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Introduction
This document presents the evaluation of the Chief Financial Officer (CFO)
attestation for Cabinet submissions, which was led by the Treasury Board
Secretariat’s (TBS’s) Internal Audit and Evaluation Bureau with the assistance of
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Goss Gilroy Inc. The evaluation was conducted in accordance with the Treasury
Board (TB) Policy on Results. It took place between November 2019 and August 2020
and assessed the relevance and effectiveness of the CFO attestation and the 2016
Guideline on CFO Attestation for Cabinet Submissions.

Results at a glance
1. There is an ongoing need for the CFO attestation as an effective practice that

provides independent assurance to submission owners that financial risks have
been considered in TB submissions.

2. Attestations are an appropriate way of achieving consistency and robust due
diligence in the activities undertaken by CFOs when reviewing TB submissions.

3. The Guideline on Chief Financial Officer Attestation for Cabinet Submissions has
enabled a clear and consistent approach to due diligence. The guideline has not
had the same influence on joint submissions (multi‑departmental), submission
from small departments or submissions from departments that do not have
formal centralized processes.

4. Submission owners recognize CFOs as valuable business advisors. CFOs are
usually involved early in the TB submission process, although this is not the case
in all departments.

5. Although there is a greater awareness of financial risk as a result of CFO
attestations, there is a lack of consistency in risk disclosure among CFOs. Only
half of assessed TB submissions (based on TBS 2019–20 Departmental Results
Report) transparently disclose financial risk.

6. The CFO attestations have improved the understanding of data limitations.
Despite some progress, challenges remain in relation to data quality and
completeness.

Evaluation context
The Guideline on Chief Financial Officer Attestation for Cabinet Submissions was
published in January 2014 and amended in April 2016 to enhance the CFO attestation

https://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/pol/doc-eng.aspx?id=31300


process and bring decision‑making into line with the modern approach to
comptrollership.

The purpose of the guideline is to provide a framework for CFOs in the due diligence
review and attestation of the financial management aspects of Cabinet submissions.
In this process, CFOs review TB submissions sponsored by their department and,
when satisfied, sign off by way of a CFO attestation that is appended to the
submissions.

CFO attestations do not attest to a policy’s or program’s effectiveness. Rather, they
support the expectations and financial due diligence needs of deputy heads,
ministers, central agencies and Cabinet committees. They also help promote a
coherent and consistent approach to CFO due diligence review across government.

The CFO attestation contains six fundamental assertions that support
decision‑making:

1. The nature and extent of the proposal is reasonably described, and material
assumptions having a bearing on the associated financial requirements have
been disclosed and are supported.

2. Significant risks having a bearing on the financial requirements, the sensitivity of
the financial requirements to changes in key assumptions, and the related risk
mitigation strategies have been disclosed.

3. Financial resource requirements have been disclosed and are consistent with
the assumptions stated in the proposal, and options to contain costs have been
considered.

4. Funding has been identified and is sufficient to address the financial
requirements for the expected duration of the proposal.

5. The proposal is compliant with relevant financial management legislation and
policies, and the proper financial management authorities are in place or are
being sought through the proposal.

6. Key financial controls are in place to support the implementation and ongoing
operation of the proposal.
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Evaluation methodology and scope
The evaluation examined the following six issue areas:

the need for the CFO attestation
the appropriateness of the attestation instrument
the clarity and consistency of the approach to due diligence since the guideline
was implemented
the extent of meaningful involvement of CFOs
the improvement of awareness of financial risk
the understanding of data limitations

A logic model was developed with the Office of the Comptroller General for the
evaluation (see Appendix A).

The evaluation covered CFO attestation requirements for TB submissions only.
Attestation requirements for memoranda to Cabinet are supported by different
guidance materials and different assertion areas. The evaluation also did not seek to
assess program or project financial costing capacity or capabilities in departments.

The evaluation covered the time period from the implementation of the revised
guideline on the CFO attestation (April 2016) to January 2020.

The methodology is described in Appendix B.

The lines of evidence were:

comparative jurisdictional review
document review
interviews (29)
focus groups (2)
case studies (5)

Limitation of the evaluation
The COVID‑19 pandemic precluded interviews with deputy heads; however, an
interview with the Secretary of the Treasury Board and assistant deputy ministers



who are responsible for Cabinet submissions provided proxy information.

