enforcement efforts with the SEC. In certain
instances, the PCAOB investigates the auditor’s conduct and the SEC focuses
its investigation on the public company, its management, and other parties. In
other cases, the SEC’s Division of Enforcement takes responsibility for an audi-
tor investigation and requests that PCAOB defer to that investigation.

e Establishing auditing, quality control, ethics, independence, and other stand-
ards—The Board is responsible for establishing the auditing and related profes-
sional practice standards under which public company audits are performed.
Prior to the Sarbanes-Oxley Act, public company audits were performed accord-
ing to standards set by the profession itself. The PCAOB has an active stand-
ard-setting agenda, as I will describe later in my testimony.

All of the Board’s responsibilities are discharged under the oversight of the SEC.
Chairman Schapiro, the Commissioners, and Chief Accountant Kroeker have taken
a deep interest in the PCAOB’s work, and I am grateful to them for their support
and for the strong working relationship they have fostered between our organiza-
tions.

II1. Auditor Performance Before and During the Financial Crisis

Through its inspection and enforcement programs, the PCAOB actively assesses
whether auditors are doing their job appropriately and takes action when they are
not.

Neither financial statement audits nor PCAOB oversight are intended to assess
any company’s liquidity structure, capital adequacy or risk management, including

1The PCAOB devotes considerable effort to collecting, quality checking, and analyzing data
from public sources, vendors, registered firms and internal sources. The PCAOB uses this data
to monitor financial reporting and auditing risks. The PCAOB’s various screening techniques
combine nonpublic data collected in the inspection process with publicly available data to iden-
tify those firms, offices, partners, engagements, and issues that present the greatest audit risks.
PCAOB analysts then perform in-depth analysis to provide inspectors with actionable intel-
ligence when they go into the field.
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financial institutions. Nor does the PCAOB set accounting and disclosure require-
ments. That is the purview of the FASB, the International Accounting Standards
Board, in the case of institutions permitted to use International Financial Reporting
Standards, and the SEC.

Rather, the PCAOB evaluates whether auditors have done their job, which is to
make sure an institution’s financial statements and related disclosures fairly
present its results—good or bad—to investors in conformity with applicable account-
ing and disclosure standards. The Board is deeply focused on the lack of trans-
parency in financial reporting during the crisis and the corresponding effect this had
on the fairness of our securities markets. The Board is also focused on implementing
lessons from the financial crisis in audits and our programs.

A. Inspections

The PCAOB’s inspection program is the core of its oversight of registered firms’
public company audit work. The PCAOB’s inspection staff represents more than half
of its staff. In addition, the PCAOB’s Office of Research and Analysis devotes the
majority of its resources to support the inspection program. As required by the Act,
the PCAOB conducts annual inspections of firms that regularly audit the financial
statements of more than 100 public companies. In 2010, the PCAOB inspected nine
such firms. Firms that regularly audit the financial statements of 100 or fewer pub-
lic companies must be inspected at least once every three years. The PCAOB in-
spected 245 such firms in 2010, including 64 non-U.S. firms located in 20 jurisdic-
tions. Many of these non-U.S. firms are affiliated with a global network of firms.
They can be quite large, measured by number of professionals as well as by market
capitalization of audit clients.

Each firm in a global network of firms, including the Big Four, is independently
owned by the partners in their country. Since each of those firms must register sep-
arately with the PCAOB, they are subject to the same frequency of inspections as
any other firm. Substantial portions of the audits of many of the largest U.S. compa-
nies are performed by affiliated network firms, including firms we have not in-
spected.

In the course of the PCAOB’s 2010 inspections, PCAOB inspectors reviewed por-
tions of more than 350 audits performed by the nine firms subject to annual inspec-
tion, and portions of more than 600 audits performed by the remaining 245 in-
spected firms. During 2010, the PCAOB inspected aspects of audits for some of the
largest public companies in the world, including many of the largest financial serv-
ices and other companies with complex financial instruments and transactions and
risks driven by market volatility. 2

After completion of the inspections field work, PCAOB inspectors engage in a dia-
logue with firms, through written comments, and in certain cases, in-person meet-
ings, about audit deficiencies they have identified. The PCAOB then issues a report
after each inspection. The inspection report is not a complete report card on the
firm’s entire audit practice, but rather focuses on areas where inspectors found defi-
ciencies. The public portion of an inspection report describes matters that inspectors
have identified as significant audit deficiencies. These findings, presented in Part
I of the report, generally involve situations in which PCAOB inspectors believe that
the auditor failed to obtain sufficient evidence to support the audit opinion or failed
to identify a material departure from generally accepted accounting principles. Con-
sistent with restrictions in the Sarbanes-Oxley Act, however, the PCAOB does not
publicly disclose the identity of the companies that are the subject of audits dis-
cussed in an inspection report.

Consistent with the Sarbanes-Oxley Act, the PCAOB discusses any criticism of or
potential defects in a firm’s system of quality control in Part II of its inspection re-
ports. The Act affords inspected firms one year within which to remediate Board
criticisms concerning firm quality controls. If the Board is not satisfied with a firm’s

2The Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act, P.L. No. 111-203 (Dodd-
Frank), authorized the Board to establish, by rule, a program of inspection of auditors of brokers
and dealers. On December 14, 2010, the Board proposed a temporary rule that, if adopted,
would establish an interim inspection program while the Board considers the scope and other
elements of a permanent inspection program. Under the temporary rule, the Board would begin
to inspect auditors of brokers and dealers and identify and address with the registered firms
any significant issues in those audits. The Board expects that insights gained through the in-
terim program would inform the eventual determination of the scope and elements of a perma-
nent program. During the interim program, the Board at least annually would provide public
reports on the progress of the program and significant issues identified, but the Board would
not expect to issue firm-specific inspection reports before the scope of a permanent program is
set. For more information about the proposed interim inspection program, see PCAOB Release
No. 2010-008 (December 14, 2010).
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remediation efforts, the portion of the report containing the discussion of the quality
control deficiencies becomes public. The Board transmits full inspection reports, in-
cluding the nonpublic portions of such reports, to the SEC and appropriate State
boards of accountancy. The Board is also permitted to share full reports with certain
other U.S. and non-U.S. authorities. In addition, the Board sends a special report
to the SEC when, as a result of information developed in an inspection, it appears
that financial statements filed with the Commission, and on which the public is re-
lying, may be materially inaccurate.

2007-2009 Inspection Cycles

Last fall, the Board issued a report to inform the public about the audit risks and
challenges that PCAOB inspectors had found in connection with the economic cri-
sis. 3 That report discussed audit deficiencies inspectors uncovered during the 2007
through 2009 inspection cycles related to the impact of the crisis. Among other
things, the report described deficiencies relating to auditing fair value measure-
ments, especially related to financial instruments; impairment of goodwill, indefi-
nite-lived intangible assets, and other long-lived assets; allowance for loan losses;
off-balance-sheet structures; revenue recognition; inventory valuation; and income
taxes.

We have observed that firms have produced internal guidance and training to ad-
dress the deficiencies. They have not, however, been consistently applied by indi-
vidual engagement teams.

The report does not evaluate the root causes of the crisis. Most postmortems to
date have pointed to the failure of corporate risk management and financial institu-
tion liquidity structure or capital adequacy as root causes of the crisis. Other con-
tributing factors have been cited as well, such as the behavior of the credit rating
agencies, the role of the Government-sponsored housing finance entities, regulatory
gaps and failures, and even unintended consequences of legislative and regulatory
incentives related to home ownership, to name just a few.

The PCAOB has neither the authority nor the resources to look back at the crisis
with the broader view necessary to develop an informed opinion on all of the dif-
ferent factors that caused the crisis. The PCAOB has, however, inspected and con-
sidered the role of auditors of financial institutions and other public companies af-
fected by the crisis. As described in our public report, inspectors identified multiple
instances where auditors failed to perform the work mandated by PCAOB stand-
ards. Firms must do a better job in adjusting to emerging audit risks as economic
conditions change so that investors will have reliable information about the perform-
ance and financial position of public companies during periods of economic volatility.
The PCAOB intends to use these lessons in driving improvements through subse-
quent inspections and appropriate standards setting.

2010 Inspection Cycle

Most of the audits that the PCAOB inspected during 2010 were of financial state-
ments for fiscal years ending in 2009. The PCAOB staff is currently considering
firms’ responses to the questions and comments our inspectors raised, and are pre-
paring draft inspection reports based on and reflecting their evaluation.

Although the PCAOB’s 2010 inspection reporting cycle is not yet complete, so far
PCAOB inspectors have continued to identify significant deficiencies related to the
valuation of complex financial instruments, inappropriate use of substantive analyt-
ical procedures, reliance on entity level controls without adequate evaluation of
whether those processes actually function as effective controls, and several other
issues. PCAOB inspectors have also identified more issues than in prior years.

In any event, the Board is troubled by the volume of significant deficiencies, espe-
cially in areas identified in prior inspections. The PCAOB is working on several ini-
tiatives to drive improvements in audit quality.

2011 Inspection Plan

In 2011, the PCAOB will continue to focus on high-risk audit areas posed by the
ongoing effects of the crisis and any future similar events, including, for example,
the financial statement effect of the obligation to repurchase mortgages previously
sold and mandated modifications to certain mortgages at financial institutions.

The PCAOB also intends to enhance its consideration of root causes when PCAOB
inspectors find audit deficiencies. As in past years, the PCAOB will also continue
to press firms to identify root causes of deficiencies and address them.

3PCAOB, Report on Observations of PCAOB Inspectors Related to Audit Risk Areas Affected
by the Economic Crisis (Sept. 29, 2010), available at http://pcaobus.org/Inspections/Pages/
PublicReports.aspx.
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PCAOB inspectors will also look closely at corrective actions taken by firms when
inspectors identify problems. A firm’s failure to obtain sufficient evidence to support
its opinion does not mean that the financial statements themselves are necessarily
misstated. But it does mean that corrective actions are required, both to shore up
the deficient audit as well as to better plan and perform future audits. Inspections
can only protect investors from audit failures if firms act on inspection results. It
is troubling to me that we do not see firms consistently going back and performing
more work to address the significant audit deficiencies identified by inspections.
Now, I will say, we have begun to see some firms going back quite recently, but
I do not consider this problem to be resolved yet.

Moreover, my concern is compounded by the fact that we have received reports
from members of audit committees that firms sometimes represent to audit commit-
tees that their PCAOB inspection reports raise merely minor concerns, typically at-
tributable to documentation of procedures they claim—but just can’t demonstrate—
they performed. Therefore, we are exploring ways to encourage the firms to provide
more faithful reporting to audit committees in the future.

Inspectors will also continue to examine firms’ quality control systems to evaluate
how they manage audit quality, so as to enhance the PCAOB’s basis for assessing,
in this year and in future years, whether that system is appropriately designed and
implemented to achieve the goal of conducting independent audits that are objective
and in compliance with applicable standards. To this end, inspectors will continue
to assess firms’ processes and controls in certain functional areas related to audit
performance, including, for example, a firm’s monitoring of compliance with auditor
independence requirements.

In addition, the PCAOB plans to expand its examination of the quality control
mechanisms of large firms that participate in global networks. As I will discuss
later, the PCAOB’s recent settlement with five Indian-based registered firms from
PricewaterhouseCoopers’ global network (PW India) highlights the risks inherent in
these global networks. In particular, inspectors will examine firms’ supervision of
work performed by affiliated firms, including by assessing firms’ controls over con-
sultations on accounting and auditing standards, as well as engagement teams’ use
and evaluation of affiliates’” work. We will also encourage firms to identify root
causes and address them concomitantly throughout their global networks and not
just within their U.S. member firms.

PCAOB inspectors will also examine how audit fee pressures might affect the con-
duct of audits. It has been widely reported that audit committees are expecting
auditors to agree to fee reductions. At the same time, economic conditions are add-
ing to the complexity of audits. While audit firms cannot be immune to economic
downturns, the PCAOB will evaluate whether such pressures result in fewer hours
being devoted to audits, thereby impairing audit quality.

Lastly, the PCAOB is developing a broker-dealer auditor inspection program to
comply with Dodd-Frank. We expect to begin those inspections in 2011. The
PCAOB’s Office of Research and Analysis has worked closely with Financial Indus-
try Regulatory Authority and the SEC over the last year to obtain critical data that
will facilitate the broker-dealer auditor inspection program. 4

B. PCAOB Access to Non-U.S. Registered Firms

Approximately 260 non-U.S. firms are subject to regular PCAOB inspection. To
date, the PCAOB has inspected 197 non-U.S. firms in 35 jurisdictions, including
countries where some of the largest foreign private issuers—whose securities also
trade in U.S. markets—are located such as Brazil, India, Japan, Korea, Mexico, and
the Russian Federation. As I mentioned earlier, in 2010 the PCAOB inspected 64
non-U.S. firms in 20 jurisdictions. Nineteen of these 64 inspections were performed
on a joint basis with the local auditor oversight authority pursuant to negotiated
cooperative arrangements. In each of the joint inspections, as well as the other for-
eign inspections not conducted on a joint basis, the PCAOB and its foreign counter-
part have been able to resolve conflicts of law, sovereignty, and other issues that
may arise when we are operating in another country.

It is no secret that we have not been able to inspect all of the non-U.S. firms we
are required to, though. Approximately 70 firms in 24 jurisdictions—including in the
European Union (EU), Switzerland and China—had inspection deadlines in 2010 or
earlier that have not been met.

40n December 14, 2010, the PCAOB proposed a rule to establish an interim inspection pro-
gram related to audits of broker-dealers. The comment deadline ended on February 15, 2011.
The Board is considering those comments and expects to finalize the rule in the near future.
See PCAOB, Proposed Temporary Rule for an Interim Program of Inspection Related to Audits
of Brokers and Dealers (Dec. 14, 2010).
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The PCAOB is working hard to reach accords that will allow PCAOB inspectors
into those jurisdictions: it is one of our highest priorities. I am pleased to report
that, in January, the PCAOB concluded an agreement with U.K. authorities. Based
on this agreement, the PCAOB is planning joint inspections of two large U.K. firms
beginning in May.

In addition, earlier this week, the PCAOB reached an agreement to conduct joint
inspections with the authorities in Switzerland. We will commence joint inspections
in Switzerland in May, with the goal of inspecting three Big Four affiliate firms by
the end of the year.

The U.K. and Swiss agreements are a significant step forward for U.S. investors.
They are not “mutual recognition” arrangements, but arrangements for joint inspec-
tions that will enable PCAOB inspectors to evaluate audit work in these countries
that U.S. investors rely on.

These arrangements are the first cooperative agreements that the PCAOB has
concluded since the passage of Dodd-Frank, which amended the Sarbanes-Oxley Act
to permit the PCAOB to share confidential information with its non-U.S. counter-
parts under certain conditions. That amendment removed one of the obstacles to
PCAOB inspections asserted by the EU.

We hope that these agreements will serve as a model for cross-border cooperation
with other regulators in the European Union. We continue to make progress on this
front and are encouraged by our discussions with authorities in several jurisdictions.
{-Iowever, the negotiations with other EU regulators continue to progress quite slow-
y.

The PCAOB continues to be unable to conduct inspections in China, based pri-
marily on assertions by the Chinese of national sovereignty issues. Currently, three
mainland Chinese firms are overdue for inspection, and inspections of eight Hong
Kong firms have been commenced but not completed because we were denied access
to documents relating to operations of their clients in mainland China.

The PCAOB’s inability to gain access to PCAOB-registered firms in China is espe-
cially troubling given the growth in the number of Chinese companies seeking ac-
cess to capital in U.S. securities markets. Last month, the PCAOB issued a research
note on trends and risks related to reverse merger transactions involving companies
from the China region.5 This note followed a July 2010 staff audit practice alert
on auditing public companies with operations in China and other jurisdictions that
accessed the U.S. markets through reverse mergers. 6

There are also significant risks associated with audits of operations of U.S. compa-
nies in China. For example, we are finding through our oversight of U.S. firms that
even simple audit maxims, such as maintaining the auditor’s control over bank con-
firmations, may not hold given the business culture in China.

If Chinese companies want to attract U.S. capital for the long term, and if Chi-
nese auditors want to garner the respect of investors, they need the credibility that
comes from being part of a joint inspection process that includes the U.S. and other
similarly constituted regulatory regimes. In light of these risks, the PCAOB’s inabil-
ity to inspect the work of registered firms from China is a gaping hole in investor
protection.

C. Enforcement

The PCAOB has broad authority to impose sanctions on registered firms and their
associated persons that have violated applicable laws, rules and standards. The
PCAOB is engaged in several investigations relating to audits of financial institu-
tions and other public companies affected by the crisis. These investigations, and
any contested disciplinary proceedings that may result, are confidential under the
Sarbanes-Oxley Act.

As an example of the scope of the issues the PCAOB is addressing rigorously
through enforcement, earlier this week the Board issued a settled order against five
PW India firms in connection with the audit of the financial statements of Satyam
Computer Services, an India-based, multinational IT service provider with securities
traded on the New York Stock Exchange. The Board’s order included a $1.5 million
penalty against two of those firms for violations of PCAOB rules and standards that
contributed to the firms’ failure to detect an accounting fraud by Satyam manage-
ment. The Board also found that all five firms violated the Board’s quality control
standards. In addition to the penalty, the Board (i) imposed significant limitations

5PCAOB, Activity Summary and Audit Implications for Reverse Mergers Involving Compa-
nies from the China Region: January 1, 2007, through March 31, 2010 (March 4, 2011), avail-
able at http://pcaobus.org/News/Releases/Pages/03152011—ResearchNote.aspx.

6PCAOB Staff Audit Practice Alert No. 6, Auditor Considerations Regarding Using the Work
of Other Auditors and Engaging Assistants From Outside the Firm (July 12, 2010).
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on the PW India firms’ ability to accept new clients or issue audit reports, (ii) re-
quired the appointment of an independent monitor to ensure audit quality improve-
ments, and (ii1) censured the firms.

The Board-imposed sanctions are in addition to a $6 million penalty and other
sanctions imposed on the firms by the Commission. The PCAOB closely coordinated
its investigation of the PW India firms with the SEC. This coordination will con-
tinue, as the independent monitor will report its findings to both the SEC and the
PCAOB.

IV. Auditing Standards

The PCAOB’s standard-setting program responded to the financial crisis at var-
ious stages by reminding auditors how existing standards apply in the context of
specific challenges. The PCAOB issued Staff Audit Practice Alerts to explain to
auditors how applicable requirements bear on various issues raised by the crisis.
For example, in December 2007, the PCAOB staff issued Practice Alert No. 2, Mat-
ters Related to Auditing Fair Value Measurements of Financial Instruments and the
Use of Specialists, and in December 2008, the PCAOB issued Staff Audit Practice
Alert No. 3, Audit Considerations in the Current Economic Environment (December
5, 2008). These alerts helped auditors to focus on applicable audit requirements.
They covered several audit topics relevant to the crisis, including auditing fair value
measurements and accounting estimates; auditing the adequacy of disclosures; the
auditor’s consideration of a company’s ability to continue as a going concern; and
additional audit considerations for selected financial reporting areas.

In light of the Lehman bankruptcy examiner’s report, as well as deficiencies iden-
tified by PCAOB inspectors in connection with the auditing of significant unusual
transactions, the PCAOB issued Staff Audit Practice Alert No. 5, Auditor Consider-
ations Regarding Significant Unusual Transactions (April 7, 2010). This alert fo-
cused auditors on the evaluation of significant transactions that may be mechanisms
to dress up a company’s balance sheet, as opposed to serving a valid business pur-
pose.

In December 2010, the PCAOB issued Staff Audit Practice Alert No. 7, Auditor
Considerations of Litigation and Other Contingencies Arising from Mortgage and
Other Loan Activities (December 20, 2010), to focus auditors on auditing liabilities
and related disclosures resulting from issues arising from mortgage and foreclosure-
related activities. As we continue to identify or anticipate new audit practice issues
or challenges, the PCAOB will continue to issue timely guidance to auditors.

Practice Alerts remind auditors of existing requirements. The Board also uses in-
formation that it learns in its inspections and from other sources to change the un-
derlying auditing standards. In developing new standards, the PCAOB casts a wide
net to seek input from various interested people and groups on ways to improve au-
dits.

The PCAOB has used insights gleaned from the crisis, including information from
outside sources and from our oversight programs, to develop new standards to ad-
dress risks that became apparent in the crisis, including standards for how auditors
assess the risk of material misstatements in financial statements. The PCAOB
meets quarterly with the representatives of the SEC and FASB to discuss and facili-
tate financial reporting and auditing initiatives. The PCAOB also is in the process
of exploring potential improvements in standards that would address, among other
things, the content of auditors’ reports, how auditors evaluate management’s esti-
mates of fair values of assets and liabilities, and when an auditor should modify
their report because of going concern uncertainties. These projects and others are
described below.

A. Risk Assessment Standards

In 2010, after two rounds of public comment and several public meetings with our
Standing Advisory Group (composed of investors, auditors, financial statement pre-
parers and others), the Board adopted, and the SEC approved, a series of eight new
auditing standards, effective for 2011 audits. These standards address fundamental
aspects of the audit, including audit planning and supervision, the auditor’s assess-
ment of and response to the risks of material misstatement in the financial state-
ments, and the auditor’s evaluation of audit results and audit evidence. The stand-
ards require the auditor to consider more thoughtfully, throughout the audit, the
risk of misstatement due to fraud. They also require auditors to perform procedures
to evaluate the completeness and fairness of financial statement disclosures, which
are critical to providing investors a fair understanding of many matters that became
particularly important during the financial crisis, such as valuation of complex fi-
nancial instruments.
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B. The Auditor’s Report

The auditor’s report is the primary means by which the auditor communicates to
investors and other users of the financial statements regarding its audits of finan-
cial statements. The form of the report has not evolved significantly from the pass-
fail model of the early years; however, over the years, several committees and
groups, such as the Cohen Commission, Treadway Commission, and the American
Assembly, have suggested improvements or changes to the auditor’s report. Simi-
larly, in 2008, the Advisory Committee on the Auditing Profession convened by the
U.S. Department of the Treasury (ACAP) recommended the PCAOB consider im-
provements to the auditor’s reporting model and clarify in the auditor’s report the
auditor’s role in detecting fraud. ACAP noted that the greater complexity in finan-
cial reporting supports improving the content of the auditor’s report beyond the cur-
rent pass-fail model. 7

On March 22, 2011, the Board held an open meeting to hear from the PCAOB’s
Office of the Chief Auditor on the results of the staff’'s outreach on a project to take
a fresh look at the auditor’s reporting model. The staff presented views and advice
they received over several months from numerous in-depth meetings with dozens of
people experienced in using or preparing audit reports, including investors, auditors,
preparers, audit committee members, researchers, and others.

Separately, the Board’s Investor Advisory Group (IAG) discussed this issue at its
March 16, 2011, meeting. At that meeting, the Board heard a presentation from a
task force of the group’s members about a survey they conducted to solicit views re-
garding changes to the auditor’s report. The group surveyed institutional investors,
including investment banks, mutual funds, pension funds, hedge funds, and others.
Both the IAG survey and our staff’s outreach underscore that investors believe they
need more information from the auditor regarding the auditor’s views on audit risk,
management’s judgments and estimates, and the quality of management’s account-
ing policies.

The Board’s outreach effort, especially at such an early stage in the project, was
unprecedented. In addition, the PCAOB’s open meeting to discuss the input received
was the first of its kind. The PCAOB staff is now preparing a written concept re-
lease to describe several potential changes for Board consideration and, if agreed,
public comment.

C. Fair Value

As noted in the Board’s 2010 report on observations from audits during the crisis,
PCAOB inspectors identified many audit deficiencies relating to auditing fair value
estimates. In many cases, the deficiencies related to insufficient evidence gathered
by the auditor when using third party pricing sources (e.g., pricing services or
broker quotes) when valuing financial instruments such as investment securities.
The largest accounting firms are devoting substantial effort to these issues, and we
have seen some audit teams do what we expect. We are also hearing that the work
that is required to validate pricing service reports is more than management is
doing. To give deeper consideration to ways to prevent such deficiencies, the PCAOB
has organized an ad hoc task force of our Standing Advisory Group to include inves-
tors, auditors, preparers, broker-dealers, and pricing services. Staff of the SEC and
FASB will observe this task force. The task force’s work is expected to inform the
Board’s development of new auditing requirements.

D. Going Concern

Under the Board’s standards, the auditor should modify the report if there is a
significant doubt about a company’s ability to continue as a going concern for a rea-
sonable period of time.

Investors and others have raised questions about why more audit opinions ex-
pressing substantial going-concern doubt were not issued before companies affected
by the financial crisis failed (or would have failed except for Government interven-
tion). The FASB has a project on its agenda that is intended to improve the ability
of investors to understand the risks and uncertainties about an entity’s ability to
continue as a going concern and to meet its obligations when they become due. Such
improvements in the accounting standards could assist in providing an early warn-
ing for investors. The PCAOB is working closely with the FASB and the SEC on
this matter. If the PCAOB determines to issue further guidance in this area, it will
be closely coordinated with the FASB’s efforts. The Board recognizes the importance
of this subject to investors.

7An unqualified opinion indicating that the company’s financial statements are presented
fairly in accordance with the applicable financial reporting framework is considered the “pass”
determination in the pass—fail model.
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E. Related Parties and Significant Unusual Transactions

The Board is considering revising its standard on relationships and transactions
with related parties, including financial relationships with executive officers and
transactions that are outside the normal course of business. As part of that project,
the Board is evaluating ways for the auditor to gain a deeper understanding of the
risk of misleading financial statements or disclosures, by considering a company’s
financial relationships with its executive officers and evaluating how those relation-
ships might affect management’s financial reporting incentives. Transactions with
related parties and significant unusual transactions can pose significant risks of ma-
terial misstatement. Their substance might differ materially from their form. They
might be structured to achieve desired accounting results inconsistent with the un-
derlying economic substance. And they might include terms not available in third-
party, arm’s-length transactions.

V. Policy Changes for Congress To Consider

Under the Sarbanes-Oxley Act as it exists today, the PCAOB’s disciplinary hear-
ings—our version of trials and appeals—are nonpublic, unless the Board finds there
is good cause for a hearing to be public and each party consents to public hearings. 8
The auditors and audit firms charged with violating applicable laws, rules or stand-
ards have little incentive to consent to opening the case against them to public view
and in fact, none have ever done so. On the contrary, the fact that, absent consent,
PCAOB disciplinary proceedings are required to be secret creates a considerable in-
centive to litigate. PCAOB disciplinary proceedings remain nonpublic even after a
hearing has been completed and adverse findings made by a disinterested hearing
officer, if the auditors and firms do not consent to make the proceedings public and
opt to appeal. Litigation postpones—often for several years—the day on which the
public learns that the PCAOB has charged the auditor or firm, the nature of those
charges, and the content of adverse findings.

This secrecy has a variety of unfortunate consequences. Interested parties, includ-
ing investors, audit committees, issuers and other auditors, are kept in the dark
about alleged misconduct, even after a hearing and adverse findings. Investors are
unaware that companies in which they have invested are being audited by account-
ants who have been charged by the PCAOB. In addition, unlike the authority the
Exchange Act provides the Commission in its administrative proceedings, the
PCAOB has no authority, while litigation is pending, to issue temporary cease-and-
desist orders in appropriate cases, to prevent threatened violations or harm to inves-
tors or the public interest.

This state of affairs is not good for investors, for the auditing profession, or for
the public at large. It is unlike the disciplinary proceedings of other, comparable
regulators. Indeed, decades ago, the SEC found that nonpublic proceedings in cases
against auditors of public companies were not in the best interest of investors and
opened their administrative proceedings against auditors to the public. The reasons
cited by the Commission for the change included:

e Virtually all other administrative proceedings brought by the SEC (including
those against brokers, dealers, investment advisers, and public companies) and
all SEC injunctive actions are public,

e Private proceedings create incentives for delays,

e The public and audit professionals are interested in timely disclosure of the
standards used to commence disciplinary proceedings (the public and other
auditors have a legitimate interest in learning, on a timely basis, the facts and
circumstances that have led to the institution of proceedings), and

e Public proceedings are more favored in the law than closed-door proceedings.

These same reasons support the need for public PCAOB disciplinary proceedings.
The Board, however, unlike the SEC, lacks the authority to make its proceedings
public through a change to its rules. Investors would be best served by similar
transparency in PCAOB disciplinary proceedings.

In conclusion, I appreciate the Subcommittee’s interest in the work of the PCAOB
and I look forward to working with you in the future. I would be happy to answer
any questions.

8Section 105(c)(2) of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002.
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Introduction

Chairman Reed, Ranking Minority Member Crapo, and Members of the Sub-
committee, my name is Leslie Seidman and I am the Chairman of the Financial Ac-
counting Standards Board (FASB or Board). I would like to thank you for this op-
portunity to participate in today’s important hearing.

As the Subcommittee examines the role of accountants and auditors in helping
to prevent another financial crisis, I thought it would be helpful to outline for you
the manner in which accounting standards are developed. In doing so, I would like
to begin by providing a brief overview of the FASB and its parent organization, the
Financial Accounting Foundation (FAF). I also want to be sure the Committee un-
derstands both the FASB’s robust due process and how we remain accountable to
our stakeholders. Then I would like to discuss some of the changes to accounting
standards the FASB has made in response to the financial crisis. Finally, I want
to update you on several of our pending convergence projects with the International
Accounting Standards Board (IASB), which address issues related to the financial
crisis.

The FASB

The FASB is an independent private-sector organization that operates under the
oversight of the FAF. For nearly 40 years, the FASB has established standards of
financial accounting and reporting for nongovernmental entities, including both
businesses (public and private) and not-for-profit organizations. Those standards are
recognized as authoritative, Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP) by
the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC or Commission) for public com-
panies and by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) for
other nongovernmental entities.

GAAP is essential to the efficient functioning of the U.S. economy because inves-
tors, creditors, donors, and other users of financial reports rely heavily on credible,
transparent, comparable, and unbiased financial information. In today’s dynamic fi-
nancial markets, the need for integrity, transparency, and objectivity in financial re-
porting is increasingly critical to ensuring the strength of U.S. capital markets and
providing investors with accurate and timely information.

In 2002, Congress enacted the Sarbanes-Oxley Act, which included provisions pro-
tecting the integrity of the FASB’s accounting standard-setting process. The legisla-
tion provided the FASB with an independent, stable source of funding. The legisla-
tion mandated an ongoing source of funding for the FASB from annual accounting
support fees collected from issuers of securities, as those issuers are defined in the
Sarbanes-Oxley Act.

It is important to note that although the FASB has the responsibility to set ac-
counting standards, it does not have authority to enforce them. Officers and direc-
tors of a company are responsible for preparing financial reports in accordance with
accounting standards. Auditors provide an opinion as to whether those officers and
directors appropriately applied accounting standards. The Public Company Account-
ing Oversight Board (PCAOB) is charged with ensuring that auditors of public com-
panies have performed an audit in accordance with generally accepted auditing
standards, which include an auditor’s analysis of whether a public company has
complied with appropriate accounting standards. The SEC has the ultimate author-
ity to analyze whether public companies have complied with accounting standards.

The Mission of the FASB

The FASB’s mission is to establish and improve standards of financial accounting
and reporting for the guidance and education of the public, including issuers, audi-
tors, and users of financial information.

We recognize the critical role that reliable financial reporting plays in supporting
the efficient functioning of the capital markets: robust financial reporting increases
investor confidence, which in turn leads to better capital allocation decisions and
economic growth. Today, as the U.S. economy continues to recover from the financial
crisis and recession, the FASB remains committed to ensuring that our Nation’s fi-
nancial accounting and reporting standards provide investors with the information
they need to confidently invest in the U.S. markets.

To accomplish its mission, the FASB acts to:
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e Improve the usefulness of financial reporting by focusing on the primary charac-
teristics of relevance and reliability and on the qualities of comparability and
consistency;

e Keep standards current to reflect changes in methods of doing business and
changes in the economic environment;

e Consider promptly any significant areas of deficiency in financial reporting that
might be addressed through the standard-setting process; and

e Improve the common understanding of the nature and purposes of information
contained in financial reports.

As it works to develop accounting standards for financial reporting, the FASB is
committed to following an open, orderly process that considers the interests of the
many who rely on financial information. Because we understand that the actions
of the FASB affect so many stakeholders, we are steadfastly committed to ensuring
that the decision-making process is independent, fair, and objective.

The Standard-Setting Process

An independent standard-setting process is paramount to producing high-quality
accounting standards, since it relies on the collective judgment of experts, informed
by the input of all interested parties through a thorough, open, and deliberative
process. The FASB sets accounting standards through processes that are open, ac-
cord due process to all interested parties, and allow for extensive input from all
stakeholders. Such extensive due process is required by our Rules of Procedure, set
by the Board within the parameters of the FAF’s bylaws. Our process is similar to
the Administrative Procedure Act process used by Federal agencies for rulemakings
but provides far more opportunities for interaction with all interested parties. In
fact, in recent years, we have significantly expanded our ability to engage with
stakeholders in a variety of ways.

The FASB’s extensive due process involves public meetings, public roundtables,
field visits or field tests, liaison meetings and presentations to interested parties,
and the exposure of our proposed standards for public comment. The FASB
videocasts its Board meetings on its Web site; recently, we decided to also videocast
our education sessions to make it easier for our stakeholders to observe the process
that precedes our decisions. The FASB also creates podcasts and webcasts to provide
short, targeted summaries of our proposals and new standards so that people can
quickly assess whether they have an interest and want to weigh in. We have also
been proactively reaching out to meet with stakeholders, including a wide range of
investors and reporting entities, to discuss our proposals which helps us to assess
whether the proposals will lead to better information and also to assess the related
costs. These interactive meetings allow the FASB and its staff to ask questions to
better understand why a person holds a particular view, which can accelerate the
identification of issues and possible solutions.

The FASB also meets regularly with the staff of the SEC and the PCAOB. Addi-
tionally, since banking regulators have a keen interest in GAAP financial state-
ments as a starting point in assessing the safety and soundness of financial institu-
tions, we meet with them on a quarterly basis and otherwise as appropriate. We
also understand Congress’s great interest and regularly brief Members and their
staffs on developments.

In short, the FASB actively seeks input from all of its stakeholders on proposals
and processes and we are listening to them. The Board’s wide consultation helps it
to assess whether the benefits to users of improved information from proposed
changes outweigh the costs of the changes to preparers and others. Wide consulta-
tion also provides the opportunity for all stakeholder voices to be heard and consid-
ered, the identification of unintended consequences, and, ultimately, broad accept-
ance of the standards that are adopted.

Additional information about the FASB and the FAF can be found in the 2010
Annu}r;ll Report of the FAF, which will be available on the FAF Web site later this
month.

FASB Oversight

The FASB’s accountability derives from oversight at two levels. First, the Board
is overseen by the independent Board of Trustees of the FAF. Organized in 1972,
the FAF is an independent, private-sector, not-for-profit organization. The FAF exer-
cises its authority by having responsibility for oversight, administration, and fi-
nances of the FASB and its sister organization the Governmental Accounting Stand-
ards Board (GASB). The FAF also has responsibility for:

e Selecting the members of the FASB, the GASB, and their respective Advisory
Councils;
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e Overseeing the FASB’s and the GASB’s Advisory Councils (including their ad-
ministration and finances);

e Overseeing the effectiveness of the FASB’s and the GASB’s standard-setting
processes and holding the Boards accountable for those processes;

e Protecting the independence and integrity of the standard-setting process; and
e Educating stakeholders about those standards.

Second, the FASB is also subject to oversight by the SEC with respect to standard
setting for public companies. The SEC has the statutory authority to establish fi-
nancial accounting and reporting standards for publicly held enterprises. For nearly
40 years, the SEC has delegated this authority to the FASB. In 2003, the SEC
issued a Policy Statement reaffirming this longstanding relationship.

FASB Activities

Response to the Financial Crisis

The financial crisis led to a reprioritizing of the FASB’s work. In particular, finan-
cial market participants and policy makers raised questions about:

a. Fair value measurement of assets and impairments, especially when markets
become illiquid,;

b. Off-balance sheet risks, particularly those related to securitizations
(derecognition) and special purpose entities (consolidation);

c. Disclosures about risk; and
d. Complexity in accounting for financial instruments.

Accordingly, the FASB has undertaken projects to improve and simplify the ac-
counting standards in each of these areas, which are described in further detail
below.

Fair Value Measurement and Impairments

As the credit and financial crisis deepened and broadened in late 2008 and early
2009, significant attention was placed on “mark-to-market,” or fair value, account-
ing, including the effect of applying the fair value standard to report the value of
impaired securities. The controversy reflected, in part, the difficulty of determining
the fair value of assets or liabilities in illiquid markets. It also reflected the concern
that the accounting for problem assets held by financial institutions, including
loans, was “procyclical” and may have exacerbated the crisis (even though loan
losses are generally not measured at fair value).

While such determinations had been required in previous downturns, this was the
first occasion in which a new standard for determining fair value, FAS 157,1 was
in effect. It is important to note that FAS 157, issued in 2006, did not introduce
mark-to-market or fair value accounting and did not expand the range of items that
are required to be, or permitted to be, measured at fair value. Rather, FAS 157 im-
proves the consistency and comparability of fair value measurements within GAAP
by more clearly defining fair value, establishing a framework for measuring fair
value measurements, and expanding disclosures about a company’s required fair
value measurements.

In 2008, the SEC conducted a comprehensive study on mark-to-market accounting
and submitted a report to Congress detailing its findings on fair value accounting.
The report concluded that fair value accounting was not a primary cause of the cri-
sis. The study also included recommendations on how to improve fair value require-
ments, including the need for improved guidance on the determination of fair value
in illiquid markets and the reporting of impairments. The FASB made these im-
provements in late 2008 and early 2009 by issuing three FASB Staff Positions. 2

Since April 2009, the FASB has made additional targeted amendments to fair
value guidance to address the following:

1FASB Statement No. 157, Fair Value Measurements (September 2006), as codified in Topic
820 of the FASB Accounting Standards Codification®.

2FASB Staff Position FAS 157-3, Determining the Fair Value of a Financial Asset When the
Market for That Asset Is Not Active (October 2008); FASB Staff Position FAS 157-4, Deter-
mining Fair Value When the Volume and Level of Activity for the Asset or Liability Have Sig-
nificantly Decreased and Identifying Transactions That Are Not Orderly (April 2009); FASB
Staff Position FAS 115-2 and FAS 124-2, Recognition and Presentation of Other-Than-Tem-
porary Impairments (April 2009). These staff positions have been codified in various topics of
the FASB Accounting Standards Codification®.
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a. How to measure liabilities at fair value;3
b. How to measure investments in certain companies that calculate Net Asset
Value per Share; 4 and

c¢. How to improve disclosures about fair value measurements. 5

In addition, in conjunction with the FASB and the IASB convergence efforts (dis-
cussed below), the FASB and the IASB have developed a converged definition of fair
value and common requirements for measuring fair value and for disclosing infor-
mation about fair value measurements. To that end, the FASB plans to issue minor
amendments to existing GAAP requirements in April 2011. The amendments in this
convergence project will explain how to measure fair value but will not expand the
range of items that are required or permitted to be measured at fair value.

Off-Balance Sheet Financing

In 2008 and 2009, the FASB completed projects to improve accounting and disclo-
sure requirements for the areas that caused the greatest concern about off-balance
sheet financings. In 2008, the FASB completed a project that requires a company
to make additional disclosures about the extent of its continuing involvement with
assets no longer reported on its balance sheet and its involvement with special-pur-
pose entities (SPEs). 6 Those disclosures became effective for calendar year end com-
panies in 2008. The FASB then completed a project to amend the accounting guid-
ance to provide greater transparency to investors about transfers (sales) of financial
assets and a company’s continuing involvement with such assets (FAS 166).7 The
FASB also improved disclosures of a company’s involvements with SPEs and tight-
ened the requirements governing when such entities should be consolidated (FAS
167).8 FAS 166 and 167 were issued in June 2009 and became effective in January
2010.

In issuing Statements 166 and 167, the FASB provided necessary improvements
to the accounting and reporting of securitizations and other involvements with
SPEs. Before FAS 166 and 167, companies were required to consolidate an SPE only
if they had the majority of risks and/or rewards of that entity. However, in making
this determination, companies used complex mathematical calculations that often
excluded key risks, such as liquidity risk. Consequently, some companies were able
to structure transactions to avoid consolidating entities in which they retained sig-
nificant continuing risks and obligations.

FAS 166 and 167 significantly improve the disclosure standards for companies in-
volved with SPEs. Under the new standards, companies that control the most sig-
nificant activities of the entity and are exposed to the benefits or losses of the entity
are required to report the assets and liabilities on their financial statements. The
improved accounting standards will put investors in a better position to determine
who will ultimately bear the losses and reap the rewards of SPEs.

Since the issuance of FAS 166 and 167, the FASB has made one additional tar-
geted amendment to consolidation guidance. As originally drafted, the new stand-
ards would have required investment managers and other similar entities to consoli-
date certain funds that they manage upon adoption of FAS 167. After considering
all of the feedback received on this issue, the FASB decided to temporarily defer
%}Aes ﬁffsctive date of FAS 167 for those entities in order to study the issue with the

The FASB plans to issue a proposal in May 2011 that would amend the consolida-
tion guidance, further clarifying when a company with decision-making power over
a SPE should be required to consolidate. The proposal also would eliminate the de-
ferral of the guidance in FAS 167 for investment managers and other similar enti-
ties.

3FASB Accounting Standards Update No. 2009-05, Fair Value Measurements and Disclosures
(Topic 820) Measuring Liabilities at Fair Value (August 2009).

4FASB Accounting Standards Update No. 2009-12, Fair Value Measurements and Disclosures
(Topic 820): Investments in Certain Entities That Calculate Net Asset Value per Share (or Its
Equivalent) (September 2009).

5FASB Accounting Standards Update No. 2010-06, Fair Value Measurements and Disclosures
(Topic 820): Improving Disclosures about Fair Value Measurements (January 2010).

6 FASB Staff Position FAS 140-4 and FIN 46(R)-8, Disclosures by Public Entities (Enterprises)
about Transfers of Financial Assets and Interests in Variable Interest Entities (December 2008).

7FASB Statement No. 166, Accounting for Transfers of Financial Assets—an amendment of
FASB Statement No. 140 (June 2009), as codified in Topic 860 of the FASB Accounting Stand-
ards Codification®.

8FASB Statement No. 167, Amendments to FASB Interpretation No. 46(R) (June 2009), as
codified in Topic 810 of the FASB Accounting Standards Codification®.

9FASB Accounting Standards Update No. 2010-10, Consolidation (Topic 810): Amendments
for Certain Investment Funds (February 2010).
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In addition to the projects outlined above, the FASB is revising the accounting
standard for determining when a repurchase agreement should be accounted for as
a sale or as a financing. The Board has determined that the existing criterion per-
taining to an exchange of collateral should not be a determining factor when ac-
counting for a repurchase agreement transaction. The FASB plans to issue this
amendment in May 2011.

Disclosures About Risk

Disclosures are an integral part of a company’s financial statements and provide
information that is critical to an investor’s ability to understand a company’s risk
exposures. The financial crisis revealed that disclosures about (a) fair value meas-
urements, (b) credit risk, and (c) derivatives and other financial instruments needed
to be enhanced to provide investors with a complete portrait of a company’s risk ex-
posure. To address this problem, the FASB issued several standards over the past
few years.

Disclosures About Fair Value Measurements. Timely and transparent information
about fair value measurements and asset impairments is critically important, espe-
cially in illiquid markets. To improve disclosures in those areas, the FASB issued
three standards in early 2009. The first standard requires that the fair value disclo-
sures previously made on an annual basis by public companies now be made on a
quarterly basis. 19 Similarly, the second standard requires companies to make quali-
tative disclosures that give investors insight into how a company performs its fair
value measurements on a quarterly instead of an annual basis. ! Additionally, the
third standard allows separate presentation of the credit-related and non- credit-re-
lated impairments of debt securities that were not intended to be sold and for which
the entity could recover the decline in value by holding the securities.!2 These
amendments also enhance the nature and frequency of information disclosed about
debt and equity securities in unrealized loss positions and about whether or not an
other-than-temporary impairment had been recognized. Together, this guidance en-
sures more frequent and detailed information reporting about fair value changes in
securities.

In 2008 and 2009, FASB received many comments from users of financial state-
ments requesting enhanced disclosures about a company’s fair value measurements.
Accordingly, the FASB issued guidance in January 2010 to address user concerns. 13
The guidance requires a company to disclose the following:

a. Significant transfers between Levels 1 and 2 (levels of fair value measurement
based on availability of inputs);

b. Activity within Level 3 fair value measurements during a period (assets using
significant unobservable inputs when measuring fair value are Level 3 assets);
and

c. Valuation techniques and inputs to fair value measurements.

The guidance also requires a company to disaggregate its fair value measurement
disclosures by class of asset or liability.

Disclosures About Credit Risk. Many banks voluntarily provide some disclosures
about the credit quality of their loan portfolios. However, in the past, investors have
commented to the FASB that many banks provide these disclosures too late in the
credit cycle—after significant problems have been identified. In addition, the extent
of these disclosures and their information content varies significantly. To address
these concerns, the FASB issued guidance in December 2005 to emphasize that non-
traditional loans, such as interest-only loans, option adjustable-rate mortgages, and
loans with high loan-to-value ratios, could significantly increase an institution’s ex-
posure to credit risk and consequently must be disclosed under existing stand-

10 FASB Staff Position FAS 107-1 and APB 28-1, Interim Disclosures about Fair Value of Fi-
nancial Instruments (April 2009), as codified in various Topics of the FASB Accounting Stand-
ards Codification®.

11FASB Staff Position FAS 157-4, Determining Fair Value When the Volume and Level of
Activity for the Asset or Liability Have Significantly Decreased and Identifying Transactions
That Are Not Orderly (April 2009), as codified in Topic 820 of the FASB Accounting Standards
Codification®.

12FASB Staff Position FAS 115-2 and FAS 124-2, Recognition and Presentation of Other-
Than-Temporary Impairments (April 2009), as codified in various Topics of the FASB Account-
ing Standards Codification®.

13FASB Accounting Standards Update No. 2010-06, Fair Value Measurements and Disclo-
sures (Topic 820): Improving Disclosures about Fair Value Measurements (January 2010).
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ards. 14 The FASB also issued a standard in July 2010 to enhance transparency
about risks associated with traditional as well as nontraditional loans.15 That
standard requires banks to disclose information that enables investors to under-
stand the nature of credit risk inherent in a bank’s loan portfolio; monitor changes
in the credit quality of a bank’s loan portfolios over time; and understand how those
changes are reflected in the bank’s allowance for loan losses. That standard also re-
quires a bank to disaggregate its credit quality disclosures by class of asset.

Disclosures About Derivatives and Other Financial Instruments. Both the use and
complexity of derivative instruments and hedging activities increased significantly
in the years leading up to the financial crisis. FAS 133,16 which became effective
in 2000, established accounting requirements for derivative instruments and hedg-
ing activities. While FAS 133 significantly improved the accounting for derivatives
by requiring them to be measured at fair value, its disclosure requirements did not
enable users to fully understand why a company uses derivatives and how those de-
rivatives affect its financial statements. In March 2008, the FASB issued FAS 161 17
to address these concerns. Under FAS 161, a company must disclose qualitative and
quantitative information about how and why the company uses derivative instru-
ments, the volume of the company’s derivative activity, and the impact of derivative
instruments on the company’s financial position, performance, and cash flows.

To further enhance the disclosure requirements in FAS 161, the FASB issued a
FASB Staff Position in September 2008. 18 This additional guidance requires sellers
of credit derivatives to disclose the nature of the credit derivative (including its
term, the reason for entering into the credit derivative, the events that would re-
quire the seller to perform under the credit derivative, and the current status of its
payment/performance risk), the maximum amount of potential future payments the
seller could be required to make under the credit derivative, the fair value of the
derivative, and the nature of any recourse provisions that would enable the seller
to recover from third parties any of the amounts paid under the credit derivative
and any related collateral held.

In May 2008, the FASB issued FAS 16319 to address inconsistencies in accounting
for financial guarantee contracts by insurance companies (for example, monoline in-
surers). In addition to addressing those inconsistencies, FAS 163 requires insurance
companies to provide expanded disclosures about financial guarantee insurance con-
tracts. Those disclosures primarily focus on the information used by the insurance
company to evaluate credit deterioration in its insured financial obligations (for ex-
ample, how a company groups and monitors its insured financial obligations and fi-
nancial information about each grouping).

Convergence Efforts

The FASB is working with the IASB to develop converged accounting standards
in several key areas through a collaborative due process. We agree with the G20
and many others that in a global economy, investors should be able to rely on one
set of high-quality accounting standards. The FASB’s and the IASB’s target date to
complete deliberations on three priority projects—financial instruments, leasing,
and revenue recognition—is June 30, 2011. Although it is an ambitious target, we
have recently prioritized our agenda and are redeploying resources to these high-
priority convergence projects. While the FASB is committed to working hard to de-
velop improved, converged, and sustainable standards quickly, we are equally com-
mitted to making sure that, first and foremost, the standards result in improved fi-
nancial information for investors and that companies and auditors understand the
new requirements and can implement them in an orderly manner.

14FASB Staff Position SOP 94-6-1, Terms of Loan Products That May Give Rise to a Con-
centration of Credit Risk (December 2005), as codified in Topics 825 and 310 of the FASB Ac-
counting Standards Codification®.

15FASB Accounting Standards Update No. 2010-20, Receivables (Topic 310): Disclosures
abou§ the Credit Quality of Financing Receivables and the Allowance for Credit Losses (July
2010).

16 FASB Statement No. 133, Accounting for Derivative Instruments and Hedging Activities
(June 1998), as codified in Topic 815 of the FASB Accounting Standards Codification®.

17FASB Statement No. 161, Disclosures about Derivative Instruments and Hedging Activi-
ties—an amendment of FASB Statement No. 133 (March 2008), as codified in Topic 815 of the
FASB Accounting Standards Codification®.

18 FASB Staff Position FAS 133-1 and FIN 45-4, Disclosures about Credit Derivatives and
Certain Guarantees: An Amendment of FASB Statement No. 133 and FASB Interpretation No.
45; and Clarification of the Effective Date of FASB Statement No. 161 (September 2008), as
codified in Topics 815 and 460 of the FASB Accounting Standards Codification®.

19FASB Statement No. 163, Accounting for Financial Guarantee Insurance Contracts—an in-
terpretation of FASB Statement No. 60 (May 2008), as codified in Topic 944 of the FASB Ac-
counting Standards Codification®.
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With the comment period on those projects now closed, the FASB and the IASB
are in the process of reviewing stakeholder input. The volume of feedback is impres-
sive, and many issues have been identified. The FASB and the IASB plan to work
through all of the issues methodically and thoughtfully. These standards go to the
core of a company’s key operating metrics, and we are committed to ensuring that
stakeholders have ample opportunities to comment on proposed changes or possible
implementation issues before the standards are finalized.

A brief update on the key convergence projects follows.

Accounting for Financial Instruments

One of the FASB’s and the IASB’s top priorities is improving, simplifying, and
converging the accounting for financial instruments. In May 2010, the FASB pub-
lished a proposal that aims to provide a more timely and full description of a com-
pany’s involvement in financial instruments. Since the release of the proposal, the
FASB has continued its deliberations about how (a) to classify and measure finan-
cial instruments, (b) to account for impairments (loan loss provisioning), and (c) to
improve reporting of hedging activities.

The FASB and the IASB share a goal of issuing comprehensive improvements to
the current standards that will foster international comparability of financial infor-
mation about financial instruments. The Boards expect to achieve that goal by close-
ly coordinating the deliberations of issues arising in their separate standard-setting
projects.

In addition to the broader effort to converge financial instrument accounting
standards described above, the Boards decided to undertake a discrete joint project
to improve and converge the differences between International Financial Reporting
Standards (IFRS) and GAAP requirements relating to balance sheet netting of de-
rivative contracts and other financial instruments. This joint project was added in
response to stakeholders’ concerns (including those of the Basel Committee on Bank-
ing Supervision and the Financial Stability Board) about a major difference between
the balance sheets of U.S. financial institutions and their international counter-
parts.

Classification and Measurement of Financial Instruments. The May 2010 proposal
to amend the guidance on the classification and measurement of financial instru-
ments proposed a much greater use of fair value measurement for financial instru-
ments than exists under current accounting guidance. As part of its deliberative due
process, the FASB is in the process of considering the comments it has received
from stakeholders and redeliberating most aspects of the May 2010 Exposure Draft.
The vast majority of investors, reporting entities, and other stakeholders did not be-
lieve that fair value was the most appropriate measurement attribute for some fi-
nancial instruments in the balance sheet. They suggested various ways to enhance
the information through a more robust impairment approach and expanded disclo-
sures.

Based on that feedback, in its deliberations to date, the FASB has tentatively de-
cided that at least some assets should qualify for cost accounting based on the char-
acteristics of the instrument and the entity’s business strategy in holding them. The
Board is also considering whether changes in the fair value of such assets should
be recognized in other comprehensive income in certain circumstances. The FASB
is continuing to discuss these issues and will continue to further refine the criteria
for classifying financial instruments, as well as the application of those criteria to
certain financial instruments (such as hybrid instruments). Once the FASB decides
what changes, if any, it intends to make to its proposal, the FASB and the IASB
will identify any differences that remain between IFRS and GAAP requirements and
evaluate whether and how they might reduce the differences or otherwise enhance
comparability. We believe that we will complete the deliberations on this phase of
the project in the second quarter.

Impairments of Financial Instruments. The May 2010 proposal would require a
company to recognize the total credit losses expected to occur over the life of a finan-
cial asset “immediately” or at the first reporting date at or after the financial assets
are originated or purchased. Under current U.S. accounting requirements, an im-
pairment loss is not recognized until it is probable. In other words, under the
FASB’s proposal, a company would not wait until a loss is probable before recog-
nizing an impairment loss. Further, the proposal would require companies to assess
credit losses based on all available information about past events and existing condi-
tions but would not require consideration of potential future economic events beyond
the reporting date.

