
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Mr Wayne Upton  
Chairman 
IFRS Interpretations Committee  
30 Cannon Street 
London EC4M 6XH 
United Kingdom 
Email: commentletters@ifrs.org 
 

 
15 January 2016  
 
 
Re: Draft IFRIC Interpretation DI/2015/1 – Uncertainty over Income Tax Treatments 
 
 
Dear Mr Upton, 
 
On behalf of RSM International Limited, a worldwide network of independent audit, tax and consulting firms, we 
are pleased to comment on the IFRS Interpretations Committee’s Draft IFRIC Interpretation DI/2015/1 
Uncertainty over Income Tax Treatments (‘the DI’). 
 
We welcome the guidance proposed in the DI, as it will reduce current diversity in practice in the accounting for 
income tax in circumstances in which there is uncertainty in the application of the tax law. 
 
Our comments and detailed responses to the questions set out in the Invitation to Comment section of the DI 
are detailed hereafter. 
 
We would be pleased to respond to any questions the Interpretations Committee or its staff may have about any 
of our comments. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me or Joelle Moughanni at +44 207 601 1080. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 

Robert Dohrer 
Global Leader - Quality and Risk 
RSM International 
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Question 1 - Scope of the draft Interpretation  
 
The draft Interpretation provides guidance on accounting for current and deferred tax liabilities and 
assets in circumstances in which there is uncertainty over income tax treatments. Such uncertain tax 
treatments may affect taxable profit (tax loss), tax bases, tax credits or tax rates that are used to 
recognise and measure current or deferred tax liabilities or assets in accordance with IAS 12 Income 
Taxes. 
 
Do you agree with the proposed scope of the draft Interpretation? If not, why and what alternative do 
you propose? 
 
We agree with the scope proposed in the DI. 
 
Question 2 - When and how the effect of uncertainty over income tax treatments should be included in 
determination of taxable profit (tax loss), tax bases, unused tax losses, unused tax credits and tax rates 
 
The draft Interpretation requires an entity to consider whether it is probable that a taxation authority will 
accept an uncertain tax treatment, or group of uncertain tax treatments, that it used or plans to use in 
its income tax filings. 
 
If the entity concludes that it is probable that the taxation authority will accept an uncertain tax 
treatment, the draft Interpretation requires the entity to determine taxable profit (tax loss), tax bases, 
unused tax losses, unused tax credits or tax rates consistently with the tax treatment included in its 
income tax filings. 
 
If the entity concludes that it is not probable that the taxation authority will accept an uncertain tax 
treatment, the draft Interpretation requires the entity to use the most likely amount or the expected 
value in determining taxable profit (tax loss), tax bases, unused tax losses, unused tax credits and tax 
rates. The method used should be the method that the entity concludes will provide the better 
prediction of the resolution of uncertainty. 
 
Do you agree with the proposal in the draft Interpretation on when and how the effect of uncertainty 
should be included in the determination of taxable profit (tax loss), tax bases, unused tax losses, 
unused tax credits and tax rates? If not, why and what alternative do you propose? 
 
We agree with the proposal in the DI on when and how the effect of uncertainty should be included in the 
determination of taxable profit (tax loss), tax bases, unused tax losses, unused tax credits and tax rates. 
 
Question 3 - Whether uncertain tax treatments should be considered collectively 
 
The draft Interpretation requires an entity to use judgement to determine whether each uncertain tax 
treatment should be considered independently, or whether some uncertain tax treatments should be 
considered together, in order to determine taxable profit (tax loss), tax bases, unused tax losses, 
unused tax credits and tax rates. 
 
Do you agree with the proposal in the draft Interpretation on the determination of whether uncertain tax 
treatments should be considered collectively? If not, why and what alternative do you propose? 
 
We agree with the proposal in the DI that entities should use judgement to determine whether each uncertain 
tax treatment should be considered independently, or whether some uncertain tax treatments should be 
considered on a collective basis. However as noted in paragraph BC10 of the DI, a situation may exist where 
the resolution of uncertainty over an uncertain tax treatment is expected to affect, or be affected by, another 
uncertain tax treatment. In such circumstances, we believe there should be a presumption that the uncertain tax 
treatments are considered collectively due to the interdependence of the resolution of such uncertain tax 
treatments. 
 



 

 

Question 4 - Assumptions for taxation authorities’ examinations and the effect of changes in facts and 
circumstances 
 
The draft Interpretation requires an entity to assume that a taxation authority with the right to examine 
any amounts reported to it will examine those amounts and will have full knowledge of all relevant 
information when making those examinations. 
 
The draft Interpretation also requires an entity to reassess its judgements and estimates if facts and 
circumstances change. For example, if an entity concludes that new information indicates that it is no 
longer probable that the taxation authority will accept an uncertain tax treatment, the entity should 
reflect this change in its accounting. The expiry of the period in which the taxation authority may 
examine the amounts reported to it would also be an example of a change in circumstances. 
 
Do you agree with the proposal in the draft Interpretation on the assumptions for taxation authorities’ 
examinations and on changes in facts and circumstances? If not, why and what alternative do you 
propose? 
 
We agree with the proposal in the DI on the assumptions for taxation authorities’ examinations, as well as on 
changes in facts and circumstances. 
 
Question 5 - Other proposals 
 
Disclosure - The draft Interpretation does not introduce any new disclosure requirements, but highlights 
the relevance of the existing disclosure requirements in paragraphs 122 and 125–129 of IAS 1 
Presentation of Financial Statements, paragraph 88 of IAS 12 and IAS 37 Provisions, Contingent 
Liabilities and Contingent Assets. 
 
Transition - The draft Interpretation requires an entity to apply its requirements by recognising the 
cumulative effect of initially applying them in retained earnings, or in other appropriate components of 
equity, at the start of the reporting period in which an entity first applies them, without adjusting 
comparative information. Full retrospective application is permitted, if an entity can do that without 
using hindsight. 
 
Do you agree with the proposals in the draft Interpretation on the disclosure and the transition 
requirements? If not, why and what alternative do you propose? 
 
We agree with the proposals in the DI on the disclosure and the transition requirements. 
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