Relevance

In this section

Ongoing need for the CFO attestation

Conclusion

There is an ongoing need for the CFO attestation as it provides independent
assurance to submission owners that financial risks have been considered in TB
submissions.

Findings

Pursuant to the Policy on Financial Management, departmental CFOs are responsible
for “ensuring the accuracy and reasonableness of key departmental financial
information, financial statements, disclosures and reports, including the Cabinet
submission documents by way of a CFO attestation.”

All respondent groups and case study departments agree that CFO attestations are
still needed and are a part of a sound financial management and governance
process. Case studies indicated that CFO attestations are relevant, given they provide
an objective and independent opinion. Many case study participants mentioned that
their deputy minister, their minister or both highly value having this separate
independent perspective and advice in their decision‑making.

Key informants representing CFOs and Cabinet submission‑owners perceive the CFO
attestation mechanism to be important for their department and for government
overall (Figure 1).

Figure 1. How important do CFOs and Cabinet submission‑owners perceive the
attestation mechanism to be

https://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/pol/doc-eng.aspx?id=32495


Figure 1 - Text version

Submission owners interviewed and case study departments acknowledged that
CFO attestations complement other risk processes. The fiscal lens the CFO brings to
the due diligence process helps align perspectives on financial and implementation
risks. According to more than half of the submission owners interviewed, insight into
the “big picture” of financial practicality across TB submissions in a department (for
example, total available funding) had been lacking in the past. CFO attestations have
provided increased assurance that plans are reasonable and that the impact on the
overall budget, and alignment with available funding in the organization, is known.

Case study findings indicate an ongoing need for the attestation process in order to
continue encouraging program representatives to pay more attention to numbers,
which leads to greater rigour on financial elements, a more thorough accounting of
all risks, and better‑quality TB submissions.

Interviews with CFOs and TB submission‑owners reveal that the attestation fosters
wider involvement and more shared responsibility in departments in the
development of TB submissions. The submissions are no longer being developed
exclusively by one part of the organization, further enhancing integration and
reducing risk.

CFOs indicate that the attestation mechanism strengthens their ability to engage
early with program representatives. It raises awareness of the advantages of the
financial due diligence function. Thematic results from the case studies also support



the notion that the attestation process has helped formalize the role of the CFO
throughout the submission process.

Submission owners see value in the attestation mechanism in that it provides them
with access to expert oversight. Furthermore, they recognize the need for scrutiny
and challenge on the disclosure of financial risks.

Appropriateness of attestation instrument

Conclusion

Attestations are an appropriate way of achieving consistency and robust due
diligence in the activities undertaken by CFOs when reviewing TB submissions.

Findings

Interviewed CFOs and submission owners did not identify any necessary changes to
CFO attestations. They perceive attestations as part of their duty and professional
practice. The professionalization of the CFO role was noted as providing deputy
heads with increased assurance of and confidence in the financial soundness of TB
submissions.

Further, CFOs and submission owners view the six assertions in the guideline as
integral to financial risk management. They add that the guideline reinforces the
importance of due diligence in the management of public funds and clarifies the six
areas of assertion.

A review of 29 TB submissions dated from 2017 to 2020 confirmed that the
six standard assertions were used consistently in CFO attestations across
departments. Furthermore, there were no observations or qualifications added to a
CFO attestation that did not align with one of the defined areas (in other words, no
categories were missing).

The jurisdictional review identified similar benefits in the UK government attestation
model. According to UK government documents and a key informant, UK accounting
officer (AO) assessments, which had guidance documents introduced in 2015
and 2017,  have contributed to several outcomes:
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a more systematic and consistent approach
earlier and more meaningful involvement of AOs
stronger and more thorough business cases
more transparency through greater financial risk disclosure

UK AO tools include The Green Book, which provides detailed direction on how the
valuation of costs and benefits should be assessed; The Accounting Officer’s Survival
Guide; and a guidance document on preparing AO assessment summaries.

In both the UK and Canada, the attestation is considered to have the following
benefits:

earlier and more meaningful involvement of AOs or CFOs
risks and uncertainties are more transparent and documented
increased thoroughness
more participation by program staff
systematic and consistent approach

Unlike in the UK, however, in Canada, the attestation is not considered to be an
instrument that increases transparency.