The FASB received extensive input from stakeholders about the impairment pro-
posal, most of which supported the development of a converged standard. Most com-
menters agreed with the proposal’s elimination of the “probable” threshold. How-
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ever, commenters expressed mixed views about the amount of the loss that should
be recognized. Some comments supported recognizing total expected credit losses im-
mediately, while others supported recognizing a portion of the credit losses expected
to occur over the life of a financial asset. Additionally, a majority of commenters
thought that the proposal should require all available information, including as-
sumptions about future conditions and events, to be considered.

In response to this feedback, the FASB and the IASB issued a joint supple-
mentary proposal in January 2011 that proposes a revised approach for an impair-
ment model for financial assets. Under the revised proposal, the amount and timing
of recognition would vary based on the credit characteristics of the financial asset,
specifically the degree of uncertainty about the collectability of cash flows. The
Boards’ aim is to consider the comments received on the revised approach and sub-
stantially complete deliberations related to this phase of the financial instruments
project in the second quarter.

Balance Sheet Netting

Balance sheet netting of derivative contracts and other financial instruments is
typically the most significant apparent difference between the balance sheets of fi-
nancial institutions that apply GAAP and the balance sheets of those that apply
IFRS. In January 2011, the Boards published a joint proposal to align this report-
ing. Under the proposal, companies that apply GAAP would no longer be able to
“net” derivatives and repurchase and reverse repurchase transactions in the balance
sheet. Consequently, companies may report significant increases in total assets and
total liabilities as a result of the proposed changes. The Boards plan to engage in
extensive consultations with interested parties to ensure all views are considered,
including holding public roundtables, after the end of the comment period on April
28, 2011. The Boards aim to substantially complete redeliberations by June 2011.

Conclusion

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a brief overview of the FASB and its
many pending projects. I would be pleased to answer any questions.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES L. KROEKER
CHIEF ACCOUNTANT, SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION

APRIL 6, 2011

Chairman Reed, Ranking Member Crapo, and Members of the Subcommittee, I
am Jim Kroeker, Chief Accountant of the Securities and Exchange Commission. I
serve as the principal advisor to the Commission on accounting and auditing mat-
ters. I appreciate the opportunity to testify today on behalf of the Commission re-
garding the role of the accounting profession in preventing another financial crisis.

Importance of Reliable Financial Reporting

Financial reporting plays a critical role in establishing and maintaining the con-
fidence of the investing public. The objective of financial reporting is to provide in-
formation useful to providers of capital in their decision-making processes. Informa-
tion provided to participants in our capital markets must be neutral, reliable, and
portray economic results in an accurate and faithful manner. Just as important,
participants must have confidence that this is in fact the case.

The U.S. system of financial reporting has long been considered a major asset of
our capital markets. The prominence and reputation of the U.S. capital markets are
directly linked to our system’s ongoing commitment to high-quality, accurate finan-
cial reporting. This commitment provides investors with confidence, helping to mini-
mize the cost of capital from uncertainty or suspicion as to an issuer’s economic fun-
damentals and prospects. Reliable financial reporting becomes even more important
in a financial crisis, when concerns about a company’s fundamentals are most acute.

The Federal securities laws mandate an independent audit according to specified
standards by qualified professionals in order to provide assurance as to the faithful-
ness and integrity of the financial reporting presented. An audit by an independent
public accountant is key to investor confidence and the functioning of our capital
markets, and independent audits have long been recognized as important to credible
and reliable financial reporting.

The Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 established the Public Company Accounting
Oversight Board (PCAOB) under the Commission’s oversight to supplement the
Commission’s role in overseeing the audits of public companies. The PCAOB reg-
isters, inspects, sets standards for, and, where appropriate, disciplines auditors in
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its focused mission to protect the interests of investors and further the public inter-
est in the preparation of informative, accurate, and independent audit reports.

This enhanced and independent oversight of the auditing profession is intended
to provide tangible investor benefits through improvements to the quality of audits
and thus financial reporting as a direct result. The Commission recently appointed
three new board members: Lew Ferguson, Jay Hanson and its new Chairman, Jim
Doty, who I am pleased to be joining on this panel today. They join Dan Goelzer,
who recently served as Acting Chairman prior to Chairman Doty’s appointment, and
Steve Harris. We are appreciative of the work of the outgoing Board members who
recently finished their terms, and we look forward to the newly constituted Board
continuing the mission of protecting investors.

The Financial Crisis

The recent financial crisis resulted in the deepest economic recession since per-
haps the Great Depression. What started with defaults on subprime loans quickly
spread to illiquid markets for many types of financial instruments and ultimately
affected many companies around the world.

As the financial crisis unfolded, regulators responded to financial reporting issues
and auditing developments as they arose. For example, the SEC’s Division of Cor-
poration Finance published several “Dear CFO” letters from 2008 to 2010 to remind
preparers of their responsibilities on a wide range of issues from fair value account-
ing to loss accruals and related disclosure. In 2008, the SEC staff and FASB staff
jointly issued guidance on the application of fair value measurements. In addition,
the PCAOB issued several staff audit practice alerts between 2007 and 2010 high-
lighting emerging economic circumstances of the financial crisis that affected how
auditors conduct audits. Topics raised in the practice alerts included auditing fair
value measurements, financial estimates, adequacy of disclosures, and ability to con-
tinue as a going concern. The PCAOB also issued a report that detailed observations
of PCAOB inspectors across firms on audit risk areas affected by the financial crisis.

As our Nation emerges from the financial crisis, we have both an opportunity and
a responsibility to learn from it. This includes considering what lessons can be
learned about the role of the independent auditor.

Role of the Auditor

A financial statement audit is designed to provide the auditor with reasonable as-
surance (which is a high level of assurance) that a company’s financial statements
are presented fairly, in all material respects, in conformity with generally accepted
accounting principles (GAAP). The work performed in an audit enables the audit
firm to opine on the company’s financial statements taken as a whole. In exercising
this vital function, auditors play a key role with respect to one particular type of
risk: the risk of material misstatement in financial statements reported to investors,
or “financial reporting risk.”

When we look specifically at the role of the auditor, it is critical to distinguish
between financial reporting risk and other risks, such as business and operational
risks, which may affect a company and impact investment decisions. While auditors
must understand these risks to the extent that they impact financial reporting risk,
the auditor’s procedures and communications are not designed to specifically ad-
dress risks other than financial reporting risk or to make judgments about the mer-
its of a company’s business strategies. An audit is not designed, nor can it or should
it be designed, to take all risk out of investing. Audits are instead designed to attest
to the accuracy of financial statements in accordance with established accounting
standards to provide investors with reliable financial information they can use in
making investment decisions.

Focusing, then, on financial reporting risk, there is reason to consider the extent
to which improper, fraudulent, or inadequate financial reporting relating to GAAP
reported results or to disclosures outside of the audited financial statements played
a role in the financial crisis. SEC enforcement teams continue to pursue cases stem-
ming from actions that contributed to the financial crisis, following settled enforce-
ment actions involving Countrywide Financial, American Home Mortgage, New Cen-
tury, IndyMac Bancorp, and Citigroup.

When poorly performed audits contribute to or fail to detect financial reporting
abuses, there are existing mechanisms for dealing with such misconduct, including
SEC or PCAOB enforcement actions. For our part, we will continue to prosecute
those who fail to comply with their obligations.

We are considering whether audits performed during the financial crisis complied
with the current standards and rules. Particularly, given the lack of confidence ex-
pressed by some investors during the financial crisis, we and the PCAOB are ac-
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tively working to determine how standards can be improved. Moreover, we are look-
ing further to determine how the role of the auditor can be improved.

Improvements in Audits

Root Causes of Auditing Deficiencies

As T previously mentioned, the PCAOB issued a report detailing the observations
of its inspectors on audit risk areas affected by the financial crisis. This report pro-
vided observations of financial reporting risk areas and related audit deficiencies
across audit firms. While such reports represent a meaningful step to providing in-
vestors, auditors, audit committees, and others with information about audit qual-
ity, there is more work to be done to identify and address the underlying causes
of the deficiencies.

One such area relates to identifying the root causes of auditing deficiencies. The
PCAODB’s inspection program has played an important role in improving audit qual-
ity at inspected firms. At the end of each firm inspection, the PCAOB issues a re-
port that details audit deficiencies noted during the inspection. We continue to work
with the PCAOB to support their efforts to identify and consider the root causes of
recurring audit deficiencies. Being able to identify these causes has the potential to
improve implementation and maintenance of appropriate quality controls, as well as
to identify areas where auditing standards need to be improved.

Auditing Standards

The PCAOB has implemented processes, including the establishment of its Stand-
ing Advisory Group as contemplated by the Sarbanes-Oxley Act, where the Board
performs regular outreach to investors, preparers, and auditors to seek input on a
variety of topics, including its standard-setting activities. That outreach has been
considered by the Board in adopting its recently issued standards, including eight
standards that deal with the auditor’s assessment and response to risks of material
misstatement. The new risk assessment standards also emphasize considerations of
fraud throughout the audit and the importance of auditing disclosures.

Auditor’s Reporting Model

The project relating to the auditor’s reporting model is a particularly important
initiative of the PCAOB’s standard-setting agenda. Some investors have raised ques-
tions about the sufficiency of information they receive from auditors, including
whether investors could benefit from additional early warnings from auditors. The
PCAOB’s project, which also has been taken up by other standard setters around
the world, is to look at the content of the auditor’s report. The goal of this project
is to understand whether there is information investors are not getting from audi-
tors today that would be useful in making investment decisions. A related question
is who should be the appropriate party to provide that information to investors.
That is, is this information the auditor should be providing, or is this information
from management or the audit committee that needs to be addressed? Other ques-
tions include the form and manner in which investors receive such information.

Auditing Considerations Around the Globe

International Inspections

The ability of the PCAOB to inspect foreign registered firms that audit issuers
in the U.S. capital markets is a significant aspect of an effective auditor oversight
regime. Section 981 of the Dodd-Frank Act allows the PCAOB to share information
with its foreign counterparts. As a result of that statutory change, coupled with the
hard work by the PCAOB and its counterpart in the United Kingdom, the PCAOB
has been able to reach an agreement to resume inspections there. In light of the
importance of inspections, we have been working with the PCAOB in their ongoing
efforts to reach similar agreements with additional regulatory bodies in those loca-
tions where inspections are not currently being performed.

Other Standard Setters and Regulators

Interest in the role of auditors in the financial reporting system is not limited to
U.S. regulators and standard setters. For example, the European Commission and
the U.K’’s Financial Reporting Council also have projects underway to consider, for
example, audit policy matters and the role of auditors and audit committees. Some
of the ideas being explored are ideas that have been previously incorporated into
the U.S. capital markets. For example, as a result of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act, the
United States already has provisions for audit partner rotation and for listed compa-
nies to have an independent audit committee appoint the independent auditor.
Nonetheless, these international undertakings have sparked interesting dialogue
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and debate, and it is important that we explore all reasonable ideas to improve
audit quality for the sake of investor protection and the financial system as a whole.

Accounting

Because the role of the auditor is so directly tied to the accounting standards
themselves, the recent financial crisis also provides us with the opportunity to ex-
amine whether accounting standards could be improved. I am pleased also to be
here today with the FASB Chairman, Leslie Seidman. The financial crisis high-
lighted the type of information that investors, regulators, and other users of finan-
cial reports need to see reported on a company’s financial statements. My office re-
quested in January 2008 that the FASB improve financial reporting for many
financings, securitizations, and other transactions that previously had not been con-
solidated on the balance sheet. This request was consistent with the leadership
shown by this Subcommittee and Chairman Reed in the 2008 hearing on Trans-
parency in Accounting and Proposed Changes to Accounting for Off-Balance Sheet
Entities. The existing standards were in need of improvement regarding what com-
panies should be reporting as their own assets and liabilities, and we believed im-
mediate action was needed. The President’s Working Group on Financial Markets
made similar recommendations in March 2008.

In response, the FASB completed a major standard-setting initiative for the ac-
counting of financial asset transfers and consolidation. These requirements became
effective for reporting 2010 results. A critical component of these reforms was to
eliminate the previous exemption for so-called “qualifying special purpose entities.”
This structure was used for many securitizations. This so-called “scope exception”
had grown beyond its original purpose, and the FASB determined to place all
secl.ilr{tization structures and other structured entities under a single accounting
model.

The new model addresses concerns that accounting and consolidation determina-
tions were too often based on complex mathematical calculations rather than a more
qualitative, objectives-based analysis. This was consistent with a Commission staff
study in response to the Sarbanes-Oxley Act on appropriate models for accounting.
In addition, recognizing that it is not possible to predict each type of structure that
could be created to circumvent or otherwise avoid the new consolidation guidance,
the FASB included a general protective measure that nonsubstantive terms, trans-
actions, and arrangements are to be disregarded when applying the consolidation
criteria.

The new standards also require a number of new disclosures that are designed
to provide better information about a company’s exposure to risks, regardless of
whether that asset or liability is recorded on the balance sheet. Among other disclo-
sure requirements, companies are required to disclose the significant judgments and
assumptions made in forming their consolidation determinations.

These new standards should enhance financial reporting transparency. However,
Commission staff will continue to monitor their effectiveness. This includes not only
guarding against attempts to circumvent the new model, but also relaying to the
FASB, based on our experience with the resulting reporting, further refinements
that may be needed.

Continuing Improvements to Accounting Standards

The FASB and the International Accounting Standards Board (IASB) are working
on joint projects to improve financial reporting and eliminate unnecessary dif-
ferences between U.S. GAAP and International Financial Reporting Standards
(IFRS) in a number of key areas. The FASB has made significant progress towards
completion of a project to improve and simplify accounting for financial assets and
related impairments. As the FASB and IASB move forward, there are two funda-
mental issues that have been raised as a result of the crisis: (1) was there in fact
compliance with existing accounting and disclosure requirements; and (2) what im-
provements could be made to what is required to be reported in an issuer’s financial
statements to assure that they reflect an entity’s financial condition. The result of
the FASB’s and IASB’s work also is extremely important to the Commission’s own
consideration of whether to incorporate IFRS into the financial reporting system for
U.S. issuers.

The Commission staff will continue to review companies’ accounting and reporting
practices to determine if companies are complying with existing requirements and
to determine whether changes to those requirements are warranted. As Chairman
Schapiro testified last year before the full Committee, we will take appropriate ac-
tion where we find that companies are improperly reporting their financial condi-
tion. We also will continue to consider whether existing disclosure requirements are
adequate to provide full and transparent disclosure.
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Conclusion

One of the most significant lessons from the recent financial crises was the same
one that led to the philosophy of this country’s commitment to securities regulation
over 75 years ago. That is, when pressures are highest, and investor confidence has
the greatest potential to be shaken by uncertainty, the importance of transparent,
objectively audited financial reporting to investors, and an independent and objec-
tive system to establish standards for such reporting, are necessary and critical
components to both short term and long term success. Working with the FASB and
the PCAOB, we will diligently continue to look for ways to improve the financial
reporting system.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ANTON R. VALUKAS
CHAIRMAN, JENNER & BLOCK LLP

APRIL 6, 2011

Dear Chairman Reed, Ranking Member Crapo, and Members of the Committee,
I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you to address what role the account-
ing profession can play in helping to prevent another financial crisis. I address this
question primarily from the perspective of my role as the Examiner in the Lehman
Brothers bankruptcy proceeding.

I want to emphasize at the outset that I did not make any finding as to whether
regulators or auditors necessarily could have prevented Lehman’s collapse. Lehman
failed in part because it was unable to retain the confidence of its lenders and
counterparties and because it did not have sufficient liquidity. Lehman was unable
to maintain confidence because it made a series of business decisions that left it
with heavy concentrations of illiquid assets with deteriorating values, such as resi-
dential and commercial real estate. The extent to which Lehman’s demise was, in
part, the function of any act or failure to act by the auditors is a question we must
leave for the courts.

Lehman’s executives—not regulators or auditors—made the decision to load up on
illiquid assets. Lehman’s executives—not regulators or auditors—were responsible
in the first instance for preparing fair and accurate financial reports. I found that
Lehman’s decision not to disclose to the public a fair and accurate picture of its fi-
nancial condition gave rise to colorable claims against senior officers who oversaw
and certified misleading financial statements.

Nevertheless, and wholly apart from the claims involving Lehman’s auditors, we
must recognize the general principle that auditors serve a critical role in the proper
functioning of public companies and financial markets. Boards of Directors and
audit committees are entitled to rely on external auditors to serve as watchdogs—
to be important gatekeepers who provide an independent check on management.
And the investing public is entitled to believe that a “clean” report from an inde-
pendent auditor stands for something. The public has every right to conclude that
auditors who hold themselves out as independent will stand up to management and
not succumb to pressure to avoid rocking the boat.

I found that colorable claims exist against Lehman’s external auditor in connec-
tion with Lehman’s issuance of materially misleading financial reports. As I ex-
plained in my Report:

[IIn this Report a colorable claim is one for which the Examiner has found
that there is sufficient credible evidence to support a finding by a trier of
fact. The Examiner is not the ultimate decision maker; whether claims are
in fact valid will be for the triers of fact to whom claims are presented. The
identification of a claim by the Examiner as colorable does not preclude the
existence of defenses and is not a prediction as to how a court or a jury
may resolve any untested legal, factual, or credibility issues.

If Lehman had earlier presented a fair and accurate picture of its financial condi-
tion, regulators and Lehman’s Board may have had a fighting chance to make need-
ed corrections or arrange for a smoother landing. As there is litigation pending
against some of the individuals and entities covered by my findings, it would not
be appropriate for me to comment directly on any issues that will have to be decided
by the courts. There are, however, important lessons that can be gleaned as to how
auditors can help prevent another financial crisis.

In Lehman’s final months, two issues were of critical importance: leverage and li-
quidity. In both instances the system broke down. Information given to the investing
public was misleading or inaccurate, and opportunities to identify severe problems
were missed.
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Leverage: Lehman’s Balance Sheet Manipulation

Beginning in 2007, market observers began demanding that investment banks re-
duce their leverage. Lehman knew that if it did not reduce leverage it would suffer
a ratings downgrade, which would have an immediate and tangible monetary im-
pact. Paolo Tonucci, Lehman’s Global Treasurer, recognized in 2007 that ratings
agencies were “most interested and focused on leverage.” In early 2008, Erin Callan,
Lehman’s CFO, noted that reducing leverage was necessary to “win back the con-
fidence of the market, lenders, and investors.”

Lehman’s CEO Richard Fuld knew that Lehman had to improve its net leverage
ratio by selling inventory, but by mid-2007, much of Lehman’s inventory had become
“sticky”—difficult to sell without incurring substantial losses. As detailed in my Re-
port, Lehman opted to create a perception of reducing its net leverage ratio through
increased use of a device known as “Repo 105.”

Lehman repeatedly and heavily relied on Repo 105 transactions to temporarily re-
move—and I emphasize temporarily—some $50 billion off of Lehman’s balance sheet
right at quarter end. Lehman undertook $38.6 billion, $49.1 billion, and $50.38 bil-
lion of Repo 105 transactions at quarter end fourth quarter 2007, first quarter 2008,
and second quarter 2008, respectively. Lehman executives described this accounting
device as a “gimmick,” “window dressing,” and a “drug we r on.” Martin Kelly, Leh-
man’s former Global Financial Controller, stated unequivocally that there was “no
substance to the transactions.” $50 billion of transactions with no business purpose.
I uncovered ample contemporaneous evidence that the sole purpose of these trans-
actions was to make the published balance sheets look better than they actually
were. To make matters worse, these transactions not only lacked any affirmative
business purpose but required Lehman to pay a premium for the privilege of mask-
ing its true financial condition.

Without getting into specifics as to contested issues that might be involved in liti-
gation, there is no serious dispute that Lehman’s external auditor was aware of
Lehman’s Repo 105 accounting policy and was aware of an allegation that Lehman
had used that policy to move $50 billion temporarily off the books at quarter end.

Lehman did not publicly disclose that it used $50 billion of these transactions at
quarter end. Whether due to gaps in professional audit standards or a failure to fol-
low those standards, the result is the same: the external auditor did not object when
Lehman omitted any reference to these transactions in its public filings.

I found colorable claims that Lehman did not merely mislead by omission. Leh-
man represented to the investing public that it had worked to lower its net leverage
ratio: Lehman stated in its Management Discussion and Analysis (MD&A) that net
leverage is “more meaningful” than a simple leverage ratio. Lehman’s statement
that the net leverage ratio was a “more meaningful” measurement of leverage was
misleading because that ratio was not an accurate indicator of Lehman’s actual le-
verage, and in fact, understated Lehman’s leverage significantly. I found that suffi-
cient evidence exists for a judge or jury to find that Lehman’s reported net leverage
ratio was materially misleading.

In analyzing what steps could help avoid similar misstatements or omissions in
the future, it should be noted that rules in place at the time required that an
MD&A include an analysis of known material trends, events, demands, commit-
ments, and uncertainties. Existing regulations required registrants to discuss
known trends involving their liquidity and capital resources, specifically including
off-balance sheet financing arrangements. The same regulations specified that a reg-
istrant should discuss, among other things, the “nature and business purpose to the
registrant of such off-balance sheet arrangements.” As we have seen, Lehman’s off-
ba%oeince sheet arrangement had no business purpose. Lehman did not so advise the
public.

SEC guidance also stated that an MD&A should describe “unusual events and
transactions” to help identify apparent trends. Lehman did not disclose the unusual
nature of the Repo 105 transactions or the trend that Lehman’s net leverage ratio
only temporarily fell just when it was time to issue public reports.

Lehman’s auditor maintained that Repo 105 transactions were but one of numer-
ous end-of-quarter transactions that investment banks do to make their balance
sheets look better. The auditor maintained that there is nothing remarkable about
Repo 105 and that an auditor’s only role with respect thereto is to make sure the
accounting is correct. If the accounting is correct, the auditor maintained, it does
not matter if the transactions are being done as a means to manipulate net lever-
age. The auditor further asserted that Lehman engaged in substantial volumes of
other off-balance sheet transactions that a reader of Lehman’s financial statements
would not know about, and that those transactions dwarfed the Repo 105 trans-
actions.
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Lehman’s external auditor further stated that net leverage ratio is not a GAAP
measure expected to be included in financial statements and that disclosures of
Repo 105 activity were not required at the time of Lehman’s financial reports. With
respect to MD&A issues, the external auditor stated that it is not responsible unless
(i) the numbers contained in the MD&A were inconsistent with the numbers in the
financial statements; (ii) there is a material inconsistency between the MD&A and
financial statements; or (iii) the auditor knew that information in the MD&A was
materially misleading. The auditor asserted that none of those scenarios applied to
the Lehman MD&A, and that the MD&A is the responsibility of management and
disclosure counsel.

Whether the auditor correctly understood its responsibilities is for a trier of fact
to decide, but a few points are abundantly clear: Ratings agencies and senior Leh-
man executives well understood the critical importance of Lehman’s leverage to the
investing public; the auditor did not qualify its opinion in any way or advise the
Board of the end-of-period Repo 105 transactions; and the public traded millions of
Lehman’s shares without knowledge of the extent or purpose of Lehman’s end-of-
period Repo 105 transactions.

Lehman’s Liquidity Pool

The inadequacy of Lehman’s liquidity pool—the cash, Government securities and
other high-quality assets that Lehman set aside for its known funding needs—
played a key role in Lehman’s bankruptcy filing. Lehman represented in its regu-
latory filings and public disclosures that its liquidity pool was intended to cover ex-
pected cash outflows for 12 months in a stressed liquidity environment. Lehman re-
ported that its liquidity pool contained $34 billion at the end of the first quarter
of 2008, $45 billion at the end of the second quarter of 2008, and $42 billion at the
end of the third quarter of 2008. In all cases, Lehman represented that its liquidity
pool was unencumbered, meaning that it was composed of assets that could be
“monetized at short notice in all market environments.”

After Bear Stearns’ near collapse in March 2008, regulators, lenders and the in-
vesting public all looked to Lehman’s liquidity pool as a key indicator of Lehman’s
financial health. Though Lehman was well aware of this focus, it began to cut cor-
ners as clearing banks and overnight lenders sought increasing amounts of collat-
eral. By the summer of 2008, Lehman began to count in its liquidity pool assets it
had deposited or pledged to its clearing banks. In the days before Lehman’s bank-
ruptey filing, encumbered assets that likely could not have been converted to cash
quickly in a funding emergency comprised a significant portion of the pool.

Lehman never affirmatively advised its Board, the ratings agencies or the invest-
ing public of the billions of dollars of deposits and pledges that affected its liquidity
pool. At the same time, Lehman did not attempt to hide from the regulators what
it was doing. The SEC and the Fed each knew that significant amounts counted as
liquidity were in fact posted as comfort deposits in order for Lehman to do business;
the Fed knew that significant amounts counted as liquidity were in fact actually
pledges to lenders. The agencies internally disagreed with Lehman’s inclusion of
these amounts as liquidity, yet took no action to require Lehman to adjust its public
reporting of the numbers.

How could Lehman count deposits, pledged property and other encumbered assets
in its liquidity pool? The fault lies, of course, with Lehman itself and to some extent
with regulators for failing to regulate Lehman’s practices, but it did not help that
there was no consistent standard of what constitutes a liquid asset.

In the absence of a clear definition, Lehman and its regulators created their own.
For example, Mr. Tonucci stated that an asset monetizable in five days was suitable
for Lehman’s liquidity pool, although Lehman did not always comply with this defi-
nition. Other Lehman managers said they were unaware of a five-day rule. The SEC
applied a 24-hour test, meaning that to be considered liquid an asset had to be con-
vertible to cash in one day; however, the SEC rarely questioned whether certain
types of assets were appropriate for a liquidity pool. The Federal Reserve Bank of
New York (FRBNY) had no set rule for determining what assets were appropriate
for a liquidity pool; it evaluated pool assets on a case-by-case basis, noting that cer-
tain assets could be considered liquid if the clearing banks released their liens.
When the FRBNY calculated the amount of Lehman’s liquidity pool for its own pur-
poses, the FRBNY subtracted assets pledged to Lehman’s clearing banks from the
total amount of the liquidity pool, even though Lehman continued to count these
assets.

Lehman publicly discussed its liquidity pool because liquidity was essential to
maintaining the confidence of Lehman’s trading partners. On June 9, 2008—just
three months before declaring bankruptcy—Lehman announced its liquidity pool
was, at $45 billion, its “largest ever.” That same month one of Lehman’s clearing
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banks, Citibank, required that Lehman post $2 billion as a “comfort deposit,” as a
condition for Citi’s continued willingness to clear Lehman’s trades. Later in June,
Lehman posted $5 billion of collateral to JPMorgan, Lehman’s main clearing bank,
in response to an earlier demand by JPMorgan. Lehman continued to count vir-
tually all of these deposits in its reported liquidity pool.

On September 10, 2008—five days before it filed for bankruptcy—Lehman pub-
licly announced that its liquidity pool was holding steady at approximately $41 bil-
lion. By Friday, September 12, however, Lehman actually had less than $2 billion
of assets that could readily be turned into cash; it literally did not have sufficient
cash to open for business on Monday, and it filed for bankruptcy protection on Sep-
tember 15. We now know that Lehman’s report of a $41 billion liquidity pool on Sep-
tember 10 was off by tens of billions of dollars.

Lehman’s auditor stated that it was highly involved in monitoring Lehman’s li-
quidity pool. But when I asked if the auditor was aware of or had concerns with
Lehman’s inclusion of certain assets in the liquidity pool, the auditor stated that
the composition of the liquidity pool was a matter for the regulators, not the audi-
tor. Whether or not this description of responsibility is accurate, the bottom line is
that the auditor apparently did not check whether Lehman’s liquidity pool was in
the least bit liquid. And anyone who tried would have been faced with widely dis-
parate definitions of liquidity. Clear standards are needed to ensure that someone
other than the party in interest provides a check on whether liquidity pools are lig-
uid and can actually serve their intended purpose.

Lessons Learned

Lehman’s auditors maintained that Repo 105 transactions were permissible under
existing accounting rules and that existing accounting rules did not require any
analysis of the content of liquidity pools. Whether they are right about what the
rules did and did not require is a matter for litigation and is not for me to comment
on. But I can say that if the existing rules did not require better disclosure, this
Committee ought to consider filling that vacuum.

Lehman’s collapse and misleading disclosures offer a tragic example of a silo men-
tality, with no one taking responsibility for the entire farm. The Fed and the Treas-
ury were in a position to intervene but viewed the SEC as Lehman’s primary regu-
lator. Yet former SEC Chairman Cox told me that the SEC’s jurisdiction was limited
to Lehman’s broker-dealer subsidiary, not Lehman itself. To be fair, Chairman Cox’s
successor, Mary Schapiro, took a different view and acknowledged that mistakes
were made. But the point is that the consistent story I heard was that “it was not
my job.” It is important that someone be identified—with no ambiguity—and tasked
with the job of taking responsibility for financial oversight.

Lehman’s former Global Financial Controller Martin Kelly stated that he ex-
pressed his concern over Lehman’s undisclosed Repo 105 activity to consecutive Leh-
man CFOs (Erin Callan and Ian Lowitt), and warned each of them of the
“reputational risk” Lehman faced if its reliance on Repo 105 became known to the
public. Yet Mr. Kelly contended that it was the job of more senior officers to limit
or stop Lehman’s Repo 105 activity. Lehman’s outside disclosure counsel said he
was never told of Lehman’s Repo 105 activity, although some of the Lehman per-
sonnel he communicated with and relied upon knew about the Repo 105 trans-
actions and their effect on net leverage.

Ms. Callan stated that it was the job of controllers and auditors to determine
what came off the balance sheet at quarter-end. When she had to certify Lehman’s
financial statements, Ms. Callan said she relied upon subcertification by Chris
O’Meara, the previous CFO. When it came time for Mr. Lowitt to certify financial
statements, he said he relied upon Ms. Callan’s subcertification. Richard Fuld, Leh-
man’s former CEO, said that he relied upon Lehman’s Chief Legal Officer and CFOs
to inform him whether any information that should be in the financial statements
was missing before he would certify them.

So to review the bidding, Lehman’s senior executives weren’t responsible because
they relied on the auditors and other executives. The auditors weren’t responsible
because they relied on the executives and the lawyers. And the lawyers relied on
the executives. But the public—who rely on the financial statements—who do they
get to rely on?

Lehman’s external auditor erected several of its own silos. Representatives of the
auditor, including the lead auditor, stated the following:

e The auditor reviewed Lehman’s Repo 105 accounting policy, but not Lehman’s
Repo 105 practice. The auditor reviewed Lehman’s Repo 105 policy “on a theo-
retical level.”

e The auditor was not required to look at either the volume or timing of Lehman’s
Repo 105 transactions at quarter end.
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e The auditor does not have responsibility for the MD&A unless the numbers are
inconsistent with the financial statements, there is a material inconsistency be-
tween the MD&A and the financial statements, or if the auditor actually knew
that information in the MD&A was materially misleading. I understand this po-
sition to mean that, regardless of how apparent a materially misleading state-
ment may be, an auditor has no responsibility for the MD&A if it has not actu-
ally put two and two together.

e If the accounting is technically correct, it does not matter to the auditor if the
Repo 105 transactions were being done to manipulate net leverage. When I
asked if technical adherence to an accounting rule could nevertheless lead to
a material misstatement, the lead auditor stated, “You've got to ask an attor-
ney.”

e The auditor intended to perform additional tests regarding alleged balance
sheet manipulation as part of the annual audit, and was not required to do so
for the quarterly reviews.

I am not here to serve as judge and jury as to whether these interpretations of
an auditor’s duties are consistent with the professional standards. If they are, then
this Committee should consider whether the standards need to be revised. But I can
say that the end result was that Lehman’s auditor did not question Lehman’s non-
disclosure of Repo 105 accounting transactions or consider whether these trans-
actions were undertaken solely to dress up the balance sheet. Lehman’s auditor
never communicated anything about Repo 105 transactions to Lehman’s Audit Com-
mittee members even though the Audit Committee instructed the auditor to inves-
tigate allegations regarding the balance sheet made by a whistleblower.

My Report cites rules that require financial statements to be fair, accurate, and
not misleading, beyond including technically correct accounting. It is important to
emphasize that in the world of financial reporting, the whole is supposed to be
greater than the sum of the parts. If a mere recitation of numbers and technical
accounting masks a trend (such as billions of dollars coming off and on the balance
sheet at period end), the financial reports may not be fair and accurate. To the ex-
tent the existing rules are ambiguous, there should be rules that require the audi-
tors, before they issue an unqualified report to accompany financial statements, to
assure themselves that technical accounting procedures are not being used to ma-
nipulate material indicators like leverage. If the rules do not exist already, there
should be rules that require the auditors, before they issue an unqualified report,
to assure themselves that material issues like liquidity are accurately portrayed. If
auditors are not already required to determine whether the specific assets held out
to the public as liquid are in fact liquid, they should be. And to assist the auditors,
a common, concrete definition of liquidity for accounting purposes is needed.

This is a subject deserving of careful study. Common sense dictates that funda-
mental concepts like “net leverage” and “liquidity” should not be a function of ma-
nipulation and subterfuge. We need to have clear and understandable rules if we
are going to avoid these mistakes in the future.

Based on my experience from the Lehman investigation and several decades of
civil and criminal litigation, and in addition to the points raised above, I offer the
following suggestions for how auditors can help prevent the next financial crisis. I
will defer to the accounting experts and this Committee whether existing rules need
to be tightened in some of these areas or whether improvement lies in execution and
enforcement.

1. Do not marginalize the “whistleblower.” Auditors must take seriously and fully
analyze allegations of financial impropriety. Auditors face intense pressures to
conclude their analyses quickly in order to allow financial statements to be re-
leased on time but have an important responsibility to follow the facts wher-
ever they may lead.

2. Abandon the Quest for Immateriality. When red flags arise, auditors must
avoid the mindset of first and foremost finding a way to describe the issue as
immaterial. Existing rules require analyses of qualitative materiality—particu-
larly when management is trying to actively manage the financial state-
ments—and not just number-crunching, to determine if an issue is material.
These rules need to be tightened or enforced more aggressively.

3. Management representations are one piece of evidence, not insurance policies for
auditors. External auditors cannot be expected to uncover every instance of
fraud or other wrongdoing. But existing rules require auditors to assume nei-
ther that management is honest nor dishonest. Existing rules require auditors
to approach their work with independence and professional skepticism and to
rely on “competent” evidence rather than accepting whatever they may be told
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by a bad egg in management. Auditors are certainly entitled to place some reli-
ance on management representations, but as the engagement letter between
Lehman and its auditor acknowledged, representations must be viewed as only
one piece of evidence available to auditors. For example, Lehman’s auditors
could have, but did not, ask the relevant Lehman personnel the business pur-
pose of the $50 billion of end-of-period Repo 105 transactions, and could have,
but did not, examine any evidence of the volume, timing, and purpose of those
transactions.

4. The client is the Audit Committee. Related to my prior observation, auditors
must remember that their client is the company’s Board of Directors and Audit
Committee, not management. Auditors face immense pressure to be “team
players” with senior management and not to rock the boat, but they must serve
the Board as an independent check on management.

5. The “review” process must have some teeth. Auditors often emphasize the dif-
ference between a full audit of annual financial statements and more limited
reviews of quarterly financial statements. Although it is not realistic or cost-
effective to require full-blown audits every quarter, when red flags appear ex-
isting rules need to be tightened or enforced to ensure that an adequate anal-
ysis is performed even for quarterly filings.

6. Existing rules must be tightened and enforced. In some areas, the rules are not
up to the task. For example, there are no clear rules for the measurement and
reporting of the critical metric of liquidity; there should be. But one rule does
exist that needs to be better enforced. Under existing rules, auditors are not
permitted to stop at whether the individual pieces of a financial statement are
in technical compliance with accounting principles—they must opine on wheth-
er the financial statements taken as a whole accurately and fairly portray the
entity. In other words, the whole is greater than the sum of its parts, and the
public does rely on auditors to perform this critical function. A clean audit re-
port should mean that the financial statements fairly portray the company.
When auditors fail to identify or find ways to excuse material misstatements—
whether by classifying errors and misstatements as immaterial, placing undue
reliance on management representations, or providing other explanations to
avoid rocking the boat—they fail in their fundamental role. Unless we enforce
these existing rules and standards, it will be difficult to count on the auditors
to help prevent another financial crisis.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CYNTHIA M. FORNELLI
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, CENTER FOR AUDIT QUALITY

APRIL 6, 2011

I. Introduction

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, my name is Cindy Fornelli and
I am the Executive Director of the Center for Audit Quality (CAQ). I appreciate the
opportunity to testify today on how the audit and independent auditors can aid in
preventing a future financial crisis, an important topic for all of us who are com-
mitted to protecting investors and maintaining confidence in our capital markets.

The CAQ was formed in 2007 to serve investors, public company auditors and the
markets by enhancing the role and performance of public company auditors. We are
a membership organization with nearly 700 public company auditing firm members
that are registered with the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB).
Our member firms are committed to the public interest role that auditors play in
our markets.

As a public policy organization, we strive to assure that our efforts are infused
with a public interest perspective. Our three independent public board members
strengthen our focus on the public interest and also bring us expertise in financial
reporting, securities law and corporate governance. The members of our Governing
Board (which includes the CEOs of the eight largest accounting firms and the
AICPA) have a keen understanding and appreciation of the important role the pub-
lic company auditing profession has in serving the public interest and honoring the
public trust.

To realize our vision, the CAQ works with investors, academics, audit committee
members, preparers, internal auditors, and policy makers to explore issues and col-
laborate on initiatives that can advance audit quality. The CAQ consistently has
supported the implementation of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 (SOX or Sarbanes-
Oxley Act) and, working in collaboration with others with responsibility for financial
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reporting, has a number of initiatives underway to advance the deterrence and de-
tection of financial statement fraud. We also support research on issues relating to
investor confidence, public company auditing and the capital markets by issuing
grants that fund independent academic research and other activities. In all that we
do, we are particularly interested in investors’ views, as they are the ultimate users
of the audited financial statements.

My testimony today is on behalf of the Center for Audit Quality and speaks to
the policy issues before us. I cannot speak to the circumstances of any particular
public auditing firm. In my role as the Executive Director of the CAQ, I focus on
the public policy issues impacting the profession. I have a background in securities
}ngv éi)nd was previously a senior official of the Securities and Exchange Commission

Following the past several years of global economic turmoil, there have been ex-
tensive examinations by panels and commissions to identify the root causes of the
financial crisis and determine what could be done to reduce the risk of a future
similar crisis. While none of the panels or commissions found that auditing was a
root cause of the financial crisis, auditors, like all participants in the capital mar-
kets, have a responsibility to examine their role in light of lessons learned from the
crisis and consider what improvements can be made in audit standards and what
more they can contribute to market integrity and investor protection.

In my testimony today, I thought it would be helpful to provide my perspectives
on the financial crisis, a brief description of our current regulatory environment
and, more specifically, some thoughts on what an audit is and its role in our system
of investor protection. I then will describe current activities being explored by var-
ious stakeholders (including the profession) pertinent to the central question posed
in this hearing, which is whether the auditor can play a role in helping to prevent
another financial crisis. The public company auditing profession welcomes discus-
sions about enhancing their role.

The PCAOB has been examining the need for changes to the current auditor re-
porting model, and CAQ member firms have participated fully in the PCAOB’s out-
reach to stakeholders on this topic. We have suggested a number of areas to the
PCAOB where the auditor’s report could be clarified or expanded. These include pro-
viding assurance in connection with Management’s Discussion and Analysis
(MD&A) (including with respect to critical accounting estimates disclosed in
MD&A); updating wording to include references to related disclosures in the notes
to the financial statements and language related to the auditor’s responsibility for
information outside the financial statements; providing additional information relat-
ing to audit scope and procedures; and, providing for auditor’s assurance or associa-
tion with respect to an expanded report by the audit committee. As the PCAOB
moves forward, we will continue to participate fully in the standard setting process.
This effort may not fundamentally change the nature of the audit, but could offer
additional information pertaining to the financial statements and the audit.

We believe strongly that the broader question of whether the auditor’s role should
be expanded beyond the boundaries of the financial statement audit should be ex-
plored fully by the full range of stakeholders, including investors, regulators, policy
makers, preparers, boards and audit committee members, academics and the profes-
sion, as well as other interested parties. The public company auditing profession can
pla)lf, and is committed to playing, a constructive role in how their role should
evolve.

In this regard, in January of this year, the CAQ initiated a program to convene
stakeholders in a number of cities around the country to consider a range of issues
relating to the role of the auditor. Some of the issues to be considered include the
auditor’s current roles and responsibilities and whether they should evolve; the rela-
tionship and communication between the auditor and the audit committee, manage-
ment and investors; and the role of standard setters, oversight bodies and regu-
lators. A key focus of our effort will be identifying the information most needed by
investors (including early warnings about business risks) and who can best provide
that information.

II. Recent Financial Crisis

Much has been written about the causes of the recent financial crisis. Easy access
to seemingly inexpensive credit to fund an increasing supply of residential housing,
coupled with the proliferation of innovative financial instruments, as well as lax
loan underwriting standards and documentation, led to an asset bubble that eventu-
ally burst the way asset bubbles tend to do. This was an economic reversal caused
by a breakdown in risk management at many levels.

Consumers took on too much debt; lenders issued high-risk mortgages that were
packaged and resold and those lenders held large amounts of risky, leveraged in-
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struments; and investors purchased complex securities that they did not under-
stand. The impact of the reversal was exacerbated by the interconnectedness of our
financial system.

In response to the crisis, Congress adopted the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform
and Consumer Protection Act (Dodd-Frank Act)—a far reaching and comprehensive
piece of legislation designed to respond to the root causes of the financial crisis and
prevent a similar crisis in the future. The Dodd-Frank Act focused on risk manage-
ment, leverage and capital at financial institutions, complex and unregulated finan-
cial instruments and industries, consumer protection, and substantially greater
oversight and regulation of large, interconnected, and systemically important finan-
cial institutions.

Company management and the board of directors are responsible for setting the
company’s business strategies, including its risk tolerance and system of controls.
Management also must prepare the company’s financial statements that reflect
transactions completed by the company and present the company’s financial position
as of a specific date. The role of the external independent auditor, under the over-
sight of the independent audit committee, is to determine whether the financial
statements prepared by company management, taken as a whole, are fairly stated
in all material respects in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles
(GAAP). The auditor’s report is based on facts and circumstances known at the time
it is issued.

In October 2007, as the crisis began to unfold and liquidity in the subprime mar-
kets began to decline, the profession’s response was to focus even more closely on
appropriate fair value measures. With illiquid markets, financial institutions found
it difficult to determine the fair value of highly leveraged and other assets because
the relatively new and complex fair value accounting standards required the use of
sophisticated modeling techniques to value their assets.

To help allay the considerable confusion on this issue, the CAQ Professional Prac-
tice Executive Committee prepared three white papers to assist auditors of public
companies where the following topics might come into play: measurements of fair
value in illiquid markets, consolidation of commercial paper conduits, and account-
ing for underwriting and loan commitments. While the white papers did not break
new ground or establish new accounting or auditing standards, they had the effect
of highlighting the valuation issues (i.e., the need for asset impairments) and con-
solidation issues (i.e., the need to consolidate structures because of changing risk
characteristics) that needed to be addressed. These papers also reinforced consist-
ency, skepticism and professional judgment by auditors working in this area and
clarified the accounting for these instruments by financial institutions and other
holders of these illiquid instruments and commercial paper conduits. But again,
these efforts were focused on determining point in time valuations, not predicting
market changes. And, many of the instruments that ultimately lost all of their value
were actively traded right up to the collapse of the subprime mortgage market.

Annual reports (which include financial statements) of many financial institutions
leading up to the financial crisis contained numerous warning signals about the le-
verage, falling asset values, and other information that served to alert users to the
rising risk profiles of many of those institutions. A number of analysts and hedge
fund managers reacted to the risks on a timely basis. But there were market partici-
pants and others who should have been among the first to recognize credit and li-
quidity risk within highly regulated financial institutions but did not.

II1. Our System of Investor Protection

By law, a publicly traded company must provide information about its liquidity,
operations and past financial results to the public, and must comply with Federal
and State laws and requirements designed to protect investors and promote con-
fidence in the U.S. capital markets. Ours is a system made up of a number of par-
ties, laws, and requirements designed to assure that public companies meet their
obligations. A company’s CEO and CFO, the board of directors and the audit com-
mittee, internal auditors, external auditors, regulators, and standard setters all
have responsibilities for assuring that financial reports are accurate and fairly
present the company’s financial position and operating results in accordance with
GAAP. The SEC has authority to bring actions for fraud by any person in connec-
tion with the public securities markets, and specifically oversees publicly traded
companies and sets their reporting requirements. A company must have an annual
independent audit of its financial statements and the auditor’s opinion must be in
its annual report. The auditors who perform these audits are a key contributor to
our system of investor protection. Since 2003, the PCAOB has regulated auditors
of public companies.



63

Sarbanes-Oxley Act

The Sarbanes-Oxley Act was passed largely in reaction to serious financial report-
ing frauds at several large publicly traded companies. SOX placed significant re-
sponsibilities on company CEOs and CFOs, audit committees, auditors and regu-
lators that were designed to strengthen corporate governance and assure the integ-
rity of financial reporting by publicly traded companies. It also created a new inde-
pendent regulator for public company auditors.

Oversight of Public Company Auditing Firms. SOX overhauled regulation of the
audit profession, ending self-regulation relative to public company audits. Only ac-
counting firms that are registered with and regulated by the PCAOB may perform
audits of public companies. The PCAOB sets the standards for the audit process,
audit firm quality controls and other professional standards. It also regularly in-
spects the firms (annually for any firm that audits more than 100 public companies)
and the quality of their audits, and, in appropriate circumstances, may initiate dis-
ciplinary proceedings against a firm or professional.

SOX strengthened the independence standards for auditors to increase capital
market confidence in the objectivity of auditors. In fact, SOX prohibits the auditor
from offering nine specific categories of nonaudit services to a company that it au-
dits and the PCAOB has imposed additional restrictions. As noted, an important as-
pect of assuring auditor independence is oversight of auditors by the audit com-
mittee, not company management. SOX also mandates audit partner rotation for
lead and engagement quality review partners every 5 years to strengthen the audi-
tor’s independence from management. Every year, audit committees operating on
behalf of investors make recommendations to shareholders on the appointment of
a new auditor or the reappointment of the existing auditor.

Changes to the Role of Audit Committees. SOX mandated significant governance
changes for all public companies, many of which had a direct impact on public com-
pany auditors. For example, prior to the enactment of SOX, company management
often controlled the process for the selection of the auditor and management had
the authority to hire or dismiss the auditor. This responsibility now lies with the
audit committee. SOX placed on audit committees—a committee of the board of di-
rectors—particular responsibilities to investors. It placed responsibility for financial
reporting and auditor oversight directly with the audit committee, rather than on
the company’s management. The audit committee must be completely comprised of
individuals who are independent from the company and its management.

SOX changed the role of audit committees with respect to:

Auditor selection and approval of fees;
Audit and nonaudit services pre-approval;
Review of critical accounting treatments; and

L]
L]
L]
e Internal complaint procedures including “whistleblower” protections.

To fulfill its responsibilities, the audit committee meets regularly with financial
management of the company and its external auditors to discuss issues related to
accounting policies and judgments embedded in the company’s financial reports and
determine whether they are appropriate.

IV. The Value of the Audit

It is important to have an appreciation for what a financial statement audit rep-
resents today before one can reasonably consider whether the audit should be
changed. The audit opinion, the form of which is prescribed by the PCAOB’s audit-
ing standards, is issued at the completion of the audit. The audit itself is a robust
process, in which the audit team tests transactions and management’s assertions
and challenges the quality of the accounting, selection of accounting policies and,
ultimately, the company’s financial reporting.

The Financial Statement Audit Today

The financial statement audit examines a company’s annual financial statements,
which provide a point in time snapshot of the company’s financial position at the
end of its fiscal year and its results of operations and cash flows for that fiscal year.
In essence, the auditor performs a series of tests to collect evidence that provide rea-
sonable assurance whether the public company’s financial statements, taken as a
whole, are fairly presented in accordance with GAAP.

e The external audit firm is hired by and reports to the company’s audit com-
mittee of the board of directors, which monitors the scope and performance of
the audit, as well as the firm’s continuing independence from the company;

e The audit team is made up of professionals led by a certified public accountant
who is a partner of the firm. Members of the audit team are assigned based
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on their individual skills relative to the specific requirements of the particular
audit, including knowledge of the company’s business and industry, and experi-
ence with the types of transactions and business operations covered in the fi-
nancial statements;

e The auditor is required to conduct a risk assessment of the potential for the fi-
nancial statements to contain a material misstatement due to error or fraud on
the part of the company’s management, personnel or reporting systems. As part
of the risk assessment, auditors specifically consider the risk of fraud. The fraud
risk assessment includes brainstorming by the audit team about how and where
they believe the company’s financial statements might be susceptible to
misstatement due to fraud, with appropriate adjustments to the audit plan;

e The auditor must exercise professional skepticism in planning and conducting
the audit. Professional skepticism requires objectivity and a questioning
mindset in assessing the audit evidence. The auditor must be attentive to incon-
sistencies or other indications that something may not be right and challenge
management when necessary. The audit team uses its experience and judgment
in selecting the areas to be tested in light of the risks identified. The audit
team’s focus can include complex transactions, weak controls over the financial
reporting process, and issues affecting the industry as a whole;

e Auditors are responsible for obtaining audit evidence through the testing of the
assertions made by management and the amounts and disclosures included in
management’s financial statements. Based on its risk assessment, the audit
team must gather sufficient and appropriate evidence to support its opinion as
to whether the company’s financial statements fairly present the company’s fi-
nancial position, and results of operations and cash flows in accordance with
GAAP. The process includes reaching out to the audit committee to discuss ac-
counting issues during and at the end of the process;

e The audit team documents its risk assessment, the work performed to address
the identified risks and its conclusions. Prior to issuing an opinion, the audit
team must consider whether there is substantial doubt about the company’s
ability to continue as a “going concern” for a reasonable period, generally inter-
preted as the next 12 months. The evaluation is based upon facts and cir-
cumstances in existence and known at the time the opinion is issued;

e Before the audit opinion is issued, an experienced auditor outside of the audit
team reviews the scope of work and the judgments and conclusions made by the
audit team to evaluate the quality of the audit. The engagement quality review
is jli{St one of the many processes firms implement to assure high quality audit
work;

o If the financial statements comply with GAAP and fairly present the company’s
financial position, the auditor issues an unqualified or “clean” opinion; if the
auditor concludes that the financial statements do not comply with GAAP in
some respects or do not provide a fair presentation of the company’s financial
position, the auditor must issue a qualified or adverse opinion.

For companies with market capitalization greater than $75 million, the audit re-
port also contains an opinion on the effectiveness of the company’s internal control
over financial reporting. We believe that the auditor’s involvement in providing an
opinion on the effectiveness of internal control over financial reporting has enhanced
the reliability of financial statements.

V. Should the Auditor’s Report Be Expanded?

The PCAOB has been examining the need for changes to the current auditor re-
porting model, which has not changed much over the years, while the size and com-
plexity of companies and their annual reports and financial statements have grown
exponentially. In recent months, the PCAOB staff and its Investors Advisory Group
(IAG) each have canvassed a number of investors and other stakeholders to deter-
mine whether the audit opinion is still useful to users of financial statements. The
TAG presented its findings to the PCAOB Board on March 16, 2011; PCAOB staff
shared its findings with the Board at a public meeting on March 22, 2011, described
below. Both found that investors value the independent audit and the current audit
report.

According to this outreach, investors understand that the true value of the audit
is not the opinion itself, but rather the very extensive amount of work that was per-
formed in order for the auditor to provide reasonable assurance that the financial
statements are free of material misstatement. They understand that in large global
companies, audits can require teams made up of hundreds of individuals and part-
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ners, can take many thousands of hours, and can include audits of foreign subsidi-
aries.

Both PCAOB staff and the IAG did find, though, that investors want more infor-
mation in addition to the auditor’s opinion to help them assess the quality of finan-
cial reporting at the company and the scope and quality of the audit. We have heard
this from investors as well.

It is clear to me that auditors can continue to enhance the role that they play
and the value they provide to investors and the capital markets. Moreover, others
with responsibility—particularly the audit committee, which has responsibility for
overseeing the quality of the company’s financial reporting and the external audit
firm—also are in a position to improve the quality and relevance of information that
they provide to investors. These changes should be made thoughtfully and should
not merely result in a “piling on” of more disclosures that do not provide meaningful
improvements to investors’ ability to understand a company’s financial results and
other disclosures. Moreover, good public policy requires that a cost-benefit analysis
of changes to the audit report or auditor’s role be examined before additional re-
quirements are put in place.

The Profession’s Suggestions for Improving the Auditor’s Report

The profession is actively engaged with the PCAOB and has suggested a number
of areas where the auditor’s report could be clarified or their role could be expanded
to provide more information about the audit process and key areas of focus, some
of which may require SEC action before being implemented. These areas include:

e Auditor association with critical accounting estimates disclosed in Manage-
ment’s Discussion and Analysis (or, alternatively, a separate supplemental audi-
tor communication on critical accounting estimates);

e Auditor association with the entire Management’s Discussion and Analysis;
e Additional wording in the standard audit report to include:
o Reference to “related disclosures in the notes to financial statements” in both
the scope and opinion paragraphs; and
e New language related to the auditor’s responsibility for information outside
the financial statements;

e Additional information/communication relating to audit scope and procedures,
including:
e Providing a “link” within the auditor’s report to a separate document that de-
scribes the audit process, including a discussion of the responsibilities of audi-
tors, management and audit committees; and,

e A discussion of specific audit procedures performed.

The PCAOB has stated that it plans to issue a Concept Release this June, fol-
lowed by a roundtable discussion, with a proposed rulemaking in early 2012. Based
on PCAOB staff comments during the recent PCAOB public meeting and a subse-
quent meeting of the PCAOB’s Standing Advisory Group, the PCAOB may propose
ways to provide more detail to supplement the current form of the opinion. Some
options discussed include adding wording to the opinion indicating that the auditor
must plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the
financial statements are free of material misstatement “whether caused by error or
fraud”; explaining that reasonable assurance is a high level of assurance but is not
absolute assurance; adding wording that the auditor is independent as required by
applicable rules and regulations; and adding a requirement that the auditor’s report
be addressed to both the board of directors and shareholders. The profession sup-
ports these clarifying changes in addition to those I noted above.

