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Comparative Report Advisory Group
Meeting in Charlottesville, VA
October 19, 2012
Highlights of Discussion Items


In Attendance:
(See full list of invited members at http://www.apa.virginia.gov/APA_Reports/Members.xlsx )
Shelly Carmichael, Stafford County
Carol White, Russell County
Gail Hassmer, City of Charlottesville
David Hughes, Robinson, Farmer, Cox Associates
Dean Lynch, Virginia Association of Counties
John Knapp, Weldon Cooper Center
Ed Lanza, Commission on Local Government
[bookmark: _GoBack]Bruce Chase, Radford University
Jim Regimbal, Fiscal Analytics 
Martha Mavredes, Auditor of Public Accounts
Staci Henshaw, Auditor of Public Accounts
Kim Via, Auditor of Public Accounts


1. Discussed the Advisory Group Objectives:
To promote continuing dialogue among preparers and users of the Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and Expenditures to determine the following: 
· Possible preparation process improvements by sharing best practices for accumulating the transmittal data by both the APA and the localities.
· Whether the current data collected and presented is beneficial to users of the report including exploring potential eliminations and additions of data elements.
· If some elements of the Comparative Report data are available to users from other sources.
To provide an opportunity to discuss ways the data in the report is used and how to best promote to other potential users the availability of the data and how it may be beneficial.
2. Staci Henshaw shared the presentation she gave to the Governor’s Mandate Task Force in July 2012 to provide additional information on the initiative and background on the Comparative Report.  It was suggested that the table that contrasts the Comparative Report with the CAFR be put on our website to help interested parties better understand the differences.

3. Kim Via shared information on the Comparative Report Survey.  (See full survey at http://www.apa.virginia.gov/Survey.aspx )
· E-mail request sent to 700 individuals consisting of localities, school boards, CPA firms, state agencies, VML, VACO, other related associations, academia, and other interested users.
· As of October 18, received 39 responses.  
· Results from the survey are limited due to low response rate.  Some specific items on benefit of the data and difficult transmittal forms to complete include:
· Data elements most beneficial to localities include expenditures by function and department  and local revenue detailed by individual type
· Other elements with some benefit but overall responders not rating as high are capital project expenditures, debt service, enterprise activity, and outstanding debt balances.
· Local governments and other users of the report indicated the most valuable uses of the Comparative Report are to provide comparisons between localities; respond to inquiries; provide information for General Assembly; and assist with local budget development.

Difficult parts of the transmittal forms to complete include:
· Form 100, Functional Expenditures and Sources of Revenue.  Expenditures are currently reported on Form 100 by function/department/ object class.  Reported revenues include the funds received from the state and federal government and are reported at the same function/department level as expenditures.  Responders indicated the Form is difficult to complete because of the volume of detail required.  They indicated the Form 100 is tedious to complete and difficult to pull amounts from accounting records when they are not otherwise mapped to those records.  
· Ensuring transmittal forms are in balance and reconcile to the CAFR
· Capital Project Form 300 and Debt Service Form 400 when the locality does not have separate Funds for these in their Annual Financial Reports.

4. The group discussed some of the specific transmittal forms and shared ideas regarding the preparation and benefit of the data.  Several shared the Form 100 is difficult and labor intensive to prepare at the object class level.  Also, noted that users have minimal need for this level of detail.  The possible elimination of reporting at this level could save substantial time when completing the full transmittal file.  The group discussed other forms and considered other sources where the same data is available. In general, there was consensus among the users of the report, that the detailed revenue data was more important and relied on more than the detailed expenditure data.  Further, the preparers of the report indicated the revenue data was not as time consuming to provide.     

5. All the Forms that were considered for possible change or elimination are as follows:  

	Form #
	Form Title
	Proposed Change 
	Justification

	100
	Functional Expenditures and Sources of Revenue
	Eliminate Object Class Detail
	Minimal benefit for significant preparation effort.  Majority of analysis at functional element level

	400
	Debt Service for General Government
	Eliminate Entire Form
	Available in local government annual financial reports

	500
	Summary of Outstanding Debt
	Eliminate Entire Form
	Available in local government annual financial reports

	600
	Enterprise Activity Provider Form
	Eliminate Cash Flow from Capital and Related Financing Activities Section
	Minimal benefit to users

	ASR Recon
	Reconciliation of Education’s Annual School Report to Comparative Report Transmittals
	Eliminate Entire Form
	Not a component of the Comparative Report 




6. Other ideas that were shared to improve the Comparative Report are:
· Using Meta Data to improve accessibility and analyses of data
· Add and expand on Comparative Report exhibit explanations and definitions
· Continue to explore the use of automation at both the localities and APA including gathering and providing data on the systems used by localities to facilitate collaboration among localities on automation.
· Some users thought additional detail for capital projects would be useful.
· Some users thought additional information on local spending on transportation would be useful; including debt service, construction, maintenance, and public transit.  Some of this information may be available but just not easily summarized by the users.
· Developing a Best Practices document for preparing transmittals could be beneficial for preparers.

7. The APA is working on projects to provide relevant local government information to assist Comparative Report preparers and users.

· The APA is working on preparing transmittal data in a flat database to access fields across localities and years.  This will eliminate the need to open each individual transmittal file to access the reported detail
· The APA is currently working on posting the local government annual financial reports on their website so all interested parties can access the reports in one location.  This will also provide access to data that is reported at the same level in the Comparative Report, such as debt service and outstanding debt balances.
· The APA will post individual Form 110, Joint Activity Forms on the internet for access by all preparers.  This will help address concerns expressed by the Group on availability of this information, which can delay the completion of the transmittal forms. 

8. The APA has available the completed local government transmittal files on disk for anyone that requests them; however, several of the users were not aware of the detail available in these files.  The APA plans to highlight the availability of these files in the Comparative Report notes and on the internet.   

9. Some of the VGFOA members that attended the Advisory Group meeting shared information from a VGFOA Standard Setting Committee round table discussion they held regarding the APA Transmittal Process.  They provided the following information:  

· Some members wanted to see Fund Balance amounts in the Comparative report.
· Some expressed difficulty/burden in providing variance analysis explanation for non-routine items that will understandably vary from year to year.

The Advisory Group discussed the various aspects of reporting fund balance amounts in the currently established Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) categories.    The Group’s general consensus was that GASB standards for fund balance reporting are somewhat subject to interpretation and individual government policies.  Including fund balance amounts in the Comparative Report based on GASB categories would not provide relative expected comparability between localities.   Also, the fund balance amounts are available in the annual financial reports.

10. Ed Lanza discussed the Governor’s Mandate Task Force’s general expectations for agencies that are responding to local government mandates.  He suggested the Group should continue to discuss and develop specific ideas and proposals to improve the Comparative Report transmittal preparation process.  He suggested that we try to quantify the time savings where changes were made.

11. The next meeting is planned to be held in Richmond on December 4.  Specific location and time will be provided at a later date.