To test the counterfactual, in this case, the absence of CFO attestations, interviewee
groups were asked to identify potential impacts of the absence of a CFO attestation
and a guideline. The responses were similar to the findings for the UK. CFOs,
submission owners and the case studies participants identified the following
impacts:

less consistency in the review process
less discipline in relation to costing
less certainty that review of the key areas needed for due diligence was being
investigated dependably across government
less austerity of assessments

Interviewee groups were unanimous on the importance of having both a CFO
attestation and a guideline. In other words, the absence of either of them would

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/938046/The_Green_Book_2020.pdf#:~:text=1.1%20The%20Green%20Book%20is%20guidance%20issued%20by,inseparable%20part%20of%20detailed%20policy%20development%20and%20design.


negatively impact departments and financial due diligence across the Government of
Canada.

When evaluators asked about improvements to the guideline, many CFOs
interviewed voiced that assertion 6, “Key financial controls are in place to support
the implementation and ongoing operation of the proposal,” was possibly
redundant, given that the CFO responsibility to maintain an effective system of
internal controls is already covered under the Financial Administration Act and the
Policy on Financial Management.

Some case study participants also flagged the need for clarity in the guideline
regarding the need for a CFO attestation when funds are not being requested in a
submission.

Effectiveness

In this section

Clear and consistent approach to due diligence

Conclusion

The Guideline on Chief Financial Officer Attestation for Cabinet Submissions has
enabled a clear and consistent approach to due diligence. The guideline has not had
the same influence on joint (multi‑departmental) submissions, submissions from
small departments, or submissions from departments that do not have formal
centralized processes.

Findings

Interviewed CFOs agreed the guideline provides a good base for a consistent
approach. It has helped implement centralized processes in some departments.
From this base, CFOs have

developed their own tools and processes to meet specific needs in their
departments, for example:

https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/f-11/FullText.html
https://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/pol/doc-eng.aspx?id=32495


the application of standard methodologies
checklists and templates to guide processes
due diligence reports prepared using more working‑paper documentation
coordinated working groups established within program areas

Across the case studies, interviewees also said that their departments had
restructured to better meet the needs of the CFO attestation process. Case study
interviews in departments of various sizes found that the more centralized the
financial management unit was (for example, the submission team was integrated
under the direction of the CFO), the more consistent they reported their TB
submission and CFO attestation process to be.

CFOs who could compare pre‑2016 attestation processes with those in place after
the implementation of the revised guideline stated that due diligence is more
detailed now. In particular, CFOs explained that due diligence is now more database‑

and evidence‑driven. Case study respondents noted that the guideline has
contributed to consistency by providing a common structure for due diligence and a
more rigorous working framework. This gives better assurance that the CFO will
have the information needed to attest with confidence.

Case study respondents also believed uniformity will continue to improve as
expertise is strengthened over time and processes become more normalized.

In addition, submission owners mentioned greater consistency among submissions
in their departments, partly because of closer collaboration with CFOs in the
development of TB submissions. They praised the guideline for its clarity on the six
areas of focus related to financial risk, as well as for having succeeded in instilling
strong consistency in the format of CFO attestations.

The document review and TBS program sector analysts indicated that CFO
attestations from across the Government of Canada now tend to follow the same
format and consistently contain all six assertions. Further, CFOs agreed that the
guideline provides clarity about what they must attest to and ensures that they have
a common understanding of the areas they review.



Nonetheless, CFOs and submission owners identified challenges with the clarity and
consistency of approach, particularly among small departments and those without
centralized processes. This suggests that some minimal level of expertise or
departmental capacity may be necessary to efficiently undertake the attestation
process or that, in some departments, the CFO’s role may be unclear.

Respondents also reported challenges related to joint submissions, especially for
smaller departments. It was noted that consistency is often challenging, as each
department has a different role and a due diligence processes. Some interviewed
CFOs and submission owners noted that there are variations in departments’ and
CFOs’ interpretations of requirements and in their approaches to financial risk. It
was said:

“Some CFOs follow instructions to the letter and take good measures. Others
are quick to approve and seem to have too much confidence in the level of
risk.”