We hope the PCAOB will consider the suggestions of the profession. We also hope
that the PCAOB will work with the SEC to explore the benefits of an expanded
audit committee report to investors and consider whether auditor association would
be appropriate, which also was discussed with the PCAOB Board at its March 22
open meeting.

VI. Should the Role of the Auditor Be Expanded?

Even as the PCAOB’s consideration of the auditor’s reporting model continues
throughout this year, the CAQ has for some time believed that the broader ques-
tion—whether the auditor’s role should be expanded beyond the boundaries of the
financial statement audit—should be fully and openly discussed by the full range
of stakeholders, including the profession, preparers, audit committees, investors,
regulators, standard setters, policy makers, advisors, analysts, legal counsel, aca-
demics, and other interested parties.
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The CAQ has informed the SEC and the PCAOB of its plan to convene stake-
holders across the country to:

e Consider the public company audit profession’s current roles and responsibil-
ities, including obligations of professional objectivity and skepticism; and con-
sider the roles of management and audit committees in the financial reporting
process;

e Discuss whether there is a need for the role of the auditor to further evolve in
order to improve the quality and delivery of information provided to stake-
holders, and consider how such changes fit with the current reporting model
and whether such changes would further improve audit quality and investor
protection;

e Discuss how the role of the auditor intersects and relates with audit commit-
tees, management, advisors, analysts and others and examine the potential
need for those roles to evolve as well given interdependencies in serving the in-
terests of investors;

e Consider the role of policy makers (including standard setters and oversight au-
thorities) in effecting improvements in the quality and delivery of information
provided to stakeholders and consequential impacts on audit quality and inves-
tor protection; and

o Identify areas of consensus and open issues, and recommend short and longer
term actions that would have a positive impact on the capital markets and the
value of the audit to investors and other stakeholders.

Some of the issues we hope to discuss include identifying what information inves-
tors rely on most in making investment decisions and where they find that informa-
tion; the extent to which annual reports and financial statements are useful; wheth-
er auditors should provide some level of assurance on nonfinancial information dis-
closed in the annual report, as well as whether auditors should provide some level
of assurance on information disclosed outside of the annual report (such as press
releases). We also want to explore whether auditors could—and should—provide
some level of assurance around forward looking information provided by a company,
and how auditors and other experts could manage the risks of being associated with
such information. An important element of these discussions will be to consider
what information will be truly useful to investors. Certainly the issues raised today
will help to inform our discussions.

We will need to guard against changes to the role of the auditor that would under-
mine the legal and ethical responsibilities of CEOs and CFOs to assure the integrity
of their companies’ financial reporting processes, and of audit committees to oversee
the company’s financial reporting process and the performance of the auditors. Any
exploration of the change in the auditor’s role should strengthen and not undermine
the responsibilities of these parties.

Finally, we will want to explore, as a practical matter, the extent to which audi-
tors may be able to provide early warnings if they identify business risks as distinct
from risks of material misstatement of the financial statement due to error or fraud.

Our hope is that these discussions will expose stakeholders to these potentially
paradigm-changing issues in a way that encourages hard thinking around the cost-
benefits of various proposals, and identifies areas of consensus. In this way, our
work on the role of the auditor will inform policy decisions here, including the
PCAOPB’s upcoming standard-setting on the auditor’s reporting framework, and
abroad, where the role of the auditor also is being examined.

VII. Recommendations

A number of major efforts are underway to implement the numerous require-
ments of the Dodd-Frank Act, which represent Congress’s set of priority responses
to the recent financial crisis. Assuring that the SEC is adequately resourced to meet
its statutory objectives is critical to assuring investor confidence and participation
in our capital markets. While Congress did not choose to streamline regulatory re-
gimes over financial firms and markets, simplification of these regimes is of great
importance to maintaining efficient markets that attract issuers and investors. We
would like to see the SEC and the Financial Accounting Standards Board continue
efforts to remove unnecessary complexity from accounting standards in the United
States and move toward a single set of high-quality global accounting standards.

One final recommendation: given the global nature of our companies and markets,
I strongly urge policy makers and regulators in all jurisdictions to work together
to achieve consistency in approaches to allow the profession to meet the needs of
investors.
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VIII. Conclusion

I appreciate the opportunity to speak with the Committee today. I applaud you
for recognizing that the role of the audit and the auditor is important. Our discus-
sions today reflect a deep interest in finding the best way to serve investors and
users of financial information. The CAQ will continue to participate in these discus-
sions and work with all stakeholders to determine the best ways forward.

Thank you. I look forward to answering any questions you might have.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THOMAS QUAADMAN

VICE PRESIDENT, CENTER FOR CAPITAL MARKETS COMPETITIVENESS, U.S. CHAMBER
OF COMMERCE

APRIL 6, 2011

Chairman Reed, Ranking Member Crapo, and Members of the Securities, Insur-
ance, and Investment Subcommittee, my name is Tom Quaadman, Vice President
for the Center for Capital Markets Competitiveness at the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce. The Chamber is the world’s largest business federation, representing more
than three million businesses and organizations of every size, sector, and region. We
appreciate the opportunity to testify before the Subcommittee today on behalf of the
businesses that the Chamber represents, investors, and our economy.

We are here to discuss the role of the accounting and auditing profession in pre-
venting another financial crisis. This is a very timely and relevant topic and one
that could be the subject of multiple hearings. For decades, standard setters have
been operating under inadequate rules and guidance, resulting in the impairment
of financial reporting and as a contributing factor that escalated the financial crisis.
In order to prevent the next crisis we must address the fundamental flaws with the
system.

Businesses need and want strong financial reporting policies. Companies require
investors and capital to grow and create jobs. Capital will only go where it is wel-
come and can act with legal certainty, coupled with a disclosure of the knowable
risks involved. All parties must enter into transactions with a full understanding
of the facts, and financial reporting is a key disseminator of that information. Cred-
ible financial reporting is one of the indispensable active ingredients for capital for-
mation, which fuels economic growth and job creation.

Therefore, the development of standards for credible financial reporting policies
through the work of the Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB), Public Com-
pany Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB), and the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission (SEC), are critical for accounting and auditing to effectively function in a
free enterprise economy.

In short, if the United States is to create the 20 million jobs that it needs to re-
vive the economy over the next decade, financial reporting must play its crucial
part.

Before I get too far, let me state that Jack Brennan, Chairman of the Financial
Accounting Foundation (FAF) and Leslie Seidman, Chairman of FASB, have been
making great strides to make FASB more inclusive and transparent. James Doty,
the Chairman of the PCAOB has only recently come into office, and we have pledged
to work with him, as we have with FAF and FASB. Nevertheless, we are concerned
that standard setters have been operating with inadequate rules and guidance,
which we shall go into greater detail later in this testimony. We believe that these
inadequacies have prevented the standard setters from fulfilling their mission and
undermine the ability of financial reporting to achieving its intended purpose.

The purpose of accounting and auditing is to reflect economic activity. Yet, over
the past twenty years, we have seen some standards promulgated that reflect con-
ceptual agendas rather than providing investors and businesses with useful infor-
mation. As a result, financial reporting was under great stress before, during, and
after the financial crisis. The performance of financial reporting during the crisis
was symptomatic of systemic issues that remain unresolved.

CIFiR Report: The turn of the century saw an explosion in financial restatements.
At the height of these events, the restatement rate was 10 percent a failure rate
that clearly indicates a broken system. Though the rate has been decreasing over
the past several years, the number of restatements indicates issues remain. In 2008,
The SEC Advisory Committee on Improvements to Financial Reporting (CIFiR Re-
port) made recommendations, including the concept of investor materiality to reduce
restatements. The Chamber has supported those recommendations and encourages
their implementation. While the regulators have not been willing or unable to fix
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the problem, Congress has looked to impose additional penalties for company re-
statements.

Fair Value Accounting: Fair value accounting was, in our opinion, an exacerbating
factor to the financial crisis. The failure to recognize and correct the inability of
standards to provide clarity for the valuation of assets in inactive markets, which
were auditable, was a symptom of the failure of FASB, PCAOB, and to an extent
the SEC, to recognize a problem and quickly correct it. This failure caused further
damage to the economy. The Chamber proposed a compromise in October 2008 to
fix the standard that was acted upon 6 months later following a Congressional hear-
ing. Part of the problem was simply that some members of FASB believed in fair
value as it existed and didn’t want to make any changes. FAF Chairman Jack Bren-
nan and FASB Chairman Leslie Seidman have, to their credit, made significant ef-
forts to solicit as broad a range of opinions and positions as possible. That outreach
and input has significantly assisted in the efforts to smooth over difficult issues in
the convergence projects.

Understanding of Investors: The standard setters purport to represent investors,
yet they often fail to identify the investor interests they seek to represent and can-
not describe the breadth of the investor community that has been consulted. The
investors that may be consulted appear to be narrow. Sometimes, the investor inter-
est is even described as a potential investor, though nobody has been able to explain
who or what that means. Indeed the standard setters do not seem to understand
the role of businesses—who make investments in financial instruments everyday to
facilitate operations and mitigate risk—as investors. The lack of understanding and
consideration of all investors broadly harms stakeholders.

Financial Reporting Forum: CIFiR recommended the creation of a Financial Re-
porting Forum (FRF) made up of standard setters, regulators, and stakeholders to
identify short-term and long-term financial reporting issues and propose solutions.
The Chamber supported this concept as well as the Miller Amendment to the House
financial regulatory reform bill creating such a forum. While the Financial Report-
ing Forum was in the original House passed bill, it was eventually deleted from the
Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act (Dodd-Frank Act).
Today, we still do not have a safety valve to spot and prevent potential problems
in financial reporting policy before a crisis unfolds.

Private vs. Public Companies: For decades, private companies have expressed
frustration with public company accounting rules. These rules are sometimes incom-
patible with their investor needs. This year, a blue ribbon panel overwhelmingly rec-
ommended a separate standard setter to modify FASB standards for the 29 million
private businesses in the United States, including many small business. It appears
that this recommendation, which will help facilitate financial reports for America’s
entrepreneurs, faces an uphill battle at best.

Auditing Liability: From an audit standpoint, members of the Treasury Advisory
Committee on the Auditing Profession (ACAP) agreed that liability threats to the
audit firms can be destabilizing to financial reporting and the economy as a whole.
Solutions, however, cannot be agreed upon. Indeed the Dodd-Frank Act mandates
studies that are geared to lay the groundwork to overturn the Stoneridge and Morri-
son Supreme Court decisions potentially increasing liability for the audit firms.

We have also seen an uptick in prescriptive rule standard setting by the PCAOB
that deprives the auditor of the judgment to call balls and strikes. This change en-
dangers the role of the auditor and making it a rote exercise. Auditing is a profes-
sion with a long line of integrity and judgment, yet when we need that function the
most, we are depriving them of the tools needed to do their job. Recognizing the im-
portance of judgment, CIFiR also recommended that the PCAOB develop an audit
judgment framework on how it evaluates the reasonableness of audit judgments in
its inspection and enforcement activities.

New Proposals: With regard to accounting standards, at times, it seems that
standards are developed, not to provide investors with relevant information but to
satisfy the demands of a small group of activist investors. For example, imposition
of recent proposals to revise FAS 5 related to loss contingencies, would not only en-
danger the ability of companies to defend themselves in court, the increase in litiga-
tion would actually harm investors in direct contradiction to the mission of FASB.
New proposals, such as with leases, would drive up compliance costs, skew financial
activity, and prevent companies from engaging in proven business practices, again
to the harm of investors.

Convergence: Today, FASB and its international counterpart are working at a
breakneck pace to converge accounting standards according to an arbitrary deadline
set by the G20. The Chamber has called for an extension of time to get the projects
completed without haste so that the end results stand the test of time. To facilitate
this result and minimize unintended consequences, the Chamber has also proposed
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a formal review system to minimize unintended consequences. Furthermore, as the
regulators are furiously working themselves to implement the provisions of Dodd-
Frank, it seems as if the regulators and standard setters do not understand how
the accounting rules and financial regulations interconnect and how accounting
could in certain instances thwart the provisions of Dodd-Frank. In addition, discus-
sions to determine the audibility of these new accounting standards, has not oc-
curred.

APA: Another important issue is that FASB and PCAOB, whose job it is to pro-
mote transparency in financial reporting, are not transparent in their governance
nor do they follow the open, orderly procedures that regulators must follow. FASB
and PCAOB are not required to follow the Administrative Procedures Act (APA), nor
are their advisory bodies required to follow the Federal Advisory Committee Act
(FACA). Therefore, economically significant actions by FASB and PCAOB that can
destroy billions in wealth for investors and kill thousands of jobs, do not have to
follow minimal transparency requirements that Federal regulators must follow.

To summarize, for the past 20 years we have seen the financial reporting move
from one crisis to the next. Numerous studies have been conducted with solutions
seldom implemented. Standards have been written, not to reflect economic activity,
but in search of a holy grail of purity that is simply unobtainable. During this time
we have seen:

1. A steady decline in the listing of public companies in the United States; and

2. American companies eschew the traditional form of public company financing
and consciously avoiding the American capital markets to raise capital through
private markets.

Despite these issues, financial reporting policies in the United States are still the
best in the world, but we need to correct those problems in order to make our cap-
ital markets attractive for years to come. And we need to act before it is too late.
The following are among the steps that need to be taken:

e Financial Reporting Forum: A FRF should be formed and made up of the SEC,
FASB, PCAOB, financial regulators, investors (broadly defined), and businesses
and its mission should be to identify and propose solutions to problems before
they reach the crisis stage. This will also provide a mechanism to allow for ap-
propriate coordination amongst regulators and input from investors and busi-
nesses.

o Materiality for Investors: The SEC, FASB, and PCAOB should develop stand-
ards of materiality for investors, as well as the scope of outreach to the investor
community. This will provide perspective on various accounting and auditing
issues such as the need for restatements on the one end, while framing the pic-
ture for input on the front end of standard setting.

e PCAOB, FASB, and Regulator Coordination: A formal, ongoing, and trans-
parent dialogue should be created to consider the auditability of accounting
standards. This would allow for the auditing of accounting standards to work
in conjunction with standard development. It would also provide for the identi-
fication and resolution of issues that arise in practice. A similar process should
be created to ensure that regulators have an understanding of standards and
that different entities are not working at cross purposes. The era of “not my
problem” needs to end.

e APA and FACA: Recognition should be made that both FASB and PCAOB can
have an enormous impact on the economy. Accordingly, FASB and PCAOB
should abide by the same rules of procedure as required by the APA and any
advisory groups should be balanced in representation and open in process.

e Formal Pre- and Post-Implementation Review by FASB: Standards should be
field tested and put through a rigorous process to identify unintended con-
sequences before implementation and after. This process should include the fol-
lowing:

1. Establish a 9-month period, following the finalization of the convergence
projects, for FASB and IASB to work with all financial reporting stake-
holders to identify transition issues and issue an implementation plan;

2. Establish an Implementation Issuer Advisory Group, made up of large cap,
mid cap, and small cap public companies and appropriate private company
representation to advise FASB and IASB on the transition issues and imple-
mentation plan;
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3. Hold a series of roundtables, in conjunction with the appropriate regulators,
for all stakeholders to have a voice in identifying issues and developing an
implementation plan;

4. Commit to procedural transparency through adherence to the Administrative
Procedures Act and disclosure policies established by U.S. financial regu-
lators in the wake of the Dodd-Frank Act rulemaking;

5. Consult with appropriate financial regulators; and

6. Develop a formal implementation and post-implementation process as pro-
posed by CIFiR.

e PCAOB Business Roundtables and Formation of Business Advisory Group: In
the coming weeks the Chamber and other trade associations will call upon the
PCAOB to hold a roundtable and for a business advisory group to understand
the role of companies as investors and their use of investments. Such a group
should be transparent and formed under FACA.

e PCAOB Audit Advisory Group: To provide for current, relevant expertise in the
standard setting process and facilitate the identification and resolution of issues
that arise in practice, the PCAOB should form an audit advisory group.

e Cost Benefit Analysis: In developing accounting and auditing standards, FASB
and PCAOB must conduct a cost benefit analysis for investors and businesses
before moving forward with a proposal. Standards should also show a justifica-
tion for market efficiency and capital formation.

e Less Reliance on Prescriptive Rulemaking: Hand-in-hand with the appropriate
use of judgment is avoiding a system that is overly prescriptive in the formula-
tion and application of standards and rules. The danger of an ever increasing
number of rules and regulations by which audit firms are required to operate
and auditors are required to apply has a danger of limiting the perspective of
audit firms and auditors by displacing the application of principles and the ex-
ercise of judgment.

o Global Standards: The SEC, FASB, and PCAOB should work towards the con-
vergence of accounting and auditing standards to create a global system that
will benefit investors from around the world. This convergence must create
quality standards and should not adhere to a strict timeline to achieve that
goal. Additionally, the SEC, and Administration should continue efforts to
achieve the international recognition of inspections.

e Liability: It should be recognized that large, medium, and small audit firms are
needed, just as our economy needs large, medium, and small financial institu-
tions. However, the unique aspects of the industry and the potential for cata-
strophic failure because of liability require a serious effort at liability reform,
as has been accomplished in other jurisdictions or for other industries here in
the United States.

The Chamber believes that these reforms would have dramatic benefits and pro-
vide a resiliency that was lacking during the financial crisis. All stakeholders would
have the ability to provide input to FASB and PCAOB in an open and transparent
manner. Standards would be improved and accounting and auditing would be on the
same page. The same would be true of the regulators who, with the standard set-
ters, would have a better feel for the overlap and interplay of seemingly disparate
yet interconnected disciplines.

Auditors would be empowered to use their best judgment to impose integrity and
accountability into the system. Global standards and cross-border cooperation will
increase the ability of investors to understand a global marketplace, and for regu-
lators to better provide for safety and soundness.

If we want to have transparent financial disclosures, the regulators and standard
setters need to be transparent themselves and disclosures must be relevant and ra-
tional. The Chamber believes that significant reforms to the transparency of the
standard setting process, a better understanding of the roles and empowerment of
stakeholders, while addressing liability issues are important developments to make
financial reporting policy an integral part of the 21st century economy.

We cannot and should not eliminate risk from the system. Risk provides for the
growth opportunities our economy needs to thrive. While we can try to strengthen
the system, we must also recognize that fraud can never be fully eliminated. Ration-
al and enforceable financial reporting policies will help spur long-term economic
growth and job creation, and the Chamber is willing to work with any and all par-
ties to make that a reality. I will be happy to take any questions that you may have.
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Thank you Chairman Reed and Ranking Member Crapo, for holding this hearing
on an important issue to investors in America’s capital markets. Investors receiving
credible financial information is the “lifeblood” to the capital markets. It is para-
mount to confidence and ability of those markets to attract capital. In fact, the tur-
moil in the markets in recent years has no doubt had a very real negative effect
on capital formation in this country and the ability of companies to obtain that cap-
ital.

Before I start, it might be worthwhile to provide some background on my experi-
ence. I have held various positions in the accounting profession for some 35 years.
I started my career with one of the world’s largest international accounting and au-
diting firms where I rose to become an audit and SEC consulting partner. I served
as a CFO and vice president of an international semiconductor company that had
audited financial statements. I have had the good fortune to be the Chief Account-
ant of the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC). In addition, I have been a
member of chaired audit committees of corporate boards of both large and small
public companies, a trustee of a mutual fund and a public pension fund, and a pro-
fessor of accounting. I have also used and relied on audits as director of research
of a financial and proxy research firm. In 2007, Treasury Secretary Paulson ap-
pointed me to the U.S. Treasury Advisory Committee on the Auditing Profession
(ACAP). I have also served on various advisory committees and task forces of the
Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB), and the Standing Advisory Group
(SAG) and Investor Advisory Group (IAG) of the Public Company Accounting Over-
sight Board (PCAOB).

Lessons Learned From the Crisis

Let me start by stating that if the financial system was working as intended, it
is indeed scarier than the idea that the system failed. However, we hear some con-
stantly repeating the theme of “Do No Harm” which is the equivalent of saying do
notgir(lig. And doing nothing would be the same as saying the system worked as in-
tended.

The Subcommittee presented three very worthwhile questions to those testifying
today. They in essence ask the question of what lessons have we learned from the
crisis and what changes should be made to prevent a repeat of this horrific event
resulting in the Great Recession. This is a question not only of interest here in the
United States, but also abroad where the European Commission and the British
Parliament have undertaken to study the issue.

It also brings to mind the first hearing of the full Senate Banking Committee on
the I:iodd/Frank legislation on February 4, of 2009. At that hearing, Senator Shelby
stated:

As I have said many times and will continue to say, I believe that before
we discuss how to modernize our regulatory structure, or even before we
consider how to address the current financial crisis, we need to first under-
stand its underlying causes. If we don’t have a comprehensive under-
standing of what went wrong, we will not be able to determine with any
degree of certainty whether our regulatory structure was sufficient and
failed, or was insufficient and must change . . . .this Committee should and
must conduct a full and thorough investigation of the market practices, reg-
ulatory actions, and economic conditions that led to this crisis. The Com-
mittee should hear testimony from all relevant parties and produce a writ-
ten report of its findings.

I believe Senator Shelby was right about the need for a comprehensive study and
his comments are just as relevant today. I believe the PCAOB should undertake
such a study of the role of the auditors and accounting profession in the financial
crisis and issue a public report on its findings. Earlier this month, the Investor Ad-
visory Group to the PCAOB urged such a study be undertaken citing a number of
issues with respect to audits as set forth in the attached Exhibit A.

It is worth noting that in the past week, the House of the Lords in Britain issued
such a report that was critical of the auditing profession and the ability to audit
international accounting standards. In a good example of study in retrospective re-
view of the crisis, the International Monetary Fund has also issued a self examining
public report on the crisis which I believe is very valuable to addressing necessary
changes. I believe such as retrospective review, in-depth study and report by not
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f.ng é;he PCAOB, but also both the SEC and FASB should be undertaken and pub-
ished.

At the same time, I have heard the calls from some in Congress to reopen the
debate on the Dodd/Frank legislation. While there is debate between investors on
one side, and the financial and business community on the other side about the
need for, and impact of that legislation, I would urge Congress not to reopen the
debate, until as Senator Shelby has suggested, an in-depth investigation by the Sen-
ate Banking Committee occurs to provide a basis for changes to be made.

Did the Profession Perform As Expected—Did It Protect Investors?
The first question asked by the Subcommittee is:

1. Did the accounting profession perform as expected leading up to and during
the financial crisis? Specifically:

. Did auditors perform as expected during the financial crisis?

a
b. Did the public company audit provide informative, accurate, and independent
reports to investors?

c. Should the auditors have provided advance warning to investors or others?

d. Did the accounting standards and financial statements provide investors,
creditors, and others with adequate protections and accurate and reliable
disclosures?

e. If not, what changes, if any, would you recommend.

The Role of the Auditor

The ultimate responsibility for the financial statements of a company rests with
its management. In turn, audit committees of boards of directors are responsible for
the oversight of the internal controls, financial reporting and audit process of a pub-
lic company. It is important to state that auditors DID NOT create the financial cri-
sis. They did not run the companies involved, did not make the uncollectible loans
or enter into the toxic derivatives, and certainly did not prepare the financial state-
ments issued to investors.

However, auditors did have an extremely important role as a gatekeeper to the
capital markets both in the United States as well as abroad. Independent audits
provide investors with reasonable assurance—that is high but not absolute assur-
ance—the financial statements are correct and complete within the boundaries of
materiality. It is the objectivity—the independence—of the auditor that creates the
value of an audit. Without that independence and objectivity, an audit has no value.
As the increasing complexity of business transactions, products and structures re-
sult in more subjective accounting standards, they also continue to create the need
for judgment on the part of auditors. Subjective, very judgmental decisions by the
auditor also greatly enhance the need for objectivity and professional skepticism on
the part of auditors.

Unfortunately, as described later on, gatekeepers including the auditors did play
a role in the financial crisis. They failed to act on and provide information available
to them to investors. This left investors much like the ship Titanic as it approached
an unforeseen iceberg, without any red flags or warnings of the imminent dangers.
In doing so, the auditors helped contribute to a crisis in confidence.

Lax and Untimely Accounting Standards

The auditor does audit to accounting standards established by the accounting
standard setters. The quality, or lack thereof in those standards can significantly
impact the quality of financial information investors receive.

The failure of the FASB to issued timely standards that protect investors is not
a new situation and exposes long standing fundamental flaws in its structure and
mission. In early 2008, Chairman Reed very appropriately wrote the accounting
standard setters citing concerns about the accounting standards for off balance
sheet debt that yet again allowed companies to hide obligations from the view of
investors, similar to what happened at Enron. One of those letters also noted that
it is likely, despite lax standards the FASB issued in response to Enron, that some
of the companies had likely not complied with the accounting standards raising
questions as the quality of the audits that had been performed.! However, it is im-

1In a letter from then FASB chairman Herz, to Chairman Reed, it states: “The FASB is not
responsible for auditing, regulating, or enforcing the application of accounting standards and
disclosure requirements. Thus, the observations discussed herein regarding the application of
existing requirements is solely based on our discussions with various constituents and our read-
ing of published financial reports and press articles and may carry with them the benefit of
hindsight. Based on these discussions and readings, we have questions about compliance with



73

portant to note the FASB originally issued its first standard creating the ability for
companies to hide off balance sheet debt, FASB Standard No. 77, in December 1983,
some 28 years ago. Prior to that, the applicable accounting standard required that
financing transactions be reported as debt on balance sheets. And beginning soon
after the issuance of the FASB’s original standard, chief accountants of the SEC
consistently warned the FASB that its standards needed significant change and im-
provement. Indeed, up to the very beginning of the financial crisis the FASB had
been warned, and knew, its standard was deficient but failed to act promptly. In-
stead it chose to wait until after significant losses had been incurred by investors
to take corrective action. And I for one am not yet convinced the most recent “fix”
the FASB has put in place will be successfully in providing a remedy to the full ex-
tent of the problem.

In the past, the FASB also failed to issue other important standards on a timely
basis. Some examples of this are:

1. In the 1990s, despite increasing volumes of derivatives, the FASB failed to up-
date their standards in a timely manner for these transactions leading to large
losses for such investors in such companies as Proctor & Gamble. After those
losses had been incurred, the FASB did issue its standard No. 119 within a
year, showing it can, act quickly. However, in this instance it was once again
after the damage to investors had occurred.

2. In the 1990s, companies began to engage in inappropriate “earnings manage-
ment” when the management of the business had failed, contributing to a num-
ber of corporate scandals at such companies as Waste Management, Xerox, and
Rite Aid. Yet the FASB was slow to respond to the various schemes and
.devices management was using to manage earnings resulting in tens of bil-
lions of losses for investors.

3. The FASB, when its independence was impacted by actions of some in con-
gress, was slow to respond to abuses in accounting for stock options.

4. Despite serious, if not fatal flaws, in AICPA Statement of Position 94-6, Disclo-
sure of Certain Significant Risks and Uncertainties, evidenced by lack of such
disclosures during the financial crisis, the FASB has failed to update this
standard. This failure directly contributed to the lack of timely disclosures in
financial statements of many financial institutions.

5. In August, 2000, the Panel on Audit Effectiveness established at the request
of the SEC, recommended the FASB develop a new standard highlighting man-
agement’s responsibility to assess and disclose if a company is able to continue
as a viable “going concern.” Yet a decade later, investors are still waiting for
such disclosures from management, especially in light of the number of finan-
cial institutions that required huge Government bailouts to remain afloat.

6. In their August 2009 report, as well as on other occasions, members of the
TARP Congressional Oversight Panel have noted it was virtually impossible to
decipher from existing disclosures, the amount and magnitude—and value—of
troubled assets in the financial statements of financial institutions. In a discus-
sion held just this month at the PCAOB SAG meeting, a member of the FASB
was unable to describe which of their standards required disclosure of such in-
formation in a concise, transparent fashion.

7. The FASB’s own Investor Technical Advisory Committee (ITAC) a couple of
years ago requested the FASB to adopt a disclosure framework to help fill in
the “holes” in the FASB’s own disclosure requirements. For example, while the
SEC has rules requiring that disclosure be made when information is material
and is necessary to prevent disclosures from being misleading, the FASB has
no such requirement for financial statements. However, at a meeting this
month of the PCAOB SAG, a member of the FASB indicated such a project
would not be forthcoming any time soon.

8. There are differing views as to whether the Lehman “Repo 105” transactions
complied with the FASB’s standards or not. I believe the courts will be the
judge of this. But one thing is certain, and that is; if the standard was com-

the existing standards and requirements in the following areas: (a) The use of QSPEs to
securitize assets for which decisions were required that may have extended beyond those speci-
fied in legal documents; (b) The completeness and reasonableness of probability assessments
used in estimating expected losses for determining the primary beneficiary of a securitization
entity; (c) Whether all involvements with a securitization entity were considered in determining
the primary beneficiary (including, for example, implied guarantees and support arrangements);
(d) The adequacy of disclosures made pursuant to the requirements.
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plied with, it was an unacceptable standard. If it was not complied with, then
one must ask where is the SEC enforcement action?

9. Investors have asked the FASB for many years to provide a standard that
would provide greater and enhanced information with respect to the cash flows
and liquidity of companies. No such standard has been forthcoming.

10. In the mid 1970s, the FASB issued a standard on how financings of assets
using lease agreements should be accounted for. This has been considered a
“flawed” standard almost from the date it was issued as it has allowed many
financings to be hidden off balance sheet. The numbers of “fixes” the FASB
has made, or attempted to make over the years, to this standard are too nu-
merous to count. Decades late, the FASB is expected to issue within the next
year a revised standard, but even that standard is currently going through
revisions that some question.

The failure on numerous occasions of the FASB to issue timely standards that
would provide the capital market participants with the information necessary to
make informed decisions when allocating capital, has proven costly. Failed stand-
ards such as those related to off balance sheet debt and disclosures of risks and un-
certainties have resulted in the capital markets being inefficient due to a lack of
important information. It also has resulted in markets being unable to effectively
discipline themselves. Any notion that “free markets” can and will regulate them-
selves has gone out the window.

At the same time, the FASB is about to issue several very significant new stand-
ards that are going to fundamentally change how companies do their accounting.
Without appropriate consideration being given to the implementation dates, and
whether the numbers resulting from those standards can be verified by the auditors,
the quality of transparency and financial reporting in the U.S. capital markets and
investors could suffer greatly. It is very important the FASB closely coordinate their
work with that of the PCAOB in this regards.

Auditor Performance and Communication

On Monday of this week, the current chairman of the PCAOB stated in an ad-
dress to investors:

A deeper analysis of what motivates auditors’ behavior is underway. In-
deed, the PCAOB inspected the audits of many of the issuers that later
failed or received Federal bail-out funds. In several cases—including audits
involving substantial financial institutions—PCAOB inspection teams found
audit failures that were of such significance that our inspectors concluded
the firm had failed to support its opinion.

Several of these audits are now also the subject of pending PCAOB inves-
tigations and may lead to disciplinary actions against firms or individuals.
Under the Sarbanes-Oxley Act, our disciplinary actions must remain non-
public (unless the respondent consents), until both our proceeding and any
SEC appeal are finished.

It should be no surprise that investors both in the U.S. and abroad, are asking
“where were the auditors?” The findings of the PCAOB and others have raised a
question as to whether auditors were in fact acting as objective examiners of the
financial reports. Some have also questioned whether the auditors maintained the
requisite level of professional skepticism as they performed their audits. Others are
questioning the fundamental value of an audit in today’s digital world and whether
audits are relevant.

As noted in Exhibit A, several financial institutions failed or required Government
bailouts yet the companies received “clean” opinions from their auditors. “Going
Concern” opinions in which auditors discuss the uncertainty of a company’s ability
to continue under the circumstances were in short supply, if not outright rare. The
auditors also failed to give warnings with respect to off balance sheet debt that
should have been on the financial statements. And they failed to warn of significant
risks and uncertainties, albeit the disclosure standard in this regards is sub-
standard at best.

Exhibit B sets forth the auditor reports on financial institutions that received sig-
nificant amounts in the Government bailout. Yet as a reader can see, the auditor
reports issued on these institutions in early 2009 at the height of the financial cri-
sis, when we were warned the financial system was on the verge of a total melt-
down, contained no additional information or “red flags” when compared to the very
same audit reports for the fiscal year ending in 2006, just at the peak of the econ-
omy and as the financial crisis began to unfold.
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But this is not the first time shortcomings in auditor’s communication with inves-
tors have been noted. Surveys conducted by Chartered Financial Analysts (CFA)
have shown on more than one occasion that investors believe auditors need to com-
municate more than what is currently communicated in the standard auditors
boilerplate report. The PCAOB’s own IAG conducted a survey that found: 2

e 45 percent of respondents believe the current audit report does not provide val-
uable information that is integral to understanding financial statements (23
percent of respondents believe the current audit report provides valuable infor-
mation)

e 73 percent of respondents skim the report quickly for departures from the
standard unqualified report while 18 percent believe it is of no use to them at
all (7 percent read the full report)

In 2007, then Treasury Secretary Henry Paulson established a bipartisan com-
mittee that included corporate board members, investors, auditors, lawyers, former
regulators and academics to study the auditing profession. This U.S. Treasury Advi-
sory Committee on the Auditing Profession is often referred to as the “ACAP” com-
mittee. Former SEC Chairman Arthur Levitt, Former Federal Reserve Chairman
Paul Volcker, Rodgin Cohen the chairman of Sullivan & Cromwell LLP, the Chair-
man and CEO of Xerox Ann Mulcahy and the Chairman of KPMG LLP Timothy
Flynn were all members of this committee. It spent over a year studying the audit-
ing profession and firms, held numerous public meetings and hearings, requested
significant and important information from the profession, some of which was pro-
vided and some withheld, received public testimony from dozens including the pro-
fession, investors, lawyers and representatives from the business community. The
report of this committee highlighted shortcomings in the report used by auditors to
communicate with investors; the standards auditors use to detect fraud; and the
governance and transparency of the auditing firms. In fact, shortcomings cited by
this report have become even more self evident as a result of the financial crisis.

What Changes Are Needed?
The Subcommittee has also asked the questions:

2. What, if any, improvements have been made or should be made by the U.S.
Securities and Exchange Commission, the Financial Accounting Standards
Board, or the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board as a result of the
financial crisis?

3. What, if any, policy changes should Congress consider?

Improving Accounting Standard Setting and the FASB

The ongoing and continued inability of the FASB to issue timely standards that
protect investors calls into question the fundamental structure and composition of
the FASB. Its standards have become increasingly complex, in part due to the in-
creasing complexity of structured and engineered financial transactions, and in part
due to requests of the business community for “compromises.” What is uncertain is
whether or not in each instance, the increasing complexity is serving investors well.
I believe this is in part because the end user of financial reports are under rep-
resented among the actual voting members of the FASB, as well as its Emerging
Issues Task Force which also issues a significant amount of guidance.

In addition, in the past the FASB has failed to study on a timely basis, whether
its new standards are achieving their stated objectives, have been implemented as
intended, or require changes. As noted earlier, this has resulted in flawed standards
existing that have led to investor losses. More recently the trustees of the FASB
have instituted a process to review standards on a more timely and systematic
basis. That process will be led by a former auditor. What is not readily transparent
is what input investors will have into that process. In addition, it is vitally impor-
tant that the SEC who has to oversee implementation of new standards, and the
PCAOB who has to oversee the auditing of those new standards have a strong voice
in that review process.

However, I believe it may be time to reconsider the recommendations of some who
testified before the Senate Banking Committee that a better model would be to in-
clude both the accounting and auditing standard setting under the same oversight
board, the PCAOB. This view was previously expressed by the former Comptroller
of the U.S. and head of the General Accountability Office (GAO) and others. I be-
lieve it warrants serious study, if not adoption at this time.

2 See, PCAOB Web site: http:/ | pcaobus.org [ News | Events | Pages |
03232011 SAGMeeting.aspx for copies of the IAG presentations to the PCAOB.



76

In the meantime, the independence of the FASB needs to be fostered. Unfortu-
nately, in recent years, some members of Congress have eroded that independence.
This has resulted in numbers being reported by financial institutions being called
into question, at a time when confidence in those numbers is vitally important. It
seems as if Congress agrees the FASB’s independence is important—but only so
long as some constituency isn’t being pushed towards greater transparency by the
FASB. I would hope that someday Congress can find a better balance between its
oversight responsibilities with respect to accounting standard setting, the need for
millions of American investors to receive transparent information, and the demands
of special interest groups.

Improving the Value of Audits

The PCAOB has several new board members and a new chairman. I believe this
provides a new opportunity for the board to demonstrate its value to investors, the
auditing profession, and the capital markets. I applaud their beginning efforts to act
to improve the quality of audits and investor protection. However, much work re-
mains.

The PCAOB should undertake the study of the auditing profession as urged to
do so by its own IAG. This is consistent with past calls for a thorough investigation
of the financial crisis by Senator Shelby.

In the meantime, a number of improvements can be made that will enhance the
quality of audits. For starters, Congress can respond to requests of the current and
past chairs of the PCAOB to allow the agency to make their investigations public
in the same manner the SEC makes its proceedings against auditors’ public. Trans-
parency is important to the credibility of the PCAOB. Its dearth of announced en-
forcement actions against the large audit firms has challenged that credibility as
has the PCAOB’s reluctance to provide investors with information that would iden-
tify which audits have been substandard.

The recommendations of the U.S. Treasury ACAP Committee, included as Exhibit
C, should be acted upon by the PCAOB and SEC in a timely manner. These rec-
ommendations to both the PCAOB and SEC have already been outstanding for over
2-1/2 years without results.

The PCAOB should also act on the recommendations of its own IAG which are
included as Exhibit D. Many of these recommendations are also consistent with or
similar to those in the ACAP report. This includes improving the standard auditor
report so that it provides information of value to investors.

The auditing standard with respect to detection of fraud needs to be revisited. It
also includes enhancing the transparency and governance of the auditing firms so
that the PCAOB is not left in the dark, as they are now, with respect to the finan-
cial viability and stability of these large firms. That is not to say they firms should
be treated as “too big too fail” which they should not, but that the PCAOB as their
regulator should be in an informed position to proactively act if necessary when a
firm has created systemic risk.

Finally, the PCOAB has described instances that call into question the objectivity
of auditors, the very foundation upon which each and every audit rests. As the
PCAOB studies the profession, is should consider whether as it own IAG has rec-
ommended, there are steps it should take to ensure that auditors continue to remain
independent of those they are examining, with the requisite degree of professional
skepticism. Recent findings by investors, the SEC and PCAOB with respect to au-
dits of Chinese companies listed in the United States would strongly indicate audi-
tors and audits are falling short of their target.

Improving the Transparency of Audit Committees

Some have expressed a view that the audit committees should play a key role in
enhancing and improving the transparency of the audit process. I agree.

I was chief accountant at the SEC at the time the Blue Ribbon Panel on Improv-
ing the Effectiveness of Audit Committees issued its report well over a decade ago.
At that time, this stellar and widely respected panel set forth recommendations
which have improved audit committees. However, further enhancements are nec-
essary especially with respect to what audit committees communicate to investors.
For example audit committees should inform investors as to how the audit com-
mittee has overseen the audit and financial reporting processes. Others such as
Warren Buffet have also recommended there be greater transparency with respect
to the discussions between audit committees, auditors, and financial management,
including with respect to internal controls, completeness of disclosures and whether
adjustments are needed to reported numbers or not. As an audit committee chair,
I have implemented these recommendations by Mr. Buffet and found them to be
beneficial to the members of the committee as well as investors. As a result, I be-
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lieve the SEC should undertake to update the rules with respect to reports by audit
committees.

The SEC has also recently taken an enforcement action against members of an
audit committee found to be derelict in a financial fraud. The SEC deserves credit
for establishing accountability of these audit committees. However, given revelations
of the Financial Crisis Inquiry Commission and the examiner’s report on Lehman,
one must ask why there haven’t been more similar actions. Ultimately, it is impor-
tant that audit committee members be held accountable for their actions, or lack
Ofl; aictions. Enhanced transparency will no doubt aid in establishing greater account-
ability.

Improvements at the SEC

With respect to the SEC, it needs to exercise greater oversight of the FASB stand-
ard setting process. This includes overseeing those appointed to both the FASB itself
as well as its trustees. This requires balancing the need to observe the independence
of the FASB with the fact it has consistently failed to put out a product that pro-
vides investor protection. Clearly the FASB has failed to develop quality and timely
standards and this begins and ends with the members of its board, and those who
oversee its efforts. One likely cause of this is the FASB has a very diluted mission
and objective of trying to serve all—auditors, financial management who prepares
financial statements as well as investors. When one is tasked to serve all, it often
results in none being served. Changing the mission of the FASB to specifically state
it serves investors would certainly clarify and help strengthen the Board.

The SEC also needs to ensure it enforces the standards that do exist. There ap-
pears to be a lack of enforcement cases related to financial reports these days, as
evidenced by the lack of action discussed in the report of the examiner of Lehman.
Without strong enforcement of standards, there are in fact, no standards.

While the SEC enforcement division has set up several task forces, it has failed
to establish any task force to examine financial reporting fraud. I believe this indi-
cates a lack of focus on an area of fraud that has cost investors large losses, and
is necessary if investors are to believe that the agency is clearly the “investors advo-
cate.”

At the same time, the SEC needs the necessary resources and tools to do its job.
I have met with staff at the SEC and found that they do in fact lack the tools for
the job. They don’t have the necessary information technology necessary for moni-
toring the markets and market participants. They lack many of the technologies and
tools those they regulate have and use. And as the recent Boston Consulting Report
confirmed, they do not have enough or the right people to do the job they have now
been tasked to do.

This is not an issue of “balancing the budget” as the funding for the SEC does
not involve any taxpayer dollars. Rather its funding comes from fees that ultimately
investors bear the cost of. And time and time again, investors have stated they are
willing to bear those costs. Accordingly, failure to fund the SEC can only be viewed
as an intentional and deliberate effort to handcuff this law enforcement agency,
thereby exposing investors to substantial harm, as in the past.

I have been at the SEC at times when it was “starved” by Congress, effectively
ensuring a lack of regulation and exposure of millions of Americans to great risk
of loss. Indeed, Congresses own GAO has stated in the past the SEC has been woe-
fully underfunded. I believe the lack of such underfunding has directly led to a lack
of confidence in the U.S. capital markets while tens of millions of investors watched
trillions in value in their pensions and 401Ks disappear.

If Congress believes the SEC needs to become more efficient and effective, then
Congress is obligated to hold oversight hearings to ensure the agency spends the
resources it receives wisely and effectively. But this should not be an excuse to
defund the agency, at a time when tens of millions of American investors need it
more than ever before. I will also add the same is true for the CFTC.

What Is Not Needed

One of the key issues the ACAP committee deliberated and debated at length was
the issue of further liability reforms requested by the audit firms. However, as the
ACAP report aptly describes in detail, there was strong disagreement among the
members of the committee as to whether such reforms were in fact necessary or not.

The audit firms cited the need for further reforms as they are required to exercise
judgment. Yet auditors have been required to exercise significant judgments when
performing audits for many decades. Unfortunately, some of those judgments on au-
dits such as Waste Management, Enron, Lehman, and Xerox have been correctly
caléed }1'1nto question, not only by investors and their lawyers, but also by regulators
and others.
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What the evidence provided in reports by Cornerstone Research and the Stanford
Law School Securities Class Action Clearinghouse demonstrate as set forth in Ex-
hibit E, is that lawsuits naming the auditor as a defendant have dramatically de-
clined since the passage of the Private Securities Law Reform Act (PSLRA) in 1995.
Subsequent court cases have also further narrowed the ability of investors to re-
cover from auditors through establishment of higher hurdles for proving loss causa-
tion and elimination of cases involving aiding and abetting of securities fraud. In
fact, despite over 14,000 audit opinions issued on an annual basis by auditors of
public entities, almost 4,900 restatements of financial statements being reported
during the years 2005 through 2010, and a significant increase in the number of
violations of the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act (FCPA), there has been on average
less than one class action lawsuit brought each year against each of the ten largest
auditing firms during that same period. As a result it is not surprising the ACAP
wa; unable to reach a consensus that any further litigation reform is necessary for
auditors.

Closing Comments

Audits, when properly performed by truly objective and independent auditors, pro-
vide the capital markets with confidence the financial statements can be trusted.
However, investors are questioning the value proposition of audits today, including
the information they are provided and how auditors communicate that information
to them. As a result, it is important auditors provide a product to their real client—
investors—that the customer believes is worth the price being paid. If on the other
hand, investors continue to question the relevance of the audit, the audit report and
the information being reported, it will only be a matter of time in this digital age
before audits do indeed lose their value and relevance.

I would be happy to respond to any questions members of the Subcommittee
might have.
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EXHIBIT A

March 16, 2011

Presentation of the PCAOB Investor Advisory Group Subcommittee on Les-
sons Learned From the Financial Crisis
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EXHIBIT B

Sample Audit Reports on Financial Institutions Receiving Federal Bailout
Funds for Fiscal Years 2006 and 2008

Report of Independent Registered Public Accounting Firm
To the Board of Directors and Shareholders of Bank of America Corporation:

We have completed integrated audits of Bank of America Corporation’s Consoli-
dated Financial Statements and of its internal control over financial reporting as
of December 31, 2006, in accordance with the standards of the Public Company Ac-
counting Oversight Board (United States). Our opinions, based on our audits, are
presented below.

Consolidated Financial Statements

In our opinion, the accompanying Consolidated Balance Sheet and the related
Consolidated Statement of Income, Consolidated Statement of Changes in Share-
holders’ Equity and Consolidated Statement of Cash Flows present fairly, in all ma-
terial respects, the financial position of Bank of America Corporation and its sub-
sidiaries at December 31, 2006 and 2005, and the results of their operations and
their cash flows for each of the three years in the period ended December 31, 2006,
in conformity with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of
America. These Consolidated Financial Statements are the responsibility of the Cor-
poration’s management. Our responsibility is to express an opinion on these Consoli-
dated Financial Statements based on our audits. We conducted our audits of these
Consolidated Financial Statements in accordance with the standards of the Public
Company Accounting Oversight Board (United States). Those standards require that
we plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the
financial statements are free of material misstatement. An audit of financial state-
ments includes examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and
disclosures in the financial statements, assessing the accounting principles used and
significant estimates made by management, and evaluating the overall financial
statement presentation. We believe that our audits provide a reasonable basis for
our opinion.

Internal Control Over Financial Reporting

Also, in our opinion, management’s assessment, included in the Report of Manage-
ment on Internal Control Over Financial Reporting, that the Corporation main-
tained effective internal control over financial reporting as of December 31, 2006,
based on criteria established in Internal Control-Integrated Framework issued by
the Committee of Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway Commission (COSO),
is fairly stated, in all material respects, based on those criteria. Furthermore, in our
opinion, the Corporation maintained, in all material respects, effective internal con-
trol over financial reporting as of December 31, 2006, based on criteria established
in Internal Control-Integrated Framework issued by the COSO. The Corporation’s
management is responsible for maintaining effective internal control over financial
reporting and for its assessment of the effectiveness of internal control over finan-
cial reporting. Our responsibility is to express opinions on management’s assess-
ment and on the effectiveness of the Corporation’s internal control over financial re-
porting based on our audit. We conducted our audit of internal control over financial
reporting in accordance with the standards of the Public Company Accounting Over-
sight Board (United States). Those standards require that we plan and perform the
audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether effective internal control over
financial reporting was maintained in all material respects. An audit of internal
control over financial reporting includes obtaining an understanding of internal con-
trol over financial reporting, evaluating management’s assessment, testing and eval-
uating the design and operating effectiveness of internal control, and performing
such other procedures as we consider necessary in the circumstances. We believe
that our audit provides a reasonable basis for our opinions.

A company’s internal control over financial reporting is a process designed to pro-
vide reasonable assurance regarding the reliability of financial reporting and the
preparation of financial statements for external purposes in accordance with gen-
erally accepted accounting principles. A company’s internal control over financial re-
porting includes those policies and procedures that (i) pertain to the maintenance
of records that, in reasonable detail, accurately and fairly reflect the transactions
and dispositions of the assets of the company; (ii) provide reasonable assurance that
transactions are recorded as necessary to permit preparation of financial statements
in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles, and that receipts and
expenditures of the company are being made only in accordance with authorizations
of management and directors of the company; and (iii) provide reasonable assurance
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regarding prevention or timely detection of unauthorized acquisition, use, or disposi-
tion of the company’s assets that could have a material effect on the financial state-
ments.

Because of its inherent limitations, internal control over financial reporting may
not prevent or detect misstatements. Also, projections of any evaluation of effective-
ness to future periods are subject to the risk that controls may become inadequate
because of changes in conditions, or that the degree of compliance with the policies
or procedures may deteriorate.

Pricewaterhouse Cooper, LLP,
Charlotte, North Carolina
February 22, 2007

Report of Independent Registered Public Accounting Firm

To the Board of Directors and Shareholders of Bank of America Corporation:

In our opinion, the accompanying Consolidated Balance Sheet and the related
Consolidated Statement of Income, Consolidated Statement of Changes in Share-
holders’ Equity and Consolidated Statement of Cash Flows present fairly, in all ma-
terial respects, the financial position of Bank of America Corporation and its sub-
sidiaries at December 31, 2008 and 2007, and the results of their operations and
their cash flows for each of the three years in the period ended December 31, 2008,
in conformity with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of
America. Also in our opinion, the Corporation maintained, in all material respects,
effective internal control over financial reporting as of December 31, 2008, based on
criteria established in Internal Control-Integrated Framework issued by the Com-
mittee of Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway Commission (COSO). The Cor-
poration’s management is responsible for these financial statements, for maintain-
ing effective internal control over financial reporting and for its assessment of the
effectiveness of internal control over financial reporting, included in the Report of
Management on Internal Control Over Financial Reporting appearing on page 108
of the 2008 Annual Report to Shareholders. Our responsibility is to express opinions
on these financial statements and on the Corporation’s internal control over finan-
cial reporting based on our integrated audits. We conducted our audits in accord-
ance with the standards of the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (United
States). Those standards require that we plan and perform the audits to obtain rea-
sonable assurance about whether the financial statements are free of material
misstatement and whether effective internal control over financial reporting was
maintained in all material respects. Our audits of the financial statements included
examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in the
financial statements, assessing the accounting principles used and significant esti-
mates made by management, and evaluating the overall financial statement presen-
tation. Our audit of internal control over financial reporting included obtaining an
understanding of internal control over financial reporting, assessing the risk that
a material weakness exists, and testing and evaluating the design and operating ef-
fectiveness of internal control based on the assessed risk. Our audits also included
performing such other procedures as we considered necessary in the circumstances.
We believe that our audits provide a reasonable basis for our opinions.

As discussed in Note 19—Fair Value Disclosures to the Consolidated Financial
Statements, as of the beginning of 2007 the Corporation has adopted SFAS No. 157,
“Fair Value Measurements” and SFAS No. 159, “The Fair Value Option for Finan-
cial Assets and Financial Liabilities.”

A company’s internal control over financial reporting is a process designed to pro-
vide reasonable assurance regarding the reliability of financial reporting and the
preparation of financial statements for external purposes in accordance with gen-
erally accepted accounting principles. A company’s internal control over financial re-
porting includes those policies and procedures that (i) pertain to the maintenance
of records that, in reasonable detail, accurately and fairly reflect the transactions
and dispositions of the assets of the company; (11) provide reasonable assurance that
transactions are recorded as necessary to permit preparation of financial statements
in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles, and that receipts and
expenditures of the company are being made only in accordance with authorizations
of management and directors of the company; and (iii) provide reasonable assurance
regarding prevention or timely detection of unauthorized acquisition, use, or disposi-
tion of the company’s assets that could have a material effect on the financial state-
ments.

Because of its inherent limitations, internal control over financial reporting may
not prevent or detect misstatements. Also, projections of any evaluation of effective-
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ness to future periods are subject to the risk that controls may become inadequate
because of changes in conditions, or that the degree of compliance with the policies
or procedures may deteriorate.

Charlotte, North Carolina
February 25, 2009

Report of Independent Registered Public Accounting Firm—Consolidated Financial
Statements

The Board of Directors and Stockholders of Citigroup Inc.:

We have audited the accompanying consolidated balance sheets of Citigroup Inc.
and subsidiaries (the “Company” or “Citigroup”) as of December 31, 2006 and 2005,
the related consolidated statements of income, changes in stockholders’ equity and
cash flows for each of the years in the 3-year period ended December 31, 2006, and
the related consolidated balance sheets of Citibank, N.A., and subsidiaries as of De-
cember 31, 2006 and 2005. These consolidated financial statements are the responsi-
bility of the Company’s management. Our responsibility is to express an opinion on
these consolidated financial statements based on our audits.

We conducted our audits in accordance with the standards of the Public Company
Accounting Oversight Board (United States). Those standards require that we plan
and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the financial
statements are free of material misstatement. An audit includes examining, on a
test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in the financial state-
ments. An audit also includes assessing the accounting principles used and signifi-
cant estimates made by management, as well as evaluating the overall financial
statement presentation. We believe that our audits provide a reasonable basis for
our opinion.

In our opinion, the consolidated financial statements referred to above present
fairly, in all material respects, the financial position of Citigroup as of December
31, 2006 and 2005, the results of its operations and its cash flows for each of the
years in the three-year period ended December 31, 2006, and the financial position
of Citibank, N.A., and subsidiaries as of December 31, 2006 and 2005, in conformity
with U.S. generally accepted accounting principles.

As discussed in Note 1 to the consolidated financial statements, in 2006 the Com-
pany changed its methods of accounting for defined benefit pensions and other post-
retirement benefits, stock-based compensation, certain hybrid financial instruments
and servicing of financial assets, and in 2005 the Company changed its method of
1accounting for conditional asset retirement obligations associated with operating
eases.

We also have audited, in accordance with the standards of the Public Company
Accounting Oversight Board (United States), the effectiveness of Citigroup’s internal
control over financial reporting as of December 31, 2006, based on criteria estab-
lished in Internal Control-Integrated Framework issued by the Committee of Spon-
soring Organizations of the Treadway Commission (COSO), and our report dated
February 23, 2007, expressed an unqualified opinion on management’s assessment
of, and the effective operation of, internal control over financial reporting.

