
Memo to: Grace Hollett and CFUW National Board 
From:  Christine Tworo 
Re:  Comments concerning the financial information provided by GWI in their correspondence dated 
Nov. 9, 2017 
 
Overall I would say the financial information for 2017 appears to show that the GWI Board has made 
progress in getting GWI expenses under control, but there is still cause for concern.  I will breakdown my 
comments into three sections as follows: 
 

1) Comments on the 2016 final financial statements and attached report by the accounting firm 
2) Comments on the Management Letter from PKF Fiduciaire SA dated October 30, 2017 
3) Comments on the 2017 financial information 

 
1)  2016 Financial Statements: 
 
With regard to the actual Financial Statements, 2016 was a disastrous year financially.  The organization 
lost $289,512 and ended the year with a combined net worth of 15,744 CHF.  Of this amount, 2,290 
represented fixed assets (things like office furniture) so their net working capital as of Dec. 31, 2016 was 
only 13,454 CHF.  I also find Enclosure 4.2 (Movement in Unrestricted Funds) misleading.  At quick 
glance it looks like they have lots of money in these various funds, but in reality, they are all in a deficit 
position.  Furthermore, at the bottom of Enclosure 4.2 it states “Dissolution of Unrestricted Fund” with 
an amount of 122,358.  I am unable to determine where this number comes from.  In the “Note” 
following that line it states all the unrestricted funds are used to decrease the accumulated Deficit at the 
end of the year for a total amount of 336,467 with a remaining deficit of 133,240 CHF.  This would 
indicate a total deficit of 469,707 (336,467 + 133,240), which does not match the Accumulated Deficit of 
453,460, so I am unable to reconcile the difference.  I would also like to mention that the notes states 
that the remaining deficit of 133,240 will be compensated with the profit expected in 2017 and a 
reference is made to the 2017 Budget. Unfortunately the Budget has not been included with the 
information received and looking at the 2017 actual figures, there is no way that there will be a profit of 
133,240 CHF.  So this entire Note is confusing and overly optimistic (and one could say misleading).    
 
2) Management Letter:  
 
Re:  First paragraph.  In Canada, we would not use the term “Audit” in either the report by PKF 
Fiduciaire SA attached to the financial statements, nor in the management letter.  In Canada, these 
statements would be clearly marked “unaudited”.  To consider the amount of work done on the 
financial statements, PKF Fiduciaire SA indicated that they started their work on September 25, 2017 
and completed their work on the same day!   
 
Re:  Kind of Audit paragraph.  The type of assurance given in their report is “negative assurance” which 
means that after their review (which normally consists of discussion, inquiry and analysis of the 
information provided), nothing came to their attention to indicate that the statements were not 
prepared in accordance with Swiss Generally Accepted Accounting Principles.  Another way to look at it 
is that the firm asked questions and looked at the financial statements given to them to determine if 
they were “plausible”. 
 
An audit would have required third party confirmations, examination of documents, a study of internal 
control, and many other steps to ensure that the financial information was reasonably accurate.  It is 



true that an audit would have been a considerable expense, and may have not been possible if 
documents were missing, etc.   
 
Re: Going concern and Cash Situation paragraphs:  I agree (after looking at the 2017 information) that 
GWI has enough funds to cover administration expenses until the end of the year barring any 
unforeseen circumstances.  I will comment further on this in section 3.  However, should a number of 
NFA’s not submit their dues in 2018, then there is still a question of going concern and I would have 
thought PKF should have considered this more closely.  They do indicate that the cash situation is very 
serious by stating that GWI is “overstretched” and they recommend that the Board be more prudent in 
monitoring expenditures by comparing budget to actual on a more timely basis.  This was one of my 
biggest concerns and cannot be emphasized enough.  Without comparing actual expenditures to budget 
on a timely manner, there is no cost control, so this is one area that should be emphasized strongly with 
GWI.    
 
 
3)  2017 Financial Information 
 
Revenues:  Subscription fees NFAs for the year are higher than budgeted.  I am not sure if this is related 
to an increase in NFAs or a result of some of the NFAs paying the dues increase voted on at the 
Triennial.  If it is the latter, then the fees are overstated.   
 
Expenditures:  Expenditures on administration (net of Teachers for the Rural Future projects) for the 
first three quarters are 67,352, 55,658 and 51,175 CHF respectively.  This is a positive sign as it appears 
the amount spent on administration is decreasing, as they indicated.  It should also be noted that the 
third quarter includes moving costs of 2,096 which is a “one time cost” so the last quarter expenditures 
are even less on an ongoing basis.   It also indicates that they will be spending less on rent in the future.  
They have cash in the bank at September 30, 2017 of 91,452 CHF and accrued liabilities of 1,500, so it 
does appear they have enough in the bank to cover operating expenses for the final quarter of the year.  
However, these figures are “unaudited” and it is fairly certain that not all liabilities are shown as of 
September 30, 2017 (such as pension liabilities, accrual for the 2017 “Limited Audit”), so the cash 
position is precarious, but improved over December 31, 2016.   It should also be noted that they have 
only spent 7 CHF on Board and committee meetings and nothing on travel expenditures.   
 
They have received donations of 3,506 CHF in 2017 for the Teachers for Rural Future and have spent 
related grants of 7,629 (donations received in 2016 were 26,488 and grants spent were 9,948).  They 
have received 2,854 for the Bracelet Project, but no related expenditures to date have been made.   
 
In the Restricted Funds area, they received donations of 15,041 CHF for the Hegg Hoffat and Bina Roy 
funds and have spent grants of 14,899 for these two funds in 2017.     
 
In summary, it appears that the Board has been successful in significantly reducing administration 
expenditures, while at the same time making some modest program expenditures.  Maintaining the 
current level of NFA membership will be key to their ongoing survival.   
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Christine Tworo, FCPA; FCA 
Regional Director, Ontario North 