—  CFO of a large department

For small departments, joint submissions can require a high level of effort in
organizations not necessarily equipped with the needed resources. As examples of
this, some CFOs interviewed noted that not all departments assign highly
experienced financial officers to projects that would likely benefit from it and that
some CFOs tend to give approval quickly while others require a lot more time and
tend to ask many more questions. Some case study interviewees suggested that it
would be helpful to have more consistency in joint submissions by, for example,
obtaining general agreement on wording and on the amount of detail to provide.

Meaningful involvement of CFOs

Conclusion

Submission owners recognize CFOs as valuable business advisors. CFOs are usually
involved early in the TB submission process, although this is not the case in all
departments



Findings

Like Canada, the UK has wrestled with how to encourage early involvement of AOs in
the proposal development process. In addressing this, the UK guidance
promotes early involvement of AOs as a good practice for new or challenging
proposals. It also requires more frequent AO assessments for major projects or
programs. This means explicit AO sign‑off is required at all key stages of major
projects and initiatives. The review also found that the UK’s AO assessments helped
motivate more detailed and thorough business‑case proposals because these are
required to undergo AO checks and to satisfy all essential AO standards.

One of the key benefits of the guideline that CFOs interviewed identified was the
mechanism to engage program representatives earlier in the submission process,
allowing them to play a more meaningful role. Their early involvement helps CFOs in
three main ways:

1. It positions them as contributors and allies
2. Allows them to act as a single window for program representatives in

departments, an advantage noted by submission owners
3. It resolves financial risks or issues arising during due diligence prior to TB

submissions being finalized

Submission owners also indicated that they find value working with CFOs earlier in
the process and mentioned benefitting from their challenge throughout the
development of the submission.

Some submission owners indicated that there has been an increase in the
comprehensive involvement of CFOs compared to prior years. As it was said:

“The journey is as important as the actual attestation.”

—  CFO of a large department

The increased CFO involvement has positively influenced the quality of TB
submissions by thoroughly challenging proposals and providing advice to programs.
This includes reviewing the storyline, financials and options for cost containment.
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Submission owners further noted that guidance and support often went deeper than
just financial advice, which helped prevent future surprises and challenges.

However, some CFOs face ongoing challenges in dealing with perceptions that
attestations are a type of finance policing. It was pointed out in one case study that
program analysts in departments do not always understand how they could benefit
from earlier and closer CFO involvement. This department acknowledged that
additional change management is needed internally.

CFOs and submission owners viewed the attestation’s contribution as meaningful
and useful to decision‑making (Figure 2) and identified the following factors that
influence the value of the attestation process:

1. strong leadership and buy‑in from the executive team
2. deputy heads that have CFOs with a seat at the management table (this is not

yet pervasive across the Government of Canada but is improving)
3. the prioritization of financial stewardship in the department
4. wider involvement and shared responsibility in the development of TB

submissions (relationships with programs)
5. more time to understand program files through earlier CFO involvement

Figure 2. How useful CFOs and Cabinet submission‑owners perceive CFO
attestations to be?

Figure 2 - Text version



Interviewed CFOs and submission owners perceived the roles and accountabilities of
all parties as being well understood and clear (Figure 3). CFOs mentioned they are
now well entrenched in the submission process and the value of meaningful
engagement is well recognized.

Figure 3. How clear CFOs and Cabinet submission‑owners perceive roles and
accountabilities to be?

Figure 3 - Text version

Improved awareness of risk

Conclusion

Although there is a greater awareness of financial risk as a result of CFO
attestations, there is a lack of consistency in risk disclosure among CFOs. Only half
of assessed TB submissions (based on the 2019–20 Departmental Results Report)
transparently disclose financial risk.

Findings

The jurisdictional review identified a higher level of transparency in the UK, where a
summary of assessments is documented in their Government Major Projects
Portfolio. The summary provides Parliament with the key points that informed AO
assessments and clarifies the basis on which they were approved. These summary
documents are made public in the UK in the interest of transparency. The issue of
transparency is pertinent in the Canadian context, where federal initiatives on open

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/major-projects-data


government and proactive publication provisions aim to increase transparency in
government.