KPMG LLP,
New York, New York
February 23, 2007

Report of Independent Registered Public Accounting Firm—Consolidated Financial
Statements

The Board of Directors and Stockholders of Citigroup Inc.:

We have audited the accompanying consolidated balance sheets of Citigroup Inc.
and subsidiaries (the “Company” or “Citigroup”) as of December 31, 2008 and 2007,
and the related consolidated statements of income, changes in stockholders’ equity
and cash flows for each of the years in the 3-year period ended December 31, 2008,
and the related consolidated balance sheets of Citibank, N.A., and subsidiaries as
of December 31, 2008 and 2007. These consolidated financial statements are the re-
sponsibility of the Company’s management. Our responsibility is to express an opin-
ion on these consolidated financial statements based on our audits.

We conducted our audits in accordance with the standards of the Public Company
Accounting Oversight Board (United States). Those standards require that we plan
and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the financial
statements are free of material misstatement. An audit includes examining, on a
test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in the financial state-
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ments. An audit also includes assessing the accounting principles used and signifi-
cant estimates made by management, as well as evaluating the overall financial
statement presentation. We believe that our audits provide a reasonable basis for
our opinion.

In our opinion, the consolidated financial statements referred to above present
fairly, in all material respects, the financial position of Citigroup as of December
31, 2008 and 2007, the results of its operations and its cash flows for each of the
years in the three-year period ended December 31, 2008, and the financial position
of Citibank, N.A., and subsidiaries as of December 31, 2008 and 2007, in conformity
with U.S. generally accepted accounting principles.

As discussed in Note 1 to the consolidated financial statements, in 2007 the Com-
pany changed its methods of accounting for fair value measurements, the fair value
option for financial assets and financial liabilities, uncertainty in income taxes and
cash flows relating to income taxes generated by a leverage lease transaction.

We also have audited, in accordance with the standards of the Public Company
Accounting Oversight Board (United States), Citigroup’s internal control over finan-
cial reporting as of December 31, 2008, based on criteria established in Internal
Control-Integrated Framework issued by the Committee of Sponsoring Organiza-
tions of the Treadway Commission (COSO), and our report dated February 27, 2009,
expressed an unqualified opinion on the effectiveness of the Company’s internal con-
trol over financial reporting.

KPMG LLP,
New York, New York
February 27, 2009

EXHIBIT C

Recommendations of the U.S. Treasury Advisory Committee on the Audit-
ing Profession

Final ACAP Recommendations

Human Capital Recommendations

Recommendation 1. Implement market-driven, dynamic curricula and content for
accounting students that continuously evolve to meet the needs of the auditing pro-
fession and help prepare new entrants to the profession to perform high quality au-
dits.

a. Regularly update the accounting certification examinations to reflect changes
in the accounting profession, its relevant professional and ethical standards,
and the skills and knowledge required to serve increasingly global capital mar-
kets.

b. Reflect real world changes in the business environment more rapidly in teach-
ing materials.

c. Require that schools build into accounting curricula current market develop-
ments.

Recommendation 2. Improve the representation and retention of minorities in
the auditing profession so as to enrich the pool of human capital in the profession.

a. Recruit minorities into the auditing profession from other disciplines and ca-
reers.

b. Institute initiatives to increase the retention of minorities in the profession.

c. Emphasize the role of community colleges in the recruitment of minorities into
the auditing profession.

d. Emphasize the utility and effectiveness of cross-sabbaticals and internships
with faculty and students at Historically Black Colleges and Universities.

e. %‘ncrease the numbers of minority accounting doctorates through focused ef-
orts.

Recommendation 3. Ensure a sufficiently robust supply of qualified accounting
faculty to meet demand for the future and help prepare new entrants to the profes-
sion to perform high quality audits.

a. Increase the supply of accounting faculty through public and private funding
and raise the number of professionally qualified faculty that teach on cam-
puses.

b. Emphasize the utility and effectiveness of cross-sabbaticals.
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c. Create a variety of tangible and sufficiently attractive incentives that will moti-
vate private sector institutions to fund both accounting faculty and faculty re-
search, to provide practice materials for academic research and for participa-
tion of professionals in behavioral and field study projects, and to encourage
practicing accountants to pursue careers as academically and professionally
qualified faculty.

Recommendation 4. Develop and maintain consistent demographic and higher
education program profile data.

Recommendation 5. Encourage the AICPA and the AAA jointly to form a com-
mission to provide a timely study of the possible future structure of higher edu-
cation for the accounting profession.

Firm Structure and Finances Recommendations

Recommendation 1. Urge the SEC, and Congress as appropriate, to provide for
the creation by the PCAOB of a national center to facilitate auditing firms’ and
other market participants’ sharing of fraud prevention and detection experiences,
practices, and data and innovation in fraud prevention and detection methodologies
and technologies, and commission research and other fact-finding regarding fraud
prevention and detection, and further, the development of best practices regarding
fraud prevention and detection.

Recommendation 2. Encourage greater regulatory cooperation and oversight of
the public company auditing profession to improve the quality of the audit process
and enhance confidence in the auditing profession and financial reporting.

a. Institute the following mechanism to encourage the states to substantially
adopt the mobility provisions of the Uniform Accountancy Act, Fifth Edition
(UAA). If states have failed to adopt the mobility provisions of the UAA by De-
cember 31, 2010, Congress should pass a Federal provision requiring those
states to adopt these provisions.

b. Require regular and formal roundtable meetings of regulators and other gov-
ernmental enforcement bodies in a cooperative effort to improve regulatory ef-
fectiveness and reduce the incidence of duplicative and potentially inconsistent
enforcement regimes.

c. Urge the States to create greater financial and operational independence of
their State boards of accountancy.

Recommendation 3. Urge the PCAOB and the SEC, in consultation with other
Federal and State regulators, auditing firms, investors, other financial statement
users, and public companies, to analyze, explore, and enable, as appropriate, the
possibility and feasibility of firms appointing independent members with full voting
power to firm boards and/or advisory boards with meaningful governance respon-
sibilities to improve governance and transparency at auditing firms.

Recommendation 4. Urge the SEC to amend Form 8-K disclosure requirements
to characterize appropriately and report every public company auditor change and
to require auditing firms to notify the PCAOB of any premature engagement part-
ner changes on public company audit clients.

Recommendation 5. Urge the PCAOB to undertake a standard-setting initiative
to consider improvements to the auditor’s standard reporting model. Further, urge
that the PCAOB and the SEC clarify in the auditor’s report the auditor’s role in
detecting fraud under current auditing standards and further that the PCAOB peri-
odically review and update these standards.

Recommendation 6. Urge the PCAOB to undertake a standard-setting initiative
to consider mandating the engagement partner’s signature on the auditor’s report.

Recommendation 7. Urge the PCAOB to require that, beginning in 2010, larger
auditing firms produce a public annual report incorporating (a) information required
by the EU’s Eighth Directive, Article 40 Transparency Report deemed appropriate
by the PCAOB, and (b) such key indicators of audit quality and effectiveness as de-
termined by the PCAOB in accordance with Recommendation 3 in Chapter VI of
this Report. Further, urge the PCAOB to require that, beginning in 2011, the larger
auditing firms file with the PCAOB on a confidential basis audited financial state-
ments.

Concentration and Competition Recommendations

Recommendation 1. Reduce barriers to the growth of smaller auditing firms con-
sistent with an overall policy goal of promoting audit quality. Because smaller audit-
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ing firms are likely to become significant competitors in the market for larger com-
pany audits only in the long term, the Committee recognizes that Recommendation
2 will be a higher priority in the near term.

a. Require disclosure by public companies in their registration statements, annual
reports, and proxy statements of any provisions in agreements with third par-
ties that limit auditor choice.

b. Include representatives of smaller auditing firms in committees, public forums,
fellowships, and other engagements.

Recommendation 2. Monitor potential sources of catastrophic risk faced by public
company auditing firms and create a mechanism for the preservation and rehabilita-
tion of troubled larger public company auditing firms.

a. As part of its current oversight over registered auditing firms, the PCAOB
should monitor potential sources of catastrophic risk which would threaten
audit quality.

b. Establish a mechanism to assist in the preservation and rehabilitation of a
troubled larger auditing firm. A first step would encourage larger auditing
firms to adopt voluntarily a contingent streamlined internal governance mecha-
nism that could be triggered in the event of threatening circumstances. If the
governance mechanism failed to stabilize the firm, a second step would permit
the SEC to appoint a court-approved trustee to seek to preserve and rehabili-
tate the firm by addressing the threatening situation, including through a reor-
ganization, or if such a step were unsuccessful, to pursue an orderly transition.

Recommendation 3. Recommend the PCAOB, in consultation with auditors, in-
vestors, public companies, audit committees, boards of directors, academics, and oth-
ers, determine the feasibility of developing key indicators of audit quality and effec-
tiveness and requiring auditing firms to publicly disclose these indicators. Assuming
development and disclosure of indicators of audit quality are feasible; require the
PCAOB to monitor these indicators.

Recommendation 4. Promote the understanding of and compliance with auditor
independence requirements among auditors, investors, public companies, audit com-
mittees, and boards of directors, in order to enhance investor confidence in the qual-
ity of audit processes and audits.

a. Compile the SEC and PCAOB independence requirements into a single docu-
ment and make this document Web site accessible. The AICPA and State
boards of accountancy should clarify and prominently note that differences that
exist between the SEC and PCAOB standards (applicable to public companies)
and the AICPA and State standards (applicable in all circumstances, but sub-
ject to SEC and PCAOB standards, in the case of public companies) and indi-
cate, at each place in their standards where differences exist, that stricter SEC
and PCAOB independence requirements applicable to public company auditors
may supersede or supplement the stated requirements. This compilation should
not require rulemaking by either the SEC or the PCAOB because it only calls
for assembly and compilation of existing rules.

b. Develop training materials to help foster and maintain the application of
healthy professional skepticism with respect to issues of independence and
other conflicts among public company auditors, and inspect auditing firms,
through the PCAOB inspection process, for independence training of partners
and mid-career professionals.

Recommendation 5. Adopt annual shareholder ratification of public company
auditors by all public companies.

Recommendation 6. Enhance regulatory collaboration and coordination between
the PCAOB and its foreign counterparts, consistent with the PCAOB mission of pro-
moting quality audits of public companies in the United States.

EXHIBIT D

Recommendations of the PCAOB Investor Advisory Group

1. Standard auditor’s report should be revised to include more useful information
to investors.

2. The PCAOB should launch an in-depth study into the role auditors played in
the financial crisis. The goal of that study should be to identity both the causes
of and remedies for those pervasive audit failures. The PCAOB should make
such analysis of audit failures an ongoing function of the Board, in order to



102

ensure that changes in policy and oversight practices are adopted in a timely
fashion to address correctable weaknesses in the audit process.

. The firms should produce an annual report, including financial statements,
which is filed with the PCAOB and made public and certified to by the execu-
tives of the firm. The annual report of the audit firm should include its key
quality control factors, global quality control processes, and how it is struc-
tured and operates.

. The PCAOB should require the governing boards of the firms, either on the
board itself or on an advisory board, appoint no less than 3 independent mem-
bers. These independent members should include in the annual report of the
firm, a report on their activities for the year.

. The PCAOB should continue to ask congress to pass legislation that will allow
it to make its disciplinary proceedings public.

. The PCAOB should undertake a project to establish mandatory rotation of the
auditor, for example every ten years. During that time period, to strengthen
auditor independence and avoid any “opinion shopping,” any rules adopted
should permit the auditor to be removed only for cause, as defined by the
PCAOB.

. The PCAOB as it updates its standards should undertake to study and
strengthen the supervision by the lead audit partner, of the foreign audit work
performed. Mere acceptance of foreign auditors “credentials” is insufficient to
ensure high quality audits.

. The auditor’s report should be modified to state the amount or percentages of
assets and revenues that have been audited by any auditors, who has refused
to be inspected by the PCAOB. We support the PCAOB’s efforts to negotiate
joint inspection agreements with foreign regulators. However, we do not believe
mere reliance on those regulators inspections, without first determining and
monitoring their quality, is an acceptable protection for investors.

. Consistent with the recommendations of the Panel on Audit Effectiveness, we
recommend the PCAOB revise its standards to require forensic auditing proce-
dures and include greater guidance on the forensic audit procedures that
should be performed. This should include requiring auditors to understand the
whistleblower programs and their independence and effectiveness.

Exhibit E
Data on Securities Litigation and Restatements

Class action filings naming auditors as defendant:

Annual Number Percentage of annual filings
Year  Of Class Action Filings Naming Auditor Defendant
2010 176 4%
2009 168 6%
2008 223 3%
2007 177 1%
2006 119 3%

2005 182 3%
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Total Restatements by Year
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Exhibit 11. The Number of FCPA Settl Reached a Post-SOX High in FY10
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RESPONSES TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS OF CHAIRMAN REED
FROM JAMES R. DOTY

Q.1. In your remarks, you discussed the auditor’s responsibility
with respect to an entity’s ability to continue as a going concern.
Should this assessment be conducted during interim reviews? How
could this be an early warning indicator? What work is the PCAOB
doing with respect to this issue? What is the estimated timeline for
completion or resolution of this issue or any related project on the
PCAOB’s agenda?

A.1. The financial crisis has highlighted the importance of an audi-
tor’s timely assessment of an entity’s ability to continue as a going
concern. The Board is sensitive to this issue and, as discussed
below, its staff has been working with others on a project to con-
sider improvements to Auditing Section 341, The Auditor’s Consid-
eration of an Entity’s Ability to Continue as a Going Concern (AU
341).1 AU 341 currently requires that certain audit procedures be
performed on annual audits, not interim reviews, of issuers’ finan-
cial statements.2 The project underway is considering quarterly
(interim) procedures as well as annual procedures.

The PCAOB has been working with the Financial Accounting
Standards Board (FASB) and the Commission to coordinate
changes to both accounting and auditing standards relating to a
company’s assessment and disclosure of its ability to continue as a
going concern and an auditor’s evaluation of that assessment. Pos-
sible changes under consideration include whether and how the
current going concern model could be expanded to further discuss
risks and uncertainties about an entity’s ability to continue as a
going concern, and thus serve as more of an early warning indi-
cator.

It’s important that the Board’s actions are appropriately coordi-
nated and sequenced with any actions the FASB and the Commis-
sion would need to take. The Board, however, recognizes the impor-
tanced of the going concern project, and it remains a priority of the
Board.

Q.2. Nearly all of the panelists addressed the issue of the nec-
essary evolution of the auditor’s report. What is the estimated
timeline for consideration of this project? When do you anticipate
Board action on any related standards?

A.2, The auditor’s reporting model is a top standard-setting pri-
ority of the Board. On March 22, 2011, the Board discussed with
its staff the results of the PCAOB’s outreach to investors and oth-
ers about potential changes to the auditor’s reporting model, and
directed the staff to prepare a concept release for publication this

1AU 341 was adopted by the Auditing Standards Board of the American Institute of Certified
Public Accountants (AICPA) in the 1980s and was established by the PCAOB under section
103(a)(3) of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002, 15 U.S.C. 7213(a)(3), as an initial auditing stand-
ard. See, PCAOB Rule 3200T. Under U.S. generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP), fi-
nancial statements are prepared based on the assumption by management that the company
is a going concern; that is, absent information to the contrary, there is an assumption that the
company will continue in business. Accounting Research Bulleting No. 43, Restatement and Re-
vision of Accounting Research Bulletins.

2AU 8§8341.01 and 341.02. Section 10A(a) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (Exchange
Act), 15 U.S.C. 78j-1(a), requires that each audit under the Exchange Act include an evaluation
of whether there 1s substantial doubt about the entity’s ability to continue as a going concern.
The procedures for that evaluation, during the audit of annual financial statements, are found
in AU 341.
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summer. A recording of that meeting is available at htip://
pcaobus.org [ News | Webcasts | Pages |
03222011 OpenBoardMeeting.aspx.

The scheduled milestones for this project include issuing the
above-mentioned concept release for public comments this summer,
holding a roundtable discussion in the fall of 2011 and issuing a
proposed standard for public comments in early 2012.

Q.3. The Investor Advocacy Group of the PCAOB recently dis-
cussed a survey and noted four areas of potential improvement in
auditor communications:

a. an assessment of management’s estimates and judgments;

b. areas of high financial statement and audit risk;

c. unusual transactions, restatement and other significant
changes; and

d. an assessment of the quality of the issuer’s accounting policies
and practices.

What work is the PCAOB doing concerning each of the four

areas?
A.3. As your question indicates, on March 16, 2011, the Board
heard a presentation from members of a subcommittee of the
Board’s Investor Advisory Group (IAG) about the results of a sur-
vey conducted by the subcommittee to solicit views regarding audi-
tors’ communications to investors and possible changes to the audi-
tor’s report. The presentation of the results of the survey was fol-
lowed by a discussion of related issues by all IAG members and the
Board.

The results of the survey and the IAG discussion provided valu-
able investor feedback that, along with information provided by
auditors and others, has informed the Board’s project on the audi-
tor’s reporting model, which is noted above in response to Question
2. The views expressed by IAG members, including the results of
the survey, were consistent with views by some investors expressed
in response to broader PCAOB staff outreach about potential
changes to the auditor’s report. However, other constituents, in-
cluding some audit committee members, expressed reservations
about the extent of any possible additional reporting by auditors.
The Board will carefully consider all of the views received as it
moves forward on this project.

As noted above, the Board plans to issue a concept release on the
auditor reporting model this summer. The concept release will seek
public comment on not only the areas highlighted in the IAG sur-
vey, but also other potential ways to enhance the auditor’s report
and improve auditor communications to investors and other users
of financial statements.

Q.4. What is your assessment of the report and each of the rec-
ommendations detailed in the Department of the Treasury’s Advi-
sory Committee on the Auditing Profession (ACAP) issued on Octo-
ber 6, 20087 What are the strengths and weaknesses of each rec-
ommendation? What further work is the PCAOB doing with respect
to the issues discussed in the report and the related recommenda-
tions?
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A.4. The Board considers the ACAP report as part of the total mix
of information from serious and thoughtful sources that contain
recommendations for possible policy, standards setting, and rule-
making initiatives.

Generally speaking, the strengths of each recommendation stem
from their being developed by thoughtful and committed experts
with a common interest in improving audit quality. Any particular
weaknesses could be viewed, in part, to arise from the limited ac-
cess the ACAP had to the type of information which PCAOB in-
spectors have access to, and to the fact that the ACAP rec-
ommendations were made prior to the financial crisis.

During the past few years, the Board has focused its resources
on significant issues that arose subsequent to the ACAP, such as
audit issues highlighted during the financial crisis and the Board’s
ability to gain access to foreign countries to conduct inspections of
audits of companies, or subsidiaries or affiliates of companies, with
securities traded in the United States.

The Board has developed an active standard setting and regu-
latory agenda. Several of these initiatives are consistent with
ACAP recommendations. 3 For example:

e The Board has created an Academic Fellow Program and the
first academic fellow soon will complete his 1-year fellowship
in the Board’s Office of Research and Analysis.

e The Board also has created an outline for a possible national
center on financial reporting fraud and solicited applications
for the position of director of the center.

e The Board issued a concept release to explore issues related to
engagement partners signing audit reports in their own names.

e The Board also has increased its efforts to act cooperatively
with other regulators, such as the SEC, FASB, the Financial
Industry Regulatory Authority, the Department of Labor, and
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

e The Board’s regulatory collaboration and coordination with its
foreign counterparts has been enhanced by entering into agree-
ments with foreign authorities that facilitate cooperation in the
oversight of auditors.

e And, the Board has encouraged smaller accounting firms’ par-
ticipation by hosting numerous “Forums for Auditing in the
Small Business Environment” in cities across the country and
including small firm representatives in its advisory groups.

Most significantly, as noted above and consistent with an ACAP
recommendation, the Board is considering revising the auditor’s
standard reporting model. The basic auditor report on a public
company’s financial statements has not changed significantly in
over 60 years. During that period, investors and others have indi-
cated that auditors have valuable insights into companies’ financial
statements and auditors, therefore, should communicate to inves-
tors more than a final conclusion on whether those financial state-
ments comply with generally accepted accounting principles

3 Further information about the ACAP recommendations is available on the Board’s Web site
in the briefing paper under “Update on PCAOB Developments”, at htip:/ /pcaobus.org/News/
Events/Pages/10132010 SAGDMeeting.aspx.
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(GAAP). ACAP, for example, referred to the growing complexity of
global business operations and a growing use of judgments and es-
timates in accounting as reasons for the Board to consult with in-
vestors, other financial statement users, auditors, public compa-
nies, academics, and others about the need for and possible im-
provements in the auditor reporting model. As discussed above, on
March 22, 2011, the Board discussed with its staff the results of
the PCAOB’s outreach to investors and others about potential
changes to the auditor’s reporting model, and directed the staff to
prepare a concept release for publication this summer. The Board
also is considering holding a roundtable on the auditor reporting
model in the fall of 2011, and issuing a proposed standard for pub-
lic comments in early 2012.

Q.5. Auditing firms and investors have publicly expressed the need
for increased transparency into large firms and their complex net-
works. Foreign regulators have adopted transparency standards
that exceed those in the U.S., such as the EU’s Article 40 Trans-
parency Report. Should audit firms publish annual audited finan-
cial statements? What do you believe are the strengths and weak-
nesses of such a proposal? What additional information should be
disclosed? What work has the PCAOB done concerning the issue of
increasing the transparency into large accounting firms? What ad-
ditional work is being done?

A.5. The Board requires each registered firm to file an annual re-
port that includes, among other things, information about audit re-
ports issued, disciplinary histories of new personnel, and certain in-
formation about fees billed to issuer audit clients for various cat-
egories of services. Registered firms also are required to file special
reports within 30 days after certain reportable events, which range
from administrative matters such as changes in a firm’s contact in-
formation to more substantive matters, including, for example, the
institution of certain types of legal proceedings against a firm or
its personnel. Each of these reports is posted to the Board’s Web
site and is available to the public at Attp://pcaobus.org/Registra-
tion/rasr/Pages |/ RASR__Search.aspx. These reports provide the
public with information relevant to a registered public accounting
firm’s audit practice and performance. The Board, however, is con-
tinuing to evaluate the appropriate content of these reports in view
of the authority recently granted to the Board to oversee the audits
of brokers and dealers, and other current events.

Some auditing firms in the United States also have published re-
ports that provide a high-level discussion of the firm’s legal struc-
ture, global and U.S. governance structures, quality control frame-
work, personnel headcounts, and the division of revenues among
accounting and audit, tax, and consulting service lines. Little, if
any, information that would appear in an entity’s financial state-
ments, however, generally is made part of such a report.

A PCAOB inspection team, in certain cases, requests that a reg-
istered public accounting firm provide the Board with financial in-
formation concerning the firm’s practice. In appropriate cir-
cumstances, inspectors also request information related to poten-
tially catastrophic risks facing the firm, such as the likelihood of
significant losses or costs associated with pending litigation or the
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possible failure of quality controls in high risk areas. The Board,
therefore, currently has sufficient access to a firm’s financial infor-
mation to conduct its inspections and other regulatory programs.

Q.6. Mr. Valukas urged reconsideration of the paradigm concerning
an auditor’s assessment of materiality. Mr. Valukas noted that
transparency should be placed above conclusions of immateriality.
What has the PCAOB done, or is currently doing, concerning this
issue? What is the estimated timeline for completion?

A.6. Mr. Valukas raised an important, and profound, concern,
which I share. That is, when an auditor or the company itself iden-
tifies an error or other unfavorable information, too often their re-
action is to engage in an exercise to find a rationale for deter-
mining that the error or information is immaterial and need not be
disclosed to the audit committee or investors.

The PCAOB’s Auditing Standard No. 11, “Consideration of Mate-
riality in Planning and Performing an Audit”, discusses the concept
of materiality for application in audits performed in accordance
with PCAOB standards. The standard is based on the long-stand-
ing principle that materiality must be judged from the perspective
of the reasonable investor.4 It requires auditors to establish mate-
riality levels for the financial statements taken as a whole. It also
requires auditors to determine whether separate materiality levels
should be established for certain accounts or disclosures.

To my mind, the problem Mr. Valukas cites would not be solved
by requiring auditors to use lower materiality thresholds. Auditors
find significant errors under existing standards. Rather, the prob-
lem is what auditors do about the error once they have found it.

In the face of strong incentives to conform to management’s
views, auditors must exercise their professional skepticism in the
collection of real, objective, and credible evidence to support their
opinions. Courage to stand up to management when this evidence
shows it is the right thing to do is one of the most difficult chal-
lenges an auditor faces, but it is the fundamental purpose of the
audit.

As I noted in response to your questions at the April 6 hearing,
the PCAOB has emphasized this issue in its inspections program,
and there are indications that auditors themselves are recognizing
that real change is needed. The Board intends to continue in its in-
spections and through other means to encourage registered public
accounting firms to avoid temptations to minimize problems based
simply on management’s representations and, when appropriate, to
present those problems to audit committees and others.

Q.7. What additional information do you believe should be commu-
nicated by auditors to the audit committee? When should the com-
munication occur (e.g., during the performance of an audit or re-
view, during the performance of an audit, after an audit has con-
cluded, or at another time)?

4 Specifically, Auditing Standard No. 11 states that, in interpreting the Federal securities
laws, the Supreme Court of the United States has held that a fact is material if there is “a
substantial likelihood that the . . . fact would have been viewed by the reasonable investor as
having significantly altered the ‘total mix’ of information made available.” T'SC Industries v.

Northway, Inc., 426 U.S. 438, 449 (1976). See, also Basic, Inc. v. Levinson, 485 U.S. 224 (1988).
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On March 29, 2010, the Board proposed for public comment a
new auditing standard to replace the existing standard on commu-
nications with audit committees, and a series of related amend-
ments to other PCAOB standards. On September 21, 2010, the
Board held a public roundtable, which provided additional input on
the proposed standard from representatives of audit committees,
investors, auditors, issuers, and others.

The proposed standard would strengthen the existing require-
ments for auditor communications with audit committees, and add
several new requirements. The proposed standard includes a re-
quirement for the auditor to establish a mutual understanding of
the terms of the audit engagement with the audit committee and
to document that understanding in an engagement letter. The pro-
posal also includes requirements relating to:

e Communication of an overview of the audit strategy, including
a discussion of significant risks, the use of the internal audit
function; and the roles, responsibilities, and location of firms
participating in the audit;

¢ Communication regarding critical accounting polices, practices,
and estimates;

¢ Communication regarding the auditor’s evaluation of a com-
pany’s ability to continue as a going concern; and

e Evaluation by the auditor of the adequacy of the two-way com-
munications between the auditor and audit committee to better
achieve the objectives of the audit.

The proposed standard states that audit committee communica-
tions should occur in a timely manner, and that the appropriate
timing of a particular communication depends on the significance
of the matter to be communicated and the need for any corrective
or follow-up action. As a backstop, the proposed standard also
states, however, that all communications required by the standard
should be made annually before the issuance of the auditor’s re-
port.>

The comment period for the proposal closed October 21, 2010.
The Board’s staff is evaluating comments received and preparing
its recommendations to the Board.

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS OF SENATOR CRAPO
FROM JAMES R. DOTY

Q.1. We need to make sure that American investors can have con-
fidence in audits performed on U.S.-listed companies whose oper-
ations might be located someplace other than in the U.S. For exam-
ple, the PCAOB released a Research Note on March 15 detailing
the extent to which hundreds of Chinese companies have listed on
U.S. exchanges through “reverse mergers” with U.S.-based shell
companies. Outside audits of these companies are often performed
by audit firms based in China, and the Chinese Government has
not allowed the PCAOB to inspect those firms to evaluate the qual-
ity of audit work being done.

5The proposed standard would provide certain exceptions for registered investment companies
consistent with SEC Rule 2-07 of Regulation S-X, 17 CFR §210.2-07.
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What more can the PCAOB be doing in this area to help give

American investors the confidence they deserve and is there any-
thing Congress can be doing to help you persuade the Chinese Gov-
ernment that it is in their own interest to have PCAOB inspectors
evaluating the quality of audit work being done there?
A.1. The PCAOB takes seriously its obligation under the Sarbanes-
Oxley Act (the “Act”) to inspect non-U.S. public accounting firms
that have registered with the PCAOB because they audit or play
a substantial role in the audit of U.S. issuers, brokers, and dealers.
To date, the PCAOB has conducted inspections in 35 jurisdictions
around the world. In Asia in particular, the PCAOB has conducted
inspections of firms located in India, Indonesia, Japan, Malaysia,
Philippines, Taiwan, Thailand, Singapore, South Korea, and Hong
Kong (albeit without access to the portions of the auditor’s work
papers covering mainland China operations and documents).

As your question acknowledges, the PCAOB is currently pre-
vented from inspecting the U.S.-related audit work and practices of
PCAOB-registered firms in China as well as Hong Kong to the ex-
tent their audit clients have operations in mainland China. These
obstacles undermine the auditor oversight system put in place by
the Act and, in turn, threaten the public interest by impeding the
PCAOB’s ability to detect conduct that violates U.S. law and pro-
fessional standards. As long as these obstacles persist, investors in
U.S. markets are deprived of the benefits of PCAOB inspections
and, in some cases, may rely on the mistaken belief that these
auditors have been inspected.

The PCAOB continues to work to resolve these obstacles and has
been engaged in discussions with the relevant Chinese authorities
for over 4 years. During that time, the PCAOB and Chinese au-
thorities have participated in numerous bilateral meetings, dia-
logues, and workshops.

In addition, in order to provide transparency to investors and the
public about its international inspection efforts and the challenges
we face, the PCAOB periodically updates certain disclosures about
the status of inspections of registered non-U.S. firms. Specifically,
the Board has posted the following lists on its Web site:

e A cumulative list of the countries in which the PCAOB has
conducted inspections in the past.

o A list of the countries in which there are registered non-U.S.
firms that the PCAOB intends to inspect in the current cal-
endar year. The Board also committed to publicly explaining
the reason(s) for any difference between the announced plan
and the countries in which inspections were actually con-
ducted.

o A list of the registered firms for which the inspection fieldwork
has not been completed even though more than four years have
passed since the end of the calendar year in which the firm
first issued an audit report while registered with the PCAOB.

e A list of the companies that, in 2009 or 2010 (through mid-
April 2010), filed financial statements with the SEC that were
audited by a non-U.S. auditor that is located in a jurisdiction
where there are obstacles to PCAOB inspections. Issuers lo-
cated in China (including Hong Kong issuers with significant
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subsidiaries or operations in mainland China or audited by
mainland Chinese auditors) comprise the largest group of
issuers where the PCAOB has been denied access to conduct
inspections.

In addition to these transparency measures, in July 2010, the
PCAOB staff issued Staff Audit Practice Alert No. 6, “Auditor Con-
siderations Regarding Using the Work of Other Auditors and En-
gaging Assistants From Outside the Firm” (Staff Alert No. 6), not-
ing that some U.S. audit firms, which are issuing audit reports for
companies with substantially all of their operations outside of the
U.S. based on work performed by non-U.S. firms, are not properly
applying PCAOB standards. The alert reminds U.S. auditors of
their obligations in these circumstances. In addition, the Board has
ongoing investigations relating to the audits of Chinese issuers.

Finally, in October 2010, the PCAOB announced that it was re-
evaluating its approach to new registration applications from firms
in jurisdictions that deny access to PCAOB inspections. Going for-
ward, the Board will no longer routinely register firms that are lo-
cated in jurisdictions where the PCAOB cannot conduct inspec-
tions.

While the PCAOB is currently considering a range of options to
resolve the inspections issue, we very much appreciate your atten-
tion to this matter as well as the interest shown by other members
of Congress. I believe that it is critical that Congress continue to
remain interested in this issue as we focus on resolving the im-
passe with China in a manner that best serves the public interest
and investing community. I recognize that members of Congress
have their own relationships with many Chinese Government offi-
cials, or might have occasion to travel to China and discuss a wide
range of important issues with them. Given the importance of this
issue to the protection of American investors, I encourage members
of Congress to raise this topic with them, and stress to the Chinese
that it is in their own interest to agree to a system of joint inspec-
tions with the PCAOB this year.

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS OF CHAIRMAN JOHNSON
FROM LESLIE F. SEIDMAN

Q.1. During Wednesday’s hearing on “The Role of the Accounting
Profession in Preventing Another Financial Crisis”, comments were
made by a witness testifying on the second panel on which I would
appreciate your response and assessment.

The comment dealt with the relative importance of materiality
and transparency. The witness said, “you cannot hide behind mate-
riality if something is not transparent. And the FASB has for years
been urged to adopt a rule that says if additional disclosure is nec-
essary to keep the financials from being misleading, you need to
make it . . . [Until we put that standard in place . . . we are
going to have a problem.”

What would be the potential and probable impacts of the imple-
mentation of such a rule? What has been the history of consider-
ation of such a rule, which was mentioned? What is the applicable
FASB guidance regarding the disclosure of information necessary
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to keep a material part of the financial statement from being mis-
leading?

A.1. In 2009, the FASB added a project to its agenda to establish
an overarching framework intended to make financial statement
disclosures more effective, coordinated, and less redundant. That
project was added in response to requests and recommendations re-
ceived from several stakeholders, including the ITAC (an advisory
group to the FASB) and the CIFiR committee. Some of the concerns
expressed by the investor community were centered on materiality
and transparency. In addition, issuers of financial statements have
requested relief from unnecessary, duplicative, and burdensome
disclosures that they believe do not provide or enhance trans-
parency.

The project objective is not intended to be additive but, rather,
to develop a framework for improved U.S. GAAP that promotes
meaningful communication and logical presentation of disclosures
and avoids unnecessary repetition. The project will also consider
the need to specifically require a company to provide additional dis-
closures to keep its financial statements from being misleading.
Notwithstanding the activities of the FASB to enhance trans-
parency through the disclosure framework project, the SEC, in Ex-
change Act Rule 12b-20, already has a longstanding requirement
for companies to disclose material information that may be nec-
essary to make the required financial statements not misleading.!
Rule 12b-20 is an SEC rule applicable to companies subject to the
1934 Exchange Act.

To date, the disclosure framework project team has completed its
categorization of existing disclosures and is currently analyzing
ways to eliminate those disclosures that are not deemed useful and
to add those disclosures that users need to better understand the
prospects and risks faced by an entity. The FASB expects to issue
a Discussion Paper on that framework in the second half of 2011.

In recent standards, the FASB also has been identifying the ob-
jective of the disclosure requirements, rather than just enumer-
ating specific disclosure items. Most recent standards include the
notion that the objectives apply regardless of whether the standard
requires specific disclosures. Those standards indicate that the spe-
cific disclosures required by the standard are minimum require-
ments and a company may need to supplement the required disclo-
sures depending on the company’s facts and circumstances.

It is the FASB’s responsibility to develop recognition, measure-
ment, and disclosure principles that appropriately portray the eco-
nomics of transactions entered into by a company. While the FASB
is responsible for establishing accounting standards, the FASB does
not have the authority to determine whether a company’s financial
report is presented fairly. The SEC has the ultimate authority to
analyze whether public companies have complied with accounting
and disclosure standards.

1Exchange Act Rule 12b-20 states that “In addition to the information expressly required to
be included in a statement or report, there shall be added such further material information,
if any, as may be necessary to make the required statements, in the light of the circumstances
under which they are made not misleading.”
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RESPONSES TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS OF CHAIRMAN REED
FROM LESLIE F. SEIDMAN

Q.1. In his written testimony, Mr. Valukas, noted that there are
“no clear rules for measurement and reporting of the critical metric
of liquidity . . . ” What accounting pronouncements are in place or
contemplated concerning the measurement and reporting of liquid-
ity?

A.1. Several topic-specific pronouncements require companies to
provide information about liquidity. For example, Topic 470 re-
quires a company to provide information about the nature and tim-
ing of its debt obligations. Topic 840 requires a company to provide
information about its lease commitments. Topic 860 requires a
company to provide information about its obligations when a com-
pany has sold assets and has significant continuing involvement
with those assets. The Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC)
and the banking regulators require additional liquidity disclosures
in “Management Discussion” and “Analysis and Call Reports”, re-
spectively.

One of the Financial Accounting Standards Board’s (FASB or
Board) current priorities is improving, simplifying, and achieving
convergence of the accounting for financial instruments. As part of
that project, the FASB staff is developing additional disclosures
about risks relating to financial instruments, including liquidity
risk, that would improve the information provided to users of fi-
nancial statements about a company’s financial instruments. When
evaluating the need for additional disclosures, the FASB will con-
sider existing reporting requirements established by other regu-
latory bodies, including the SEC and the banking regulators. The
FASB plans to issue a proposal of these additional disclosures in
2011.

Q.2. Mr. Turner testified that the FASB has “constantly refused”
to promulgate standards that address disclosures that may be nec-
essary to provide financial statements that are not misleading. Has
the FASB developed standards to address (1) the reporting of
transactions that lack economic substance; and (2) whether the fi-
nancial report is fairly presented? Are any such standards con-
templated? If so, what is the estimated timeline for completion?

A.2. The FASB continually adds projects to our technical agenda
that improve transparency of financial reporting for users of finan-
cial statements. The Board regularly solicits input from its advi-
sory groups, including the Financial Crisis Advisory Group during
2009 and 2010, and through an annual survey conducted by our Fi-
nancial Accounting Standards Advisory Council (FASAC). On the
basis of that input, the Board has undertaken work in several spe-
cific areas that require transactions to be reported in accordance
with their economic substance instead of their legal form (for exam-
ple, standards on transfers of financial assets and consolidation of
special-purpose entities (SPEs)). The Board completed a targeted
project in 2009 to provide greater transparency about transfers
(sales) of financial assets and a company’s continuing involvement
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with such assets (FAS 166).1 The final standards improve disclo-
sures about a company’s involvements with SPEs and tighten the
requirements governing when such entities should be consolidated
(FAS 167).2

As noted in our response to Question 4, the FASB recently re-
vised FAS 166 to address accounting for repurchase agreements,
and is proposing guidance to clarify certain provisions about con-
solidation in FAS 167. Our response to Question 4 also describes
our lease accounting project that is currently under way.

With respect to a company’s fair presentation of its economic con-
dition in its financial reports, it is important to remember the
FASB’s role as an accounting standard setter. It is the FASB’s re-
sponsibility to develop recognition, measurement, and disclosure
principles that appropriately portray the economics of transactions
entered into by a company. While the FASB is responsible for es-
tablishing accounting standards, the FASB does not have the au-
thority to determine whether a company’s financial report is pre-
sented fairly. Instead, officers and directors of a company are re-
sponsible for preparing financial reports in accordance with ac-
counting standards. Auditors provide an opinion as to whether
those officers and directors appropriately applied the accounting
standards. The Public Company Accounting Oversight Board
(PCAOB) is charged with ensuring that auditors of public compa-
nies have performed an audit in accordance with generally accept-
ed auditing standards, which include an auditor’s analysis of
whether a public company has complied with appropriate account-
ing standards. Finally, the SEC has the ultimate authority to ana-
lyze whether public companies have complied with accounting
standards.

Additionally, the SEC, in Exchange Act Rule 12b-20, has a long-
standing requirement for companies to disclose material informa-
tion that may be necessary to make the required financial state-
ments not misleading. 3 Rule 12b-20 is an SEC rule applicable to
companies subject to the 1934 Exchange Act.

Q.3. A recent report of the Economic Affairs Committee of the
House of Lords of the British Parliament expressed concerns that
the International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) is an “infe-
rior system” that encourages “box-ticking” and does not properly
account for expected losses. What has the FASB done to evaluate
this report and what impact does it have on the FASB’s agenda?

A.3. We have read and considered the report issued by the Eco-
nomic Affairs Committee (EAC). During the last several years, the
FASB has aimed to improve its standards through a focus on clear
objectives and principles, supported by a sufficient level of imple-
mentation guidance. We believe that this improved approach for es-
tablishing accounting standards further emphasizes the need for

1FASB Statement No. 166, Accounting for Transfers of Financial Assets—an amendment of
FASB Statement No. 140 (June 2009), now codified in Topic 860 of the FASB Accounting Stand-
ards Codification®.

2FASB Statement No. 167, Amendments to FASB Interpretation No. 46(R) (June 2009), now
codified in Topic 810 of the Accounting Standards Codification®.

3 Exchange Act Rule 12b-20 states that “In addition to the information expressly required to
be included in a statement or report, there shall be added such further material information,
if any, as may be necessary to make the required statements, in the light of the circumstances
under which they are made not misleading”
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practitioners to exercise professional judgment when applying U.S.
generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP). The FASB’s work
on pending convergence projects with International Accounting
Standards Board (IASB) is informed by this standard-setting phi-
losophy.

With regard to the EAC’s specific concerns about the accounting
for a bank’s expected losses under IFRS, the FASB has a project
on its agenda to address the model for recognizing loan impair-
ments. The FASB is working jointly with the International Ac-
counting Standards Board (IASB) to develop a converged and im-
proved impairment model in 2011. While the FASB is committed
to working hard to develop converged standards, we are committed
first and foremost to ensuring that the standards result in im-
proved financial information for investors.

Q.4. With respect to off-balance sheet transactions, please indicate
what accounting standards address the accounting for, and disclo-
sure of, off-balance sheet transactions. Please include when the
FASB initially promulgated related standards; when the FASB
evaluated the implementation and assessed the effectiveness of
such standards; and the current status of any projects. Please in-
clude a timeline of when the relevant issue was first added to the
FASPB’s agenda and any anticipated activities through completion
of the project.

A.4. There are a number of FASB standards that address the ac-
counting for and disclosure of off-balance sheet transactions. The
recent financial crisis revealed that accounting standards gov-
erning when a “true sale” has occurred and when a company must
recognize and report interests in SPEs did not adequately reveal
risks relating to transfers with continuing involvement, and var-
ious roles in securitization activities. To address these problems,
the FASB in 2008 issued enhanced disclosure requirements,+
which became effective immediately, and then proceeded to com-
plete a targeted project in 2009 to provide greater transparency
about transfers (sales) of financial assets and a company’s con-
tinuing involvement with such assets (FAS 166). These standards
improve disclosures about a company’s involvements with SPEs
and tighten the accounting requirements governing when such en-
tities should be consolidated (FAS 167). Below we discuss the most
significant accounting standards related to off-balance sheet disclo-
sures.

Transfers of Financial Assets

Accounting standards applicable to transfers of financial assets
and the use of SPEs have been in place for many years and have
been revised as structured finance arrangements have evolved. In
the 1980s, the FASB issued guidance to address diversity in prac-
tice for transfers of financial assets, including securitization trans-
actions. However, as new securitization structures developed, diver-
sity in accounting continued. FAS 77, issued in 1983, addressed the

4FASB Staff Position FAS 140-4 and FIN 46(R)-8, Disclosures by Public Entities (Enterprises)
about Transfers of Financial Assets and Interests in Variable Interest Entities (December 2008).
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reporting of transferred loans.? FASB Technical Bulletin 85-2 was
issued in 1985 to provide guidance on the securitization of
collateralized mortgage obligations.® Other guidance was periodi-
cally issued through various audit and accounting guides of the
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) and
consensuses of the FASB’s Emerging Issues Task Force (EITF).

In 1996, the FASB issued FAS 125 to improve the accounting for
transfers of financial assets and to eliminate inconsistencies that
resulted from the various guidance developed over the years.”
After the issuance of FAS 125, stakeholders asked the Board to re-
consider or clarify certain provisions. In 2000, the FASB issued
FAS 140 to address those matters. 8 After the issuance of FAS 140,
the FASB received a number of requests from financial statement
users and regulators to reconsider or clarify certain provisions. The
FASB issued three proposals to revise FAS 140, which resulted in
the issuance of FAS 166 in 2009.

The FASB issued a narrowly focused revision to FAS 166 in April
2011.° That revision affects the accounting guidance for deter-
mining when a repurchase agreement should be accounted for as
a sale or as a financing. The Board determined that the existing
criterion pertaining to an exchange of collateral should not be a de-
termining factor when accounting for a repurchase agreement
transaction. This project is also discussed in the response to Ques-
tion 2.

Consolidation of Special-Purpose Entities

Guidance issued in the mid-1980s addressed the consolidation of
SPEs used in securitizations involving collateralized mortgage obli-
gations. 19 However, securitization transactions continued to evolve
and diversity in accounting continued when determining whether
to consolidate SPEs. After the collapse of Enron, the FASB deter-
mined that the consolidation guidance as it related to securitization
vehicles and other thinly capitalized entities was fragmented and
incomplete. As a result, the FASB developed a new consolidation
model applicable to such entities. That model was issued in Janu-
ary 2003 as FIN 46.11 The FASB issued revisions to FIN 46 in De-
cember 2003. That revised guidance, FIN 46(R), remained in effect
until the issuance of FAS 167 in 2009. 12

Currently, the FASB has a narrowly focused project on our tech-
nical agenda to revise FAS 167. The FASB plans to issue a pro-
posal in May 2011 that would amend the consolidation guidance to
address concerns about applying FAS 167 to investment companies

5FASB Statement No. 77, Reporting by Transferors for Transfers of Receivables with Re-
course (December 1983).

6FASB Technical Bulletin No. 85-2, Accounting for Collateralized Mortgage Obligations
(CMOs) (March 1985).

7FASB Statement No. 125, Accounting for Transfers and Servicing of Financial Assets and
Extinguishments of Liabilities (June 1996).

8 FASB Statement No. 140, Accounting for Transfers and Servicing of Financial Assets and
Extinguishments of Liabilities—a replacement of FASB Statement No. 125 (September 2000).

9 Accounting Standards Update No. 2011-03, Transfers and Servicing (Topic 860): Reconsider-
ation of Effective Control for Repurchase Agreements (April 2011).

10FASB Technical Bulletin 85-2.

11FASB Interpretation No. 46, Consolidation of Variable Interest Entities—an interpretation
of ARB No. 51 (January 2003).

12FASB Interpretation No. 46(R), Consolidation of Variable Interest Entities—an interpreta-
tion of ARB No. 51 (December 2003).
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and other similar companies. This project is also discussed in the
response to Question 2.

Leasing

Lease obligations are widely considered a significant source of
off-balance sheet financing. Under the current lease accounting
guidance, a company leasing an asset will either recognize the en-
tire leased asset on its books and a liability for all of its contrac-
tually required payments or recognize no asset and no liability.
FAS 13, issued in 1976, established the current accounting guid-
ance for leases for both lessors and lessees.13 Following the
issuance of FAS 13, the FASB, EITF, SEC, and AICPA issued nu-
merous standards that addressed various issues relating to the ap-
plication of that Statement.

Many of the FASB’s stakeholders criticized the current lease ac-
counting guidance and urged the FASB to undertake a lease ac-
counting project. In July 2006, the FASB and the IASB decided to
add a joint leasing project to their respective agendas because of
their concern that the current accounting in this area does not
clearly portray the resources and obligations arising from lease
transactions. The FASB and the IASB (the Boards) have been
working to revise the existing lease accounting guidance since that
time. The Boards have issued proposed revisions to lease account-
ing guidance and are currently considering the feedback received
from comment letters and the Boards’ extensive outreach activities.
We expect to issue guidance in the latter half of 2011.

The response to Question 7 more fully describes the FASB’s proc-
esses for evaluating the effectiveness of its standards.

Q.5. The Financial Crisis Inquiry Commission refers to certain
practices that occurred leading up to and during the financial crisis
as “window dressing.” What steps has the FASB taken to address
this concept in the current financial reporting environment?

A.5. “Window dressing” results from a variety of actions that a
company may take to affect its financial statements as of a par-
ticular reporting date. In its report, the Financial Crisis Inquiry
Commission describes some companies that would sell assets before
the end of a reporting period to reduce the amount of the com-
pany’s assets and lower its leverage ratio. Those companies would
buy those assets back at the beginning of the next quarter. The
FASB has recently improved the accounting guidance for repur-
chase transactions. In June 2008, the FASB issued guidance to re-
quire a company to link together certain repurchase transactions
when determining whether those transactions should be reported
as sales or financings. 14 In 2009, the FASB issued FAS 166, which
requires a company to disclose its continuing involvement, if any,
with financial assets that it reports as having sold. In addition, in
April 2011, the FASB revised the accounting standard for deter-
mining when such a repurchase agreement should be accounted for

13FASB Statement No. 13, Accounting for Leases (November 1976).

14FASB Staff Position 140-3, Accounting for Transfers of Financial Assets and Repurchase
Financing Transactions (February 2008), now codified in Topic 860 of the Accounting Standards
Codification®.
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as a sale or as a financing. 15> The Board determined that one of the
existing criteria pertaining to an exchange of collateral should not
be a determining factor when accounting for a repurchase agree-
ment transaction.

Q.6. What standards have been issued to address the need to elimi-
nate or reduce accounting-motivated structured transactions? What
has FASB concluded about the operating effectiveness of such
standards?

A.6. During the last several years, the FASB has aimed to improve
its standards through a focus on clear objectives and principles,
supported by a sufficient level of implementation guidance. We be-
lieve that this improved approach for establishing accounting
standards further emphasizes the need for practitioners to exercise
professional judgment when applying U.S. GAAP and reduces op-
portunities for similar economic transactions to be reported dif-
ferently.

Accounting-motivated structured transactions can take many
forms. As noted above in the response to Question 4, a number of
FASB standards address the accounting for and disclosure of off-
balance sheet transactions. The recent financial crisis revealed that
accounting standards governing when a “true sale” had occurred
and when a company must recognize and report interests in SPEs
did not adequately reveal risks relating to transfers with con-
tinuing involvement and various roles in securitization activities.
As discussed in response to Question 4, in 2008, the FASB issued
enhanced disclosure requirements to address these problems and
imposed an immediate effective date for such enhanced disclosures.
In 2009, the Board issued FAS 166, which provided greater trans-
parency about transfers (sales) of financial assets and a company’s
continuing involvement with such assets. In 2009, the Board also
issued FAS 167, which improved disclosures of a company’s in-
volvements with SPEs and tightened the accounting requirements
governing when such entities should be consolidated.

Also noted in our response to Question 4, the FASB currently has
a joint project with the IASB under way to develop improved lease
accounting standards that are intended to minimize off-balance-
sheet reporting of lease transactions.

The FASB actively seeks input from all of its stakeholders on
proposals and processes. The Board’s broad-based outreach helps
us to assess each standard’s effectiveness and whether the benefits
to users of improved information from proposed changes outweigh
the costs of the changes to preparers and others. Broad consulta-
tion also provides the opportunity for all stakeholder voices to be
heard and considered, facilitates the identification of unintended
consequences, and, ultimately, enables the widespread acceptance
of the standards that are adopted. The response to Question 7 more
fully describes the FASB’s processes for evaluating the effective-
ness of its standards.

Q.7. Some commentators have expressed concern about whether
the FASB’s focus on convergence has diverted attention away from

15FASB Accounting Standards Update No. 2011-3.
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the timely assessment of U.S. GAAP. What is the FASB doing to
ensure that U.S. GAAP is assessed in a timely fashion?

A.7. While the FASB is committed to working hard to develop im-
proved, converged, and sustainable standards, we are equally com-
mitted to making sure that, first and foremost, U.S. GAAP stand-
ards continue to provide the highest quality of financial informa-
tion to investors. The projects that we conduct jointly with the
TASB include topics in U.S. GAAP that the FASB has identified as
areas that need improvement. Those projects were added to the
FASB’s technical agenda as part of the FASB’s commitment to im-
prove the effectiveness of existing U.S. GAAP.

The FASB engages in extensive due process to ensure that U.S.
GAAP is assessed in a timely fashion, including public meetings,
public roundtables, field visits or field tests, liaison meetings with
interested parties, and the exposure of our proposed standards for
public comment. We proactively reach out to meet with stake-
holders, including a wide range of investors and reporting entities,
to discuss current and proposed standards. Those meetings with
stakeholders help us to assess whether U.S. GAAP standards are
providing useful information and also to assess the related costs.
The FASB works diligently to conduct outreach on a frequent and
regular basis with the FASB’s eight advisory groups. The primary
role of advisory group members is to share their views and experi-
ence with the Board on matters related to practice and implemen-
tation of new standards, projects on the Board’s agenda, possible
new agenda items, and strategic and other matters.

In addition to the FASB’s eight advisory groups, the EITF assists
the FASB in improving financial reporting through the timely iden-
tification, discussion, and resolution of financial accounting issues
relating to U.S. GAAP. The EITF was also designed to promulgate
implementation guidance for accounting standards to reduce diver-
sity in accounting practice on a timely basis. The EITF assists the
FASB in addressing narrow implementation, application, or other
emerging issues that can be analyzed within existing U.S. GAAP.
Task Force members are drawn from a cross section of the FASB’s
stakeholders, including auditors, preparers, and users of financial
statements. The chief accountant or the deputy chief accountant of
the SEC attends Task Force meetings regularly as an observer
with the privilege of the floor. Make-up of the EITF is designed to
include persons in a position to be aware of emerging issues before
they become widespread and before divergent practices become en-
trenched.

The FASB also meets regularly with the staff of the SEC and the
PCAOB. Additionally, because banking regulators have a keen in-
terest in U.S. GAAP financial statements as a starting point in as-
sessing the safety and soundness of financial institutions, we meet
with them at least on a quarterly basis and more frequently, if
needed. The FASB’s extensive due process ensures that U.S. GAAP
is assessed in a timely and complete fashion.

Further, the Office of the Chief Accountant of the SEC is under-
taking a new initiative involving a series of roundtable sessions
(Financial Reporting Series) in its oversight capacity to facilitate a
balanced discussion of existing pressures or emerging issues within
the financial reporting system. The Financial Reporting Series is
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designed to assist in the proactive identification of risks related to,
and areas for potential improvements in, the reliability and useful-
ness of financial information provided to investors. The chairs of
the FASB and the PCAOB will attend all sessions as observers and
will have the opportunity to make statements and ask questions of
participants.

Q.8. What additional information do you believe should be commu-
nicated by auditors to the audit committee? When should the com-
munication occur (e.g., during the performance of an audit or re-
view, during the performance of an audit, after an audit has con-
cluded, or at another time)?

