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Mei Ashelford 

Financial Reporting Council 

8th Floor 

125 London Wall 

London EC2Y 5AS 

 

By email to: ukfrs@frc.org.uk 

 

23 March 2017 

 

Dear Ms Ashelford 

FRED 66 Draft amendments to FRS 101 Reduced Disclosure Framework 2016/17 Cycle 

Deloitte LLP welcomes the opportunity to comment on FRED 66 Draft amendments to FRS 101 Reduced 

Disclosure Framework 2016/17 Cycle. We have set out our responses to the consultation questions in 

Appendix 1. 

We agree with the draft amendments to FRS 101 as set out in FRED 66. 

As more fully explained in Appendix 1, we also believe that it would be helpful if the amendments could 

also address an issue arising from IFRS 9 Financial Instruments now that it has been adopted by the EU. 

We would be happy to discuss our letter and the draft proposals with you. If you have any questions, please 

contact Ken Rigelsford on 0207 007 0752 or krigelsford@deloitte.co.uk. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Veronica Poole 

National Head of Accounting and Corporate Reporting 

Deloitte LLP 
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Appendix 1 

Responses to detailed questions 

Question 1 Do you agree with the proposed amendments to FRS 101? If not, why not? In particular, 

do you agree that qualifying entities should be required to continue to provide detailed analysis of 

leases (with those required by IAS 17 Leases replaced with those required by IFRS 16 Leases?) 

Yes, we agree with the proposals set out in FRED 66. The exemption from requirements of paragraph 52 

of IFRS 16 Leases contributes to keeping the financial statements clear and concise. The proposed 

amendments under paragraph 8A which require disclosures in accordance with paragraphs 39 and B11 

of IFRS 7 Financial Instruments: Disclosures as cross referenced in paragraph 58 of IFRS 16 Leases results 

in consistency of disclosures required by lessors and lessees. 

Question 2 In relation to the Consultation stage impact assessment, do you have any comments on 

the costs and benefits identified? Please provide evidence to support your views of the quantifiable 

costs or benefits of these proposals. 

We do not have any comments on the costs and benefits identified in relation to the Consultation stage 

impact assessment and we agree that the draft amendments to FRS 101 contained in FRED 66 will have a 

positive impact on financial reporting and will reduce the costs of compliance for groups with qualifying 

entities. 

Other comments (IFRS 9) 

Paragraph 36 of the Accounting Council’s Advice to the FRC on the 2014/15 Cycle of amendments to FRS 

101 referred to future amendments to FRS 101 in relation to IFRS 9 Financial Instruments. This stated 

that, once IFRS 9 had been endorsed, the Accounting Council intended to advise that, for entities 

applying FRS 101, recording fair value gains and losses attributable to changes in credit risk in other 

comprehensive income in accordance with IFRS 9 would usually be a departure from the requirement of 

paragraph 40 of Schedule 1 to the Regulations, for the overriding purpose of giving a true and fair view. If 

that remains the view of the Corporate Reporting Council, it would be helpful if that guidance could be 

included in the 2016/17 Cycle of amendments now that IFRS 9 has been adopted by the EU. 

It is not clear to us whether this requirement of IFRS 9 is in fact in conflict with company law. The 

Accounting Regulations do not mention other comprehensive income and therefore do not address what 

may or may not be included in it. It could be said that the Regulations do not permit the concept of other 

comprehensive income but that is clearly not the way in which they are interpreted in practice. However, 

we accept that a literal reading of the words in paragraph 40 can result in the view that there is a 

conflict. If the Corporate Reporting Council remains of this view, we concur with the previously stated 

guidance that companies should depart from the requirements of the Regulations (and make the 

appropriate disclosures about having done so). 