Interviewed CFOs, submission owners and case study participants all agree that
financial risks and potential impacts are better understood through the attestation
requirement. Submission owners indicated that it allowed them to have a clearer
understanding of CFO‑validated financial risks (Figure 4).

Figure 4. Level of agreement of CFOs and Cabinet submission‑owners that
attestations support understanding of financial risks and their impacts

Figure 4 - Text version

A review of 29 TB submissions found that 41% of the CFO attestations that were
deemed to be medium‑ and high‑risk contained observations. These observations
frequently provided additional details not found elsewhere in the submission. In
some cases, they were carried forward to the TB submission précis.

The document review indicated that the CFO attestation process may also be
contributing to greater transparency in risk disclosure. The TBS 2019–20
Departmental Results Report showed that there was significant improvement in the
transparent disclosure of risk for assessed submissions (from 13% in 2017–18 to
54% in 2019–20) (Figure 5). Nonetheless, only half of assessed TB submissions
(based on TBS 2019–20 Departmental Results Report) transparently disclose financial
risk.

https://www.canada.ca/en/treasury-board-secretariat/services/treasury-board-submissions/three-phases-submission-process.html#p2
https://www.canada.ca/en/treasury-board-secretariat/corporate/reports/2019-20-departmental-results-reports.html


Figure 5. Transparency in disclosing risk in Treasury Board submissions has
increased

Figure 5 - Text version

Source: 2019–20 Departmental Results Report, Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat

TBS program sectors both support and challenge departments in the development
of TB submissions. They also develop submission advice (the précis) for ministers.
TBS program sector analysts stated that many attestations arrive without any
residual financial risk observations raised by CFOs. It was also at times unclear
whether CFOs were actually aware of issues raised by TBS. The analysts indicated
that they could undertake their roles more effectively, would have better insight and
provide stronger advice to ministers if they were provided with the range of
considerations CFOs use in exercising their judgment on a TB submission. This
would be similar to the UK practice described above, where summaries of the key
points that inform AO assessments are provided and clarify the basis on which
projects are approved.

Case study evidence also found that the disclosure of considerations is inconsistent,
varying widely by CFO. As one case study respondent explained, “Some CFOs write
three pages of caveats, while others write nothing at all…. CFO signatures are the
only ones ministers see besides the deputy’s, indicating that CFO attestations are



important. However, if no comments are included in the attestation, it is difficult to
say whether ministers have an improved awareness of financial risks.”

CFOs who frequently write comments confirmed they appreciate the flexibility in the
attestation, in large part, because it gives context to the information being
presented. CFOs are able to document their comments on the cost and approval of
the submission, raise issues to senior management regarding supplementary
estimates, flag budget considerations, or note limitations in the review process.

Financial risks related to business assumptions and concerns about value for money
were thematic findings emerging from the case studies. Though most case study
respondents agreed that CFO attestations help provide decision‑makers with a more
complete understanding of financial risks, many indicated that they did not agree
that CFO attestations provide decision‑makers with a more complete understanding
of potential impacts on project success, or at least, not beyond the extent to which
funding or costing risk might impinge on implementing a project. As one respondent
explained, “Though we have gotten pretty good at determining what things might
cost, this has not helped provide insight into what the right program or resource
requirement is.” Increasing the transparency of considerations that go into CFO
attestations could inform the advice given to TB ministers, thereby providing them
with greater insight into the impact of financial risks on project success.

Improved understanding of data limitations

Conclusion

CFO attestations have improved the understanding of data limitations. Despite some
progress, challenges remain in relation to data quality and completeness.

Findings

Interviewed CFOs and submission owners noted that deputy heads are briefed and
know in advance when data limitations in a proposal require CFO observations.

CFOs noted that attestations have forced better costing methodologies, including
more attention to assumptions and financial risks, but there is still room for



improvement.

All interviewee groups spoke of issues within departments related to costing in
submissions. In particular, some highlighted ongoing structural tendencies to
overestimate staff requirements and underestimate time and complexity. It was
said:

Costing capacity does not equal due diligence. It’s about internal control
management and risk management. the Attestation hits the nail on the head.

— CFO of a large department

CFOs acknowledged that these issues exist and agreed that costing can always be
improved. However, they emphasized that numbers and assumptions are
increasingly being challenged by way of the CFO attestation process. Thus, data
limitations are acknowledged, and costing is improving.