A.8. While the FASB is responsible for establishing accounting
standards, the PCAOB ensures that auditors of public companies
have performed an audit in accordance with generally accepted au-
diting standards. This includes oversight over an auditor’s analysis
of whether a public company has complied with appropriate ac-
counting standards and whether they have made the appropriate
communications to a company’s audit committee. The FASB does
not have the authority to oversee audit firms and does not make
recommendations to the PCAOB on issues within the PCAOB’s
purview.

Q.9. Mr. Doty recommended that Congress consider changes to per-
mit the PCAOB to disclose its decision to institute disciplinary
hearings, which is currently prohibited by Section 105(c)(2) of the
Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002. Please give us your detailed thoughts
regarding the strengths and weaknesses of this proposal.

A.9. While the FASB is responsible for establishing accounting
standards, the PCAOB ensures that auditors of public companies
have performed an audit in accordance with generally accepted au-
diting standards. This includes oversight over an auditor’s analysis
of whether a public company has complied with appropriate ac-
counting standards. The FASB does not have the authority to over-
see audit firms and does not make recommendations to the PCAOB
on issues within the PCAOB’s purview.

Q.10. The Investor Advocacy Group of the PCAOB recently dis-
cussed a survey and noted four potential areas of improvement in
auditor communications:

a. assessments of management’s estimates and judgments;

b. areas of high financial statement and audit risk;

c. unusual transactions, restatement, and other significant
changes; and

d. assessments of the quality of the issuer’s accounting policies
and practices.

What work has the FASB done to support transparency to finan-
cial statement users in each of the areas noted above?
A.10. The FASB’s mission is to establish and improve standards of
financial accounting and reporting for the guidance and education
of the public, including users of financial information. However, the
FASB does not have authority to oversee management’s (or its
auditor’s) qualitative assessment of a company’s financial report-
ing.
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The FASB, however, does recognize the importance of improving
transparency about a company’s judgments and estimates and
areas of high financial statement risk. Accordingly, the FASB has
recently issued guidance to improve disclosures about the following:
. Fair value measurements 16
. Asset impairments 17
Credit risk 18

Derivative instruments and hedging activities, including cred-
it derivatives 19

e. Transfers of financial assets and continuing involvement with
those assets 20

f. Involvements in SPEs 2!
g. Financial guarantee insurance products. 22

po T

Q.11. Auditing firms and investors have publicly expressed the
need for increased transparency into large firms and their complex
networks. Foreign regulators have adopted transparency standards
that exceed those in the U.S., such as the EU’s Article 40 Trans-
parency Report. Has the FASB considered a project to promulgate
accounting standards specific to accounting firms? If not, why not?

A.11. As discussed above, although the FASB is responsible for es-

tablishing accounting standards, it does not have authority to re-

quire an audit firm (or any other firm) to prepare its financial

statements in accordance with U.S. GAAP. Additionally, the FASB

also does not have the authority to oversee or regulate audit firms;

]?)HChd authority rests with the PCAOB and the State licensing
oards.

Although, in limited circumstances, the FASB has issued indus-
try-specific accounting guidance, the FASB is generally charged
with establishing general purpose standards of financial accounting
and reporting focused on the nature of the business activities and

16 FASB Statement No. 157, Fair Value Measurements (September 2006), as codified in Topic
820 of the Accounting Standards Codification®, FASB Staff Position FAS 107-1 and APB28-1,
Interim Disclosures about Fair Value of Financial Instruments (April 2009), now codified in var-
ious Topics of the Accounting Standards Codification®; FASB Staff Position FAS 157-4, Deter-
mining Fair Value When the Volume and Level of Activity for the Asset or Liability Have Sig-
nificantly Decreased and Identifying Transactions That Are Not Orderly (April 2009), now codi-
fied in Topic 820 of the Accounting Standards Codification®; and FASB Accounting Standards
Update No. 2010-6, Fair Value Measurements and Disclosures (Topic 820): Improving Disclo-
sures about Fair Value Measurements (January 2010).

17FASB Staff Position FAS 115-2 and FAS 124-2, Recognition and Presentation of Other-
Than-Temporary Impairments (April 2009), now codified in various Topics of the Accounting
Standards Codification®.

18 FASB Staff Position SOP 94-6-1, Terms of Loan Products That May Give Rise to a Con-
centration of Credit Risk (December 2005), now codified in Topics 825 and 310 of the Accounting
Standards Codification®; and FASB Accounting Standards Update No. 2010-20, Receivables
(Topic 310): Disclosures about the Credit Quality of Financing Receivables and the Allowance
for Credit Losses (July 2010).

19FASB Statement No. 161, Disclosures about Derivative Instruments and Hedging Activi-
ties—an amendment of FASB Statement No. 133 (March 2008), now codified in Topic 815 of
the Accounting Standards Codification®; and FASB Staff Position FAS 133-1 and FIN 45-4, Dis-
closures about Credit Derivatives and Certain Guarantees: An Amendment of FASB Statement
No. 133 and FASB Interpretation No. 45; and Clarification of the Effective Date of FASB State-
ment No. 161, now codified in Topics 815 and 460 of the Accounting Standards Codification®.

20 FASB Staff Position FAS 140-4 and FIN 46(R)-8 and FASB Statement No. 166, now codi-
fied in Topic 860 of the Accounting Standards Codification®.

21 FASB Staff Position FAS 140-4 and FIN 46(R)-8 and FASB Statement No. 167, now codi-
fied in Topic 860 of the Accounting Standards Codification®.

22FASB Statement No. 163, Accounting for Financial Guarantee Insurance Contracts—an in-
terpretation of FASB Statement No. 60 (May 2008), now codified in Topic 944 of the Accounting
Standards Codification®.
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not specific industries. General purpose standards are in most in-
stances preferable to industry-specific standards because the same
activities may be carried out by companies from different indus-
tries. This was reinforced in the Final Report of the Advisory Com-
mittee on Improvements to Financial Reporting to the United
States Securities and Exchange Commission, in which the com-
mittee generally advocated a move away from industry-specific
guidance in authoritative accounting literature. 23

Q.12. Please describe the process whereby FASB reviews each new
standard to determine whether it has met the needs of financial
statement users or whether additional guidance should be promul-
gated. What assessments have been performed within the last 2
years and what additional assessments are scheduled?

A.12. In November 2010, the Financial Accounting Foundation
(FAF) Board of Trustees, the oversight body of the FASB and the
Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB), announced a
process for conducting post-implementation reviews (PIR) of finan-
cial accounting and reporting standards issued by the FASB and
the GASB.

The PIR process is part of the FAF Trustee’s oversight activities
and is independent of the FASB and GASB standard-setting proc-
esses. Accordingly, the PIR team reports directly to the FAF Presi-
dent & CEO, and the FAF Trustees.

The primary objective of the PIR process is to determine whether
a standard is accomplishing its stated purpose and to provide feed-
back to the FASB that could improve the standard-setting process.
The PIR team evaluates whether decision-useful information is
being reported and if investors, creditors, and other users of finan-
cial statements are using the reported information as intended.
The review team also evaluates whether there are any significant
unintended changes to financial reporting and operating practices
or any significant economic consequences that the FASB did not
consider in setting the standard. The review process also evaluates
the implementation and continuing compliance costs of a standard
compared to the intended benefits of the standard.

The PIR team has initiated the review of its first selected stand-
ard and will be completing that review during the second half of
2011. Following completion of that review, the FAF will proceed
with the review of additional significant standards that have been
issued for a minimum period of 2 to 3 years. FAF intends to con-
duct post-implementation reviews of significant FASB standards.
There are two principal criteria in deciding whether an FASB
standard should be subjected to a post-implementation review.
First, the standard should have represented a significant change
from existing financial reporting when it was issued. Second, there
should be a significant amount of stakeholder input requesting ad-
ditional guidance or indicating that the standard may not be meet-

23The Advisory Committee on Improvements to Financial Reporting (CIFiR) to the SEC
states the following in Recommendation 1.6 of their Final Report (August 2008): U.S. GAAP
should be presumptively based on business activities, rather than industries. As such, the SEC
should recommend that any new projects undertaken jointly or separately by the FASB be
scoped on the basis of business activities, except in rare circumstances. Any new projects should
include the elimination of existing industry-specific guidance—particularly that which conflicts
with generalized U.S. GAAP—in relevant areas as a specific objective of those projects, except
in rare circumstances.
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ing its stated objective(s). The PIR team will not review standards
that are currently the subject of a significant technical project or
are under reconsideration by the FASB.

It is important to note that the PIR function is in addition to the
procedures that the FASB has in place to identify emerging issues
and potential agenda items. Those procedures are described in re-
sponse to Question 7. It was through those procedures that the
Board added projects relating to securitizations, consolidation, re-
purchase agreements, credit quality disclosures, multi-employer
pension plans, and numerous other matters in recent years.

Q.13. Please describe the Financial Accounting Foundation’s poli-
cies and practices to evaluate the efficiency and effectiveness of the
FASB. Please provide any reports that have been conducted within
the last 2 years.

A.13. The FAF’s Board of Trustees regularly monitors and evalu-
ates the efficiency and effectiveness of the FASB. The full Board
of Trustees undertakes these functions directly and also through its
Standard-Setting Process Oversight Committee (Oversight Com-
mittee) and its Appointments & Evaluations Committee.

The full Board of Trustees formally meets a minimum of four
times per year with the FASB Chairman and Technical Director for
an in-depth review and understanding of the FASB’s technical
agenda, project plans, and priorities on both domestic projects and
joint projects with the IASB. These reviews include discussion
about, among other things: the timing of projects; the level, means,
and scope of stakeholder outreach; and the FASB’s due process.
The Trustees also meet quarterly with the Chairman of the FASAC
for, among other things, FASAC’s views on the effectiveness and ef-
ficiency of the FASB.

Trustees and executives of the FAF also regularly engage in non-
technical stakeholder outreach activities, including meetings with
the SEC, banking and finance regulators, members of Congress, in-
vestor organizations, business and trade associations, and audit
firm leaders. These meetings are intended to educate stakeholders
on the activities of the FAF and FASB, solicit stakeholder involve-
ment in the FASB’s due process, and enable the FAF to obtain an
understanding of the issues and concerns of stakeholders and gain
insights from them on the effectiveness of the FASB and how the
FAF and the FASB can continue to meet the needs of financial
statement users and fulfill our mission.

The Oversight Committee was formed as an advisory committee
to the Board of Trustees in 2008. In 2009, the Oversight Committee
was raised to a standing committee of the Board of Trustees and
in 2011 became the first committee of the Board of Trustees des-
ignated with cochairs. The Oversight Committee meets as often as
six times per year and, on most of those occasions, meets with the
FASB Chairman and Technical Director. The primary responsibil-
ities of the Oversight Committee are monitoring and fostering thor-
ough and effective due process by the FASB and the GASB. As dis-
cussed in the response to Question 12 above, in 2010, the Board of
Trustees formalized a post-implementation review team and proce-
dures under the direction and supervision of the Oversight Com-
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mittee. The Oversight Committee also reviews the cost-benefit pro-
cedures followed by the FASB and GASB in establishing standards.
The Appointments & Evaluations Committee conducts annual re-
views of the performance of all FASB members.
Accompanying this response letter are the Annual Reports of the
FAF for 2010 and 2009.
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Financial Accounting Foundation

Inspiring Confidence in Financial Reporting

Integrity, transparency, and objectivity are vital to good financial
reporting - and necessary for rebuilding confidence in the US
capital markets.

Astrong cconomy relics in par on the values thar are practiced

in good financial reporting. Since it was founded in 1972, the
Financial Accounting Foundation (FAF) has been working o

promone the valus of inegrity, 3y and objetivity in
financial reporting. Good financial reporting provides people,
businesses, and other organirations the informaion they need

to make decisions that affect how capital and other resources ane
allocated, Investors rely on financial reports o soe how cffoctively
acompany is utilizing its resources, o they can decide whether w0
buy, sell, or hald stock in that company:, Taxpayers use financial
reports to decide whether dected officials are spending their dollars
wiscly, and consequendy, if those officals should be reelected.

When values such as integrity, transparency, and objectivity are
present in the preparation of financial reporss, those reports are
miore likely 1o provide high-quality information. This ceeates
confidence in financial reporting which, in turn, leads to
suronger capital markers and a stronger economy.

Today, a5 the US cconomy continues o recover from one of the
worst financial erises and decpest recessions in our hiscory, the
FAFs work, and that of our standand-setting Boards, is crinical,
As the organization charged with overseeing the Financial
Accounting Standards Board (FASB) and the Governmental
Accounting Standards Board (GASB), the FAF is responsible for
ensturing the standard-serting process reflects and incorporates the
walues thac will continue fo rebuild tust in financial reporting.

In 2010, the FAF made significant changes that will advance our
mission of establishing and improving financial ing and
reporting standards.

Improving Due Process

Ohnce a project is on the agenda, the issues ase identificd and
rescarched by the s and ace deliberaed by the Boands n pablic
meetings. A Discussion Paper or Exposurc Draft is issued, giving
constituents an opportunity to weigh in on the Boards” propased
solutions to the issucs identified. Depending on the project and
the type of feedhack recelved, the Boands may alwo host public
mundeables or public hearings to gather more input. Information
gathered during this stage of the process, including comment
leens, public discussions,and other eedBack, i then analyaed by
suaff and presented to the Boards. The Boands then redeliberate all
of the isiics, including propased changes or other provisions, at
public meetings before a final standand is isued.

In 2010, the FAF Lunched another component of due process.
Onur new formal Post-Implementation Review process collects
information on the effectiveness of final FASB and GASB
standards after they have been implemented by constituents,
Last July, the FAF appointed Mark Schroeder, a newly

retired senior partner from Deloitte & Touche, LU to lead

the develop Y & and i of the

dards issued by the FAFs

post-img review of
standard-sctring Boards.
As part of this process, an FAF review staff studies significant
accounting sandards to assess whether the intended financial
reponting objoctives underlying those standands are being met,
This involves examining the effects of 2 standard that has been
implemented in the “real world,” and then asking whether, in
face, the standand is achicving what it was intended to achieve.
The review staff reports to the FAF president and meets regulady
with the Standard-Serting Process Oversight Committes of

the Board of Trustees. The review team includes experienced
members of the FASE and GASB staffs who have been released
1o the FAF staff 1o devote full-time efforts 1o the post-
implementation review fanction. This promoses 2 collaborative
review aimed, ultimarely, at improving the standard-serting

process. At this writing, the review seaff i conducting 3 “beta”

Tndependent, unbiased due process is at the hear of everything
we do. Our commitment to due process enables FASE

and GASB members 1o have the information they need

10 make informed decissons. [t is a process driven by our
constit users of financial preparers of such
starements, auditors, regulators, tapayers, citizens, and others

test of the review p FASB standard. The FASB test
is expected 1o be completed by the middle of 2011, at which
time a GASB standard will be seleced for review.

Listening Leads to Improvements
Hearing what our constituents have to say with thoughfil

with an interest in high-quality financial reporting C:
tell us whar issues in financial reporting they think need 1o be
addressed. They recommend new projects or improvements
1o existing standands, based an their expericnoe in business,
government, and the capiral markets.,

Following rescarch and consultation with Board members and
athers on these recommendations, and subject 1 the oversight
of the FAF, the FASB and GASB chairs then decide whar
projects to add to their agendas.

attention is 4 prerequisite of our ability 10 come to the ight
answers on issues. While our constinsents may not always agree on
the autcome, the seandand-setring Boards weigh their input very
carcfully within the context of al avaitable information, including
research, cost-benefit analyses, and opposing viewpoints,

During the FAF's 2009 *Listening Tous,” groups of FAF
Trustees and senior FAF leadership met with diverse groups

of constituents 1 hear and understand their views on the
independent standand-setring process and key issues affecting
financial reporting, During this tour, constituents told us

Financial Accounting Foundation



129

they fully support the robustness and the independence of the
peocesses followed by the FASB and GASB in setting standards.

The insights gheaned during the Listening Tour were the
inspiration for imporans projects in 2010, For example, we
heard that some constituents are concerned about the cost

and complexity of standards for nonpublic entities. The FAF
listened to these concerns and ook immediate steps to get mare
information. The FAF collaborated with the Amenican Institute
of Cenificd Public A and the Navional 4

of State Boards of Accountancy to create a Blue-Ribbon Panel

Jeweers, Close followers of the standard-setting process know that we
have 2 room here in Morwalk, Connecticut — the public reference
mwom ~ dedicated to public project fles, where people can review
comment letters, mecting minutes, and other relevant information
abour exch Board' projects. During 2010, we bunched the FASB
Online Public Reference Room, 2 virtual brary conraining the
documents that comprise the FASB public project fik. [n addition,
2010 saw the GASB join the FASB in posting all comment letters
received, by project, to the GASB website,

Late in 2010, the FAF launched its own dedicated website,

charged with studying and making dations to the
Trustoes about how to improve the sundand-sctting process for
private companies, Chired by FAF Trustee Rick Andersan,

the panel met five times in 2010 1o discuss issues of concern

to private companies, culminaring in a report submitted to the
Trustees in January 2011 with recommendations for addressing
financial reporting challenges in this sector.

We recently announced the formaion of a Trustee Working
Group as the next phase of our proces to broadly examine the
needs of nonpublic entities. The Working Group will reach out

0 aur constituents o obtain their input on the scope of the isues
and concemns w be addressed, and also will seck inpur on porential
improvements, inchuding those recommended by the Blue-Ribbon
Panel, As the comprehensive evahation of pocential iy

for these: entities continues, the FASE has also taken a number

of imporant steps w0 improve its own processes, among them,
assigning private company and not-for-profit ssaff laisons 10
cach of its project teams in onder to berter provide inpat an how
proposed FASB standards would impact nonpublic entitics.

Transparency Inspires Confidence

The abiliey for constituents to see what the FASB and GASB are
doing a1 any given rime is critical to the standard-seming process
becuse it enables greater constituent invalvement in that proces
and fosters confidence in that process. We are dedicared o making
our process transparent and o information accessible.

Over the past year, the FAF has raken a number of steps to

gf o1g. The new website is intended
1o raise awarcness of the FAF, its mission, and s sctiviries,
and to promate greater invelvement in our processes, The
homepage feaures 4 new column, “From the President’s Desk,”
which provides an overview of the latest Foundation news and
activities, It also provides a means for two-vay communications
with us - our constituents have the opporunity 1o contact us
directly with their feedback, questions, and concerns about the
Foundation and its standard-setting Boards,

Finally, in 2010, the FAF expanded its repertoire of
communications outreach tools. We're now using Twirer 1o
provide real-time alerts 1 constituents regarding the latest FAF,
FASB, and GASB news, Podcases fearuring FASE and GASB
menters and staff discussing major standard-sctting issues bave
also begome a regular feature on our websites, The FASE is also
using live, hour-long webcasts to educare constitucnts on major
issues while giving them the opportunity o direct questions to
Baard members and staff.

Leadership for New Accounting Realities

Our constituents expect the FASE ta remain a world Jeader in
seving high-quality accounsing standarde. They abso expect the
GASB to lead the way in seming sandards that give users of sare
and local government financial reports a clear picture of how
public afficials are using tax dollars.

On an organizanional kevel, the FAF Trustees succeeded in
flling a number of leadership roles with dynamic, expericnced

R

I
increase and faster more In

Dicgember 2010, the FAF introdusced video webcasting of FASB
decisionmaking eeetings o make it cafer for ourconsiments to
see and hear the standard-setting process in action. The videocasts
replaced the audio-only webcasts that our lisseners rold us were
challenging to follow and understand. The success of these video
webcasts has led to the recent bunch of video webcasting of FASB
public education sessions. In 2011, we will explore expanding the
number and types of mectings available by videocast.

Transparency is also enhanced by our ! ability 1o

sze the type of feedback the Boands receive and follow 1 wrinen

recaed for each project. Over the years, we've tried to iniprove

constitents’ aceess o the public project fles, including comment

2010 Annual Report

ith 8 deep Ynlcge of oancidl reporting et
The meost significant changes in leadership occurred ar the

FASB, In Deceber 2010, after a national search conducted by a
leading exccutive scarch firm, the FAF appointed Leslie Seidman
aschairenan of the FASB, First appointed to the FASB in 2003,
Ledis diverseand disinguihed caneer in financial eprting
includes founding and managing a financial reposting consulring
firm, serving as vice president in the accounting policies department
of .1 Margan & Co. Inc., and staning her carcer as a member

of the audit staff of Ardhuir Young & Co. The FAF Trustees are
delighed 1o have Lisic Jeading the FASB atsuch s crcil time i
aur hisory. Leslie assumed the role of acting chaimman upon the
Ortober 2010 of Bob Herz, wh d with distinction
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a8 FASR chairman since 2002, Bobs vision, lradaﬂmmdstmg
to the goal of improving and

and Hugh Cubverhouse Endowed Chair of A anthe
Cubverhouse College of Commerce & Business Administration

sandids fo the bencfitofthe gobal and US capial markes
broughs the FASB 10 2 new level of exeellence. His wenure at the
FASB set the disection for the future of financial reposting, and we
shank him for his kadenbip and considerable contributions 1 the
urpnw:una\dmmmudwiugwirkalpuindhlhc}nsm
ofthe US capital markets. We il abvays be graefl for i strong
keadership of the FASB,

In Ogctober 2010, the Trustees appointed Russ Golden 1o the FASE.

Priar e his appointmens, Russ was technical director of the FASB,
with primary responsibility for oversecing FASB staff work on all
standird acning projecrs,including majoe ghobal and deesie
peojeces and wechnical applicarion and impl of financal
accounting and reporting standards, He abo served as chair of the
FASB's Emerging lssucs Task Force (ETTF). Earlier in his carcer,
Russ was a parmer at Dieloinee & Toache, LLE in the National
oﬁ‘r - Q“"'" 1 U A

at the Universizy of Alshama, We welcome them to the Boand of
Trustees. They rephace retiring Trustees Rick Anderson, Tim Flynn,
and Susan Phillips, whose insights and expertise were imvabuable o
the FAF during their terms. On behalf of the FAF and its Trusees,
we thank cachof them fr their disinguished sevice

FAF took a leadership role in another vital program in 2010,
when it assumed responsibility for the ongoing mainenance

af the US GAAP Financial Reporsing Tasonomy applicable to
public issuers registered with the US Securities and Exchange
Commission (SEC), The US GAAP Financial Reporting
Taxonomy is a list of computer-readable tags in eXtensible
Business Reporting Language (XBRL) that allows companics 10
Label precisely the thousands of picces of financial daca thar are
included in typacal Jong-form fnancial seatements and related
footnote disclosures. The cnhanced role of the FAF in Taxonomy

fuwﬂutglmﬂyu\dmﬂnmunurgmﬂﬂmw
pactneesand dlients throughout the US and globall. His vas
technical accounting experience, combined with his big-picure
view of the issues, makes him an ideal addition to the Board

The FAF also made the decision to enhance the FASB keadership
abiities by retuming to a seven-member stricrure. The FASE
operated under that structure from its inception in 1973 until
2008. The decision to return the FASB 1o seven members
demanstrates the FAF Trustees” commitment to investing
resourees i the standard-setting process at a critical time.

In carly 2011, the FAF announced the appointment of the

two new FASE members, completing the process to bring

the FASE 1o seven members, Daryl Buck and Hal Schrocder
officially joined the FASE on February 28, 2011, Prior to his
appointment to the FAS, Daryl was senior vice president and
CFO of Reasor's Holding Company in Tahlequah, Oklshoma,
He brings years of private company experience in financial
reporting, planning, and analysis to the FASB, Hal, previously 3
senior portfolio manager with Carlson Capiral, LI, has a diverse
investor and financial reporting background and has served over
the last 30 years as 2 senior equity analyst, a CFO, and an audit
partner at Emst & Young. We look forward to benefiting from
their experience and expertise on all of the challenging fsues
that will confront the FASB during their terms.

Tn addicion, the FAF appointed four new Trsstees who posscss
serong and vanied expertise in fnance and accounting, John
Thvuiunlsmrmprcsdwwuwﬂ:urddmfwnng
afficer of Tyo | ional. Seeve Howe s Ameri
wmmnfﬁm&?mnrgxd:mnbcufﬂuﬁwmsimnw
Board and Global Execurive Board, Mack Lawhon & chaimman
of Weaves LLP one of the langest ndependent accounting ims
serving privase companics in the Southwest, Mary Swonc is direcior

and develoy will help to further enhance the
incegrity of the reporting process for public companies.

Continuing Our Mission
mFﬁmewlnﬂmgammmnm
2010, In 2011, the Foundation will leverage these

10 continue our work on our major strategic isues, We'll
continue to manitor the FASB's progress on its Memorandum
of Understanding projects with the International Accounting
Standards Board, as they reach a critical point in converging
standards. As noted earlier, we'll focus on the issues and concerms
of nonpublic entities and the standard-serting process, We arc
nearing implementation of an independent funding method for
the GASB through the Dodd-Frank bill, thanks o collaborative
and coaperative effors with and local g
onganizations and others,

In clasing, while the FAF, FASB, and GASB cach focus an unique
aspects of out overall orgnizational mission, we are united by the
same goal: developing high-quality accounting seandards thar, in
wrmn, strengthen confidence in our capital markets, Achicving this
goal & oaly possible when values such a integrity, mansparency, and
abjocrivity drive all of our acxivigics. O behalf of the FAF, FASB,
u\dh.‘\SB.mnhank:Jlofdruﬁvdmh:ndmgnmmuhu
spportthe indep dard-sciting peocess by

their feedback, time, and idess o |mmngﬁmmlmpmng.%
also thank the FAF, FASB, and GASB members and staff who work
s hard 1o make high-quality standands a realiry.

P

John ]. Brennan Teresa S. Polley
Chairman Presidens & Chief Exeeuive Officer
FAF Board of Trustees FAF
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Financial Accounting Standards Board

2000 was certainky a vear full of activity and change at the
FASB, The FASB team adapeed o and embeaced the challenges
of the dynamic financial reporting environment, ranging from
our standard-seiting project 10 our due process
procedures, “Xpanded” responsibilitics, and changes in key
personncl. Qur farmer chairman, Bob Hers, initisted and
accomplished many of these positive changes, and we are all very
grateful for his years of service to the FASB and to the global
financial reporting communicy. | am honored and escited to

be beading the FASB ar this moment in time and look forwand
1o working with this grear group of people to advance these
imporant initiatives,

Despite all of the changes in the environment, our commitment
10 following a robust and open process has not wavered. In

fact, in recent years, we have significanely impeoved our ability
10 engage with our constitents in a variety of ways so that we
obtain the feedback we need 1 make informed decisions about
how to improve financial reporting sandards. In the paragraphs
that follow, there is an underlying theme: we are actively seeking
your input on our proposals and processes and we are listening
1o you. We may not always agree on the answer, but | sssure you
we are carcfully considering your concerns and suggesti

Listening

Let me briefly summarize some of the enhancements we have
made to make it casier for you o share your views with us. Lare
Last year, we stanted videocasting our Boand mectings on cur
website; recently, we decided 0 also videocast our education
sexsions, to make it casier for constituents o observe the process
that precedes our decisions. We have also created podcasts and
held webcasts to provide short summarics of our propasals

and new standards so that people can quickly assess whether
they have an interest and want 1 weigh in, We've also been
reaching out proactively 1o meer with constitsents, including
awide range of investors and reporting entitics, 1o discuss our
proposals and help us assess whether the propasals will lead 1o
betir information, and 1 assess th relted costs. | purtcalacly
like these interacrive meerings, because we can ask questions o
better undesstand why a person holds a parsicular view, which
can aceelerate the identification of issucs and possible solutions,

W continue to use a variery of other techniques to gather
informarion, including surveys, field visits, project resource
groups, and workshops that generally include investors, audiors,
reporting entitics, and regulators. And of course, we continue to
ask for formal comment letters and hold roundables as “tried
and true” ways to obtain feedback on our proposals.

Focusing
Many of these new forms of outreach were designed o berter
capture the views of itvestors, especially with respect 1o
investors in public companics. However, we also sct standands
foor private companies and nonprofit organi and the
users of their financial statements, In recent years, we have
taken steps 1o enhance our abilicy to assess the unique needs
ofthese nonpublc including the estabis
of the Private Company Financial Reporting Commirtes in
2006 and the Nonprofit Advisory Committee last year, We abso
augmented our staff thar focuses on nonpublic entitics, and
have been conducting tasgered outreach 1o obeain the views of
private companics, nonprofits, and the wsers of their financial
Chur staff s also developing 3 “white paper” 1o
idencify the different needs of the users of private company
financial statements. It is crucial that our privite company
canstitucnts and the FASB have 3 common understanding of
when differences are warranted and why they are warranted
before we can successfully approach these issucs, We plan 1o
extablish a resource group to help us with this effore and expose
for comment ary conclusions that we reach,

Reflecting

Wie are still interested in your feedback, even after a sandand is
issued and incorporated in the Codification. The Cadification
celebrated its one-year anniversary in July, and we conducred

a survey to see whether there are ways o enhance the wrility
of this powerful reference wol. With respect 1o the content

of the standards, or porential new issues, | am very pleased
that the staff of the Securities and Exchange Commission

is moving forward with 2 Financial Reporting Serics, 2 new
forum where constituents can raise concerns about financial
reparting, Panels of experts will be assemblod who can evaluace
the nature of the issues raised — that is, docs the fssue represent

Financial Accounting Foundation



137

an interpretation bout a standard (o lack of a standard), an
audit issue, or perhaps an enforcement issue? The panel will then
identifyy which organization is best suired 10 address the issue,
including the SEC, the PCAOB, the FASB, or possbly another
arganization, | will be 1 standing Observer at these mectings,
and we phan to ask for input about possible discussion topics.

On a rebated note, the Financial Accounting Foundation
announced bt year that, 5 part of its oversight responsibilities,
the FAF is establishing 2 process 10 conduct pest-impls i
reviews of FASE and GASB standards. The purpose of the
process is 1o asscss whether the standand is functioning as the
Bosards intended. | welcome this new farm of oversight but wish
10 emphasize that it will not replace the FASB' ongoing efforts
1o facilitare the smooth implementation of standards; we will
continue to respand quickly to any ssues that anse.

Converging

Speaking of standards, we have been hard as work on several
joint projects with the International Accounting Standards Board
(IASB). Last year, we identificd the projects that were our highest
priositics; Concepts Staements abous the objectives of financial
reporting and qualitative characteristics, 3 converped definition

of fair vabue, presentation of ather comprehensive income

(OCI), financial i leasing, revenue recognition, and
inssurance, These are the arcas that we believe are mast in need of
an improved global standand, We deferred work on some other
important projects so that constinients could provide input on
amore managesble number of projects, and so that the Boards
coudd focus and deploy resousces accordingly.

Wi issucd converged and improved Concepes Staements bist year,
and we plan to issue converged and improved standards on fair
value measurement and OCH carly this year. We are in full swing
on our delik of the extensive we peccived
our proposals to improve the accounting for fnancial instruments,
Jeasing, revenue recognition, and insurance,

We received extensive commentary on each of these proposals,
in a varicty of ways, as | mentioned before, We carcfully evaluare
the feedback we recerve in a qualitative manner, meaning thar
even if just one person mised a concern abour a paricular issue,
we might change the proposal. Likewise, just bocause many
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people disagree with 2 proposal, it does not necessarily mean
that we will change the proposal. [n those cases, we are looking
for the rationale behind the disagreement, and the balance

of the input among all of our constituents. Our mission is tw
provide useful information to the users of financial statements o
help them make informed decisions about how to deploy their
capital ar other resources. Therefore, the views of imvestors and
other wsers of financial statements are weighted heavily in our
analysis of the comments received, However, ofien, the wsers of
financial statements don't agree among themselves on the best
way 10 present information. Also, the Boards must consider the
costs of providing the information and determine whether there
ate less costly approaches that would abso represent a significant
improvement. This is often a very subjective evaluation, but

we are working hard to gather robust data, through our various
means of outreach, to help us with this asscssment.

I our discussions to date, we have already decided 1o make
several changes o the proposals, and we have many issues left
10 debare. These changes are the result of our open and robusy
due process procedures, whereby we listen to the concerns and
suggestions that have been raised by our constiuents.

We are evaluating whether addicional field work is necessary

10 determine whether the revised approach is an improvement
thar is cost-effective. For cxample, we decided 1o recxpase 3
revised approach on impairment of financial assets because it
represented 3 significant change from the previous positions of
both the IASB and the FASB. Another example is on the leasing
project, where we have asked the staff to meet with constinuents
10 discuss our tentarive changes to the accounting for contingent
rentals and renewal options.

The FASB and [ASB are working very hard 1o conclude on these
matters as expeditiously as possible. We have added several joint
mecting dates to the calendar and have added staff members o
cach team to help with the analysis and also conduct outrcach
activities, as nceded. The June 2011 rrgee dates {for most
projects) signal our strong commizment t work as hard as we
can to develap final standards on these projects as efficiently

as we possibly can, Bath organizatians have said in the most
recent progress report on the Memorandum of Understanding
that those target dates are subject o the narure and extent of
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feodback thar we receive. Because these projects address core
issues for many companies and nonprofit organizations, it is
essential that these standards provide useful information, are casy
1o understand, and can be impl dara ble cost. If
it takes a litehe longer for us to meet these crucial objectives, we
will rake that time.

Responding

The FASE issued standards last vear on dischosures abour the
exedit quality of receivables and the allowance for boan losses,
enhanced fair value disclosures, subsequent events, and several
ather topics, The EITF issued guidance on a number of issues
including revenue recognition, deferred acquisition costs for
insutance companies, and several issues relating to health care
cnities, We are also maving forward on several ather projects,

Expanding

In Seprember 2010, Russ Golden, who previously served as
our technical director and senior technical advisor, joined
the Board, In February, we welcomed our new Technical
Director, Sue Cosper, and our two newest Board members,
Daryl Buck and Hal Schrocder, | am confidens thar all of
these individuals will add unique and valuable perspectives o
our discussions at the Board table, and cnable us to cxpand
and enhance our outreach 1o constituents, especially privare
companics and investars,

Acknowledging
Tam very grateful for the significant amount of time and
effore thar our constituents make to be active participants in

the standard-scrting process. | am especially grareful 1o the

including disclosures abour multiemplover benefit plans, 2
clarification of what represents 2 troubled debi restructuring,
a revision of our guidance on consalidation, and guidance on
investment propertics. Another important initiative relates

10 our disclosure framework project, which offers great
promise to streamline and enhance existing disclosures, and 1o
approach future disclosure requirements in 4 more consistent,
disciplined way.

Modernizing
The FASB recently assumed responsibility for prescribing the
Taxonomy for the eXrensible Business Reporting Language
(XBRL). Having consistent tagging of information that ks
based on generally accepred accounting sandards (GAAP)
will enhance the quality and consistency of information that
companies provide in this fexible format, In 2011, the XBRL
fean is continuing to enhance the Tasonomy with a review of
the dons that companics are using o
their businesses,

L
ahout

! wha serve on aur advisory committees
and councils. | am keenly aware of the other demands on
your time, including your day-to-day responsibilitics, changes
in regulation, and the difficult economic environment. | am
heartened by the strong number of responses 1o our proposals,
volunteers for ficld work, and ongoing invitations to meet.

L urge you continue to stay involved a5 we move forward on
several important initiatives. We will remain mindful of the
ather demands on your time and continue to pursue ways 1o
facilitate broad participation in the standard-setting process, [
encourage you to visit our website (wwew.fash.org), which i a
portal for all of these farms of engagement.

e

Chairnan
FASE
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iIndependence

Accounting standards must be developed
in an environment free of special interests,
one that is focused on bringing investors,
citizens, and other users of financial
reports the highest quality financial

reporting information possible.

Central Florida Chapter of Financ

1k Companies in
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transparency

The ability for constituents to see what
the standard-setting Boards are doing at
any given time fosters greater constituent

involvement and confidence in the pro

udents ar the University of
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Governmental Accounting Standards Board

GASB Core Values

Since the creation of the Governmental Accounting Standards
Board in 1984, its mission has been to establish ssandards for
financial reporting that are designed w provide decision-useful
information that asists individuals in ssessing g :
accounahiliy 1o the public. Four core valies are encoded

in the DNA of the GASB and its standard-sctting processes:
independence, gy, obciviy and rnspeny. Thse
values underic everything the organtztion is engaged in and
guide our efforts o achicve the GASH's mission:
Independence: The autonamy 1o pursue the best accounting or
financial reporting answer for all constituents, frec from undue
influence or pressure from those with vested interests.

Ineegrivy: Honest, ethical, and forshrighe behavior in
relationships with all constituents.

Objectivity: Impartial decisions informed by credible rescarch
and thorough deliberations, including due consideration of the
views of constituents and the wark of other standand sereers,

Transparency: An open process that encourages and values
direct engagement with constitsenrs regarding standard-serting
decisions that are thoroughly verted in public meetings.

Our core values are more than a set of words, Our Board
members and staff embrace the true meaning of these words,
incorporating them as guiding values in their work, Together,
these four values comprise the philosophy that grounds the
judgments we make in resolving cach ing and financial
reparting issue that comes before us.

2010 Accomplishments

A recent biography on Gearge Washingron noted tha one of
the characteristics of his leadership seyle thar allowed him 1o be
sab effective first as the commander of the Continental Army
and then as the firse president of the United Stares, was his
penchant for listening to diverse poines of view, weighing those
views in his decision making, and then acting from an informed
pasition. While the GASB's sccomplishments may not have such
historical implications, | cannot overstare the importance of
constituent input to the GASH's die process, or our willingness
1o consider that input during our standards-scrting activiies. It
is the lifeblood of our due process, and we thank all those who
participated in our process in 2010, You can rest assured the
GASB is listening and carefully considering the views expressed

by constituents during die process.

The wark the GASB engages in is always done in keeping with
efforts to promote greater bili
for state and local g

{-informed

and 1o support

decision making by wsers of financial srarements. The Board,
with the assistance and support of our staff, made meaningful
progress toward those ends in 2010.

Over the course ofthe past year,the GASB inalized fve
documents - including 2 Starement that significantly reduces the
need for practitioners to search through variows sources outside
of the GASB literature 10 Jocate the necessary accounting
guidance for the gavernmental enviranment, and new suggested

guidelines for g that voluntarily report on their

service performance results.

The final d ssued in 2010 promote g parcricy
d bility for state and loal g in the

folkowing arcas:

Financial Instruments
Sometimes the issucs addressed by the GASB are narrow in
scope but lead to significant imp for our consti
Suarement No. 59, Fimenci! fnstruments Omnibre, for example,
is 3 narnow-scope Stavement that updites and eahances our
existing standards regarding financial reporting and disclosure
qui for financial i and external i
poals. By increasing the consistency of relared mcasurements
and providing clarification of our existing standards, the
guidance in Statement 59 offers real benefits 1o financial report
preparcrs, in terms of providing greater clarity and minimizing
uncertainty, and to users of financial reports by equipping them
with more complete information on which ro base their related
decision making,

Service Concession Arrangements

Keeping pace with change is a contimsa] challenge in the dynamic
governmental environment. GASH Sawement No. 64, Acoounring
and Fimancial Reporting for Service Caneession Arngements
addresses a type of transaction that is becoming increasingly
popular among governments as a means of generating addirional
cash. The Seatement establishes reporting guidance for service
concession arangements (SCAs), which are a type of partnership
berween governments and public or private operators for the
provision of public services,

Through SCAs, governments, as transferors, convey the rights
and obligations w public or private operators to provide services
through the use of infrastructure and ather capiral asses - for
cxample, 4 toll road or public hospital - for which the operators
then collecs fees from thind partics.
Seatement 60 provides guidance on the accounting and fnancal

reparting for the capital assets and any up-front pyments from
operators, and on how to record the transferor government’s SCA

related obligarions. By requiring governments to account for

Financial Accounting Foundation
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and repor these mansactions in the same way, the comparabiliny
of financial satements should be improved and the confission
regarding vhat guidance was applicable should be eliminaced.
The Financial Reporting Entity
Acentral way the GASB has endeavored to mainsain high-
quality accounting and financial reporting standards is
by periodically recxamining its existing standards to see if
modifications are needed to improve their effectivencss.
Statement No. 61, The Finncial Reporting Entity: Omiiibus,
grew out of a recxamination of Statement No. 14, The Financial
Reparting Enttey. The new Statement amends the GASBE's
accounting and financial reparting standards for including,
prescating, and disclosing information about governmental
component wnis that, igether with the primary government,
constitute the financial reporting enity.
GAS rescarch indicated that while Seatement 14 had been
working effectively 10 suppor public accountability and provide
decision-useful information, certain technical issues had ansen
since its isuance that warranied the Board's awention,
Statement 61 15 designed to improve the standards for defining
and presenting the financial reporting entity by providing
guidance tha will enable g to include organizati
that shoubd be included, exclude entities thar should be not be
included, and display and disclose financial information about
yponent units in the most appropriate and useful way.

Codification of Applicsble FASE and AICPA Pronouncements
From my perspective, preparcrs and auditors of stare and local
government financial statements for far oo long have had to refer
10 the literanure of multiple organizations o locate and interpret
relevant accounting and fnancial reporming standands. They have
had 1o refer not anly to the GASBS literanure, but also to liseranure
of the Financial Accounring Standards Board (FASB) and of the
American Instirute of Cerrified Public Accountants (AICPA),

Statemenit Nos 62, Codifction of Aeconnting and Fintncial
Reporing Guidance Contained s Pre-November 30, 1989 FASB
anid ATCPA Promouncements, specifically idenifies and makes
available the sccounting and financial reporting provisions tha
apply to stare and local governments in a single pronouncement
and modifics them where necessary for the governmental
environment. The need for the Statement became more urgent

We expect that Starement 62, which addresses more than

120 FASE and AICPA pronouncements dating back several
docades and covers more than 30 accounting and financial
reporting aress, will help auditors and preparers idenify the
relevant literature with greater certainty and clarity; lead to more
consistent application, and ultimarely, enhance comparabiliry,

Service Efforts and Accomplishments Reporting

Last summer, the GASB issued its first Suggested Guidelines,
which addresses the reporting of information about 2
government’s service effors and accomplishments {SEA)

for those entirics that choose to do so. | believe this kind

of information & needed to provide users of govemmental
financial reports with a more comprehensive picture of how well
governments are accomplishing their objectives and uiilizing the
financial resources with which they are entrusted.

mwr Ll 14, 1 ol P [
ffctve SEA repor,th asocite qualietve hiracterisic that
represent the artribuics SEA performance informarion needs
passess, and the keys o effecti ication of this informati
The GASB beieves these suggested SEA reporting guidelines will help
govemments thar choose to report this information communicire
elfecaively with their constinaenes abour how successfully they are

I L
maeting their p i

In addition w0 the final documens issued in 2010, the GASB also
isstaed a number of proposils over the course of the year - some
ofwhich led v the documents described shave. The Board also
isstsed propasl in its angoing recsamiinasion of it existing pension
accounting and firancial reporting standands, and regarding
hemmenes of net position in 2 satement of financlal position.

Pension A ing and Financial R

In 2010, a significant portion of the GASH's time and energy
was focused on the review and propased improvement of
existing pension accounting and financial reporting standands. In
June 2010, the GASB issucd 2 sccond due process document in
that recxamination, which is a part of the Board's broader effore
to examine the effectivencss of its standards of accounting and
financial reporting for pastemployment bencfits, indluding other
pastemplayment benefits (OFEB),

The Preliminary Views proposes 3 numbser of changes 1o

with the launch of the FASE Accounting Standinds Codiffeation”,
which made identifying the specific provisions applicable o
governments no longer practical within the restructured FASB
authoritative lrerarure.

2010 Annual Report

improve the effecti of the existing pension accounting and
financial reporing standards for state and local governments.
The documenis emphasizes that how governments fund their
pension plans & a seperase issue from how they account for and
report the related costs and obligations in dheir financial repors,
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Statement of Net Position

In November, the GASE issued an Exposure Draft thar proposed
new standards for reporring deferred outflows of resources,
defereed inflows of resources, and net position in a statement of
financial pasition.

Singe recent GASB pronouncements address transactions
requiring the use of deferrals, the need for related guidance

has become mare immediate. For example, Starement No. 53,
Acconnsing and Financial Reporting for Derroarive bistrunsens,
provides for the deferral of changes in the fair value of hedging
derivative instruments. Statemsent 60 requires the deferral of
inflows resulting from certain up-front payments a government

receives from an operator in an SCA.

The nced for this reporting guidance becomes all the more
urgent considering the Board's current deliberarion of other
proectsthat may et the recogaitian of deferas. 1f the
propasals in the Exposure Draft ultimarcly are adopeed in a final
Statement, they would standardize the presentation of deferrals
and their effect on a government's ner position,

Looking Ahead
The GASE continues with a full stare of projects 1 address

in 2011, Essablishing the financial reporting requirements for
deferred autflows of reources and deferred inflows of resources
in a statement of net position as described above begs the
question: are there other amounts currently being reported a5
assets or fiabilities that hould instead be recognized as deferred
outflows or deferred inflaws? The Board has begun deliberations
on 4 project 1o address this question.

It the pension project discussed above, the Board has cirefully
reviewed the inpur receved in response o the Preliminary
Views, reconsidered proposals in light of that inpur, and, in
addition, is deliberating issues not addressed in the Preliminary
Views, The GASB is expected to issue one or more Exposure
Dirafts on emplayer and pension plan accounting and Anancial
reporting issucs in June 2011,

The Board is scheduled to issue a due process document for
public comment in late 2011 reganding its project on fiscal
sustainability as it relates o cconomic condition reporting, This
project, it is important to note, is not about prodicions about
what will happen in the future; instead, it is intended 1 furnish
financial starement users with information that will better enable
them 0 assess a governments financial standing now and s
abiliry to continue to meet its obligations as they come due.

Project deliberarions are also now under way in the GASRS efforr
e fmancl repuig equimenc g

acquisition, and by other means. The peojoct will also address

spinoffs. G hinations are becoming
increasingly popular means of achieving efficiencies by reducing
duplication in the provisson of services. However, a significant
armouns of iy s gling sppopie scouming
and financial reporting for combinarions. The establishment of

@ woulld help red: and increase

i e
¥ ¥ Y B

The GASB is currently engaged in 2 conceptual framework
project addressing recognition and attribuzes
that could significantly impace the type of informarion that is
presented as part of governmiental fund financial statements.
The conceprual framework is made up of Cancepts Statements
that provide bodarics o gaide the Baard develpient of
accounting and financial reporting standards and enable it o
maintain a consistent approach from standard to standard. This
project, which will ultimarely lead 1o 2 Conceprs Statement, is
designed wo develop recognition crieris for what information
shauld be reported in governmental financial statements and
when that information should be reported and 1o consider the
measurement attribures thar shoubd be used in government-
wide and fund financial statements. A Preliminary Views is
planncd for mid-2011 o solicit constituent feedback regarding
recognition and measurement concepts.

In clasing, | would like to express my gratitude to my fellow
Baard members, our FAF Trustees, the members of the GASB
and FAF saff, and the GASAC members for their dedication
1o our process and their ourstanding contributions to it in
2000, In addition, 1'd like w extend my thanks to those who
vohunteer their time and expertise o serve on GASE sk forces
and advisory committees, and to thase who volunteer to fickd
test proposcd standards, and 1o all those who read and respond
1o our due process documents and share thetr views. The input
you provide us is bath essential to the process of improving
accounting and financial reporving and is grearly appreciared.

R Pz

Financial Accounting Foundation
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listening

Hearing what our stakeholders have
to say with thoughtful attention is
a prerequisite of our ability to come

fo T.ht‘ l'iL‘\_'}'l[ dNSWELS on I

for bath the FASB and is the o on of feedback and data

leader Mark Schroeder | ight) assesses viewpoints




150




151

leadership

F Trustees at their annual
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FAF Board of Trustees

1 Robert T, Blakely
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& Chief Financial Officar
Fanrss Mat
2 John J, Brennan
Chairman Ementus
‘Vanguard Group Inc.
1 Frank H. Brod
Corporate Vice Presiclant - Finance &
Administraron, & Chief Accounting (fficer
Microsaft Corparation
4 Ellyn L. Brown
President
Brawn & Associates

5 Caral Anthony [John) Davidson
Senior Viee President, Controfier,
& Chisf Accounting Officer
Tyeo Imernatsonal

& Jeffrey J. Diermeier
Retired President & Chief Executeve (ficer
CFA Instinute

7 Douglas A. Donahue, Jr.

Managing Partner
Brown Beothars Hamiman

+  Cynthia P Eisenhaver
Government Financial Management Consultant

4 Edward M. Harrington
General Manager
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

FASB Members

1 LeslieF. Seidman  Chaieman, 2013
2 DarylE. Buck 205

i Russell G. Golden 2012

+  Thomas J. Linsmeier 2006

5 R.Harold Schroeder 2015

& Marc A, Siegel 2012

7 Lawrence W Smith 2012
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Stephen R. Howe, Jr.

Americas Managing Partrer
Emsst & Young

Dennis M. Kass

Chatrman & Chief Executive Diffcer
Jannison Associstes LLC

WM. [Mack] Lawhon
Charrman

Waaver, LLP

Edward E. Nusbaum
Chief Exeeutive Offfcer & Executive Partner
Grant Thomton Intarnational

John J. Perrell

Retired Vice President - Giobal Palicies
fot Bipréed 6

John J. Radford

Oregon State Controller

State Controfler Divesion

Mary §. Stone

Diroctor & Hugh Cuverhouse
Endowed Chair of Accountancy
Culverhousa College of Commerce &
Business Administration at the
University of Alabamsa

Luis M. Viceira

Gearge E. Bates Professor

Harvard Business School

GASB Members

Robert H. Attmore  Chairman, 2074
Michael D. Belsky 2013
Michael H. Granof 2075
David E. Sundstrom 2074
Jan L Sylvis 2012
Marcia L. Taylor 2015
James M, Williams 2012
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Financial Accounting Foundation
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Financial Accounting Standards Advisory Council
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Governmental Accounting Standards Advisory Council
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Financial Accounting Standards Board Advisory Groups
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Management's Discussion and Analysis

2010 Summary

The mission of the Financial Accounting Foundation
(Foundation) and its standard-seteing Boards, the
Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB) and the

mission, 4 fundamenral principle of the Foundarion is

o obtain and deploy prudently the resources needed for
the operations of the Foundation, the standard-setting
Boards, and the advisory councils, all in a transparent and

accountable manner.
Gi | A ing Standards Board (GASB), is to
establish and improve standards of financial 5 The Foundation's net assers of $68.3 million as of
d ing for private sector and seate and Jocal December 31, 2010 increased $8.9 million {or 15%)

governmental entities. Financial accounting and reporting
standards help foster and protect investor confidence,
facilitate efficient operation of capiral markets, and enable
citizens to assess the stewardship of public resources

by their stare and local governments. The Foundarion

is committed to the development of high-qualiry

financial accounting and reporting standards through

an independent and open process that results in wscful
financial infe considers all stakehold
ensures public accountability.

views, and

The Foundation is responsible for the oversight,
administration, and finances of the FASB, the GASB,
and their advisory councils, the Financial Accounring
Standards Advisory Council (FASAC) and the

Gi | A ing Standards Advisory Council
(GASAC). The Foundation obtains its funding from sales
and licenses of FASB and GASB relared publicarions,
accounting support fees for FASB-related aperating and
capital expenses pursuant 1o the Sarbanes-Oteley Act of
2002, as amended {Sarbanes-Otley Act), and voluntary
cash contributions in support of the GASB. In 2011,
pursuant to the provisions of Section 978(a) of the Dodd-
Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act
of 2010 (Dodd-Frank Act), the Foundarion expects to
receive accounting support fees 1o fund GASB-relaed
operating and capital expenses as further described in

the Section entitled *Outlook for 2011.” In fulfilling its

from December 31, 2009, primarily due to increases in
net subscription and publication revenue of $3.5 million,
and 2 $1.7 million rerurn on Reserve Fund investments.
The increase in net subscription and publication revenue
was primarily atrributable 1o the full year effect of product
offerings related to the FASE Acconnting Standards
Codificariont® (FASB Codificarion), which officially
became the source of authoritative nongovernmental
US generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP)
on July 1, 2009. The FASB Codification is accessible
through a specially designed state-of-the-art online
platform and retricval system and can be viewed cither
through a free Basic View or as an online annual paid
subscription through the Professional View, which provides
"__ ificantly more advanced amls;m:m
functions. In 2010, subscriber levels continued 1o grow
for the Professional View of the FASB Codification. In
addition, the Foundation licenses the content of the
FASB Codification to commercial publishers and ather
licensees for inclusion on their proprietary comprehensive
onling research systems, Revenue in 2010 from these
license agreements increased from 2009 reflecting,
(1) the full year effect of a new pricing structure for the
FASB Codification licensed product offerings, and (2) an
increase in the number of sublicensees, The 2010 results
also reflect initial sales of the first edition of the hard copy
bound format of the FASE Codification,

Financial Accounting Foundation
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Several new and ongping important initiatives conrributed
o the 2010 increase in rotal program and support
expenses of 34 million. In carly 2010, the Foundarion
and the FASB began its work on maintenance of the

US GAAP Financial Reporting Taxonomy applicable

10 public isuers regstered with the US Securites and
Exchange Commission (SEC). This projectincluded
establishing 2 dedicated technical staff and enhancements
to the Foundation's information technology infrastructure
related to the project. In January 2011, the Foundation
made available, pending final acceprance by the SEC, the
2011 US GAAP Taxonomy:

Also in 2010, the Foundarion established 2 process for
conducting post-implementation reviews of financial
accounting and reporting standards issued by the FASB
and the GASE and began 1o assemble a ream thar is
responsible for this initiative.

Ohther areas of strategic importance also contribued

1o the overall increase in expenses in 2010, including:
FASB's

e

it 1o achieving genice of
o | GAAT and | | Financial
Reporting Standards (IFRS), including work
toward completing major projects as outlined in the
Memorandum of Understanding issued in 2006 and
updated in 2008 (Mol); the establishment of the Blue-
Ribbon Panel on Standard Sercing for Private Companies
o assist the FAF in its review of how accounting
standards can better meet the needs of users of private
company financial statements; the Foundation's Board
of Trustees enhanced oversight of the standard-serring
process of the FASB and GASB and continued focus on
outreach; and | efforts to impl
GASB funding under the Dodd-Frank Act.