A related ongoing challenge found through interviews and the document review was
the issue of cost estimates. Interviewees believe that TB submission cost estimates
have low levels of certainty as they represent a point in time and are based on
future‑oriented information.

Another challenge raised by CFOs and submission owners is that they do not feel
well equipped to determine whether the projected human resources are realistic or
sufficient. This then impedes the department’s ability to reconcile classification
needs, define human resources structures and outline internal supports to
implementation (in other words, the availability of full‑time equivalents (FTEs)). Many
acknowledged a need for better insight and forecasting tools for FTE estimates.

Finally, some interviewees indicated that departments tend to struggle more with
data limitations on submissions for new initiatives and with those that differ from
what they are accustomed to delivering in their regular core business or expertise.
Additionally, CFOs mentioned encountering difficulties with items that fall outside of
their control, for example, projects that are weather dependent, or projects where
there is limited historical data or no precedent.



Recommendations

It is recommended that the Office of the Comptroller General:

1. Establish a mechanism to share best practices that would guide small
departments, departments that do not have formal centralized process for the
CFO attestation for TB submissions, and departments that are working together
on submissions (multi‑department submissions)

2. Provide guidance and support:
a. on CFO attestations for joint submissions to increase consistency and to set

expectations
b. on data gaps to determine full-time equivalent requirements
c. in cases when a CFO attestation is needed but where funds are not

requested
3. Explore ways to increase financial risk transparency in the CFO attestation

process to improve the consistency of risk disclosure across the Government of
Canada

Appendix A: logic model for chief financial officer
attestation for Cabinet submissions

Appendix A: logic model for chief financial officer attestation for Cabinet
submissions



Appendix A - Text version

Appendix B: evaluation methodology

In this section

The evaluation was guided by an approved evaluation framework, which was a
detailed plan of the evaluation activities, questions and indicators.

The development of the evaluation framework included the conduct of 11 scoping
interviews with Treasury Board Secretariat (TBS) program and corporate sectors, as
well as portfolio leads, in order to broaden the evaluation team’s understanding of
the CFO attestation and its relationship to other areas of work in TBS. A logic model
(see Appendix B) was also developed in collaboration with the Office of the
Comptroller General in order to capture expected outcomes of the CFO attestation
mechanism and the intended effects of the revised Guideline on Chief Financial Officer
Attestation for Cabinet Submissions. The logic model was developed specifically for



use during the evaluation. The agreed‑upon outcomes of the CFO attestation for
Cabinet submissions are as follows:

Immediate outcomes

Quality and utility of departments’ financial information is strengthened to
support decision making
Decision makers have improved contextual understanding of financial data
limitations and risk
Consistency in the due diligence review process on financial aspects of Cabinet
submission

Intermediate outcomes

Reliable evidence-based information is used in decision making
Decision makers have confidence in the integrity of the due diligence
Decision makers understand the impact of financial risks on project and
program success

As a result of the scoping interviews and the determination of expected outcomes,
the evaluation focused on the following six issue areas:

the need for the CFO attestation
the appropriateness of the attestation instrument
the clarity and consistency of the approach to due diligence since the guideline
was implemented
the extent of meaningful involvement of CFOs
the improvement of awareness of financial risk
the understanding of data limitations

Evaluation questions

Once the issue areas were defined, the evaluation questions were finalized. They fell
into two categories:

relevance



effectiveness

Relevance

1. How well does the Guideline on CFO Attestation align with the needs of
decision‑makers?

2. Do the conditions that drove the initial use of attestations continue to exist
today?

Effectiveness

3. Is the Guideline on CFO Attestation encouraging a clear and consistent
approach to the due‑diligence review process on the financial aspects of Cabinet
submissions across government?

4. Is the Guideline on CFO Attestation driving more meaningful and earlier
involvement of departmental CFOs in the planning and decision‑making
process?

5. Is the Guideline on CFO Attestation helping improve the awareness of financial
risk presented for decision‑making at all levels?

6. Is the Guideline on CFO Attestation allowing decision‑makers to have a better
ability to understand the context of data limitations surrounding projects being
submitted to Cabinet?