2010 Annual Report

Financial Results

The Foundation's financial starements are presented in
accordance with GAAF and reflect the specific reporting
requirements of not-for-profit organizarions. The following
is a discussion of the key highlights of the activities and
financial position of the Foundarion as presented in the
accompanying audited Anancial statements.

Overview

* Net operating revenue increased 1o $49.1 million in 2010
from $38.5 million in 2009, reflecting a $5.2 million
increase in accounting support fees and a $5.5 million
increase in net subscriptinns and publications revenue.

Total program and support expenses increased $4
million to $40.9 million. Program expenses represent
approximately 78% and 77% of total expenses in 2010
and 2009, respectively.

The Foundation ended the year with net operaring
revenues exceeding expenses by $8.2 million in 2010,
compared to $1.6 million in 2009,

-

Net assets increased 1o $68.3 million in 2010 from
$59.4 million, an $8.9 million increase primarily
resulting from an operating surplus of $8.2 million and
investment return on the Reserve Fund of $1.7 million
offset by a decrease in net assets for the recognition of
non-operaring pension related changes of $1.2 million.
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Statements of Activities

The following charts display the sources of operating
revenues and program and support expenses for 2010
and 2009:

Sources of Operating Revesues 2010
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Accounting Support Fees

The Foundation’s most significant source of revenue
consists of accounting support fees assessed against issuers

of securities, as such issuers are defined in the Sarbanes-

Ondley Act. Accounting support fees under the Sarbanes-
Onley Act fund the expenses and other cash requirements
fior the FASB's standard-setting activities thar are included
in the Foundation’s operating and capital budget for
each year — the recoverable expenses. Accounting support
fees for 2010 and 2009 toraled $34.1 million and $28.9
million, respectively, The fees assessed to equity and
investment company issuers registered with the SEC

are hased on their relative average monthly US equity
market capitalization, Equity issuces with an average
market capitalization of over $25 million, and investment
company issuers with an average market capitalization

ar net asset value over $250 million, are assessed a share
of the accounting support fees. The Foundation has
designated the Public Company Accounting Oversight
Board (the PCAOB) as its agent for invoicing and
collection of FASB accounting support fees. The
Foundarion paid approximately $200,000 in both years
10 the PCAOB for this service.

Contributions
Contributions consist almost entirely of GASB
contributions, Sources of these contributions are

illustrated below (dollars in thousands).
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State governments contributed §1 million in both 2010
and 2009, representing the largest source of GASB
contributions. Coneributions from local governments
decreased in 2010, arrributable, in part, to the sluggish
economy. Contributed services include the value of
waived compensation for members of the Board of
Trustees. In addition, 2009 results include $40,000

in contributed consulting services relating to the

development of the FASB Codification.

Subscriptions and Publications

Subscription and publication revenues of the Foundation
in 2010 and 2009 are presented by FASB and GASB
product offerings in the charts below. The Foundation’s

publications revenues are p d in the of
activitics on a combined basis.
FASE Publcations o
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FASB subscription and publication revenues totaled
approximately $16.5 million and $12.5 million in 2010
and 2009, respectively. The overall increase in FASE
subscription and publication revenues in 2010 s due
primarily to the first full year of availability of FASB
Codification offerings, as follows:
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* License fees continue to represent the largest portion

of total FASB subscription and publication revenue,
prising 74% of roral sul and publicari

activity in 2010. License fee revenue, which is generated
based on agreements with commercial publishers and
other licensees, increased by 42% in 2010, due to the full
year effect of the offerings and asociared pricing model
for the FASB Codification implemented in July 2009 s
well as an overall increase in the number of sublicensees.

* Revenue from subscription plans increased from $1.6
million in 2009 vo $2.7 million in 2010, Subscription
plans include online access wo the Prafesiomal View of
the FASB Codification and The FASB Subscriprion, an
annual service that includes a monthly distribution of
printed copics of FASB Accounting Standands Updates
(ASUs), the vehicle by which the FASB Codification
is amended. The increase in 2010 reflects the growth
in subscribers 1o the Professional View of the FASB
Codification, the first full year of service since inception
on July 1, 2009.

Sales of the initial four-volume bound edition of
the FASB Codification began in January 2010 and
amounted to $1.1 million for the year.

Pre-Codification publicarions included loose-leaf
services, which decreased from $1.8 million in 2009

10 $318,000 in 2010, The FAF has phased out these
services with a final distribution completed in 2010,

In addirion, this category also included the sales of

the bound volumes for the FASB's Gurrent Text, EITF
Abstracts, and Original Pronosncemsents, which decreased
from $754,000 in 2009 ro $32,000 in 2010.

Other publication revenues include the sales of hand
copy versions of ASUs, which decreased from $301,000
in 2009, 1o $75,000 in 2010, and are not expected to
be a significant component of revenue going forward, as
they are available for free on the FASB website.
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In 2010, GASB subscription and publication revenues
remained steady at approximately $2 million. License
fes increased $111,000 (approximately 15%) to
$858,000 in 2010, primarily due to an increase

in prices, This increase was offset by decreases in
subscription plans and bound editions of $36,000 and
$86,000, respectively, reflecting a decrease in demand
artributable to the econamic environment.

Direct Costs of Subscriptions and Publications
Foundation subscription and publicarion revenues

are reported net of direct costs in the accompanying
statements of activities. Direct costs of subscriptions
and publications were $4.8 million and $6.3 million in
2010 and 2009, respectively. The decrease in these costs
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Program expenses

The Foundation's program expenses totaled $32.0 million
in 2010, an increase of 3.5 million, compared 10 $28.5
million in 2009. Program expenses include salarics,
bencfits, occupancy, depreciation, professional fees, and
certain other operating expenses for the members and
research staffs of the FASB and the GASB and their
advisory councils, as well as expenses for library services
and external relations and communications activities

of the Foundation that support the sandard-setting
Boards. Other operating expenses include domestic

and international travel for Board members and staff,
costs for holding advisory group and other meetings,
library subscriptions and other reference matcrials, and
miscellaneous expenses,

Reflecting the imp of ur p | w0 achieving
the missions of the FASB and the GASB, salaries and
ployee benefirs comprise ly B3% of the

Foundation's program expenditurcs. In total, salary
expense increased by $2.4 million in 2010, primarily due
to the increase in staff related to the US GAAP Financial

porting project), other
FASB technical positions, and post-implementarion

project (T:

review. In addition, program expenses in 2010 include
$1.5 million in non-salaried operating costs related to the
Taxonomy project.

Support expenses

The Foundations support expenses totaled $8.9 million

i 2010 compared to approximately $8.4 million in 2009.
Support expenses include costs for accounting and finance,
human resources, facilities management, technology and

is primarily due to reduction in the level of develop
costs relared 1o the FASB Codification after it was
launched on July 1, 2009,

) S
administrative operating assistance provided by the
Foundation to its standard-setting Boards and their advisory
councils, Suppon expenses also include amounis relared 10
the Foundation's Board of Trustees’ oversight responsibilities
Other operating expenses inude travel, meetings,
subscriptions, office supplies and miscellaneous expenses.

Financial Accounting Foundation
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“The overdll increase of approsimately $500,000 i prinaly
driven by the Foundation's Board of Trustees increased focus
on oversight, governance and constituent ourreach.

Pension-refated changes not reflected in operating expenses

The Foundation recorded a non-operating decrease in net
assets of $1.2 million for 2010, primarily as a result of the
increase in the actuarially-determined obligation due to totaled apy

Statements of Financial Position

Cash, cash equivalents and short-term investments
Cash and cash equivalents include demand deposits

with financial instirutions and short-verm, highly liquid
investments, Short-term investments include money
market mutual funds. Cash and short-term investments

Iy $12.4 million and $10.6 million as

adecrease in the discount rate, In 2009, the Foundarion
recorded a non-operaring increase in net assers of $1.1
million reflecting an increase in the value of plan assers
partially offset by a decrease in the discount rate and
other actuarial adjustments. Effective December 31,
2008, the Foundarion implemented several changes to
its pension plans to reduce the Foundation's long-term
defined benefir funding and investment risk, and to better
position the Foundation to meet its future retirement
benefit obligarions. As more fully discussed in Note 5 w0
the financial statements, the Foundation is phasing out
all benefir accruals under the defined benefit plans by
December 31, 2013,

Investment income
The Foundation's Reserve Fund investments, held
in money market and fived income mutual funds,
experienced net investment gaing of $1.7 million in 2010,
relating primarily to the fived income fund, compared
to 4 net gain of $3.7 million in 2009, Tnvestment gains
in 2009 reflected a significant rebound from a very poar
market in 2008, while the 2010 returns reflect 2 more
consistent and expected retum for the Reserve Fund

The Suppl | Exccutive Reti
Plan assets, invested approximately 80% in equity and
20% in fixed income muual funds, expericnced net gains
of §70,000 and $61,000 in 2010 and 2009, respectively.
The Foundation’s sh i invested
entirely in money market mutual funds in 2010 and
2009, had net gains of $32,000 and $44,000 in 2010 and
2009, respectively.
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of December 31, 2010 and 2009, respectively.

Reserve Fund investments

The Reserve Fund is intended to: (1) provide the
Foundation, the FAS and the GASB with sufficient reserves
o fund expendiures not funded by
fees or subscriprion and publication revenues; (2) fund the
operations of the Foundation, the FASB, and the GASB
during any temporary or permanent funding transition
periods;and (3) fund unforeseen contingencies, The
o e e
targeted year-end Reserve Fund balance equal w one year of
budgered expenses for the entire organization, plus a working
capital reserve equal to one quarter of net operating expenss
for the entire arganization (collectively, the tanger Reserve
Fund). If the projected year-end Reserve Fund balance,
which is net of short-term invesements, exceeds the year-end
target Reserve Fund, then the cxcess is made avaitable to
fund the FASB recoverable expenses for the budget year that
otherwise would be funded by accounting support fees under
the Sarbanes-Oxley Act.

Reserve Fund investments are unrestricted assets of the
Foundation and rotaled $63.2 million and $54.4 million
as of December 31, 2010 and 2009, respectively. The
Reserve Fund's assets were invested equally in 2 money
market mutual fund and a short-term, high-credit quality,
fixed-income mutual fund. Reserve Fund investments are
maintained in accordance with investment policies and
guidelines established by the FAF Trustees’ Finance and
Compensation Committee.

Ing sUpport
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“The overdll increase of approsimately $500,000 i prinaly
driven by the Foundation's Board of Trustees increased focus
on oversight, governance and constituent ourreach.

Pension-refated changes not reflected in operating expenses
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assets of $1.2 million for 2010, primarily as a result of the
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million reflecting an increase in the value of plan assers
partially offset by a decrease in the discount rate and
other actuarial adjustments. Effective December 31,
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its pension plans to reduce the Foundation's long-term
defined benefir funding and investment risk, and to better
position the Foundation to meet its future retirement
benefit obligarions. As more fully discussed in Note 5 w0
the financial statements, the Foundation is phasing out
all benefir accruals under the defined benefit plans by
December 31, 2013,

Investment income
The Foundation's Reserve Fund investments, held
in money market and fived income mutual funds,
experienced net investment gaing of $1.7 million in 2010,
relating primarily to the fived income fund, compared
to 4 net gain of $3.7 million in 2009, Tnvestment gains
in 2009 reflected a significant rebound from a very poar
market in 2008, while the 2010 returns reflect 2 more
consistent and expected retum for the Reserve Fund

The Suppl | Exccutive Reti
Plan assets, invested approximately 80% in equity and
20% in fixed income muual funds, expericnced net gains
of §70,000 and $61,000 in 2010 and 2009, respectively.
The Foundation’s sh i invested
entirely in money market mutual funds in 2010 and
2009, had net gains of $32,000 and $44,000 in 2010 and
2009, respectively.
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of December 31, 2010 and 2009, respectively.

Reserve Fund investments

The Reserve Fund is intended to: (1) provide the
Foundation, the FAS and the GASB with sufficient reserves
o fund expendiures not funded by
fees or subscriprion and publication revenues; (2) fund the
operations of the Foundation, the FASB, and the GASB
during any temporary or permanent funding transition
periods;and (3) fund unforeseen contingencies, The
o e e
targeted year-end Reserve Fund balance equal w one year of
budgered expenses for the entire organization, plus a working
capital reserve equal to one quarter of net operating expenss
for the entire arganization (collectively, the tanger Reserve
Fund). If the projected year-end Reserve Fund balance,
which is net of short-term invesements, exceeds the year-end
target Reserve Fund, then the cxcess is made avaitable to
fund the FASB recoverable expenses for the budget year that
otherwise would be funded by accounting support fees under
the Sarbanes-Oxley Act.

Reserve Fund investments are unrestricted assets of the
Foundation and rotaled $63.2 million and $54.4 million
as of December 31, 2010 and 2009, respectively. The
Reserve Fund's assets were invested equally in 2 money
market mutual fund and a short-term, high-credit quality,
fixed-income mutual fund. Reserve Fund investments are
maintained in accordance with investment policies and
guidelines established by the FAF Trustees’ Finance and
Compensation Committee.
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Statements of Activities
Yaars Ended December 31 (dollars in thousands) 200 2009
Net operating revenue:
Accounting support fees (Note 2) 34,085 § 285
Contributions:

FAF (contributed services) 142 16

GASB 1,202 1,226
Total contributi 1,344 1,462
Subscriptians and publications (Note 3] 18,493 14,469
Less - Direct costs of subscriptions and publications (Note 3) 4,786 5291
Met subscriptions and publicati 13,707 B,178
Total net operating revenus 49,136 38494
Program expenses:
Salaries and wapes:

FASE 17,070 14,884

GASB 3829 3,594
Total salaries and wages 20,899 18,478
Employee benefits (Note 5] 5,505 5447
Occupancy and equipment axpenses (Note 7) 1,069 1,025
Depreciation and amortization 457 180
Professional fees 1.087 115
Other operating expenses 1942 129
Total program expenses 3,98 28,536
Support expenses;
Salaries and wages 2639 1418
Employee benefits (Note 5] 1116 1,220
Occupancy and equipment expenses {Note 7) 695 675
Depreciation and amortization 513 458
Professional fees 2,585 2500
(Other operating expenses 1315 1,130
Total support expenses 8923 8401
Total progr d support expenses 40,892 ELLE
Net operating revenue greater than expenses 8,244 1,557
‘Shart-term investment income {Note 4 ks 44
Supplemental Pensian Pian investment income 1 61
Reserve Fund imvestment income (Note 4) 118 3,108
Pension-related changes not reflected in operating expenses (Note 5 11,169 1,091
Increase in net assets 8,896 6,467
Net assats at beginning of year 59,394 52921
Net assets at end of year 68,290 § 5939
See accompanying notes 10 these financial statements.
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Statements of Financial Position

As of Decembar 31 (dollars in th s} 2010 2008
Current assets:
Cash and cash equivalents § 4 § 283
Shart-term investments {Note 4) 8,158 1,758
Pledged contributions receivable % %5
Subscription, pubbcation and all other recemvables

(et of allowance for doubtful accounts of $33 and $94) KAL) 2564
Inventories 96 7
Prepaid expenses and all ather cument assets 358 B
Total current assets 16,048 13,488
Noncurrent assets:
Resenve Fund investments (Nate 4) 63,215 54,409
Supplemental Pension Pian mvestments (Note 5 819 478
Fuamiture, equif and leasehold i net (Note 6] 1576 2,094
Total assels 66,610 56,981
Total assets § 82658 § 70470
Current fiabilities:
Accounts payable and eccrued expenses § 231 § W
Acerued payroll and related benefits 827 m
Uneamed publication and other deferred revenues 6,642 3,363
Total current liabilities 9,182 5,306
Noncurrent liabilities:
Accrued pension costs (Note 5) 2,954 340
Actrued postretirement health care costs (Note 5) b23 833
Accrued rent expense (Note 7) 873 1412
Uneamed publication and other defemed - long-term ¥ 4
Total noncurrent liabilities 4,586 5110
Total liabilities 14,368 11,076
Net assets - unrestricted 68,290 59,394
Total liahilities and net assets § 82658 § 10470

See accompanying notes 1o these financial statements.
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Statements of Cash Flows
Years Ended December 31 (dollars in thousands) 200 2009
Cash flows from operating activities:
Cash recaived from contributors § L 1221
Cash received from publication sales 21,157 13392
Cash recerved from accounting support fees 34,101 28,807
Cash received from interest and dividends on investments 1174 1375
Cash paid to vendors, employ d benefit plans (45,587) (42,115)
et cash provided by operating activities 12,047 2,686
Cash flows from investing activities:
Proceeds from sales of Reserve Fund investments 16,913 18,438
Purchases of Reserve Fund investments (25,147) (19.453)
Proceeds from sales of short-term investments 1.000 B.250
Purchases of short-term investments 11,400 8,980}
Proceeds from sales of Supplemental Pension Plan investments 1 102
Purchases of Supplemental Pension Plan investments (284) 156}
Purchases of fumiture, equi d leasehald imp {1.728) (193)
Net cash used in investing activities (10,645} (2.592)
Net increase in cash and cash equivalents 1.402 9%
Cash and cash equivalents at beginning of period 1838 paLll
Cash and cash equivaleats at end of period § 4 2835
Reconciliation of increase in net assets to net cash provided by operating activities:
Increase in net assats for the period § 6,696 6,467
Adiustments required to reconcile increase in net assets ta
net cash provided by operating activities:
Depreciation and amortization 1.247 1,093
et realized and unrealized gains on Reserve Fund investments (573} (2.386)
et realized and unrealized gains on Supplemental Pension Plan investments {58) (31)
(Credit) provision for losses on accounts receivable (18} k]|
Increase in contribustion, subscription and all other receivables (591 (164}
{Increase] decrease in inventonies 123) L1}
(Increase] decrease in all prepaid expenses (124} 54
Increase (decreas) n accounts payable and emplayee beneft accruals 457 1,952}
Increase (decreass) in uneamed publication and other deferred revenues 3204 (131}
Decrease in accrued rent exnpense 439) (374
Total adjustments 3151 (3.781)
Net cash provided by operating activiies § 1204 2,686
Supplemental Information
Noncash changes (credits) included in the Statements of Activities:
Pension-related changes not refiected in ogerating expenses H 1,168 {1.047)

See accompanying notes to these financial statements.
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Notes to Financial Statements

1. Nature of Activities and Summary
of Significant Accounting Policies

The Financial A ing Foundarion (the Foundarion),
ganized in 1972, isan independent, pri ctor non-

stock corporation which is responsible for the oversight,

administration, finances and sclection of the members of:

* The Financtal Accounting Standards Board (FASE),
which establishes standards of Anancial accounting
and reporting for private-sector enterprises, and the
Financial Accounting Standards Advisory Council.

* The G | Accounting Standards Board
{GASB), which establishes standards of financial
accounting and reporting for stare and local
governmental entities, and the Governmental
Accounting Standards Advisory Council.

The Foundation is incorporated under Delaware General
Corporation Law to operate
educational, scientific and literary purpases within the
meaning of Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code,
s amended. The Foundarion presently obtains its funding
from accounting suppor fees pursuant to the Sarbanes-
Oy Act of 2002, as amended (the Sarbanes-Oxley Act) in
support of the FASB, subscription and publication revenues,
and voluntary cash contributions in support of the GASB.

i e S e
iy tor

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies

Presentation

The accompanying financial statements have been
prepared in accordance with US generally accepted
accounting principles.

“The statements of activities are based on the concepe thar
standard setting s the sole program of the Foundarion. These
forth Ls Il "im Lil i 4

costs of sales and certain program expenses of the FASB and
the GASB, giving recogrition 1o their distinct responsibilities
as descibed i the Fourdarion’ Certificate of Ineotporati
and By-Laws. Program expenses include salaries, benefirs
and other direct operating expenses for the members and
research staffs of the respective Standards Boards and
Councils, as well as costs for the library services and external
relations and activities of the Foundar
which support the Boards. Additional Foundation services
fior accounting and finance, human resources, fciliries

gemcn gy nfoemaion s, gl
Jevclopment and general administrative op
have been reflected as support expenses in the accompanying
statements of activities. Fund-raising expenses included in
th taled app fy $59,000 in 2010 and
$92,000 in 2009,

TEVETIes,

1§ assistance

The Foundation is required to report information
regarding its financial position and activities according
to three classes of net assets: unrestricted, temporarily
restricted and permanently restricted net assers, None of
the ner assets of the Foundation are subject to any donor-
imposed restrictions, and therefore they have all been
classified as unrestricted.

Use of Estimates
The preparation of financial statements requires

gement to formulate stimates and asumgtions that
may affect the reported amounts of assets and liabilities ar
the dates of those statements and revenues and expenses

fior the reporting periods. Significant estimates made by

et el sl deteemined ey
benefic liahilities and fair value of investments. Actu
results could differ from those estimates.
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Accounting SupportFees

The Foundation recognizes accounting support fee
revenue in the year for which those accounting support
fees have been assessed to issuers a5 prescribed by the
Sarbanes-Orley Act. See Note 2 for further informarion
regarding accounting support fecs.

Contributions

The Foundation has reported all contriburions as an
increase in unrestricted net assets. Temporarily restricred
contributions, if any, whose restrictions are met in the year
the contributions are received, are reported as unrestricted

Subscription Plans, Loose-Leaf Subscription Services
and Electronic License Agreements

I B &MI b i SOUICES ane o 21
the e ofthe applicable subscription servicear license perod,
typically one year. Costs for the production of updates and for
fulfllment are charged w expenscs as incurred.

Cash and Cash Equivalents

For financial statement purposes, the Foundation
considers all highly liquid debt instruments purchased
with an original maturity of three months or less o be
cash equivalents. The carrying value of these investments

S I
amounts of time to the activities of the Foundation, the
Standards Boards and their Advisory Councils without being
compensated, These individuals include certain members
of the Foundation's Board of Trustees and participants of
the following groups: FASAC and GASAC, the FASB's
Emerging lssues Task Force and various other FASB and
GASB councils, committees, rask forces and working
groups on vechnical projects. Many others participate in the
Standards Boards' processes by sending comment letters,
appearing at public hearings and roundable meetings,
and taking part in field visits and field tests. Members of
the Board of Trustees are eligible for compensation for
their services, with each having the ability o waive such
pensation. The accompanying financial

reflect the value of waived Trustee compensation, which
mieets the recognition criteria for contributed services. The
other services described above have not been deemed o
meet the recognition ariteria, and therefore, are not reflecred
in the accompanying financial statements. The value of

ibuted servics for the Foundation recognized i the

pproximates fair value due to the nature of the investments
and the maturity period. Cash and cash equivalents do

not include any money market mutual fund investments
included in short-term investments and the Reserve Fund
portiolio at December 31, 2010 and 2009.

Investments

The Foundsation’s i ded at fair value.
Investments in shares of mutual funds are valued acconding
to the quoted net asset values of the funds on the basis of
fair values of the assets and labilities thereof, Purchases and
sales of securities are recorded on a trade-dare basts, Interest
income is recorded on the accrual basis and dividends

are recorded on the ex-dividend date. Nex appreciation
{depreciation) includes gains and losses on investments
baught and sold as well as held during the year,

Concentration of Credit Risk
Financial i tha poentially subject the Foundari
o concentrations of credit risk consist principally of cash
and cash equivalents, shorererm 1 d Reserve
Fund i The Foundation's sh

. s i
Accomy i of activities

$142,000 and $236,000 in 2010 and 2009, respecively
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and Reserve Fund investments are held in various money

market and fied income mutual funds with a single high

credir quality financial instirurion. The Foundation has not
experienced, nor does it anticipate, any crodit risk refated

losses in such accouns.
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Subscription, Publication and All Other Receivables
Subscription, publication and all other receivables are
carried at the amount billed, net of the allowance for
doubtful receivables. The allowance for doubtful accounts
is estimated based on management's review of historical
expericnce and current economic conditions.

Inventories

Certain publications and other related items held for
resale are included in inventories and carried ar the lower
of cost or market, with cost determined by the first-in,
first-out method.

Employee Benefit Plans

The Foundation sponsors 4 p health care
plan and two defined benefit pension plans. See Note 5
for a full deseription of these plans.

Sponsors of single-employer defined benefir pension or
other postretirement plans are required to recognize the
funded status of those plans as an asset or liability in the
starement of financial position, and to recognize changes
i the funded status in the statement of Anancial position
in the year in which the changes occur. In the case of a
not-for-profit organizarion (such as the Foundation),
those changes are reflected in unrestricred net assets,
Information with respect to the funded positions of cach
of the Foundation's pension and other postretirement
plans at December 31, 2010 and 2009 can be found in
the accompanying statements of Anancial position.

Furniture, Equipment and Leasehold Improvements
and leaschold imp
are reported in the financial stavements ar cost, less

Furniture, equip

accumulated depreciation and amortization determined
under the straight-line method. Furniture and equipment
are depreciated over their estimated useful lives,

ranging from 3 to 10 years. Leasehold improvements
are amortized over periods not extending beyond the
rermination dates of the leases for office space.

Income Taxes

The Foundation is a tax-ceempt organization under
Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code. Tax
positions for open tax years were reviewed and it was
determined that no provision for
is required. The Foundarion is currently open to audic
under the statute of limitations by the Internal Revenue
Service and state taxing authorities for the years ending
December 31, 2007 through 2009,

in tax positions

Reclassifications
Cerrain reclassifications have been made to prior year
amounts to conform to the current years presentation,

Subsequent Events

The Foundation has evaluared subsequent events through
March 28, 2011, the date through which the financial
statements are available to be issued, and determined
that no subsequent events have occurred that require
adjustment or disclosure in the financial statements.

2. Accounting Support Fees

The Sarbanes-Oxley Act provides for funding of FASBs
recoverahle expenses through accounting support fees
assessed against and collected from issuers of securitiss,

a5 those issuers are defined in the Sarbanes-Oxley Act.
The accounting support fees provide funding for expenses
associated with FASB's standard-setting activities as
identified in the Foundation's operating and capital
budget for each calendar year. The caleulation of FASB's
recaverable expenses also reflects adjustments for non-cash
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expenses and certain cash requirements not reflecred in
the statements of activitics. The accounting support fees
recognized and related FASB expenses included in the
statement of activities for the past two years are as follows
(dollars in thousands):

The amounts by which rotal FASB recoverable expenses, s
defined, exceed accounting support fees are funded from
Reserve Fund balances. Any differences berween FASB
recoverable expenses and the amount of accounting support
fees recognized as revenues for an applicable calendar year
{to the extent that the differences were not financed from
Reserve Fund balances) would be incorporated into the

Yosrs onded Decomier 31 til) 9 clulation of accounting support foes in subsequent years.
Accounting Support Fees: The amount of accounting support fees is established
For LS basad entities s 36 § mey  annually based upon the Foundarion’ budgered recoverable
FornansUS based snt 1407 oz ewpenses for che FASB, and any projected Reserve Fund
Total Accounting Supgort Fees 085 28854 Dalance for that budget year deemed available to fund those
expenses. The accounting support fees are also subject
T Prw apeane 10 evie by the Uhined States Socuriis and Exchangs
Saluies and vages UL U S ]
Employes benefits 440 4318
(Decupancy and equipment expenses B45 807
Depreciaton and amortiztion 150 m 3. Subscriptions and Publications
Professional fees 350 1,058
Ol ot 263 2008 Subscription and publicarion operating revenues and costs
Toal FASB Program exgenses B B consist of the following (dollars in thousands):
A Ao e Years ended December 31 ao
Salares and wages 213 1,945
Emplayes bensfits 893 o Sabscription and Peblication Revenues:
Deeupancy and equipment expenses 552 54 FASE Publications § 1641 5 1248
Degeecation =nd amartaaten 525 o (GASE Publications 2022 200
Professional fees 1408 1,284 $ 16,493 § 14,469
Othe operating expenses % LELL s
Total FASE Support expenses 6AT1 5905 race Pubcaii 5 25§ 4m
St sup s mu PR :,::: 1$
]t FASE P s am s o
and Support Expenses $ 1252 § (22
Net Subscription and Publication Revenses:
The expenses described above include the FASB's FASE Pubications § M 8 78N
allocable share of Foundarion program and support GASE Publications 1816 183
expenses. Foundarion expenses arc incurred for the Foundation administrative supe: 12.223) 32
common benefits of the FASB and GASB. § 13707 § 8178
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4, Investments and Investment Income

Investments

The following table presents investments measured at

fair value, all of which are measured using Level 1 inputs,
which are defined as quoted market prices in active
markets for identical investments at the measurement date
(dollars in thousands):

Changes in the Reserve Fund balance for the past two
years are as follows (dollars in thousands):

Years ended December 31 2010 2009
Fund balance, beginning of year $ 54409 § 51008
Transters from operations, net 4365 20
Translers s retitement beneét plans (2.278) (541}
Investmest incame 18 3,108

Fund balance, end of year § 63215 § 54409

At December 31 2010 009
Reserve Fund assets are unrestricted and maintained

Shortderm: within the investment policies and guidelines for the Fund
Monzy matket mutual §_BI%8 § 175 iblished by the Finance and Compensation Committee
Ratorve Fad: of the Board of Trustees.
Fiocad income mutual fund § 3656 § 27m
Masiey market mutual fund 31,559 pLEL] 5] EI‘"P'W\‘J Benefits

§ 63215 § 54409

Investment Income {dollars in thousands):

Employee benefits expense consists principally of
employer payroll taes, health care benefics for active and

retired employees, and pension costs.
Years ended December 31 2010 009
ShortTermc Pension Plans
Interest and dvidends § » 5 M
The Foundarion sponsors a contriburory defined
Beserve Fund: contribution plan {the Employees' Tax Sheltered Annuity
Jetorst aed doridends $ W88 138 Pl and oo defined benefic pension plans (the
Net eaized and unveaized i 590 13 Employees’ Pension Plan and the Supplemental Exccutive
Total Mﬂl"f"ﬂ § 1Mo § ajog Reitement Plan, collcrively che Defined Benchi o).

Employees do not contribute to the Defined Benefir
Pension Plans,
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The following table sets forth the amounts recognized in the statements of financial position,
the change in benefit abligations, the change in plan assets, funded starus, and ather information
for the pension plans and postretirement benefir plan:

Defined Banefit Plans Plan
0o 2009 201 2008

Change in besefit obligations
Benefit obligation, beginning of year $§ 1A 5 wam § 6908 5§ 68N
Senvice cost 55 480 M krL]
Interest cost 102 B2 390 a2
Actuarial (gains) losses 1241 3082 02 (423)
Benefits paid (B38) 11.042) 1a1d) 1az4)
Rt ibut - - 124 13
‘Benefit obligation. end of year § 0112 § 1192 5 805 5 6908

Changs in plan assets
Fair value of plan assets, begimning of year § 1458 § 108 § BME 5 4483
Employer contribations 1842 1655 B 166
Raticos contrboti = = 14 133
Actual imvestmen income on plan assets % 2150 840 1.058
Benefits paid (B3] {340) (a14) (824
Fair value of plan assets, end of year 17,158 14548 7382 B016
Funded Status at end of year (2.954) ez 1623) (833]
Amgunts recogaized in the fisancial statements § (2954 5 [3Am § (623 § (93
MNet achusrial (gams) losses § 8 5 m § 15§ (.06
Amartization of net actuasial gains {1,088) (1,008) (281) 417
et prior senvi 166 176 138 158)
§ 115 5 § 16§ [15%)
of net periodic beseft costs

Mt actusrial losses § 10461 § 8aM § a0 § 38
Nat peior servics costs ferdits) 1,128) 128 1 )

§ 935 5 s § 340§ 343

Amounts expected to be tecognized during the yoar ended December 31, 2011:
Amotization of net achuaris losses § 1m 1,087 s ® s @
jon of net pror senvce costs creis) [IC] {167) 5 i)

§ 104§ s s
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The Foundation has established 2 Grantor Trust pursuant
to Section 457(F) of the Internal Revenue Code, s
amended, for the benefir of its Supplemental Exccurive
Retirement Plan. During the years ended December 31,
2010 and 2009, employer contributions of $271,000 and
$146,000, respectively, were made to the Trust. Grantor
Trust assets of $819,000 and $478,000 as of December
31,2010 and 2009, espectively, have been clasifed as
Supgpl | Plan i on the ac
starements of financial position, and accordingly, are not
included in the change in plan assets rable above due o
the nature of the assets. The investments inchude murual
funds with asset allocations substantially the same 25

the Postretirement Plan, as described in the Plan Assets
section below, and are considered all Level 1 fair value
measurements, a defined,

g

Assumptions

The principal acuarial asumptions used to determine
periodic benefit costs and benefit obligatons for the Defined
Benehit Plans and Postretirement Plan are as follows:

Defined Benafit Plans 010 099 _
[Discount rata
(bensfit obligations) 5.25% 575%
Discount rate
net periodic expense] ¥4 575%
Expected rebum on plan 2ssets 6.00% 150%
IRate of compensation increase 350%  3.0%Ex 2010
A5% 20112013
Pestratirement Plan 010 2089
Descount rate.
(beneéi ohligations) 5255 5755
Discount rate
{net penodic expense) 5.25% B2
Expected raturn on plan assets 150% 150%
‘Health care cost frend rate B.00% 850%

2010 Anngal Report

“The current health care cost rrend rate assumpion reflects
market conditions, historical health care inflation, future
expecrations of that inflation and the Foundarion’s most
recent cost experience. The assumed health care rare
declines gradually 1o an ultimate level of 5.0 % afier 2017,

The expected long-term rate of rewum on plan assces
assumptions was based upon a review of historical returns and
pabilicicsof funure markee perf

n:wmim and

Plan Assets

Inwvestment objectives and policies for the plan assets are
established by the Finance and Compensation Committee
(the Commirree] of the Foundation. The overall long-
term investment strategy for the Employees’ Pension Plan
and Postretirement Plan is to generate renurns sufficient
1o meet obligations of beneficiaries ar acceptable levels of
rsk by maintining a high standard of porfoio quality
and achieving proper diversification. The Commirree has
retained a professional investment manager for the assets
of the Foundation employee benefir plans thar maintains
discretion ovet investment decisions, within asset allocation
ranges recommended by the Commirtee,

In 2010, the Committee revised the asset allocation policy
fior the Employees’ Pension Plan. Decisions regarding the
asset allocation will be based upon the funded status of
the plan, valuation of the liability, and the returns and
risks relative o the liability. The targer allocations for the
Employees' Pension Plan were 20 percent equities and 80
percent bong-term fixed income as of December 31, 2010,
The asset allocarion ranges for the Postretirement Plan,
which remain unchanged from 2009, are 65 1o 80 percent
of the portfolio’s market value in equity investments
{which includes a 15 1o 25 percent range for international
stocks of the equity holdings) and 20 to 35 percent in

fixed income investments.
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The assets under the Employees’ Pension Plan and
Postretirement Mlan were invested in murual funds at
December 31, 2010 and 2009, the majoriry of which were
indexed. The following table presents the fair value of
major categories of plan assets, all of which are measured
using Level 1 inputs, as defined (dollars in thousands):

(¢} These funds are passively managed using index
sampling and consist of short-term, intermediate-term,
long-term and extended durarion murual funds.

(d) This fund invests in S&P 500 Index stocks, long-term
US Treasury bonds, and money market instruments.

Employees' Pension Man_ Net Periodic Benefit Expense
rnmmm 1) 010 2008 The components of net periodic benefit expense for the
past two years are as follows (dollars in thousands):
Mtual Funds:
1S equity funds (2] § 15§ BIN0
komesons ity o oo o Dol Beoet Pns 2010 009
P ncond s 6 agsoasy e ST
Baaced k] S JMESE
Cash bekd by d 5% @ Expected retum on plan 2ssets (1,118 (840}
Total S5 s taseg oo donorpeiod e e
Amortization of prior service costs 1166 176}
7 Net periodic banefit expense $ 1313 § 13
Fair Vahse of Plan Assets
at Decamber 31 (ol Lovel 1) 2010 2009
Mutual Funds: Plan 010 2008
US equity funds 3] $ 4 s 3 Sevcecost §om s
Intemationsl equay index fund (o) 01 gy lderestoost 0 42
Fixed income funds {c) 1478 72 Expected retum on plan 2ssets (121 420}
e L s - N vl 281 an
Total § 138§ 6016 T 9 3
Net periodic benefit expense § 540 S5 806
Descriptions of Funds
(a) These funds invest in small, mid, and large-cap
panies from diversified industries using a blend of

growth and value strategies and index sampling,

{b) This fund is passively managed and secks w track the
performance of international composite indecs. I has
broad exposure across developed and emerging non-
US equiry markets. Approximarely 50% is invested in
European companics,
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Gains and losses thar result from changes in actuarial
assumptions, and from actual experience which differs
from thar assumed, are amortized over the emplayees’
estimated average future working lifetime. Any prior

6. Furniture, Equipment and
Leasehold Improvements

ervic coss e 0 phn amendments e o amorized. 101e8nbr 1 ol e w mm
over the estimated average working lifetime. Fias e igon QUAR TS

i 3662 3655
The following benefit payments, which reflect expected 15,058 133
furure service, are projected to be paid under the Accmudated degeeciation
Foundation’s benefit plans, including the f 0 LA L ]
Medicare Pare D subsidies for the P e Plan § 2506 § 2084
(dollars in thousands):

i 7. Lease Commitments

Yoar snded m Madicare The Foundation occupies office space under an
December31  Pension  Gross  PartD Net  operating lease that expires on September 30, 2012,
m $ 6 5 5 0§ M 0§ 2 Towl rennal expense for office space and equipment
mz 1.2 287 16 3 amounted 1o $1,581,000 and $1,532,000 in 2010 and
a3 138 m 7 34 2009, respectively. Accrued rent expense anriburable
it TR W latng minimum lease payments,initial rent
s 1118 w ol 362 abatement and a leaschold improvement allowance totaled

2016 - 2020 6110 5171 12 2405

$973,000 and §1,412,000 ar December 31, 2010 and
2009, respectively, and is reflected in liabilities in the

‘I"he = 4 e w 0 " PP (3 ‘r
$1,014,000, $177,000 and $570,000 to its Employees’
Pension Plan, Supplemental Executive Retirement Plan and
Postretirement Healthcare Plan, respectively, during 2011,

2010 Annual Report

I g of financial position. The rent
expense liability is being amortized over the remaining
term of the applicable operating lease.

Future minimum payments under operating leases for
office space, including the Foundation’s current share of
real estate taxes and other operating costs, are as follows
(dollars in thousands):

Year ended December 31

anm $
012 1584
Total minimum lease payments § 3663
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Management’s Report on Financial Responsibility and Internal Controls

M- o] A ] W o e

gement of the 3 :

pleted its compliance plan with respect to internal controls

£ R
e th and

&clbefammmﬂmn‘aq'ofﬂrﬁmnﬂ formation included

over ing and financial reporving (as addressed for public
panies by Section 404 of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act, The

m&swwwmﬁwwmmmm
in accord: lly accepted in
ﬂrUmbuiSuusoManamgmmnﬂmmpth
cstablishing and maincaining an adéquate intemal control strscrure
and adequate procedures for financial reporting, The Foundation
maingins a system of ntermnal controls designed 1o ensure the
integrity, objectivity and overall effectiveness of the accounting and
financial reparting process,

The Baard of Trustees of the Foundation, through its Audit and
Compliance Committee, oversees: (1) the org;

1s financial

Audi and Compliance Committee’s charter is available through
the office of the Foundation’s President,

M: 1 Dr|||P dati iﬁ abl rﬂ{ hlishi L
and maintaining adequare intermal | over Anancial
reparting. The Foundation’s internal controls are designed 1o
provide reasanable assurance 2 vo the reliability of the entiry's
financial statements for external purposes. Internal control aver
financial reporting docs have inherent limitations and may aot
prevent or detect mi Therefore, even those sy

Jetermined 1 be effceive ean provide ol reasanable, and

and ing policies and repares: (2) the ong
internal cantrol over financial reporting: (3) the system of
accounting and related internal controls and the competence
of persons performing key functions within that system; and
(4) the scope and results of independent audits, including any
comments received from auditars on the adequacy of internal
controls and qualiry of financial reporting, The Foundstion's
auditors render an objective, independent apinion annually on
the organization’s financial statements, and they have free and
dircet access to discuss matters with the Audis and Complince
Committee, with and without the presence or knowledge of
management. The auditors are engaged by and report directly
to the Audic and Compliance Committee.
The Foundatior's Audit and Compliance Committee has
chosen to follow requirements issued for public companies by
thie New York Stock Exchange, the Sccuritics and Exchange
Commission and other securves reglators by developing
and maineaining 2 charer governing its operarions. Although
the Foundation is not a public company, the Commitree has
concluded that thcurpnmumshmddmlmmlymmply
with publi where
ppropri Tltzﬂmﬁmdl" pl nmmdmn‘
ld.cnllﬁu :hc kqohjmuu. funcrions, apmung pracuo:s.
and duties and responshilcesof the
Cmnwnm'ﬂwrcwmm'hllnu inclsde rtgnh:‘ly reviewing the
charter 1o identify areas in need of enhancement, expansion and/
or clarification. The voluntary compliance effort has continued
with respec to the audit commitee and intemal control
provisions of the Sarbancs-Ordey Act of 2002, and the related
Securities and Exchange Commission and Public Company
Accounting Oversight Board guidance, The Foundation has

not absolute, assurance with respect to Anancial starement
preparation and presentation. Also, due 1o changing conditions,
the effectiveness of internal control aver financial reporting may
vary over time, and certain controls may prove to be inadequate.
Under the supervision and with the participation of other
members of management, we have evaluated the effectiveness of
the Foundasion's intemal control over financial reporting s of
December 31, 2010 In making this assessment, we have tilized
the internal control framework set forth by the Commirsce

of Sponsoring Org f the Treadway Commission in
Internal Control — Integrated Framework, We have concluded
that, based upon our evaluation, the Foundarion’s

internal control aver financial reporting was effective as

of December 31, 2010.

The Trustees have lso adopted, and regularly monior
personnel policies desigaed o ensure that employees of the
Foundation are free af conffices of interest. Finally, to fcilitae
open communication, the Trustees, through the Audit and
Compliance Committee, have adopted, and regularly monitor,

an ombyds policy designed w provide an independent resource
for reporting integriry or compliance concerns,
G Ol
A
John J. Breanan Teresa 8. Polley
Chairman President &
FAF Board of Trustees Chief Executive Officer
FAF
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Independent Auditor’s Report

To the Board of Trustees of the
Financial Accounting Foundation

We have audited the accompanying statements of
financial position of the Financial Accounting Foundation
as of December 31, 2010 and 2009, and the related
statements of activities and cash flows for the years then
ended. These financial statements are the responsibiliry

of the Foundation’ Chur responsibility s to

express an opinion on these fnancial statements based on
our audits.

We conducted our audits in accordance with auditing
standards generally accepted in the United States of
America. Those standards require that we plan and
perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about
whether the financial statements are free of material
An audit includes examining; on a test

basis, evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in
the financial statements. An audit abso includes assessing
the accounting principles used and significant estimates
made by management, as well as evaluating the overall
financial statement presentation. W believe that our
audits provide a reasonable basis for our opinion.

In our opinion, the financial statements referred to
above present faily, in all material respects, the financial
pasition of the Financial Accounting Foundation as of
December 31, 2010 and 2009, and the results of its
operations and its cash flows for the years then ended in
conformity with accounting principles generally accepted
in the United Stares of America.

%c%//»%g/ L2

McGladrey & Pullen, LLP
New Haven, Connecticut
March 28, 2011
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Financial Accounting Standards Board

Governmental Accounting Standards Board
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Organization

“The Financial Accounting Foundation (FAF) is at the
center of the mission to protect the independence and
integrity of the standard-setting process. The adjoining
chart (Jeft) illustrares the inveraction between FAF and

its organizations,

Organized in 1972, FAF is a non-stock Delaware
corporation that operates exclusively for charitable,
educational, scientific, and literary purpases within
the meaning of Section 301(c)(3) of the Internal
Revenue Code. Based in Norwalk, Connecticur, the
FAF is responsible for the oversight, administration,
and finances of its standard-setting Boards and their
Advisory Councils (the “Boards and Councils™):

Financial Accounting Standards Board
The Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB),
which began of in 1973, establishes standards

“The capital markets and state and local governmenss are

prised of many p with both overlapping
and disparate requirements and proprietary interests. As
independent entities withaur a political or commercial
stake in a particular outcome, the FAF's standard-
setting Boards provide objectivity and integrity to our
country'’s financial reporting system. Independence is
fundamental to the standard-setring Boards' activities
because their work is intended 10 provide investors and
ather users of financial repors with unbizsed standards
free of influence from special interests.

The FAF consists of a 14-to-18-member Board of
Trustees (the current Board stands ar 16 members).
Three members of the Board serve as “Governmental
Trustees” and have extensive experience as financal
officers or as clected officials of state or local

of financial accounting and reporting for private

sector entitics, including businesses and not-for-profic
ganizations. Th dards are recognized a5

generally accepted and authoritative.

Governmental Accounting Standards Board

“The Governmental Accounting Standards Board
(GASB), organized in 1984, establishes standands of
financial accounting and reporting for state and local
i | enrities. GASB are

, generally accepted and

Financial Accounting Standards Advisory Council
“The Financial Accounting Standards Advisory Council
(FASAC) enhances the standard-seting process by
consulting with the FASB on technical issues, project

prioritics, and ather marters likely to concern the FASE.

Advisory Cauncil
The Governmental Accounting Standards Advisory
Concl (GASAC) enhiancesthe standdanbseting process
by consulting the GASB on technical issues, project
prioritics, and other matters likely 1o concemn the GASB.

2009 Annual Report

@ | entities. The remaining Trustees serve as
“Ae-large Trustees,” with backgrounds in investment,
industry, public accounting, and academia.

As part of their five-year terms, FAF Trustees serve

on at least one of six Committees that are an
important part of FAF's administrative responsibilitics.
Committees include:

* Appoinrments & Evaluations

* Audit

* Develapment

* Exccutive

* Finance & Compensation

* Standard-Serting Process Oversight
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The Standard-Setting Process
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‘Board Deliberation n Light of Input
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Scott Logan, FAF Manager, Research Systems
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Ragan Vincent, GASB Supervisor, Administration
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FAF: Independence and Accountability

D09 weas an eventful and successhul year for the FAF and
the two arganizations under irs oversight, the FASB and the
GASB. It was abso  year when the amention gamered by

Financial Reporting Committee (PCFRC). We ko mat
with the senior keadership of key constituent organizations,
including the American Bankers Assaciation, the U5,

accounting standand sctting was unparallcked. Chamber of Cammerce, and many others.

This visibility was the natural result of an Congsis istent and ing in support
that was both challenging and perplesing for investoss of the strength and robustness of the processes followed
and regulators. As US. and global leaders strived to cope by the FASB and GASE in serting standards. We heand

with ~and understand the causes of - the worst financial
crisis since the Great Depression, accounting standards and
oversight of the process to set those standards became a
focalpoiitin the broader public debue.

While remaining amentive w any atempis 1o
compromise the independent nature of the Boands' work,
the FAF Trustees began an important straregic planning
process to set the future agenda for the opganizarion,

Listening to Our Constituents

“The first stage of this process was an unprecedented
listening sous, This ousrcach effort was accomplished
by senal roags of Trusess and senlor FAF headenshp
holding a serics of mectings across the nation to listen
1o and understand our constinsents’ thoughts abour
the independent standard-setting process and the key
ismies affecting financial reporting for boch pri d

strong support for the independence of the process and
concern about pelitical intervention. We also dearly heard
a complementary message: the Boards' independence must
be camed. At the same time, concerns were rsed about
uncereainty with respect to where the ULS. is headed with
about compleity dards from the
persy I d sbso from
smalker governmenal entities and about how 10 batince
the oot o investncs and acher s of inancial reporting
with the constraints on preparers of thse financial reports,
again both from private and public sector perspectives.

e b
of smaller private

Aswe move into 2010, the Tristoes ase working to finalize
their strasegic planning efforts, Our broad-based outreach
activitics last year providod an even deeper understanding
of the concerns of our constituents as wel as the necesary

insights we'll need to strategically realign ourselves to serve

public sctor enties. In New York, Dills, Chicago, S
Francisco, and Washingson, D.C., we met with controllers,
CFOs, auditors, accounting professors, investors, analysss,
stae auditors and comprrollers, and citizen and taspayer
advocates, We met with each of the FASB and GASBs
main advisory bodies - FASAC, GASAC, lavestors
Technical Advisory Commitee (ITAC), Small Business
Advisory Commite (SBAC), and Privac Company

them ffecrively in the furure.

Preserving Independent Standard Setting
“The issue of aceounting seandard-sering indep
came to 3 head in the third quarter. In bate October, as
the House Financial Services Comemirtee was preparing
to finalize its financial regulatory reform bill, an
amendment was offered calling for a financial services
aversight body with pawer to change accounting
standards. The measure, which was first proposed in

1
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(I. to r.) Terri Polley, FAF President; Jack Brennan, FAF Chairman

the spring, would have given the Financial Seability
Oversight Council the authority to modify, suspend,
or eliminate accounting priniples and standards in the
cvent thar any member of thar Council believed that an
accounting principle or standard threarened the stability
of the U.S. financial system. While primarily focused on
issucs relating to federal Anancial regulatory agencies,
the propesed amendment would have afforded the
pportuniry for any ing standard to be subject
to suspension by a political body, without the benefit of
an open due process and without the other checks and
balances that define the standard-setting processes of the
FASB and GASE, as averseen by the Board of Trustees.

“The reaction from stakeholders was swift and impressive.
Constituent arganizations, public and private companics,
accounting firms, regulators, investor groups, academics,
and athers sent lerers o the House Financial Services
Commiteee citing concerns abaut politiciring the process
of setting accounting standards and the resulting hamful
implicasions for the LS. capical markess - weakening of
accounting standands, kack of transparency in financial
reparting, crosion of investor confidence, and higher costs
of capial. Addionally, the Truseos engaged diecty with
Congress with a strong messige emphasizing the highly
effective oversight and accountability of the standard-
setting process by virtue of the Board of Trustees, the
Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC), and the
openniess of the process itself,

As a result of this effoe, on December 11, 2009, the Howse
passerd HUR. 4173, the “Wiall Streee Reform and Consumer
Prosccrion Act of 2009, which included 2 substantially
amended and revised version of the amendment thar
acnually, and imporeantly, would reinforce the independ

2009 Ann

accounting standard-sesting process. Specifically, the
provision providss authoriy for the newly creased Financial
Senvices Owversight Council 1o review and submit comments
to any standard-sctting body with respect to an existing or
proposed accounting standand. The provision kenves inact
he independ fif fard-serring po ith
appropeiate oversight by the Board of Trustees. Morcover,
the provision reinforecs the of and thoroughness of
the dise process ieself, The new Coundil has the hility o
provide its inpus, as do all stakebolders in the process, and
the standard-sering Boards consider that input in reaching
decisions on standands intended to meet the needs of wsers of
financial reports,

Appointmants

Ohe imporant and ongoing role of the Trustees i 1o ke
appaintments to the Board of Trustees s well as to the
standard-setting Boards, To thar end, the Trustees made
several key appointmenss. The Foundation appointed three
new members o the Board of Trustes, inchuding: Doughs
A. Donahue, managing parmer of Beown Brothers
Harriman; Edveard E. Nusbaum, the chicf evecutive officer
and excoutive parmer of Grant Thorntan Internaional;
and Luis M. Viceira, the George E. Bates Professar at the
Harvard Business School, Thase new members replaced
W, Steve Albreche, James H, Quigley, and Paul C. Wirth,
cach of whom served with distinction during his time on
the Boand of Trustees. We crrend our thanks to chem for
their dedicated service o the FAF.

The Trustees also made several key appointments with
respect to the GASB. David E. Sundstrom, auditor-
controller for Orange Counry, California, began his
term as 2 GASB member on July 1, 2009, replacing
Richard C. Tracy, who completed two terms of service.
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We thank Richard for his distinguished service on

the GASB, Marcia L. Taglor, assistant manager of

Mt. Lebanon, Pennsylvania, was reappointed 10 2
sccond term on the GASB, effective July 1, 2010,

Maost recently, Michael H. Granof, Emst & Young
Distinguished Centennial Professor of the McCombs
School of Business, University of Texas, was appointed
to the GASB effective July 1, 2010. Dr. Granof will
replace William W. Holder, who will complete 10 years
of service on June 30, 2010,

Focusing on Key Areas in 2010

In 2010, the Trustees will focus on several areas of
strategic importance, including enhanced oversight of
the standard-serring processes of the FASB and GASB,
ghobal convergence of accounting standands, progress on
resalving the isue of GASB funding, and the issuc of
standard setring for private companics,

With respect to enhanced oversight, the Trustees
recently voted to make the Standard-Serting Process
Oversight Committce 2 standing commitiee of the
Bouard of Trustees, rather than an advisory commirtee.

Jack Brennan, FAF Chairman

Norwalk Agreement issued in 2002 and a subsequent
Memorandum of Understanding (Mol in 2006 thar
was updated in 2008, At a joint session held in Norwalk
in Ocrober 2009, the FASB and IASE reaffirmed their
commitment to impeoving [FRS and U.S, GAAP and
achicving their comvergence. The FAF Trustees and our

pars ¢ the Inemational Accounving Stundards
Comminee (IASC) Foundarion agreed to imeract formally
and monitar progress an convergence goals. Several
meetings of both groups of Trustees were held in 2009 and
mare meetings are planned for 2010,

As reported last year, an ongoing challenge for the
Trustees is the funding of the GASB. The imporance of
the role of the GASB has been highlighted in the difficule
financial environment facing state and local governments,
with stories circulating in the mediz neardy every day
abour uncertainty with respect to the measurement and
mugnitinde of perssion and other past-retirement benefie
liabilities, amang many other issues, We are hopefil that
a funding solution is within reach and will continue 10

focus an this issue until its resolution.

One of the key areas of focus for that ittee will
be the establishment of 2 formal process for the post-
implementation review of standands.