7. Is the Guideline on CFO Attestation the most appropriate instrument to achieve
the intended outcomes?

Methodology

Consistent with best practices, the evaluation of the CFO attestation for Cabinet
submissions used multiple lines of evidence to ensure that reliable and sufficient
information was produced. The methods used in the evaluation are summarized
below.

Jurisdictional review



A jurisdictional review was conducted to gather publicly available information about
CFO attestation models both nationally and internationally. Five jurisdictions were
included in the review:

Australia
New Zealand
Sweden
United Kingdom
the United States
Quebec

The objective of the jurisdictional review was to review the attributes of alternate
models and assess potential options for the Canadian model. The review included a
comprehensive document search and follow‑up interviews with representatives
when possible.

Document review

A sample of 29 Treasury Board submissions from 6 government departments was
reviewed. The documents were scanned with special attention given to the form and
content of CFO attestations and to financial and program risks listed throughout the
submission. CFO attestations were assessed for consistency and completeness.
Risks and observations on the assertions in the CFO attestation (or lack of
observations) were noted and compared with risks and other items highlighted in
the précis and in decision letters to identify possible gaps and evidence related to the
reach of observations made in CFO attestations.

Key informant interviews

The key informant interviews sought to gather factual information, as well as
personal views, from key informants selected. Interview guides were designed to
address most evaluation issues and questions. Interviews were conducted with the
following groups of respondents:

21 CFOs and financial analysts from 20 departments



8 Cabinet submission‑owners from 8 departments, including a combination of
assistant deputy ministers, directors general and directors

Focus groups with TBS program sector analysts

Two focus groups were conducted with six TBS program sector analysts in order to
gather information on the relevance and effectiveness of CFO attestations and to
allow for the exploration of common trends in CFO attestations. Two more TBS
analysts who could not attend the focus groups also participated in the evaluation
using different means: one analyst provided their answers to the focus group
questions by email; the other analyst participated by way of a one‑on‑one interview.

Case studies

Case studies explored multiple Cabinet submissions in a department for consistency
and application of the CFO attestation, including timeliness of CFO involvement.

The case studies looked at submissions from the following:

The two large departments that had the most volume in the September 2018 to
August 2019 period (Public Services and Procurement Canada (PSPC) and
Employment and Social Development Canada)
The small department that had the most volume in the September 2018 to
August 2019 period (Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of
Canada)
The large department that has had the most growth and is part of the Costing
Centre of Expertise costing pilot (Department of Fisheries and Oceans)
A large department that has the CFO in an effective position of assistant deputy
minister and CFO (Department of National Defence)

Interviews were completed with the CFO of each of the following departments and
with Cabinet submission‑owners who were identified by the CFO. The number of
interviews is in parentheses.

Public Services and Procurement Canada (3)
Employment and Social Development Canada (4)



Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada (3)
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (3)
National Defence (3)

Appendix C: Management Response and Action Plan

In this section

The Financial Management Sector (FMS) of the Office of the Comptroller General’s
(OCG’s) Office, Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat (TBS), has reviewed the
evaluation report and agrees with the recommendations. Proposed actions to
address the recommendations of the report are outlined in the table below.

Recommendation 1

It is recommended that OCG establish a mechanism to share best practices that
would guide small departments, departments that do not have a formal centralized
process for the CFO attestation for TB submission, and departments that are
working together on submissions (multi-department submissions).

Management response

The OCG agrees that a mechanism needs to be established to share and guide CFO
Attestation best practices for small departments, departments that do not have a
formal centralized process for the CFO attestation for TB submissions and multi-
department submissions.

Proposed actions for recommendation 1 Start date Targeted
completion

date

Office
of

primary
interest

1. In the short term, FMS will:

develop a list of key stakeholders by
communicating with members of existing
government-wide financial management

September
2021

March 2022 FMS



networks, including the Government of
Canada Costing Community of Practice and
the Deputy Chief Financial Officer
Community Network
in consultation with these key stakeholders,
develop the requirements for a GCpedia
site that supports CFO Attestation users;
the site will be designed to function as a
platform for exchanging ideas and best
practices between FMS and CFO Attestation
users

2. in the mid-term, FMS will build the GCpedia
site and post the Guideline on Chief Financial
Attestation for Cabinet Submissions along with
supplementary guidance that supports CFO
Attestation users.