GI-OM 3 i dands

B

1o be a ke area of focus for the FAF and FASB. We have
been working with the Intermarianal Accounting Standards
Board (IASB) since 2002 10 develop a common platform
for international standand serting through converpence

of International Financial Reporting Sndards (IFRS)
and US. Generally Arcepted Arcounring Principles

(U5, GAAP), defining common objectives in the

outreach efforts,
we heard the conceens of private companics and auditors
and users of private company firancial statements, with
respect o whether ULS, GAAP a5 it exists oday is meeting
their noeds, In response, we announced in Deecember the
creation of a hlue-ribbon pand, sponsored jaintly with
the American Instinise of Cenified Public Accountants
(AICPA) and the Narional Association of State Boards of
Accountancy, and chaired by FAF Trustee Rick Anderson,
1o take a fresh Jook ar privare company fssues in 2010,
The panel will inchucde 2 cross-section of private company

Abo i o with our
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financal eporting constituenies, including lenders,
investors, and owners, as well as prepasers and auditors.
The FAF Trustees book forward to receiving 2 report from
the pand, with its recommendarions, by carly next year,

A discussion of 2009 would not be complere without
menrion of the FASB Accounting Standasds
Coddificarion™ (FASB Codificarion). Prior to the
developmens of the FASB Codification, non-governmental
US. GAAP had evalved into a sprawling collection of
thousands of standards created by 2 number of different
autharitics during the past 50 years. The debut in July
of codificd U.S. GAAP was both an industry milestone
and a moment of pride for the FAF and the FASB.
Fully functional online access to the FASB Codification
ushered in a new era of modern accounting research to
d financial reparting professionals, as well
as 1o analyses and invesors, The FASB Codification was
further enhanced by the inclusion of XBRL {eXsensible
Business Repoming Language) funcrionality —making it

easicr for users of the Codification 10 aceess infy

and political environment was the result of their

energy, dedication, and passion for the mission of this
arganization. This dedication proudly extended into cur
local community as well, as our employees rallicd to be of
service by spending a series of Friday afternoans helping
to prepare and serve meals to dients of the Manna House
of Hospirality Soup Kitchen in Norwalk, Our dedicared
staff members made a difference during what was clearly
anie of the more transformative years in the history of the
Financial Accounting Foundation, We thank them for
their outstanding effors throughaut the year,

2009 weas an eventful, challenging, and sucoessful year for
the FAF, FASE, and GASB, with many accomplishments
and consimal improvements in how we do our work en
behulf of our constituenies, We recognize, too, thar the
economic, market, and regulatory challenges resulting
from the financial crisis of 2007 - 2009 will continue
and we must adape 1o ensure we accomplish our missions
for our constituents within the context of thar changed

about the US. GAAP financial reparting txonomy
clements that link 1o the Codificarion, On a related nare,
early in 2000, the FAF announced its new responsibility
for the ongoing maintenance of the U.S. GAAP financial
reporting taxonomy. We will be assembling a small ream
dedicated to maintenance acivitics, including updates
for changes in U.S. GAAT, reviews of best practices, and
technological enhancements.

Throughout 2009, our employees put forth tremendous
effors to address the challenges confronting the
Foundation, FASE, and GASB, Our success in meeting
the challenges posed by the economic, financial,

2009 An

We will adape and we will do so with our
long-standing i to independens processes and
accounabiliry to our stakeholders. We look forward 1o
repurting continued progress next year and thank you for
your continued support of the FAF, FASB, and GASB,

:’;r’(r ) - ¥
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John J. Brennan Teresa 8. Polley

Chairman President

FAF Board of Trustees ~ FAF
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Robert Kalina, FAF Vice President, Human Resources
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Financial Accounting Standards Board

Throughous much of 2009, the impact of the global
financial crisis continued to dominate the capisal
markets, business, and politics both in the LS. and
around the world. As the volume of the debare over
causses and remedies intensified, the FASB swifily
addressed significant financial reporting issues affecting
capiral marker participants while continuing to broaden
and enhance our ouseeach o investors and other users
of financial information and to orher stakeholders in the

financial reporting system.

Such outreach and constituent input have always
been a vital part of our standard-setting activirics and
are particularly critical during a financial crisis, Thus,

onganization to the US. GAAP literature, giving
constinuents an easily accessible online research system,

Years in the making, the launch of the Codificarion
can be traced 10 early constiuent foedback indicaring
that ULS, GAAP was often unmanageable. We got the
message! Something needed 10 be done 1o make

it more secessible and wser-friendly and we and the
FAF invested in 2 major effort to complerely
restructure and reorganize the existing body of

US. GAAP pronouncements.

1 would like to take this opportunity to thank
the hundreds of people inside and ourside our

wha ibuted their time and talents

during 2009, we proactively engaged

via public roundrable mectings, through the work of
our Financial Crisis Advisory Group with the 1ASB
and discussion ar mectings of the FASAC and other
advisory groups, by participaring in numerous financial
and business forums, and through many face-to-face
discussions with constinsents to develop a grearer
appreciation for their perspectives and concerns on
improving financial reparting. Furcher inside this
annual report, youll see a map depicting this broad
outreach ['ve mentioned.

Arrival of Codification

In the summer, following an 18-month “verification”
period of erial use by the public, we officially launched
the FASE Acounting Standards Codification ™ as the
source of authoritative nongovernmental U.S, GAAR
“This was a milestone event for the FASB and the US.
financial reporiing system. It provided much-needed

ta the development of the Codification. Whether

it was serving as a “mapper” of the existing GAAP
pronouncements into the new format and structure,
authoring Codification topics, providing rechnical
and editorial review, or developing the state-of-
the-art technology platform, all of these effors

were crucial to bringing this milestone project to
successful completion.

We expect the new system o significantly reduce

the amount of rime and effort required to rescarch
accounting issucs, mitigate the risk of noncompliance
with standards through improved wsabiliy of the
literature, provide accurate information with
real-time updates as new standards are released,

and assist the FASB with the rescarch efforts

and literasure amendments required during the

sandard-serting process.

Financial Accounting Foundation
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Robert H. Herz, Chairman of the FASB

With the Launch of the Codification, the FASB i no

longer adding numbered 5

The Financial Statement Presentation project was

deraken to improve the overall usefulness of

I
and FASB Suaff Positions to GAAP, but rather issuing
Accounting Statement Updates (.

Js) that amiend the

relevant secrions of the Codification.

Shonly after its introduction, we took the imponant
step of linking the Codificaion 1o XBRL, thereby bener
enabling users to prepare XBRL financial starements
using the ULS.

inancial Kepornting Taxonomy.

International Convergence

of Accounting Standards

Codifying U.5. GAAP was also impartant ta the
FASB's pursuit of convergence - the goal of moving
toward a commaon set of high-qualicy, globally
accepted accounting standards. Responding to calls

from the G20 leaders and others wo “redouble” our
convergence efforts, since Octaber 2009 we are

now meeting jointly with the [ASE several days

cach month. The joint communiqué we issued in
November 2009 details the shared principles and
processes we intend 1o follow and our ambirious
timelines as we wark woward completion of the major
projects included in our MolJ with the [ASB.

While the Mol includes 2 number of major projects,
lex me use two of them, Financial Srarement
Presentation and Revenue Recognition, to highlight
the kinds of very extensive constituent outreach, input,

and involvement we engage in on major projects.

2009 Annual Report

information in financial statements, enabling investors,
lenders, and other interested parties i better make
informed decisions on the performance and financial
condition of companies. An aim of this joint project

s to provide financial information in 2 manner that

is more inmuitive 1o investors and allows them o

relate the effects of transactions berween the various
financial statements. Also, having more disaggregated
informarion will improve an investor's ability to forecast
future cash flows and, ultimately, to make better capital
allocation decisions.

Dhuring 2009, we carcfully evaluated the comments
we received on our 2008 Preliminary Views document
and the field tests we conducted with numetous
companics in a varicry of industries from around the
waekd in which they “recast” their financial statements
using the propased new formats. Additionally, under
the auspices of our Financial Accounting Standards
Rescarch Initiative, we conducted field rests with

users on differential methods of presenting particular
sets of financial information. And we continued to
discuss various aspects of the prajects with the Joint
Invernational Group and the Financial Institutions
Advisory Group, both of which are specifically advising
us o this project, and with our ocher advisory groups,
We also obtained relevant academic research and the
resalts of wser surveys relating to this project. All this
input is being carefully considered as we work towards

the issuance of an Expasure Draft in 2010,
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{I. to r.) Russ Golden, FASB Technical Director; Kevin Stoklosa, FASB Assistant Director

The Revenue Recognition project secks to improve
the existing guidance in both LS. GAAP and IFRS
with a reventse recognition model that will better
represent economic reality and can be applied across
various industries and rransactions. It will also remove
inconsistencies and weaknesses in existing revenue
recognition standards and practices.

During 2009, the Boards carefully considered the
extensive input we received on our December 2008
discussion document. W discussed the model with 2
broad array of constituents. We also began holding 2
serics of “workshops™ on the new revenue recognition
approach with representatives of dosens of companies
around the world covering numerous industries. Again,
all this input will be invaluable as we work wward an
Exposure Draft in 2010,

U5, Achievements and Challenges

As we continued ro address issucs thar emanated from
the financial crisis, the FASB provided addivonal
guidance in the U5, on fair value measurements in
inactive markets and on impairment of deba sccuriries.
Statements 166 and 167 addressed critical reparting
issues relating o securitizations and the use of off-
balance-sheer entities. We believe these standards will
help curb the abuses that occurred in recent years

and will help foster the development of sounder
securitization markets and practices. While Stasements
166 and 167 did nor generally become effective unril
2010, their effects were taken into account by the US.
banking regulaors in their 2009 “seress ests” of the
nation's largest banking institutions,

From the outset of our organkzation over 35 years ago,

the FASB's mission has been to eszablish and improve
accounting and financial reporting standasds for the benefie
of investors and other users of financial information. We
do this through an open, thorough, and independent
process that provides for very extensive constituent input.
However, during the financial crisis, the mission was
challenged by cereain parties who sought to abter the
existing LS. accounting standard-sening process. For
example, in November 2009, a potential amendment o
the financial services reform legistation in the U.S. House
of Representatives would have enabled a systemic risk
council dominared by banking regulators to overide both
the FASE and the SEC by changing accounting standards
in the name of preserving financial stability. Forrunarely,
timsely effoets by the FAF Trusees, ogether with strong
oppesition from numercus groups and individuals across
the business, investmen, governmental, and academic
communities, were successful in deflecting this effors. That
widespread support for cur mission was very gratifying and

we thank all those who rallied to the cause.

Privare companics represen 2 vital ssgment of the U.S.
economy. Our financial reporting system has been 2
“vertically integrated” one with GAAP accounting and
reporting by public and private companies generally
being hased on the ssme concepts, principles, and
standards. In recent years we have received focused
input from our Small Business Advisory Commiteee
and from our Private Company Financial Reporting
Comminee on specific areas where differences for
private companics might be 2ppropriate based on user
needs and/or cost/bencfit considerations,
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And while there are some differences and exemptions
from certain GAAP requisements for private
companics, and additional SEC requirements and
disclosures for public companies, we do not have the
type of parallel system of “Big GAAP/Little GAAP™
that is present in certain other countries, | belicve this
integrated approach to financial reporting has generally
served our country well. However, 3 number of forces
are now in play that challenge our traditional thinking
and approach to private company reporting. These
inclisd the potential mave 1o IFRS for LS. public
companics and the available use of IFRS for small and
medium-sized entirics by U.S, privare companies, recent
developments in other countries that have adopred or
will adopt IFRS for their public companics but not

for their private companies, and continuing concerns
expressed by some constituents over the rebevance and
costfbenefit o private companies of cerain U.S, GAAP
requirements. These important issues will be examined
in 2010 by the special committee being formed by the
FAF together with the American Instivuze of Cenified
Public Accountants and the National Association of
State Boards of Accountants,

The FASB also establishes accounting and reporting
standards for LS. nos-for-profic entities. In late 2009
we began soliciting names of candidates o serve on our
new Not-for-Profit Advisory Comminee. This group
will provide us with input on reporting fssues in that
sector, including issucs that may arise if and when US.
public companies mave to [FRS as IFRS does not cover
not-for-profit entitics.

2009 Annual Repart

Looking to the future, the FASB and the whole

USS. reporting system face a number of challenges,
opportunitics, and uncermaintics. Whether it relaes
to our efforts, patential i i
of IFRS into the UL.S. repaning system, of reparting
by private companies and not-far-profit entities,

constiuent input and participation in our standard-

setting activitics are absolurely eritical, as is
our ability to maintain 2 thorough, open, and
independent due process.

In closing, and on behalf of my fellow Board members,
T would like to thank the dedicated and hard-working
staff of the FASB and FAF, our Trustees, the members
of our Advisory Councils and groups, and the many
other constiments who take the time and effort 10
respond to our propasals and requests for inpur and
who participarc in public roundrables, field rests, and
visits. Your input and your support of our mission have
been very important to aur successfully addressing the
challenges in 2009 and will continue to be critical a5 we

loak forward 1o 2000 and beyond.
Rt 4. Nesy_

Robert H. Herz

Chairman

FASE
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Upaasna Laungani, FASB Project Manager




Governmental Accounting Standards Board

Without question, 2009 was a challenging vear in

all quarters, and the governmental environment was
no exception. While no one expects the existing
financial difficultics 1o right themselves immediately,
positive econamic signals did begin to appear in 2009,
Unfortunately, however, not many of the improving
cconomic indicators have matured ver 1o the benchir of
stare and Jocal governments,

One bright spot for some was the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act of 2009, which included abour
$140 billion to help state and local governments
miineain current programs 2 traditional revenues fell
off significantly. However, many g ntin

fund type definitions and a Statement containing
guidance for gavernments sccking Chapter 9
bankrupucy protection - and issuing six due process
documents for public comment.

Fund Balance Reporting

Early in 2009, the GASB issued Starement No. 54,
Fuund Balance Reporting and Govermmensal Fund

Type Definitions, which establishes new fund balance
classifications that better communicate the financial
Bexibility of a government. Starement 54 sets in place a
hierarchy of new fund balance classifications primarily
based on the extent 1o which governments are bound 1o

observe impased upan how they can spend

to face dire fiscal problems thar do not appear likely 1o
turm around any time soon. In difficult rimes like these,
high-quality financial reporting s critical - 1o provide
users of financial with

their resources, | believe this Statement goes 2 long way
toward improving clarity in the information provided
and consistency in how governments interpret and
This, in rum,

and transparent information that enhances public
accountability regarding a government’s handling of
financial challenges.

Regardless of the panicular economic backdrop of

any given time period, the work the Governmental
Accounting Stundands Board engages in is done

pl the reparting
will help make this information more useful 1o fnanial
statement users due to greater consistency from year 1o
year and enhanced comparability across governments,

Considering that fund balance information is widely

used by state, county, and local legislaoes and their

staffs, oversight bodies, the news medis, taxpayer
and rescarch 10 assess 2

in an effort o promate grearer transparency and
hility for state and local g o

s financial capacity and that it is central

support well-informed decision-making by users of
financial statements. From my perspective, the GASB
made significant progress towand thase ends over the
course of the year,

The GASE's accomplishments during 2009 include
finalizing five pronouncements - including a new

ta the ceedi reviews conducted by municipal bond
analysts, these changes should have a significane
positive effect in how that information is used,

Chapter 9 Bankruptcies
Conerary to what might seem like a logical inference,

Statement No. 38, Acoaunting and Financial Reporsing
i#d, Was not

Statement on fund balance reporting and g

for Chapter 9 Bankny blished based

Financial Accounting Foundation
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(I. to r.) David Bean, GASB Director of Research and Technical Activities;
Robert H. Attmore, Chairman of the GASB

on any inside knowledge of anticipated bankruptcy
flings. In fact, guidance on this issue had been in the

works for some time.

The new Statement purs in place accounting and financial
reparting guidance for the historically rare instance in
which a government would seck protection from its
creditors under Chapter 9 of the Unired Stases Banknupecy
Code while it develops and negoriates a plan for adjusting
fits debies. It is important to note that Statement 58 does
not extend 1o cither state or tribal governmens, which are
ot eligible for Chapter 9 banknuptey protection.

Even though Chaprer 9 bankruprcies are rare, when
they do occur they generally grab headlines. Because
of the potenial significance of these events, the GASB
believed that it was important o address this issue ar
this time. Prior to the establishment of Statement 58,
no authoritative guidance existed for such financially
distressed grvernmental entities.

Because the Statement establishes consistent recognition,
measurement, display, and disclosure guidance for
municipal govemnments tha file for Chaper 9 bankrupecy
protection, | believe it will provide financial statement
users with betrer informarion in the extraordinary situsion
in which these standards would be applied.

Pension Accounting and Financial Reparting

The pension standards issued by the GASB in the mid-
19905 established a financial reporting framewurk for
defined benefit pension plans, and laid out requirements
for the recognition, mezsurement, and display of pension
expenditure and expense information and relaed lahilities,
note disclosures, and required informat

in the financial reports of state and local government
employers and plans. The pension standards represented

a major step forward in generally accepted accounting
principles for the state and local government environment.

When the GASB staff examined the model of the
GASB pension standards established more than 2
decade later and asked, “Can we make this bereer?” the
answer came back loud and clear in the affirmarive. 1
have no doubt that the effectiveness of the standands can
be enhanced for the current environment.

Last spring, the GASB released an Invitation
Commenr on the pension standards, which posed

a series of key questions at a very carly stage in our
process. The questions addressed fundamental issucs,
including: (1) the proper focus of pension fnancial
reparting, (2} recognition of lisbiliies and expenses,
(3) messurement of pension obligations, and (4) use
of actuarial methods. Before the comment periad

had come 1  close, we had reccived more than 115
responses from constituents with an interest in public
pension financial reporting, The Board is now in the
process of deliberating the issies raised and is preparing
to rebease its Preliminary Views on this imporant topic

in June 2010 o solicit addirional public feedback.

Ovver the cours¢ of the pension standards recxamination
praject, the Board will consider modifications designed
to imprave transparency in financial reporting, enhance
the decision usefulness of pension informarian, and
better assist financial statement users in assessing the
accountability of state and local govemments reganding
the commitments governments have made o theie

1

related o pension benefits, Within this

2009 Annual Report
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David Bean, GASB Director of Research and Technical Activities

context, the Board has focused on how the concept
of interperind oquiry shoubd be considered in the
development of any proposed changes.

Interperiod equity can be described as the state ar which
current-year taspayers and other resource providers

have provided adequare resources 1o pay for the cost of
current-year services. For example, are the contributions
a government is making now toward pension benefits
sufficient 1o pay for what has been promised, or is the
burden being shifted 1o future taxpayers?

1 am confident thar the Board's efforts relaring o the
pension standards will ultimarely result in meaningful
improvements in financial reporting. We recognize that
any propased changes may spark some controversy;
however, all GASB constituents can be assured that the
final results of the GASB's work in the pension area will
come only after an extensive public due process that will
have solicited, received, and considered input from all

of our constinuencies,

SEA Reporting

Traditional fnancial

provide infc

it, bur it can also provide constiruents with access
ta the information they need to more fully assess a
government’s performance and priorities.

The GASB issued Propased Suggested Guidelines for
ing, SEA Perf I

in the summer of 2009 and is scheduled to issue

its final suggested guidelines in June 2010, After an
extended period of experimentation and study, the

Valuntary Rey

GASB believes its suggested guidelines will assist
those governments that choose to report this type
of information to efectively communicate with
their constiteents abour how well they are doing in
meeting their performance goals and objectives.

Service Concession Arrangements

One of the key ways the GASB endeavors to kecp

pace with change is by issuing standards thar address
emerging i the g i

Last summer, the GASB issued an Exposure Draff,
Accounting and Financial Reporting for Service Concesston
Armangements, which would establish reporting guidance
for service concession arrangements (SCAs), which

about a government'’s fiscal and operational
accountability, but they do nor provide all the
information needed to create the full picture of how
well a government is managing the financial resources
entrusted to it Supplementing the traditional
financial starements with informarion about the
setvice efforts and sccomplishments (SEA) of 2
government gocs 2 long way toward completing the
picture. Not only can SEA information allow users
of financial information to better assess how well 2
government is managing the resources entrusted 10

are a type of public-private p hip agreement
between govermnments and privare enviries for provision
of services to the public. Under these agreements, the
government conveys the rights and related obligations
to the privare entity to provide services through the use
of infrastructure and other capital assets - operation of 2
toll road is a common example ~which in tum collects
the related fees from thind parties (in this example, thase
wha drive on the roll road).

As governments increasingly parmer with peivate and
ather public entities to provide services to cirizens, financial
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e ek i table nd "

nﬁ)mummdnmmmdoblpn;
asoxitted with thes parioerships, The GASB isschodled
tosae a finad Srandand en SCAsin June 2010,

Looking Ahead
Earlier Iindicated that one of the concepts tha the

D assss 2 g 's financial standing today as well
as it ability v meet its abligations as they come due,
An overview of 2009 acriviries should not pass without
noting that the GASE marked its 25th anniversary

as the independent standard-setting organization for
stare and local governments this year, As much as the

Board idering during its af the
GASB's pension standards s interperiod equity. This
notion ultimately allows wsers 1 assess whether a
government is on a sustainable fiscal path - that is,
whether the relationship berween revenues collected
and the cost of services provided is on a path that

can be sustained into the future, The United States
Treasury Deparement recently published a report that
asserts that the federal government is currently on an
unsuseainable fiscal pach. The Treasury report projects
thiat if we remain on the current fiscal policy course,
total government spending would exceed toral revenucs
available by amounrs thar rapidly become less and less
tenable and sustainable. Similarly, state and municipal
governments that borrow now to pay for current
operating expenses are not achieving interperiod equity
and may be facing similar circumstances,

In Late 2009, the GASB added 2 project to its current
chnical agenda to berter add : i

inchiding fscal sustalnabiliy reporting Esues, Saff
work has commenced on the project and the Board's
deliberations on the Econemic Condition Reporting;
Fiscal Suseainability project are due to begin late this
summer. It is imporant to note that this project is not
about predicring the furure; rather, it is shaut equipping
wsers of financial reports with the information they need

2009 Annual Report

= has achicved in establishing and improving
standards of stare and local government accounting

and financial reporting during the past quarter century,
there is sill much to be done, The GASB' focus going
forward is firmly fixed on improving accounting and
financial reparting guidance in the ever-cvalving state
and local government environment, no matter what the
cconomic hackdrop.

In closing, T want to thank my fellow Board members,
our Trustees, and the dedicared members of the GASB
and FAF staff, as well as GASAC members, for their
outstanding contributions in 2009. 1 also would like o
express my gratitude o those who volunteer their time
and expertise to serve an GASB task forces and advisory
commigees, and 1o all who respond to our due process
documents and share their views. The input you provide
to the GASE is both critical to improving financial
reporting and greatly appreciated.

Robert H. Attmore
Chairman
GASB

21
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Michelle Czerkawski, GASB Project Manager
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Peter Proestakes, FASB Assistant Director
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Management’s Discussion and Analysis
2009 Summary

“The mission of the Financial Accounting Foundation (the
Foundation) and its standard-setting boards, the Financial
Accounting Standards Board (FASB) and the Governmental
Accounting Standards Board (GASB), is to establish and improve
standards of financial accounting and reporting for private
sector, not-for-profit, and state and local govenmental entitics.
Financial accounting and reporting standards help foster and
protect investor confidence, facilitate efficient operation of capital
markets, and enable citizens o assess the stewardship of public
resources by their state and local governments. The Foundation
is-committed to the development of high-quality financial
accounting and reporting standards through an independent
and open process that results in useful financial informeation,
considers all stakeholder views, and ensures public
The Foundation is responsible for the oversight,
administration, and finances of the FASB, the GASB, and their
advisory councils, the Financial Accounting Standards Advisory
Council (FASAC) and the Governmental Accounting Standards
Advisory Council (GASAC). The Foundarion obeains its funding
from accounting support fees pursuant to the Sarbancs-Otdey Act
0£2002 (the Act, subscripton and publicarion revenues, and
voluntary cash contributions in support of the GASB. In fulfilling
T e | principle of the Foundarion' i
550 obsain ard deploy prdently the resourees nceded for the
operation of the Foundarion, the sandard-setting boards, and the
advisory councils, all ina and bl

s changed significantly. The FASB Codification is currently
accessible through a specially designed stare-of-the-art online
placform and retrieval system and can be viewed either through 2
free Basic View or as an online annual paid subscription through
the Professional View, which provides significantly more advanced
navigation and system functions. The Foundation also licenses the
content of the FASB Codificarion to publishers and other licensees
that include those materials in comprehensive online research
databases and product offerings.

Due o the Foundarion’s transition to the FASB Codification,
the hard copy FASB publication offerings akso have changed.
Bound versions of the FASB Codification and print versions
of official updates to the Codification, known as Accouning
Seandards Updates (ASUs), are expected 1w be the principal hard
copy versions of FASB material that will be published by the
Foundation going forward. Loose-leaf services for the FASB's
Chrrent Tet, Original Prowouncemsents, and EITF Abstracts and
subscription plans for the Financial Accounting Research System
(FARS) on CD-ROM are no longer affered.

Financial Results

The Foundation's financial statements are presented in accondance
with generally accepted accounting principles and reflect the
specific reparting requi f not-for-profit organizati

‘The following is a discussion of the key highlights of the activities
and financial position of the Foundation as presented in the

The Foundation's net assets increased overall by $6.5 million
in 2009, reflecting the improved financial markets, and resulting
growth in investments held in the pension plans and the Reserve
Fund. In addition, the Foundation realized operating efficiencies
in 2009 that contributed 1o a decrease in toal suppor expenses
resulting from a reduction in force and restrucruring of certain
ivinistative dep plernented in December 2008,

102009, che FASE Accounting Seandards odifction”™
(FASB Codification) officially became the source of authoritative
vermmenl U, genalyscpred scouning priniples
(GAAP), superseding existing FASB, American Institute of
Cenifid Public Accounans (AICPA), Emerging Issues Tisk
Force (EITF), and related lireranure. In this respect, the namure and

panying audited financial statements.

Overview

*  Net operating revenue increased $3 million to $38.5
million in 2009, reflecting a $5.1 million increase in
accounting support fees, offser by 2 52 million decrease in
net subscriptions and publications revenue, primarily due
1o the transition to the FASB Codification.

*  Toral program and support expenses increased $2 million to
$36.9 million. Program expenses represent approximarely
77% of total expenses in 2009, compared to 74% in 2008.

*  The Foundation ended the year with ner operating
revenues exceeding expenses by $1.6 million in 2009,

1 t0 $550,000 in 2008,

Sationts vablication sixd sik

and relared marerial

pricing structure of the F
product offerings for FASB p

* Nt assets increased 1o $59.4 million in 2009 from $52.9
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million, a $6.5 million increase primarily relased tor investment
return on the Reserve Fund of $3.7 million; an operating
surplus of $1.6 million; and an increase for the recognition of
non-operating pension related changes of $1.1 million.

Statements of Activities
The Edlas 1 1. £ i 3
ihe 14 FEpresent i | ol { oo -

revenues and program and support expenses for 2009 and 2008

Accounting Support Fees

The Foundatior's most significant source of revenue consists of
accounting support fres assessed against issuers of securities,
those i defined in the Act. A upport fees fund
the expenses and other cash requirements for the FASB's standard-
setting activities that are included in the Foundation's operating
and capital budget for cach year (the recoverable expenses),
Accounting support fees foe 2009 and 2008 rotaled $28.9 million
and $23.7 million, respectively. The fees are allocated to equity
and investment company issuers registered with the U.S. Securities
and Exchange Commission based on their relative average
maonthly U5, equity marker capialization. Equiry issuers with an
average marke capitalization of over $25 million, and investment
company issters with an average marker capiralization or net asset
value over $230 million, are assessed a share of the accounting
support fees. The Foundation has designated the Public Company
Accounting Oversight Board (the PCAOB) as its collection agent
for the invoicing and collecting of sccounting support fees. The

Foundation paid app fy $200,000 in both years to the
PCAOB for this service,

Contributions

Contributions consist almost entirely of GASE contributions.
Sources of these contributions are illustrared below (dollars
in thousands).

00
Expenses 008
| 100 &%
s B Lo Goveenments '’ s
Frogram - Standard St
= A B eodree 7 on
b O overcass 2
O & 1%
Tetal 1462 100%
)
Expruses 2008
| 100 6%
- B Local Goverments m o
Program - Stanerd "
Lo B eontfm won
0 suport w
. O otegass mom
O comd x mon
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Seate governments contributed $1 million in both 2009 and FASB subscription and publication revenues toraled

2008, representing the largest portion of GASB conriburions,  approximately $12.5 million and $14.1 million in 2009 and
The decrease in total contributions was due primarily to 2008, respectively. The overall decrease in FASB subscription
lower residual contribuions under the voluntary Municipal and publication revenues in 2009 is primarily due o the
Bond Fee Assessment Program, The three-year trial period for ~ transition to the Codification, and its effect on the various

that program concluded in 2007, Contributions from local
governments and other GASB sources also decreased in 2009,
primarily due to the financial crisis. Contributed services
include the value of waived compensation for Members of
the Board of Trustees, in addition to $40,000 in contributed
consulting services in 2009 relating to the development of the
FASB Codificarion.

Subscriptions and Publications

Subscription and publication revenues of the Foundation in 2009
and 2008 are presented by product line for the FASB and the
GASB product offerings in the chares below. The Foundation’s

publications revenues are p din the of activities

on a combined basis (dollars in th k)
FASE Publications p)

I License Fees B BN

W subseription Foes 158 1

B Loose eat Sences: 108 8%

O sondeitons W N

B el Decaments [

O ot m n
Tl 12058 103%
FAS8 Publications 2008

'

|

a

a

5]

O

product lines as follows:

License fees continue to represent the kargest portion of
wotal FASB revenue, comprising 68% of roal subscription
and publication revenues in 2009, License fee revenue,
which is ge d hased on ag; with p
and other licensees, decreased by 5% in 2009, primarily
due 10 a decrease in the number of sub-licensees resulting
from the difficult economic environment.

Revenue from subscription plans increased from $1.5
million in 2008 to $1.6 million in 2009, Subscription
plans include the online access to the Professional View
of the FASB Codification and the FASB Subscription,
an annual service that includes 2 monthly distriburion
of printed copies of ASUs. As mentioned previously, the
FARS Subscription was discontinued in 2009 with the
transition to the FASB Codification on July 1, 2009,

Revenue from loose-leaf services has decreased from $1.4
million to $1.1 million, as the FAF is phasing out these
services. A final distribution under these services will be
completed in 2010,

Sales of bound editions decreased from $1.6 million in
2008 o $399,000 in 2009. The initial four-volume bound
edition of the FASB Codification was not available for sale
uniil late December 2009. The final editions of the pre-
Codification bound volumes for the FASB's Current Tex,
EITF Abssracts and Original Pronouncements are expected 1w
be available for sale in 2010.

hlch

Prior to 2009, final document revenues only included
sales of final FASE Statements. In 2009, this category
includes revenues from sales of final FASB Statements and
ASUs. The ASU formar has subsumed prior formats of
FASB documents, such as FASB Staff Positions and EITF
consensuses, which were sold primarily through loose-leaf
services that have been discontinued.

Financial Accounting Foundation
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GASB Publications 008
W Subscripsion Pens: 4
B toenseFees uom
B Bundedicns ™o \
O Fol Docemans 2 B
O ot 6
Toal 200 10
GASB Publications 008
W sutseripton e Mmoo
B ticense Fees o
B sondestens WO
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O oter o
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GASB subscription and publicati Jecreased 8% to

approximately §2 million in 2009, License fees, which decreased
$112,000 {or approximarely 13%) o $747,000 in 2009, wene

the largest driver of the change and resulted from a decrease in the
number of sub-licensees due to the difficult economic environment.

Direct Costs of Subscriptions and Publications

Foundation subscription and publication revenues are reported
net of direct costs in the accompanying statements of activities,
Direct costs of subscriptions and publications amounted to
$6.3 million and $6.1 million in 2009 and 2008, respectively.

Program expenses
The Foundation's program expenses totaled $28.4 million in 2009
compared ro $26.0 million in 2008. Program expenses include
salaries, benefits, occupancy; professional fees and certain other
operating expenses for the members and research staffs of the FASB
and the GASB and their advisory councils, as well as expenses for
the library services and external relations and communications
activities of the Foundation that support the standard-setting
boards, Other operating expenses include domestic and
intemational travel for Board members and staff, costs for holding
advisory group and other meetings, library subscriptions and other
el niat bt atil ihee il

d

2009 Annus! Repart

Given the significance of our personnel to achieving the missions
of the FASB and the GASB, salaries and employee benefis
comprise over 84% of the Foundation’s program expenditures.
In toal, salary expense remained fairly flat in 2009 compared

to 2008, Employes benefits increased $1.3 million, primarily
related to the acuarially determined increase in net periodic
benefit expense for the Foundation’s pension plans, due 1o

the amortization of prior period acruarial losses, which were
primarily related to a decrease in the value of plan assers.

Support expenses
“The Foundarion’s support expenses totaled $8.6 million in 2009
compared to approximately $8.9 million in 2008, Support
expenses include costs for the accounting and finance, human
resourcss, facilities managy technology and informati
s, gl development el admiisescve oering
assistanice provided by the Foundation to its standard-setting
boards and their advisory councils. Support expenses also include
amounts relared to the Foundation's Board of Trustees oversight
responsibilities. Other operating expenses include travel, meetings,
subscriptions, office supplies and other miscellaneous expenses.
Sabary expense for Foundation support services decreased year to
year, teflecting a smaller staffsize, while emplayee benefits increased
dhi t the higher periodic benchit expense for the pension phans.

Pension-related changes not
reflected in operating expenses

“The Foundation recorded 2 non-operating increase in net assets
of $1.1 million for 2009, reflecting the net effect of an increase
in the value of plan assets and an inclusion of a Medicare Pare
I subsidy in the post-retirement health coverage plan, partially
offset by a decrease in the discount rate and other acruarial
adjustments, In 2008, the Foundarion recorded 2 non-operating
charge of $5.4 million primarily from the decrease in the value
of plan assess due to the rurbulent financial marker, offset 1o
some degree by the actuarial effect of several amendments to the
pension plans, Effective December 31, 2008, the Foundation
implemented several changes to its pension plans 1o reduce the
Foundation's long-term defined benefit funding and investment
risk and 1o better pasition the Foundation to meet its funure
retirement benefit obligations. As more fully discussed in Note 5
1o the financial statements, the Foundation is phasing out benefit
accruals under the defined benefit plans by December 31, 2013,

a1



224

Investment income and losses

The Foundation’s Reserve Fund i held primasiy in
maney market and fixed income mutual funds, experienced net
investment gains of $3.7 million in 2009 relating primarily to the
fixed income fund, compared to net losses of $508,000 in 2008.
The Supplemental Pension Plan assets, invested approximarely
80% in equity and 20% in fixed income mutual funds,
experienced net gains of $61,000 in 2009 compared to net losses
of $188,000 in 2008. The Foundation’s short-term investments,
invested entirely in money market mutual funds in 2009 and
2008, had a net gain of $44,000 compared to a net gain of
$279,000 in 2008, reflecting a decrease in ingerest rates in 2009,

Statements of Financial Position

Cash, cash equivalents and short-term investments

Cash and cash quivalens incude demand deposir with fnancial
institutions and short-term, highly liquid investments. Short-term
investments include money market mutual funds. Cash and short-
term investments totaled approximately $10.6 million and $9.8
million a5 of December 31, 2009 and 2008, respectively.

Reserve Fund investments
The Reserve Fund is intended w (1) provide the Foundation, the

assets were invested in a combination of a money market mutual
fund and a short-term, high credit qualiry, fixed-income mural
fund. Reserve Fund investments are maintained in accordance
with polices and guidelines sablishod fo the Fund
by the Trustees' Finance and Compensation Committee.

Accrued pension and post-retirement health care costs
Accrued pension costs amounted to $3.4 million in 2009,
consistent with 2008, Although the fair value of assets increased
by $3.5 million, this was offset by a coresponding increase

in the obligation due to the decrease in the discount rate and
changes 1o census data and other acuarial adjustments. The
accrued post-retirement health care costs decreased 1o $900,000
in 2009 from $2.4 million in 2008, which is primarily the
result of an increase of $1.5 million in the fair value of plan
assets, The obligation remained consistent with the prior year
and reflects the net effect of inclusion of the Medicare Part D
subsidy, changes in census and premium data, and a decrease in
the discount rate, The components of the pension and post-
retirement health care liabilities and assees are described more
fully in Note 5 to the accompanying financial statements.

Outlook for 2010
“The Foundation expects growth in 2010 in FASE Codification

FASB and the GASB with sufficient reserves to fund expenditures
not funded by ing support fees or subscript

and publication revenues; (2) operate the Foundarion, the

FASB and the GASB during any temporary or permanent
funding transition periods; and (3) fund any ather unforeseen
contingencies. The Foundarion's Trustees have adopted a policy
astablishing a targeted year-end Reserve Fund balance equal to
one year of budgeted expenses for the entire organizaion plus

revenues from both irs subscriptions for the Professional View
and license fee ag; Foundari will

()

continue to monitor these product lines a5 well as hard copy

materials as the transition to the Codification continues,

In carly 2010, the Foundation announced its new
responsibiliy for the ongoing maintenance of the U.S. GAAP
Financial Reporting Taxonomy applicable to public issuers

gistered with the U.S. Securiries and Exchange Commission

aworking capital reserve equal to one quarter of net aperating
expenses for the entire organization {collectively; the target
Reserve Fund). To the extent the projected year-end Reserve
Fund halance, which is net of short-term investments, exceeds
the year-end rarger Reserve Fund, the encess is made available
to fuund the FASB recoverable expenses for the budger year that
atherwise would be funded by accounting support fees.
Reserve Fund investments are unrestricted assets of the
Foundation and totaled $54.4 million and $51 million as of
Decemmber 31, 200 and 2008, respectively. The Reserve Funds

(SEC). The Foundarion's maintenance activitics will be focused
on updating the taxonomy for changes in U.S. GAAD best
practices in and technical en

The Foundation and the FASB will assemble a small team

of rechnical staff and enhance the Foundation’s informarion
technology infrastructure as we work toward the release of

the next taxonomy update in early 2011. These are FASE
recoverable expenses and are included a5 part of the accounting
support fee assessment in 2010,

Financial Accounting Foundation
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Net cperating revenue:
Accounting support fees (Note 2} BE 23710
Contributions:

FAF (Contributed Services) 236 110

GASB 1,226 1481
Total C 1462 1,601
Subscriptions and publications (Note 3) 14,469 16,284
Less - Direct costs of iptions and ications (Note 2| 6,291 6,133
Net subscriptions and publi 8,178 10,151
Total net operating revenue 38,494 35,462
Program expenses:
Salaries and wages:

FASB 14,884 14,809

GASE 3504 3,535
Total salaries and wages 18,478 18344
Employee benefits (Note 5 5,447 4119
Occupancy and equipment expenses (Note 7) 1,025 1,110
Professional fees 1,115 B04
Other operating expenses 29 1,623
Total program expenses 28,356 26,006
Support expenses:
Salaries and wages 2418 2875
Employee benefits (Note 5) 1,220 912
Occupancy and equipment expenses (Note 7) 675 s
Depreciation and amortization 638 465
Professional fees 2,500 2,700
(ther operating expenses 1,130 1178
Total support expenses 8581 B.907
Total program and support expenses 38,937 34913
Net revenue greater than expenses 1557 549
Short-term investment income [Note 4] a @

Pension Plan income [losses) 61 {188)
Reserve Fund investment income (losses) (Note 4) 3708 {508)
Pansion-related changes not reflected in operating expenses [Note 5) 1,097 {5,445
Increase [decrease] in net assets 6,467 15,314)
Net assets at beginning of year 52927 58,241
Net assets at end of year 59,394 52921
‘See accompanying notes to these financial statements,
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Statements of Financial Position

As of December 31 (dollars in thousands)

Current Assets:

Cash and equivalents $ 28% $ 2
Short-term investments (Note 4) 7,758 7.028
Pledged contributions recaivable 25 %
Subscription, publication and all other receivables (et of

allowance for doubtful accounts of $94 and $74) 2,564 2431
Inventories 7 172
Prepaid expenses and all other current assets 234 288
Total current assets 13,489 12,685
Noncurrent Assets:

Reserve Fund investmants (Note 4) 54,409 51,008
Supgpl | Pension Plan i {Note 5) 478 n
Furniture, aqui and leasehold i net Note 6) 2,094 2,394
Total Bssets 56,981 53,775
Total assets 5 70470 § 66460
Current Liabilities:

Accounts payable and accrued expenses 5 1172 § 1682
Accrued payroll and related benefits m 724
U d ion and other deferred revenues 3383 3485
Total current Habilities 5306 591
Noncurrent Liabilities:

Accrued pension costs (Note 5) 3424 3,407
Accrued post-retirement health care costs (Note 5) 893 2,389
Accrued rent expense [Note 7) 1412 1,786
Uneamed publication and other deferred revenues - long-term 41 40
Total liabilities 5,770 1.622
Total liabilities 11,076 13,533
Net Assets 59,394 52,921
Total liabilities and net assets 5 70470 5 66,460

See sccompanying notes to these financial statements.
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Statements of Cash Flows

in thousands)
(Cash flows from operating activities:
Cash received from contributors $ 127 § 1,746
Cash received from publication sales 13392 15,236
Cash received from accounting support fees 8807 23,688
(Cash received from office lease agreement = 965
Cash received from interest and dividends on investments 1476 223
Cash paid to vendors, yees and banefit plans (42,115} 141,321)
INet cash provided by operating activities 2686 25N
(Cash flows from investing activities:
Proceeds from sales of Reserve Fund investments $§ 1843 § 3843
Purchases of Reserve Fund | 119,453) (37.220)
Proceeds from sales of short-term investments. 8,250 27,365
Purchases of short-term investments 8,980} (29,758)
Proceeds from sales of Supp Pension Plan i 102 184
F of Pansion Pl 156 m
Purchases of fumiture, equip and leasehold i (793 11.383)
Net cash used in investing activities (2,592} (2.456)
Net increase in cash and equivalents 94 15
Cash and equi at ing of pariod 274 2626
Cash and equivalents at end of period § 283 § M
Reconciliation of increase (decrease) in net assets to net cash provided by operating activities:
Increase (decrease) in net assats for the period 5 6467 § 153
Adjustments required to reconcile increase (decrease) in net
assets to nat cash provided by operating activities:
Depreciation and amortization 1,083 a
Met realized and unrealized (gains) losses on Reserve Fund investments (2,336} 2412
Mat realized and unrealized (gains) losses on
Supph | Pension Plan i {51} 200
Provision for losses on accounts receivable kil 2
I i b and all other receivabl (164} (331)
Decrease (increase) in inventories 99 3
Decrease in all prapaid costs 54 483
(Decrease] increase in accounts payable and employee benefit accruals (1,952} 4,037
Decreasa in unearnad publication and other deferred revenues 131} {5041
(Decrease) increase in accrued rent expense (374) 644
Total (3,781} 7,865
Net cash provided by operating activities § 268 § 251
Supplemental Information
Noncash (credits) charges incleded in the Statements of Activities:
Pension-refated changes not reflectad in oparating expenses $ (e 5 5,446

See accompanying notes (o these financial statements.

2009 Annual Repart

41



228

Notes to Financial Statements

1. Nature of Activities and Summary
of Significant Accounting Policies

Activities

The Financial Accounting Foundation (the Foundation),

organized in 1972, is an independent, private-sector non-

stock corporation which is responsible for the oversight,

administration, finances and selection of the members of:

*  The Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB), which
establishes standards of financial accounting and reporting
for private-sector enterprises, and the Financial Accounting
Standards Advisory Council.

¢ TheG | Accounting Standards Board (GASB),
which establishes standards of financial accounting and
reporting for state and local governmental entities, and the
G | Accounting Standards Advisory Council.
The Foundation is incorporared under Delaware General

Corporation Law to operate exclusively for charitable,

educational, scientific and literary purposes within the

meaning of Section 501{c)(3} of the Internal Revenue Code, as
amended. The Foundation presently obeains its funding from
accounting support fees pursuant 1o the Sarbanes-Oxey Act
of 2002 (the Act), subscription and publication revenues, and
voluntary cash contributions in support of the GASB.

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies

Presentation
The accompanying financial statements have been prepared in
accordance with U.S. generally accepted accounting principles.
The statements of activities are based on the concept that
standard senting is the sole program of the Foundarion, These
statements set forth separately, where appropriate, revenues,
costs of sales and certain program expenses of the FASB and
the GASB, giving recognition to their distinct responsibilities
a5 described in the Foundation's Cenificate of Incorporation
and By-Laws, Program expenses include salaries, benefits
and other direct operating expenses for the members and
research staffs of the Standards Boards and Councils, as well
as costs for the library services and external relations and
communications activities of the Foundarion which support
the Boards. Addii 3§

| Foundation services for and

]

finance, human resources, facilities management, technology
and information systems,lega, development and general
administrative operating assistance have been reflected as
support expenses in the accompanying statements of activities.
Fund-raising expenses included in these statements toraled
approximately $92,000 in 2009 and $93,000 in 2008,

The Foundation is required to report information reganding
its financial position and activities according to three classes of
net assets: unrestricted, remporarily restricted and permanendy
restricted net assets. None of the net assets of the Foundation
are subject to any donor-imposed restrictions, and therefore
they have all been classified as unrestricted.

Use of Estimates

The preparation of financial statements requires management
to formulate estimates and assumprions that may affect the
reported amounts of assets and liabilities at the dares of those
statements and revenues and expenses for the reporting periods.
Significant estimates made by management include acruarially
derermined employee benefit liabiliries. Actual results could
differ from those estimates.

Accounting Support Fees

“The Foundation recopnizes accounting support fee revenue in
the year for which those accounting support fees have been
assessed 1o issuers as prescribed by the Act. See Note 2 for
further information reganding accounting support fees.
Contributions
The Foundation has reparted all contributions as an increase in
unrestricted net assets. Many individuals contribure significant
amounts of time to the activities of the Foundation, the
Standards Boards and their Advisory Councils without being
compensated. These individuals include cermain members of the
Foundation's Board of Trustees and participants of the following
groups: FASAC and GASAC, the FASB's Emerging lssues Task
Force and various other FASB and GASB councils, commirtess,
task forces and working groups on rechnical projects. Many
others participate in the Standards Boards' processes by
sending comment letters, appearing at public hearings and
roundtable meetings, and taking part in field visits. Members
of the Board of Trustees are eligible for compensation for
their services, with each having the ability to waive such
pensarion. The financial reflect
the value of waived Trustee compensation, which meers the

i fod
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recognition criteria for contributed services, The other services
described above have not been deemed to meet the recognition
criteria, and therefore, are not reflected in the accompanying
financial statements, The value of contributed services for the
Foundation recognized in the accompanying statements of
activities was approximarely $236,000 and $110,000 in 2009
and 2008, respectively,

Subscription Plans, Loose-Leaf Subscription Services and
Electronic License Agreements

i from these publication sources are recognized over
the life of the applicable subscription service or license period,
typically one year. Costs for the production of updares and for
fulfillment are charged to expenses as incurred.

Cash and Equivalents

For financial statement purpases, the F

faot )

(such as the Foundation), those changes are reflected in
unrestricted net assers. Information with respect o the funded
positions of each of the Foundation’s pension and other post-
retirement plans ar December 31, 2009 and 2008 can be found
in the accompanying statements of financial position.

i Juip and Leasehold I p
Furniture, equipment and kaschold imp reported
in the financial statements at cost, less accumulated depreciarion
and amortization determined under the straight-line method.
Furniture and equipment are depreciated over their estimated
useful ives, ranging from 3 to 10 years. Leaschold improvements

T Tt

are amortized over periods not extending beyond the
dates of the leases for office space.

Income Taxes

"The Foundation is a ta Pt organt under Section

all highly liquid debt instraments purchased with an original
maturity of three months or less to be cash equivalents, The
carrying value of these investments approximates fair value

due to the nature of the investments and the macurity period.
Cash and equivalents do not include any money marker mutual
fund investments included in the Reserve Fund portfolio at
December 31, 2009 and 2008.

Investments

‘The Foundation's investments are recorded at fair value and are
measured using Level 1 inputs, which are defined as quoted
prices in active markets for identical assets or liabilities thar the
reparting entity has the ability to access at the measrement dare.
Inventories

Certain publications and other refared items held for resale

are included in inventories and carried at the lower of cost o
market, with cost determined by the first-in, first-out method.

Employee Benefit Plans
The Foundarion sponsors 4 p health care plan
and two defined benefir pension plans. See Note 5 for a full
description of these plans.

Sponsors of single-employer defined benefit pension or
other post-retirement plans are required to recognize the funded
starus of those plans as an asset or liability in the statement
of financial position, and to recognize changes in the funded
status in the statement of financial position in the year in which
the changes occur. In the case of a not-for-profit organization

2009 Annust Report

501{c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code. Tax positions for open
tax years were reviewed and it was determined that no provision
for uncertain tax positions is required. The Foundation is
currently open o audic under the starure of limivations by the
Internal Revenue Service and state taxing authorities for the
years ending December 31, 2007 through 2009,
Reclassifications

Certain reclassificarions have been made to prior year amounts
to conform to the current year’s presentation,

Subsequent Events

The Foundarion has evaluared subsequent events through
March 26, 2010, and determined that no subsequent events
have occurred that require adjustment or disclosure in the
financial statements.

2. Accounting Support Fees

‘The Act provides for funding of FASB's recoverable expenses
through accounting support fees assessed against and collected
from issuers of securities, as those issuers are defined in the
Act. The accounting support fees provide funding for expenses
associated with FASB's standard-serting activities as identified
in the Foundation’s operating and capital budget for each
calendar year.
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The accounting support fees recognized and relared recoverable
expenses incurred for the past two years are as follows (dollars
in thousands):

expenses for the FASB, and any projected Reserve Fund balance
for that budger year deemed available to fund those expenses.
The accounting support fees are also subject to review by the
United States Securities and Exchange Commission each year.

Yaars ended December 31 2009 2008
Accounting Support Fees: 3. Subscriptions and Publications
For U.5.-based entities $ ;a2 § 275
For nonLlS bt antie: 1,212 %1 Subscription and publication aperating revenues and costs
Total Aceounting Support Fess 28854 23710 consist of the following (dollars in thousands):
FASB Program expenses: Years ended December 31
Salaries and wages $ 14884 § 14809
Employee benefits 4314 3,262 and F
Occupancy and equipment expenses. &07 873 FASB Publications § 12458  § 14102
Professional fees 1,058 695 GASB Publi 2,010 2,182
Other operating expenses 2,008 1,358 $ 14469 5 16284
Total FASB Program expenses 23.069 20997

Direct Costs:
FASE Suppart expenses: FASB Publications $ 4780 § 3607
Salaries and wages 1,945 2350 GAS Publications 179 23
Employee benefits m 742 Fouridat it 1332 2303
Occupancy and equipment expenses 541 618
Depreciation and amortization 583 433 L
Professional fees 1,284 1584 o SN
Other operating expenses 73 790 L il

FASH Py $ 7619 § 10495
Total FASB Support expenses 6077 6517 GASEF 1,831 1959
Total FASB ble expenses  § 28146 § 27514 Foundation administrative support 11,332) (2303}
FASB recoverable expenses in $ 8178 § 10,151
excess of Accounting Support Fees  §  (202) § (3,804)

The recoverable expenses described above include the FASB'
allocable share of Foundation program and support expenses.
Foundation expenses are incurred for the common benefits of
the FASB and GASB.

The amounts by which total FASB recoverable expenses
exceed accounting support fees are funded from Reserve Fund
balances. Any differences between FASB recoverable expenses
and the amount of accounting support fees recognized as
revenues for an applicable calendar year (to the extent that the
differences were not financed from Reserve Fund balances)
would be incorporated into the calculation of accounting
support fees in subsequent years. The accounting support fee
calculations also reflect adjustments for non-cash expenses and
certain cash requirements not reflected in the f

4. Investments and Investment Income and Losses

Investments:

The folkwing table presents investments measured at fair value, all
of which are measured using Level 1 inpurs (dollars in thousands):

At December 31 2009 2008

Shart-term:

Money market mutual funds § 118 § 7.8

Reserve Fund:

Fixed income mutual funds $ 278§ 2aM

(Cash and money market funds 7.3 28,784
$ 54409 § 51008

AR

activities. The amount of ing support fees is
annually based upon the Foundation's budgeted recoverable
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|

Investment lncome (Losses) (dollars in th

Years ended December 31 2009 2008
Short-Term:

Interest and dividends § 4 5 m
Reserve Fund:

Interest and dividends $ 132 § 194
A 2,385 [2.412)

3,708 (468)

Less: fees - (39)
Total Reserve Fund

Investment Income [Losses) $ 3708 5 ([508)

Changes in the Reserve Fund balance for the past rwo years are
as follows (dollars in thousands):

Years ended December 31

iployee benefits expense in the accompanying statements of
activities includes $1,894,000 and $1,364,000 for 2009 and
2008, respectively, related to the defined contribution plan.
Effective January 1, 2009, employer contributions w the plan
vest after 1.5 years of service and are based on the employee’s
eamnings level, with incremental increases based on the employee’s
age. Prior 1o January 1, 2009, emplover contributions to the plan
were based solely on the employee’s camings level and vested after
three years of service for contributions made on or after January
1, 2007, and after five years of service for contributions made
prior to January 1, 2007,

The Defined Benefir Plans were closed to new hires
effective January 1, 2008. Subject to certain plan amendments
effecred in 2008, the Defined Benefit Plans operate as floor
offset plans such that pension benefits are payable under those
plans only to the extent thar the employee's targer annual
annuity retirement benefit is not fully met by the defined
contribution plan. As of December 31, 2008, benefits under
the floor offset formula of the Defined Benefit Plans have been

ployees through no lacer than

Fund balance, baginning of year $ 51008 § 54633
Transfers from (to) operations, net 250 (2,000}
Transfers for retirement benefit plans {597) [1.117)
income [lossss) 3708 1508)  frozen, excepe for adjustments for increases in average final
Fund balance, end of year § 54409 § 51008 P for certain
December 31, 2013. As a result of the plan amendment, a
Reserve Fund assets are unrestricted and ined within

the investment policies and guidelines for the Fund established
by the Finance and Compensation Comminee of the Board

of Trustees.

5. Employee Benefits

Employee benefits expense consists principally of employer
payroll taxes, health care benefits for active and retired
employees, and pension costs.

Pension Plans

The Foundarion sponsors 1 defined contribution plan (the
Employees' Tax Sheltered Annuity Plan), and two defined
benefit pension plans (the Employees’ Pension Plan and the
Supplemental Executive Retirement Plan, collectively the
Defined Benefit Plans). Employees do not contribute to the
Defined Benefit Plans,

2009 Annual Repart

curtailment of the defined benefit pension plans was recognized
a5 of December 31, 2008,

Post-Retirement Health Coverage Plan
“The Foundat post-setirement health plan
(Post-Reti Plan) for all eligible employees with bencfits

varying based on retirement age and years of service. The Foundation
funds retiree health care benefits through a Grantor Trust.

The Medicare Prescription Drug, Improvement and
Modernization Act of 2003 (the Prescriprion Drug Act)
established 1 prescription drug benefit under Medicare as well
a5 a federal subsidy to sponsors of retiree healthcare benefic
plans that provide a benefit that is at least acruarially equivalent
1o Medicare Pare D). The effect of the subsidy is included in the
tnuon acciboed st beneficobligat
and expense calculations for the first time in 2009.
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Assumptions

“The principal actuarial assumptions used to derermine periodic
benefit costs and benefit obligations for the defined benefit
pension and the post-rerirement health coverage plans are a5
follows (not all assumptions are applicable to all plans):

At December 31 2009 2008
Discount rate (benefit abligations] 575% 625%
Discount rate (net periodic

benefit expensa) 625% B25%
Rate of increase
in compensation levels: 3.0% for 2010 45%
45% for 2011-2013
Long-term rate of return on plan
assets [benefit obligations) 15% T5%

Long-term rate of return on plan
2ssets (net periodic expense) 15% B0
Health care cost trend rate
for following year 85% a0t

The current health care cost trend rate assumption reflects
market conditions, historical health care inflation, future
expectations of that inflation and the Foundation's most recent
cost experience. The assumed health care rate declines gradually
10 an ulimare level of 5.0% after 2017.

The expected long-term rate of return on plan assets
assumption was based upon a review of historical rerurns and
expectations and capabilities of future market performance.

Plan Assets

The Foundarion's overall investment strategy is o maintain

an appropriate balance of actively managed and indexed

The Committee has ded asset all

to the investment manager of 65 to 80 percent of the
portfolio’s market value in equity investments (which includes
a15 to 25 percent range for international stocks of the equity
holdings) and 20 10 35 percent in fixed income investments.
All securities included in the Plans’ investments are required
to be marketable. Several types of investments are prohibited
without the express consent of the Committee. The

Rnges

policies provide for a minimum investment quality rating
for fived income securities and cerain other restrictions on
investment concentrations.,

The investment manager is prohibited from purchasing
securitics on margin or otherwise leveraging the portfolio,
excep as provided for in a prospectus document in the case
of mutual or commingled funds. The assets under the defined
benefit pension and post-retirement plans were invested in
mutual funds at December 31, 2009 and 2008, the majority
of which were indexed.

The following table presents the fair value of major
categories of plan assets, all of which are measured using
Level 1 inputs (dollars in thousands):

Fair Value of Plan /
December 31 (all L

Employees' Pension Plan

investments, with the objective of optimizing |
returns while maintaining a high standard of portfolio

quality and achieving proper diversification. The Finance
and Compensation Committee (the C
the responsibiliry 1o determine that the assets under

the defined benefit pension and post-retirement plans

are properly diversified. The Committee has retained a
professional investment manager for the assets of the FAF
employee benefit plans who maintains complete discretion
aver investment decisions, within asset allocation ranges

recommended by the Commitree.

Mutual Funds:
U.S. equity funds (a) $ B0 S 65
International equity index fund (b} 2,222 1673
Bond fund (c} 2,598 2233
Balanced fund (d} 1425 1,080
Cash held by i manager 53 a2
% Total $ 14548 § 11,083
Post-Retirement Plan
) has Mutual Funds:
U.S. equity funds (a) $ 3363 § 2465
International equity index fund (b} M 674
Bond fund (¢} 1172 894
Balanced fund (d) 540 450
Total § 6016 5§ 4483

Financial Accounting Foundation
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Descriptions of Funds

(2) These funds invest in small, mid, and large-cap companies
from diversified industries using a blend of growth and value
strategies and index sampling,

(b)This fund is passively managed and seeks to track the
perf eof i ional ite indexes. It has
broad exposure across developed and emerging non-
U.S. equity markets. Approximately 50% is invested in
European companics.

{¢) This fund is passively managed using index sampling, It

includes diversified exposure to i grade U5,
bonds with approximately 76% in Aaa bonds and all other
bonds having a Baa rating or above.

() This fund invests in S&P 500 Index stocks, long-term U.S.
Treasury bonds, and money market instruments,

Net Periodic Benefit Expense

The components of nex periodic benefir expense for the pase
two years are as follows (dollars in thousands):

Net periodic benefit expense 2008
Defined Benefit Plans

Sarvice cost $ 40 5 348
Interest cost 882 1,008
Expected return on plan assets 1840} 11,292}
Amortization of prior period

actuarial losses 1,008 504
Amortization of prior servics costs {176) n
Curtai charge — 48
Net periodic benefit expense $ 134 § 635
Post-Retirement Plan
Sarvica cost $§ 9 05
Interest cost 42 k<)
Expected return on plan assets 420 [458)
Amortization of prior period

actuarial losses 417 215

of prior sarvice costs 58 58

Net periodic benefit expense § B § 512

2009 Annusl Repart

Gains and losses that result from changes in actuarial assumptions,
and from actual experience which differs from that assumed, ane
amortized over the employess’ estimated average future working
liferime. Any prior service costs due o plan amendments are also
amortized over the estimated average working lifetime.

Pension and Post-Retirement Assets and Liabilities

The changes in the Employees’ Pension Plan assets and Post-
Retirement Plan assets for the past two years are as follows
(dollars in thousands):

2009 2008
Employees’ Pension Plan
Fair value of plan assets,
beginning of year § 11083 § 16193
Employer contributions 1,655 506
Actual investment income
[losses) on plan assets 2,750 {5,092)
Bengfits paid 1940) (524
FFair value of plan assets,
end of year § 14588 § 108
Post-Retirement Plan
Fair value of plan assets,
of year § 4483 § 5002
Employer contributions. 766 1679
Retiree contributions 133 136
Actual investment income
[losses) on plan assets 1,059 {1,959}
Bengfits paid (425) [375)
Fair value of plan assets,
end of year $ 6016 § 4483

In December 2005, the Foundation established 2 Grantor Trust
pursuant to Section 457(F) of the Internal Revenue Code,

as amended, for the benefit of its Supplemental Execurive
Retirement Plan. During the years ended December 31,

2009 and 2008, employer contributions of $146,000 and
$64,000, respectively, were made to the Trust. Grantor Trust
assets of $478,000 and $373,000 as of December 31, 2009
and 2008, respectively, have been classified a5 Supplemental
Pension Plan i on the panying

of financial position, and accordingly, are not included in the
change in plan assers table above due o the nature of the assets.
‘The investments include mutual funds with asset allocations
substantially the same as the Employees’ Pension Plan,
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The changes in defined benefit pension plan and post-

retirement health care plan obligations, funded status of
the plans, and reconciliation to amounts reported in the
financial statements for the past two years are as follows

The amounts recorded for the pension-related changes not

reflected in operating expenses are as follows
(dollars in thousands):

i 4 Total
(dollarsin thousands): Defined Post-  Employee
Year ended Benefit  Retirement Benefit
Change in benefit abligations December 31, 2009 Plans Plan Plans
Net actuarial
Defined Banefit Plans
i 1M 1,061 il
Benefit oblgation, beginning of yesr $ 14490 § 16504 ‘[“"'“_m.s“:fm $ AR
Sarvice cost 450 348 . [gains] losses 11,008) [417) [1,425)
Ierest cost a2 1008 ® 048 (218
Plan amendments - [1,514)
Actuarial (gains) losses 3182 1,262 Amartization of net prior
Benefits paid 01,0421 (708) 124 ] e
Curtail - (2.407) § 439§ (1536) § (1.097)
Benefit obli end of year § 17872 § 14490
L Total
Funded status at 3 Defined Post-  Employee
1 Year ended Benefit  Retirement Benefit
£ LR BRI ccomber 31,2008 Plans Plan  Plans
Amounts recognized in the
financial § (3424 8 (3401 net actuarial
losses $ 7647 § 2565 § 10212
Post-Retirement Plan Curtailment (2,407 - (2,407)
Benefit obligation, beginning of year § 6872 § 6247 Amortization of net
P 29 2 [gains) losses (504) [213) [717)
Interest cost a2 283 4,736 2,352 7,088
Actuarial (gaing] losses (423) 147 .
i Net prior service
Esrefis peid 24 B78) costs [eredis) 11515) — (58
Retiren 13 ¥ Cunai un - @)
Banefit end of year § 6509 § 6812 Amartization of net prior
service costs (credits) 122) 58) (80}
Funded status at 31 11,564) (58) (1,642}
Underfunded plans $ (899) § {2389 § 3152 § 2204 § 5446
Amounts recognized in the
financial §  (693) § (2389)
The Foundation's ace d post benefit

obligation in 2009 includes the effect of the Medicare Parc
D subsidy of approximately $373,000, reflected as a decrease
in the accumulated po benefit obligation in
2009. The reduction in the obligation has been treated as

an acruarial gain and is included in pension related changes

and not reflected in operating expenses in the accompanying

statement of activities.
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The following is additional infe for the Foundarion's The Foundation expects to contribute approximaely
employee benefit plans (dollars in thousands): $1,014,000, $177,000 and $570,000 to its Employees’
Pension Plan, Supplemental Executive Retirement Plan and
Total : - -
Delrad Ersployed Postretirement Healthcare Plan, respectively, during 2010,
Yaar ended Banefit Benefit
December 31, 2009 Plans Plans . -
6. Furniture, Equipment and
Amounts not recognized Leasehold Improvements
s components of net
periodic benefit costs:
Netac_hmial Iosses W ) SR At December 31 (dollars in thousands)
Net prior sarvice
i T 1 :
Soss el ) i) ) Fumniture ip $ 9F16 § 9043
$ BIB1§ 3413 S MSM g 3655 3752
1331 12,795
Amounts expected to be o
recognized during the year ’mﬂlﬂﬂw ted depreciation
ended December 31, 2010; (L5 1041)
Net actuarial losses § 1067 $§ 38 § 1106 § 2004 5 2394
Net prior sarvice
costs (credits) (167) 281 114

§ 800 § 319

-

1218

Total
Employes
Benefit

Defined
Benefit

Year ended
December 31, 2008 Plans Plans

7. Lease Commitments

‘The Foundation occupies office space under an operating lease
that expires on September 30, 2012, Total renal expense for
office space and equipment amounted to $1,532,000 and

Amounts nat recognized $1,670,000 in 2009 and 2008, respectively. Accrued rent
s components of net E N o e
periodic benefit costs: i w L lease L)
Netactusriallossss  § 9211 § 4683 § 13go4  inivial rentabatement and a leaschold improvement allowance
Net prior service wotaled $1,412,000 and $1,786,000 at December 31, 2009
dEalants Lo 4 208 2008, respectively, and is reflected in liabilities in the
LR D) DRG] accompanying of financial position. The rent
expense liability is being amortized over the remaining term of
The following benefit payments, which reflect expected future the applicabl o e
S T Sem U eE e s i
SEHT S Rl p be Future minimum pay under operating leases for

plans, including the amounts of Medicare Pare D subsidies for
the Post-Retirement Plan (dollars in thousands):

Post-Retirement Plan

Defined

Year ended Benefit Medicare

December 31 Pension Part D

010 $ M 0§ m 17 §
am 890 287 18 269
mmz 1,148 32 0 2
m3 1,026 337 2 316
2014 1,185 358 2 3%
01519 6515 2379 15 2254
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office space, including the Foundation's current share of
real estate taxes and other operating costs, are as follows
(dollars in thousands):

Year ended December 31

2010 $ 19
20m 2,079
012 1584
e s 56M
a9
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Management’s Report on Financial Responsibility and Internal Controls

Management of the Financial A ing Foundati

Commission and Public Company Accounting Oversight Board

is ible for the of theac

' L ¥ o

financial statements, and for the firmes and accuracy of the
financial informarion included in this annual report. The
financial statements have been prepared in accordance with
accounting principles generally accepted in the United States
of America. M:

guidance. The Foundation has completed i pliance plan
with respect to internal controls over accounting and financial
reporting (as addressed for public companies by Section 404
of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act), The Audit Commitree’s charter is
available chrough the office of the Foundarion's President.

’sm B fnr Lk g Y o éﬁcl' s 15 7 C &‘ ll'l‘l-I
and maintaining an adequate internal control strucrure and and maintaining adequate internal control over financial reporting,
adequate procedures for financial reporting. The Foundation The Foundation's internal controls are designed to provide

maintains a system of internal controls designed to ensure the
integrity, objectivity and overall effectiveness of the accounting
and financial reporting process.

The Board of Trustees of the Foundation, through its
Audit Commirtee, oversee: (1] the organization's financial and
accounting policies and reports; (2) the organization’s intermal

reasonable assurance as to the reliability of the entiry’s financial
statements for external purposes. Internal control over financial
reporting does have inherent limitations and may not prevent or
detect misstatements, Therelore, even those systems determined
1 be effective can provide only ble, and not absolure,

assurance with respect to financial statement preparation and

control over financial reporting; (3) the system of g
and related internal controks and the competence of persons
performing key funcrions within that system; and (4) the scope
and results of independent audits, including any comments
received from auditors on the adequacy of internal controls and
quality of financial reporting, The Foundation's audirors render
an objective, independent opinion annually on the organizarion’s
financial statements, and they have free and direct access to
discuss marters with the Audit Committee, with and without the
presence or knowledge of manags The audi engaped

I Also, due to changing condiions, the effecti F
intemal control over financial reporting may vary over time, and
certain controls may prove to be inadequare.

Under the supervision of the Board of Trustees and with the
participation of other members of management, we have evaluared
the effectiveness of the Foundarion’s intemal control over financial
reporting as of December 31, 2009, In making this assessment,
we have utilized the internal contral framewark set forth by
the Committe of Sponsoring Organizatons of the Treadvay
Commission in Internal Control - Integrated Framework. We

by and report directly to the Audit Commirree.
The Foundation's Audit Committee has chosen 1o follow
] issued for publi ies by the New York
Stock Exchange, the Securities and Exchange Commission and
other securities regulators by developing and maintaining

have conchuded thar, based upon our evaluation, the Foundation's
internal control over Ainancial reporting was effective as of
December 31, 2009.

The Trustees have also adopted, and regularly monitor,

charter governing its operations. Although the Foundation is
not a public company, the Committee has concluded thar the
organization should voluntarily comply with public company

and reg where approp The Audit
Committee charter identifies the key objectives, functions,
perating practices, membership and duties and
ibilities of the Committee. The ibiliies include
regularly reviewing the charter to identify areas in need of
h ion and/or clarification. The voluntary

compliance effort has continued with respect t the audir
committee and internal control provisions of the Sarbanes-
Oxley Act of 2002, and the related Securities and Exchange

P | policies designed o ensure thar employees of

the Foundation are free of conflicts of interest. Finally, to
facilirate open communicarion, the Trustees, through the

Audit Committee, have adopted, and regularly monitor, an
ombuds policy designed o provide an independent resource for
reporting integrity or compliance concerns.

P— sl

John J. Brennan Teresa S. Polley
Chairman President
FAF Board of Trastees FAF

Financial Accounting Foundation
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Independent Auditor’s Report

To the Board of Trustees of the
Financial Accounting Foundation

W have audited the accompanying statements of financial
position of the Financial Accounting Foundation as of
December 31, 2009 and 2008, and the related statements
of activities and cash flows for the years then ended. These
financial are the responsibility of the Foundation’
management. Our responsibility is 1o express an opinion on
these financial statements based on our audits.

We conducted our audits in accordance with auditing
standards generally accepted in the United States of America,
Those standards require thar we plan and perform the audit
to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the financial

are free of material mi An audit includes
examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting the amounts
and disclosures in the financial statements. An audit also

includes assessing the accounting principles used and significant
estimates made by management, as well as evaluating the overall

financial statement presentation. We believe thar our audis
provide a reasonable basis for our opinion.

2009 Annual Repart

In our opinion, the financial statements referred to above
present fairly, in all maerial respects, the financial position of
the Financial Accounting Foundation as of December 31, 2009
and 2008, and the results of its operations and its cash flows for
the years then ended in conformiry with accounting principles
generally accepred in the United States of America.

ﬁ%/ﬁmf&,‘f 2P

MeGladrey & Pullen, LLP
New Haven, Connecticur
March 26, 2010
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Doris Rogers, FAF Supervisor, Administration
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RESPONSES TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS OF CHAIRMAN JOHNSON
FROM JAMES L. KROEKER

Q.1. During Wednesday’s hearing on “The Role of the Accounting
Profession in Preventing Another Financial Crisis”, comments were
made by a witness testifying on the second panel on which I would
appreciate your response and assessment.

The comment dealt with the relative importance of materiality
and transparency. The witness said, “you cannot hide behind mate-
riality if something is not transparent. And the FASB has for years
been urged to adopt a rule that says if additional disclosure is nec-
essary to keep the financials from being misleading, you need to
make it . . . [Ulntil we put that standard in place . . . we are
going to have a problem.”

What would be the potential and probable impacts of the imple-

mentation of such a rule? What has been the history of consider-
ation of such a rule, which was mentioned? What is the applicable
FASB guidance regarding the disclosure of information necessary
to keep a material part of the financial statement from being mis-
leading?
A.1. It is already a requirement under Securities Act Rule 408 (for
filings under the Securities Act of 1933) and Exchange Act Rule
12b-20 (for filings under the Exchange Act) that, in addition to the
information expressly required to be included in a statement or re-
port, there shall be added such further material information, if
any, as may be necessary to make the required statements, in the
light of the circumstances under which they are made, not mis-
leading.

In this context, it is useful to differentiate between FASB stand-
ards and SEC requirements. Generally, financial statements filed
with the SEC must be prepared in accordance with generally ac-
cepted accounting principles. ! The Commission has recognized the
standards of the FASB as “generally accepted” for purposes of the
Federal securities laws.2 The SEC also has its own rules and re-
quirements relating to the financial statements and to disclosures
that must accompany the financial statements.

The Commission has brought enforcement actions where filings
were materially misleading to investors even though the financial
statements may have technically complied with GAAP. For exam-
ple, in a settled matter involving Edison Schools Inc., the Commis-
sion alleged that Edison, a private manager of elementary and sec-
ondary public schools, failed to disclose significant information re-
garding its business operations. 3 The Commission alleged that Edi-
son failed to disclose that a substantial portion of its reported reve-
nues consisted of payments that never reached Edison. These funds
were instead expended by school districts (Edison’s clients) to pay
teacher salaries and other costs of operating schools that were
managed by Edison. The Commission did not find that Edison’s
revenue recognition practices contravened GAAP or that earnings

1See, Rule 4-01(a)(1) of Regulation S-X. Rule 4-01(a) also prescribes that “The information
required with respect to any statement shall be furnished as a minimum requirement to which
shall be added such further material information as is necessary to make the required state-
ments, in the light of the circumstances under which they are made, not misleading.”

2 See, Rel. No. 33-8832 (Apr. 25, 2003).

3 See, In re Edison Schools, Inc., A.A.E.R. No. 1555 (May 14, 2002).
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were misstated. However, the Commission nonetheless found that
Edison committed violations by failing to provide accurate disclo-
sure, thus showing that technical compliance with GAAP in the fi-
nancial statements will not insulate an issuer from enforcement ac-
tion.

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS OF CHAIRMAN REED
FROM JAMES L. KROEKER

Q.1. During your remarks, you noted that there are projects re-
garding assessing an entity’s ability to continue as a going concern.
What 1s SEC’s role in these projects? What is the estimated
timeline to completion?

A.1. Section 10A of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (Exchange
Act) requires that each audit of the financial statements of an
issuer include an evaluation of whether there is substantial doubt
about the ability of the issuer to continue as a going concern.> The
PCAOB’s current auditing standards (i.e., AU 341, “An Entity’s
Ability To Continue as a Going Concern”) require auditors to evalu-
ate, based on information obtained during the course of the audit,
whether there is substantial doubt about an entity’s ability to con-
tinue as a going concern for a reasonable period of time, not to ex-
ceed one year beyond the date of the financial statements being au-
dited. If, after considering identified conditions and events that
gave rise to the substantial doubt (and gathering additional infor-
mation about them if appropriate), and management’s plan to miti-
gate the effect of the conditions and events (as well as the likeli-
hood that the plan could be effectively implemented), an auditor
concludes that substantial doubt about the entity’s ability to con-
tinue as a going concern for a reasonable period remains, then the
auditor’s report is required to contain an explanatory paragraph
describing this condition.

These specific rules are directed only at an auditor; they do not
speak to the duty that a company may have to make disclosures
that are relevant to its ability to continue as a going concern. For
example, the SEC requires that issuers disclose information about
their financial circumstances, including negative trends in cash
flows, liquidity, capital resources, or results of operations; risk fac-
tors; and various indicators of financial distress, such as loan de-
faults. 6

Recognizing, however, that some investors have expressed a de-
sire for additional or more focused disclosures in this area, the
FASB has an active project on disclosures about risks and uncer-
tainties. 7 The FASB originally undertook this project to determine
what analysis and disclosures management should be required to
make in financial statements about whether there is substantial
doubt about an entity’s ability to continue as a going concern. The
FASB decided to broaden the scope of this project to address con-

4 See, also In re Coca-Cola Company, A.A.E.R. No. 2232 (Apr. 18, 2005).

5 Exchange Act 810A(a)(3).

6 See, e.g., Item 303 of Regulation S-K; Item 2.04 of Form 8-K; Codification of Financial Re-
porting Policies Section 501.01-.13.

7For a more detailed discussion, refer to the FASB Project Update on Disclosures about Risks
and Uncertainties and the Liquidation Basis of Accounting (Formerly Going Concern) at hétp://
wwuw.fasb.org.
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cerns about the ability of investors and other users of financial
statements to understand the risks and uncertainties about an en-
tity’s ability to continue as a going concern and to meet its obliga-
tions when they become due. Some of the key considerations that
the FASB is deliberating include the threshold for disclosure re-
quirements, the nature of the disclosures, and the time frame of
the evaluation period.

Given the existing requirements in the Exchange Act and
PCAOB standards as well as the importance of the FASB’s project,
the SEC is working closely with both the FASB and the PCAOB
to improve the provision of useful and reliable information to inves-
tors and other financial statement users in a timely manner and
to ensure that the roles and responsibilities of preparers and audi-
tors are properly aligned.

We anticipate that substantial progress will be made on this
project before the end of 2011.

Q.2. Without providing specifics of the Commission’s nonpublic in-
vestigations, how many cases has the Commission investigated con-
cerning (1) the conduct of issuers and executives and (2) the con-
duct of auditors relating to financial reporting related to the finan-
cial crisis. When does the staff estimate that its investigative proc-
ess will conclude with respect to all of the related financial crisis
cases?

A.2. In the last 2 years, the SEC has assigned very high priority
to cases arising from the financial crisis. During that time, the
SEC has filed enforcement actions involving issues generally asso-
ciated with the financial crisis against 20 corporate defendants, in-
cluding related corporate entities, and 40 individual defendants, in-
cluding 26 CEOs, CFOs, and other senior officers. Many of these
cases have been resolved in whole or in part, resulting in more
thla}nf$1.3 billion in penalties, disgorgement, and other monetary
relief.

Specifically, the SEC has filed financial crisis-related matters in-
volving conduct at:
Bank of America;
American Home Mortgage;
Reserve Management Company, Inc.;
Brookstreet Securities Corp.;
Countrywide Financial;
Evergreen Investment Management Co.;
New Century Financial,;
State Street Bank and Trust Company;
Morgan Keegan;
Goldman Sachs & Co.;
Taylor, Bean & Whitaker;
Colonial Bank;
ICP Asset Management;
Citigroup;
Charles Schwab & Co.;
TD Ameritrade, Inc.;
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¢ IndyMac Bancorp; and

e Wachovia Capital Markets LC (n/k/a Wells Fargo Securities
LLC).

Although none of the filed cases described above resulted in
charges against an auditor, several of those maters—including New
Century Financial, Citigroup, and IndyMac Bancorp—alleged re-
porting violations related to exposure to losses from subprime mort-
gages and subprime mortgage-backed assets or false and mis-
leading statements concerning capital and liquidity positions. Oth-
ers—including Brookstreet Securities, State Street Bank and Trust
Company, and Charles Schwab & Co.—alleged misrepresentations
to investors describing certain subprime-related structured prod-
ucts or subprime-concentrated investment funds as safe and secure
when in fact they were risky, illiquid, and highly leveraged. As
part of their investigation of these filed matters, attorneys and ac-
countants in the Division of Enforcement carefully scrutinized the
role of auditors and coordinated, where appropriate, with the
PCAOB to facilitate information sharing and analysis.

In addition to its filed cases, the Division of Enforcement has a
number of active ongoing investigations related to the financial cri-
sis, including investigations concerning mortgage foreclosure prac-
tices, practices related to the securitization and sale of residential
mortgage backed securities (RMBS), the structuring and marketing
of certain collateralized debt obligation (CDO) transactions, and the
accuracy of issuer disclosures related to exposure to subprime
mortgages or other subprime mortgage-backed assets. Auditor con-
duct certainly is within the scope of many of these ongoing inves-
tigations.

While it is difficult to estimate when the investigative process
will conclude, the Division of Enforcement has designated financial
crisis-related cases as national priority matters and will continue
aggressively pursuing evidence of securities laws violations con-
nected to the financial crisis.

Q.3. What additional information do you believe should be commu-
nicated by auditors to the audit committee? When should the com-
munication occur (e.g., during the performance of an audit or re-
view, during the performance of an audit, after an audit has con-
cluded, or at another time)?

A.3. An effective and engaged audit committee is a key component
of our financial reporting system and much has been done over the
past decade to strengthen the role and effectiveness of audit com-
mittees. To some extent, an audit committee relies on discussions
and other communications with the auditor to become informed not
only about the audit but also the financial reporting process of the
company. Therefore, the more robust, timely, and effective the
auditor’s communications with the audit committee are, the better
prepared the audit committee can be to perform its governance re-
sponsibilities.

Recently, the PCAOB has been working on a new auditing stand-
ard to update and replace its current standard on auditor commu-
nications with audit committees. The PCAOB has performed a sig-
nificant amount of work pertaining to this project; in particular, it:
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e proposed a new auditing standard for public comment in
March 2010;

e held a discussion with the Board’s Standing Advisory Group
(SAG) in dJuly 2010. Topics included existing communication
requirements, best practices, potential additional requirements
and responses received from the public on the March 2010 pro-
posed standard; and

¢ held a roundtable in September 2010 with various audit com-
mittee members to explore further the proposed standard from
the viewpoint of audit committee members.

The PCAOB is currently analyzing the information received from
its outreach as part of its efforts to finalize the new standard. The
SEC staff has worked closely with the PCAOB throughout its ef-
forts and will continue to do so. I support and commend the
PCAOB for the extent of its outreach and also believe that it is ex-
ploring areas where the provision of additional information might
be useful.

Although the proposed standard builds upon existing require-
ments, the nature and extent of required communications in the
proposed standard would, in my view, enhance the existing stand-
ard. The primary objectives of the new standard are: (1) to enhance
the relevance and effectiveness of communication between the
auditor and the audit committee; and (2) to emphasize the impor-
tance of effective two-way communication between the auditor and
audit committee to achieve better the objectives of the audit.

Although this project is ongoing, I believe the items below, if in-
cluded in the final standard, have the potential to improve audit
quality and the audit committee’s understanding of both the audit
process and company-specific financial reporting exposures:

¢ improved communication about the auditor’s assessment of sig-
nificant risks;

e improved communication about the importance of accounting
policies, practices and estimates as well as the underlying
judgments and assumptions used by management,;

e communication about situations where the auditor is aware of
complaints or concerns raised regarding accounting or auditing
matters; and

e an evaluation of the audit committee’s communications with
the auditor.

The additional requirements are designed to facilitate effective
two-way dialogue, which would ultimately improve audit quality.

Further, the proposed standard discusses the timing of auditor
communications. The proposed standard would require that all
communications occur in a timely manner, which would be deter-
mined by factors such as the significance of the matter to be com-
municated and corrective or follow-up action needed, but never
later than the issuance of the auditor’s report.

The Board’s intent is to finalize the standard during 2011 at
which time the standard would be subject to approval by the Com-
mission.
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Q.4. Mr. Doty recommended that Congress consider changes to per-
mit the PCAOB to disclose its decision to institute disciplinary
hearings, which is currently prohibited by Section 105(c)(2) of the
Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002. Please give us your detailed thoughts
regarding the strengths and weaknesses of this proposal.

A.4. T take seriously the PCAOB’s suggestion that its disciplinary
system is not functioning as it should, and I support the further
exploration of the PCAOB’s proposal.

Since August 2010, the PCAOB has been advocating for a change
to SOX that would make its disciplinary proceedings public.® The
drafters of SOX made a policy choice to keep the PCAOB’s discipli-
nary proceedings private.? But the PCAOB has several times ar-
ticulated arguments why that policy choice should be revisited: (1)
investors, audit committees, and other interested parties are kept
in the dark about an auditor’s alleged misconduct—no matter how
serious; (2) nonpublic proceedings provide an incentive for respond-
ents to litigate rather than settle Board cases, thus consuming con-
siderable PCAOB resources; (3) because of the lack of transparency,
the public cannot evaluate the Board’s enforcement program; and
(4) the nonpublic nature of contested proceedings limits the Board’s
ability to use its enforcement authority as a tool to improve audit
quality and deter violations.

The SEC debated similar policy issues in the 1980s, when it
adopted a change to its Rules of Practice to make public its formal
proceedings against professionals. 10 Several of the factors in sup-
port of the change are similar to those articulated by the PCAOB
in support of its proposal. The SEC at the time also considered the
potential negative ramifications of the decision, including those
that were raised by commenters at the time.

Further, it may be useful to consider the provisions governing
the disciplinary processes of SROs (e.g., FINRA) to determine if
their rules would provide a helpful analogy for the PCAOB, as the
regulation of SROs were, in many ways, a model for the structure
of the PCAOB1! and disciplinary proceedings of SROs and the
PCAOB are both overseen by the SEC. 12

I support the PCAOB’s continued consideration of ways in which
it can improve the effectiveness of its disciplinary system, as well
as continued dialogue on the specific question of whether SOX
should be amended to make the PCAOB’s disciplinary procedures

8In August 2010, then-Acting Chairman Goelzer sent a letter to the Senate Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, urging that SOX be amended to make the PCAOB’s dis-
ciplinary proceedings public. A letter was also sent to the PCAOB’s oversight committee in the
U.S. House of Representatives.

9 Compare Section 203(c)(2) of S. 2004, the Investor Confidence in Public Accounting Act of
2002, with Section 105(c)(2) of S. 2673, the Public Company Accounting Reform and Investor
Protection Act of 2002. S. 2673, which went on to become SOX, borrowed extensively from S.
2004. See, “Accounting Reform and Investor Protection”, S. Hrg. 107-948, at 1213 (statement of
Senator Sarbanes). However, while S. 2004 provided that “[a]ll hearings under this section shall
be public, unless otherwise ordered by the Board on its own motion or after considering the mo-
tion of a party,” S. 2673 incorporated the opposite rule: “Hearings under this section shall not
be public, unless otherwise ordered by the Board for good cause shown, with the consent of the
parties to such hearing” (emphasis added). Cf. id. at 1219 (statement of Senator Dorgan, hoping
for an amendment to make disciplinary proceedings public).

10 See, Disciplinary Proceedings Involving Professionals Appearing or Practicing Before the
Commission, Rel. No. 34-25893 (July 7, 1988) [53 FR 26427 (July 13, 1988)].

11 See, e.g., SOX 107(b)(4) and (¢)(2).

12 Existing FINRA rules govern the timing and extent of public disclosures of disciplinary pro-
ceedings. See, e.g., FINRA Rules 8312 and 8313.



247

public. In the meantime, I encourage the PCAOB to explore actions
and efficiencies using its existing authority to improve the discipli-
nary process.

Q.5. The Investor Advocacy Group of the PCAOB recently dis-
cussed a survey and noted four potential areas of improvement in
auditor communications:

a. assessments of management’s estimates and judgments;
b. areas of high financial statement and audit risk;

c. unusual transactions, restatement, and other significant
changes; and

d. assessments of the quality of the issuer’s accounting policies
and practices.

Please give us your detailed thoughts concerning whether there
should be increased communications in each of the areas noted.
Has the SEC issued any guidance to increase the communication
with respect to each of the above areas? If not, why not? What ad-
ditional areas of communication should be improved?

A.5. The requirement to have an independent audit of financial
statements has long been an integral part of our financial reporting
system. The independent auditor’s opinion that a company’s finan-
cial statements are fairly presented in conformity with accounting
principles generally accepted in the United States gives investors
confidence that the company’s financial statements—prepared by
the company’s management—are reliable.

However, the auditor’s report has remained largely unchanged
for several decades, except for changes to reflect the auditor’s re-
sponsibility to report on internal control over financial reporting for
companies that are subject to Section 404(b) of SOX. Some inves-
tors believe that the auditor’s report could be enhanced to provide
investors with additional information that may help them better
understand either the financial statements or the audit of the fi-
nancial statements. The PCAOB has therefore undertaken a stand-
ard-setting project to explore possible improvements to the audi-
tor’s reporting model. I am supportive of the PCAOB’s efforts in
this area, and I believe that changes to the auditor’s reporting
model may serve as an appropriate avenue to provide investors
with at least some of that additional information.

The scope of the PCAOB’s project includes consideration of each
of the four potential areas of improvement noted by the Investor
Advisory Group. I believe that these are the appropriate areas to
be discussed as part of this project. For possible changes to the
auditor’s reporting model to be most effective, it will be key for the
PCAOB and the SEC to obtain a fuller understanding of the nature
of information investors would find most meaningful, the intended
use of such information and whether that information is appro-
priately suited for its intended use, who the appropriate party is
to provide such information (e.g., auditors, audit committees, and/
or management), and in what form the information should be pro-
vided.

Given the stage of the project, it is premature to reach a conclu-
sion about which particular areas should ultimately require in-
creased communications within the auditor’s report. However, I be-
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lieve that the PCAOB is exploring the appropriate areas for poten-
tial improvement and has been commendable in its extensive ef-
forts to seek input from the appropriate constituencies. The
PCAOB has announced that its next step is the issuance of a con-
cept release that will offer an opportunity for the PCAOB to receive
feedback from a wide range of constituents. The SEC staff will con-
tinue to work actively with the PCAOB as it pursues this project
further.

Q.6. Auditing firms and investors have publicly expressed the need
for increased transparency into large firms and their complex net-
works. Foreign regulators have adopted transparency standards
that exceed those in the U.S., such as the EU’s Article 40 Trans-
parency Report. Should audit firms publish annual audited finan-
cial statements?

What do you believe are the strengths and weaknesses of such
a proposal? What additional information should be disclosed? What
work has the SEC done concerning the issue of increasing the
transparency into large accounting firms? What additional work is
being done? What additional work should be done?

A.6. Transparency is an important component of a well-functioning
financial reporting system. The EU’s Article 40 Transparency Re-
port requires annual transparency reporting that includes many re-
quired items, 13 from a description of legal structure and owner-
ship, to a description of the internal quality control system of the
audit firm, to financial information comparing revenues from audit
services compared to revenues earned from other assurance serv-
ices, tax services, and other nonaudit services. I generally support
this type of transparency and support many of the principles that
underlie the specific reporting requirements set forth by Article 40.

In fact, certain aspects of the U.S. audit oversight regime already
incorporate many of those same principles. For example, the
PCAOB requires that registered firms report certain matters to it
on at least an annual basis, and in the case of “reportable events”
the PCAOB requires reporting within 30 days. 14 The reports that
are filed by the firms with the PCAOB are made publicly available
on the PCAOB’s Web site. The reporting includes information
about the firm’s ownership, associated persons, disciplinary pro-
ceedings, issuers for which the firm issued audit reports, and infor-
mation about the firm’s quality controls, among other things. I be-
lieve that much of the reporting that is currently made public by
the PCAOB has a linkage to consideration of audit quality. The
linkage to audit quality is important to consider when weighing the
strengths and weaknesses of proposals to increase further trans-
parency into accounting firms. I believe that information that as-
sists decision makers in drawing inferences regarding audit quality
should be the primary focus of any effort to enhance transparency.

13 For more detail about the items required by Article 40 of Directive 2006/43/EC of the Euro-
pean Parliament and of the Council on statutory audits of annual accounts and consolidated ac-
counts (May 17, 2006) (commonly known as the “8th Company Law Directive” or the “Statutory
Audit Directive”), the text of the Directive is available at http:/ /eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/
LexUriServ.do?uri=0J:L:2006:157:0087:0087:EN:PDF.

14For more detail about reporting requirements and what constitutes a “reportable event,”
see, http:/ [ pcaobus.org | Registration [rasr/Pages |/ RASR Search.aspx.
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To address your specific question about requiring audit firms to
publish annual audited financial statements, it is my under-
standing that the PCAOB has been provided access to a broad
range of financial information, including the information required
by Article 40, on a nonpublic basis in connection with its inspection
process. This disclosure is consistent with the recommendation of
the Advisory Committee on the Auditing Profession (ACAP).15
ACAP studied the issue of whether to require firms to publish an-
nual audited financial statements, and they received testimony on
potential positive and negative effects of such a proposal. Although
there were differing views on this topic which precluded ACAP
from reaching consensus on this matter, ACAP ultimately rec-
ommended against requiring audit firms to publish annual audited
financial statements and instead recommended that the PCAOB
have access to such information.

The SEC staff will continue to work with the PCAOB to explore
how to achieve greater transparency of information that informs
the public about audit quality.

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS OF SENATOR CRAPO
FROM JAMES L. KROEKER

Q.1. Last year the SEC settled with the State of New Jersey re-
garding pension fraud charges and according to newspapers is in-
vestigating public statements by Illinois officials about the State’s
underfunded pension fund. What additional steps should the SEC
and the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) be tak-
ing to reveal more about the status of public pension funds which
some estimate have unfunded liabilities ranging from $700 billion
to $3 trillion?

Should States have to follow similar forecasted rates of return as
is required by private sector pension plans under ERISA?

A.1. While conceptually I see no compelling reason for a difference
between the forecasted rates of return of State and private pension
plans, the Commission does not have authority to oversee the
GASB and plays no role in the GASB’s standard-setting processes.
Therefore, I do not have detailed comments about particular GASB
standards or the GASB’s rulemaking agenda.

Moreover, the Commission’s statutory authority to regulate
issuers and many other participants in the municipal securities
market is closely circumscribed. Municipal securities themselves
are exempt securities under both the Securities Act and the Ex-
change Act and, therefore, are not subject to the Securities Act reg-
istration requirements or the Exchange Act periodic disclosure obli-
gations applicable to public companies. Furthermore, the Commis-
sion’s statutory authority is limited with regard to securities offer-
ings and other actions of many municipal market participants, in-
cluding issuers, issuer officials, conduit borrowers, independent
municipal financial advisors, and bond lawyers. While the Ex-
change Act gives the Commission regulatory authority over brokers
and dealers who underwrite issuances or otherwise engage in mu-

15See, ACAP, Final Report, Recommendation 7 at 8VIL.20, available at Atip://
www.treasury.gov [ about | organizational-structure | offices | Documents | final-report.pdf.
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nicipal securities transactions, the Commission’s authority over
issuers of municipal securities is specifically limited by Section
15B(d) of the Exchange Act (commonly called the Tower Amend-
ment).

Thus, in many circumstances, the Commission’s only authority
over persons engaged in the issuance or distribution of municipal
securities is its authority to bring enforcement actions against any
person or entity, including issuers of municipal securities, who vio-
late the antifraud provisions of the Federal securities laws. If a
particular accounting treatment for pension liabilities were deter-
mined to be fraudulent, the use of that treatment by an issuer
would be subject to the Commission’s antifraud jurisdiction.

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS OF CHAIRMAN REED
FROM ANTON R. VALUKAS

Q.1. What additional information do you believe should be commu-
nicated by auditors to the audit committee? When should the com-
munication occur (e.g., during the performance of an audit or re-
view, during the performance of an audit, after an audit has con-
cluded, or at another time)?

A.1. Thank you for your e-mail requesting that Tony Valukas an-
swer certain questions for the record. We have reviewed the ques-
tions, and we believe that they ask for opinions on issues and top-
ics beyond the scope of Tony’s assignment as Lehman Examiner.
Tony has not actually formulated a opinion on some of these ques-
tions, and any opinions he does have or might come to are as a pri-
vate citizen. Expressing those opinions might give the incorrect im-
pression that they were informed by his work on the Lehman mat-
ter. We therefore respectfully believe that it is not appropriate for
him to respond.

Please convey to the Chairman and Ranking Member, as well as
all of the Committee Members, Tony’s appreciation for the Commit-
tee’s consideration of his testimony.

Sincerely,

Robert L. Byman
Jenner & Block LLP
Chicago, IL 60654-3456

Q.2. The Investor Advocacy Group of the PCAOB recently dis-
cussed a survey and noted four potential areas of improvement in
auditor communications:

a. assessments of management’s estimates and judgments;

b. areas of high financial statement and audit risk;

c. unusual transactions, restatement, and other significant
changes; and

d. assessments of the quality of the issuer’s accounting policies
and practices.
Please give us your detailed thoughts concerning whether there
should be increased communications in each of the areas noted.
A.2. Response not provided.
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Q.3. Mr. Doty recommended that Congress consider changes to per-
mit the PCOAB to disclose its decision to institute disciplinary
hearings, which is currently prohibited by Section 105(c)(2) of the
Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002. Please give us your detailed thoughts
regarding the strengths and weaknesses of this proposal.

A.3. Response not provided.

Q.4. Auditing firms and investors have publicly expressed the need
for increased transparency into large firms and their complex net-
works. Foreign regulators have adopted transparency standards
that exceed those in the U.S., such as the EU’s Article 40 Trans-
parency Report. Should audit firms publish annual audited finan-
cial statements? What do you believe are the strengths and weak-
Hessles (zlf? such a proposal? What additional information should be
isclosed?

A.4. Response not provided.

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS OF CHAIRMAN REED
FROM CYNTHIA M. FORNELLI

Q.1. Mr. Doty recommended that Congress consider changes to per-
mit the PCAOB to disclose its decision to institute disciplinary
hearings, which is currently prohibited by Section 105(c)(2) of the
Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002. Please give us your detailed thoughts
regarding the strengths and weaknesses of this proposal.

A.1. The Center for Audit Quality is committed to the public inter-
est role that auditors play in our markets and supports effective
independent oversight of public company audits. To be effective, it
is, without question, important for regulators to be able to protect
the public from a threat to the public interest. And we most cer-
tainly support independent audit regulators such as the PCAOB in
their ability to intervene when they identify a threat to the public
interest posed by the continuation of practice by an individual
auditor or audit firm in situations in which potential harm to the
public has been demonstrated. In addition, any abuse of process by
regulated individuals and entities who engage in bad-faith, non-
cooperative conduct should not be tolerated or facilitated. We also
agree with the PCAOB that there should be mechanisms for ensur-
ing that substandard auditing is dealt with promptly and effec-
tively. But we believe there are other and more expeditious means
than amending the law to achieve the PCAOB’s goals, particularly
in instances when there is a threat to the public interest, including
under the existing authority of the PCAOB and SEC.

Q.2. What additional information do you believe should be commu-
nicated by auditors to the audit committee? When should the com-
munication occur (e.g., during the performance of an audit or re-
view, during the performance of an audit, after an audit has con-
cluded, or at another time)?

A.2, The audit committee serves an important role in protecting in-
vestors by assisting the board of directors in fulfilling its responsi-
bility to shareholders and others to oversee the integrity of a com-
pany’s financial statements and in overseeing the independent
audit. The PCAOB currently is considering a proposed auditing
standard to enhance existing auditing standards relative to com-
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munications with audit committees. The Center for Audit Quality
supports efforts to continue to strengthen the communications be-
tween auditors and audit committees given the important role
audit committees play in protecting the interests of investors. Spe-
cifically, we believe effective two-way communications between
auditors and audit committees is critical to the effective conduct of
the audit committee’s oversight responsibilities, and that improve-
ments can continue to be made in this important area.

With respect to additional information that should be commu-
nicated by auditors to the audit committee, we believe the
PCAOB’s proposed requirements will generally result in informa-
tion being provided to audit committees that is of more use. We
support the efforts of the PCAOB to gather additional perspectives
on its proposal from audit committee members, board members,
and others on information that is meaningful to an audit commit-
tee’s responsibilities. In addition, we believe it is important for the
auditor to consider management’s communications to the audit
committee, and we believe that any new guidance should empha-
size that the auditor’s role should be focused on providing an objec-
tive evaluation of management’s judgments involved in the prepa-
ration of the company’s financial statements.

Timing of communications between the auditor and the audit
committee is also an important factor to consider in any new guid-
ance. The CAQ supports the PCAOB’s proposal to require timely
communication by the auditor to the audit committee of the mat-
ters required by the proposed standard prior to the filing of an en-
tity’s year-end or interim financial statements with the SEC. The
CAQ and the profession are supportive of robust communications
between auditors and the audit committee.

Q.3. The Investor Advocacy Group of the PCAOB recently dis-
cussed a survey and noted four potential areas of improvement in
auditor communications:

a. assessments of management’s estimates and judgments;

b. areas of high financial statement and audit risk;

c. unusual transactions, restatement, and other significant
changes; and

d. assessments of the quality of the issuer’s accounting policies
and practices.

Please give us your detailed thoughts concerning whether there
should be increased communications in each of the areas noted.
Has the Center for Audit Quality issued any industry guidance to
the auditing profession to increase communication? If not, why not?
A.3. A number of regulators and policy makers here and abroad are
looking at the subject of auditor communication. With respect to
work underway in the United States, the PCAOB has completed
extensive outreach to stakeholder groups (including investors) on
whether the PCAOB should modify the auditor’s reporting model.
The CAQ supports providing investors with more information about
the audit. Toward that, the CAQ met several times with PCAOB
staff and suggested a number of areas where the auditor’s report
could be clarified or expanded to provide more information to inves-
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tors about the audit process and key areas of audit focus. These in-
clude:

e Auditor association with critical accounting estimates disclosed
in Management’s Discussion and Analysis (or alternatively a
separate supplemental auditor communication on critical ac-
counting estimates).

¢ Additional information communicating audit scope and proce-
dures, such as providing a “link” within the auditor’s report to
a separate document that describes the audit process including
a discussion of the responsibilities of auditors, management
and audit committees.

¢ Additional wording in the standard audit report to include:

e Reference to “related disclosures in the notes to financial
statements” in both the scope and opinion paragraphs; and

e New language related to the auditor’s responsibility for infor-
mation outside the financial statements.

The PCAOB will publish a concept release based on all of the
feedback it received, and the CAQ plans to comment on the pro-
posals and continue to provide the PCAOB input and support as it
goes about this important initiative.

As a membership and public policy organization, the CAQ does
not issue guidance. However, after the PCAOB and other regu-
lators issue a new standard or regulation, the CAQ typically offers
educational tools (via member alerts, white papers, and/or
webcasts) for our approximately 650 member firms, and I envision
that we would do the same with respect to any new PCAOB stand-
ard on the auditor’s reporting model.

In addition, the CAQ is sponsoring a series of discussions with
all stakeholders, including investors, to consider what additional
work auditors might perform with respect to public companies sep-
arate from performing and reporting on the audit. A key issue is
how the delivery of information can be improved without “piling
on” more disclosures that overwhelm users. Some of the issues we
plan to discuss are:

e What information, beyond current information provided by
management and auditors, would be useful to assist users in
assessing the quality of a company’s financial accounting and
who should provide it to users? For example, would it be useful
to provide information relative to choice of accounting policies
or the most important elements of the financial statements
(i.e., the company’s key financial estimates and accounting
judgments)?

e Should there be some form of auditor association with certain
other information disclosed in the annual report or annual
proxy statement (e.g., MD&A, management’s risk discussion)?

e Should there be some form of auditor association with matters
outside of the annual report (e.g., earnings press releases)?

Our hope is that these discussions will expose stakeholders to
these potentially paradigm-changing issues, encourage hard think-
ing around the cost-benefits of various proposals, whether they re-
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quire modification to current standards and regulatory frameworks,
and, hopefully, find consensus.

Q.4. Auditing firms and investors have publicly expressed the need
for increased transparency into large firms and their complex net-
works. Foreign regulators have adopted transparency standards
that exceed those in the U.S., such as the EU’s Article 40 Trans-
parency Report. Should audit firms publish annual audited finan-
cial statements? What do you believe are the strengths and weak-
nesses of such a proposal? What additional information should be
disclosed? What work has the Center for Audit Quality done con-
cerning the issue of increasing the transparency into large account-
ing firms? What additional work is being done? What additional
work should be done?

A.4. The CAQ supports increasing transparency of information that
is relevant to particular audiences. The information needs of regu-
lators, audit committees, and the public are all different and, the
needs of particular audiences should dictate the type of information
made available. In my mind, there are two basic categories of audit
firm information, serving two basic needs. First, there is informa-
tion that is relevant to the quality of audits performed by public
company audit firms (of relevance to regulators, investors, and
audit committees). The PCAOB currently requires audit firms to
supply it with information of such a nature and in such a format
as the PCAOB requests and that fits its needs. Second, there is ad-
ditional information that may inform regulators charged with exe-
cuting independent oversight in furtherance and protection of the
public interest. To that end, the CAQ is supportive of a workable
set of key indicators similar to those found in Article 40 of the Eu-
ropean Union’s Eighth Company Law Directive. We also believe it
is appropriate for public company audit firms—particularly the
largest firms subject to annual PCAOB inspections—to make infor-
mation publicly available regarding firm quality controls, structure,
governance, approach to audits, and the risk assessment regime.

With respect to the specific question of firms publishing audited
financial statements, I do not believe that there is a compelling
public policy reason for doing so, nor do I believe such information
would inform readers about a firm’s ability to provide quality au-
dits. Audit firms are not public companies and do not access the
public capital markets. There also could be adverse unintended
consequences to smaller public company auditing firms that could
exacerbate public company audit market concentration. Smaller
audit firms with a public company auditing practice which also
compete fiercely in the private company auditing space could be at
a disadvantage with their competitors which do not perform public
company audits and rather than comply, may opt out of the public
company auditing arena altogether. This is especially likely be-
cause, unlike with large audit firms, public company auditing often
represents a small portion of a smaller firm’s revenue stream. The
Treasury Department’s Advisory Committee on the Auditing Pro-
fession heard testimony from representatives of smaller firms to
this effect during its hearings.
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RESPONSES TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS OF CHAIRMAN REED
FROM THOMAS QUAADMAN

Q.1. Auditing firms and investors have publicly expressed the need
for increased transparency into large firms and their complex net-
works. Foreign regulators have adopted transparency standards
that exceed those in the U.S., such as the EU’s Article 40 Trans-
parency Report. Should audit firms publish annual audited finan-
cial statements? What do you believe are the strengths and weak-
nesses of such a proposal? What additional information should be
disclosed?

A.1. Response not provided.

Q.2. The Investor Advocacy Group of the PCAOB recently dis-
cussed a survey and noted four potential areas of improvement in
auditor communications:

a. assessments of management’s estimates and judgments;

b. areas of high financial statement and audit risk;

c. unusual transactions, restatement, and other significant
changes; and

d. assessments of the quality of the issuer’s accounting policies
and practices.

Please give us your detailed thoughts concerning whether there
should be increased communications in each of the areas noted.

A.2. Response not provided.

Q.3. What additional information do you believe should be commu-
nicated by auditors to the audit committee? When should the com-
munication occur (e.g., during the performance of an audit or re-
view, during the performance of an audit, after an audit has con-
cluded, or at another time)?

A.3. Response not provided.

Q.4. Mr. Doty recommended that Congress consider changes to per-
mit the PCOAB to disclose its decision to institute disciplinary
hearings, which is currently prohibited by Section 105(c)(2) of the
Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002. Please give us your detailed thoughts
regarding the strengths and weaknesses of this proposal.

A.4. Response not provided.

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS OF CHAIRMAN REED
FROM LYNN E. TURNER

Q.1. What additional information do you believe should be commu-
nicated by auditors to the audit committee? When should the com-
munication occur (e.g., during the performance of an audit or re-
view, during the performance of an audit, after an audit has con-
cluded, or at another time)?

A.1. Response not provided.

Q.2. Mr. Doty recommended that Congress consider changes to per-
mit the PCOAB to disclose its decision to institute disciplinary
hearings, which is currently prohibited by Section 105(c)(2) of the
Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002. Please give us your detailed thoughts
regarding the strengths and weaknesses of this proposal.
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A.2. Response not provided.

Q.3. Auditing firms and investors have publicly expressed the need
for increased transparency into large firms and their complex net-
works. Foreign regulators have adopted transparency standards
that exceed those in the U.S., such as the EU’s Article 40 Trans-
parency Report. Should audit firms publish annual audited finan-
cial statements? What do you believe are the strengths and weak-
nesses of such a proposal? What additional information should be
disclosed?

A.3. Response not provided.
Q.4. The Investor Advocacy Group of the PCAOB recently dis-
cussed a survey and noted four potential areas of improvement in
auditor communications:

a. assessments of management’s estimates and judgments;

b. areas of high financial statement and audit risk;

c. unusual transactions, restatement, and other significant
changes; and

d. assessments of the quality of the issuer’s accounting policies
and practices.
Please give us your detailed thoughts concerning whether there
should be increased communications in each of the areas noted.
A.4. Response not provided.
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