March
2022

September
2022

FMS

Recommendation 2

It is recommended that the OCG provide guidance and support:

1. on CFO attestations for joint submissions to increase consistency and to set
expectations

2. on data gaps to determine full-time equivalent (FTE) requirements
3. in cases when a CFO attestation is needed, but where funds are not requested

Management response

The OCG agrees with the recommendation that additional CFO Attestation guidance
and support for joint submissions and cases where funds are not requested is
required. Similarly, the OCG agrees that additional actions are required to address
the data gaps in determining FTE requirements.

Proposed actions for recommendation 2 Start
date

Targeted
completion

date

Office
of



primary
interest

2.a In consultation with key stakeholders, FMS
will develop supplementary guidance for the
GCpedia site that will clarify expectations and
increase consistency where joint submissions
are required.

March
2022

September
2022

FMS

2.b In consultation with the GC Costing
Community of Practice, FMS will:

clarify the underlying challenges in
determining FTE requirements in the
development of Cabinet documents,
including any data gaps
develop new guidance for FTE estimates
that supports greater insight during the CFO
Attestation process

December
2021

September
2022

FMS

2.c In consultation with key stakeholders, FMS
will develop supplementary guidance for the
GCpedia site that supports cases where a CFO
Attestation is required but funds are not
requested.

March
2022

September
2022

FMS

Recommendation 3

It is recommended that OCG explore ways to increase financial risk transparency in
the CFO Attestation process to improve the consistency of risk disclosure across the
Government of Canada.

Management response

The OCG agrees with the recommendation to explore ways to increase financial risk
transparency in the CFO Attestation process.

Proposed actions for recommendation 3 Start date Targeted Office



completion
date

of
primary
interest

FMS will start providing informational sessions
within TBS on the CFO Attestation process in
the Government of Canada. These briefings will
highlight the due diligence process that CFOs
follow and how TBS can support the consistent
and transparent disclosure of financial risk in
Cabinet documents.

January
2022

March 2022 FMS

FMS will work with Strategic Communications
and Ministerial Affairs and program sectors on
TBS’s Guidance for Drafters of Treasury Board
Submissions to strengthen the “Risks” section
and the Risk Appendix of submissions in future
updates to the drafters’ guidance.

September
2021

March 2022 FMS

Footnotes

According to Modern Comptrollership Within the Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat,
2001, “The modernization of comptrollership emphasizes integrated financial and non-
financial performance information, vigorous stewardship of resources, sound risk
management and open reporting of results.”

1

Government of the United Kingdom, HM Treasury, The Accounting Officer’s Survival Guide,
2015

2

Government of the United Kingdom, HM Treasury, Guidance: Accounting officer
assessments, 2017

3

Government of the United Kingdom, HM Treasury, Accounting Officer Assessments:
Guidance, 2017.

4

Report a problem or mistake on this page

https://www.google.com/search?q=modernization+of+comptrollership&rlz=1C1GCEA_enCA902CA902&sxsrf=ALeKk03wQQZHWdEc4WuZI9mvFnYhrwycpA%3A1626370299893&ei=-3DwYNmANsjp_QbI24ygAg&oq=modern&gs_lcp=Cgdnd3Mtd2l6EAEYADIECCMQJzILCC4QxwEQrwEQkQIyBQgAEJECMgQIABBDMgcIABCxAxBDMgoIABCxAxCDARBDMgcIABCHAhAUMgUIABCxAzIHCAAQhwIQFDIECAAQQzoHCCMQ6gIQJzoICAAQsQMQgwE6BQguELEDOgsILhCxAxDHARCjAjoCCAA6CAguELEDEJECOgQILhBDOg0IABCHAhCxAxCDARAUOg4ILhDHARCvARCRAhCTAjoHCC4QsQMQQ0oECEEYAFCGSFjiZmDGfWgCcAJ4AIABwgGIAYgJkgEDMS43mAEAoAEBqgEHZ3dzLXdperABCsABAQ&sclient=gws-wiz&safe=active&ssui=on#duf3=
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/486677/AOs_survival_guide__Dec_2015_.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/accounting-officer-assessments
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/645068/Accounting_officer_assessments_guidance.pdf
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