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1 Introduction 

The SureFile Accounts service is provided by Xmetric Ltd and has been available for twelve 
years now, and over that time it has provided Quality Assurance reports for more than 
150,000 sets of UK and Irish statutory accounts prepared in Inline XBRL format by SureFile 
Accounts subscribers. Until 2014 these were tagged against the UK GAAP or UK IFRS 
taxonomies published in 2009. Since 2015 the vast majority of accounts have been tagged 
against the UK FRC taxonomy (Full IFRS, FRS 101, FRS 102, FRS 102 1A and FRS 105), with a 
good sprinkling of Charity accounts using the FRC Charities extension and Irish statutory 
accounts using the FRC Irish extension. 
 
The secure service is available online at https://www.surefileaccounts.com and is 
aimed at preparers who either manually tag accounts or rely on semi-automatic tagging 
tools or tools that offer preparers some degree of choice over tagging. Users of preparation 
tools that automatically generate iXBRL accounts should not require the quality assurance 
service offered by SureFile Accounts – if there are quality, consistency or arithmetic issues 
with the accounts they produce then such systemic errors should be addressed by the tool 
vendor1. Generally, where there is human input into the process there is the possibility of 
mistakes that can be detected and highlighted by a good quality assurance process and 
corrected in short order. And of course, software is not perfect either! 
 
Basic validation includes checking compliance with HMRC or Irish Revenue Commissioners 
filing rules and their respective iXBRL style guides and, where relevant, the Companies 
House filing rules described in their Technical Interface Specification (TIS). Together these 
checks provide basic assurance to our subscribers that their iXBRL accounts will not be the 
cause of a live filing rejection. We also provide access to HMRC’s Test-in-Live service using 
a dummy CT600 “wrapper” to ensure that HMRC can confirm successful validation (at least 
as far as the Accounts are concerned), and live checks against Companies House APIs to 
validate such things as the company name, the directors’ names and filing status in real-
time. Recently, we have started providing feedback on the suitability of items tagged in the 
hidden section in anticipation of future regulatory scrutiny. 
 
However, SureFile Accounts offers two further levels of validation and assurance. The first 
is a raft of technical checks on the iXBRL tagging itself, examining contextual and tagged 
dates for plausibility and consistency, checking for scaling or decimal-setting errors that 
might result in loss of precision, and plausibility checks on negated items. 
 
The second, and most important, level comprises nearly 400 individual accounting rules, 
that check everything from the presence of co-dependent tagged items to the arithmetic of 
the Income Statement and Balance Sheet (as well as the other primary statements and many 
notes). 
 

 
1 However, we are sometimes called upon by subscribers to check the output quality of such tools and provide 
guidance and feedback to the tool vendor, which we will gladly do. 
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Over the years we’ve developed and refined our validation rules, both technical and 
accounting, in response to the typical mistakes that subscribers make, consciously or 
unconsciously, in their tagging choices. We’ve also refined the analysis of numeric or 
monetary discrepancies so that we can provide comprehensive diagnostics, which often 
identify the exact or underlying cause in order to help the preparer correct them quickly and 
efficiently. SureFile Accounts’ diagnostics recognise:  
 

• incorrect use of signs; 
• tagging the same fact with different concepts in related groups; 
• omitting a tagged component of a sum; 
• omitting a tagged component in a sum total; 
• omitting to tag a value (or multiple values) in the document that appears to be 

equivalent to an arithmetic discrepancy; 
• using concepts intended for the notes in a primary statement; 
• scaling errors in totals or components; 
• allowing for rounding of values; 
• digit transposition errors. 

 
All these, and more, are illustrated in the examples described in this document. 
 
The examples presented here have all occurred within the last two years. The presence of 
these issues does not reflect badly on the preparers involved – as humans we all make 
mistakes, and we all have varying knowledge of the systems, accounting frameworks and 
taxonomies we are required to use. On the contrary, these preparers have given themselves 
the opportunity to correct their mistakes (and most do) before irreversibly submitting them 
to the scrutiny of tax authorities, regulators and/or the general public (in the case of 
statutory accounts destined for the public record), for which they should be applauded, not 
criticised! 
 
Judging by the variable quality of accounts available on the public record, only a small 
fraction of submitters avail themselves of such facilities, whether it be the independent QA 
provided by SureFile Accounts or an internal QA process in their own organisations. More 
quality assurance is required across the board to fulfil the demands of tax authorities and 
regulators for consistent, high quality data. 
 
The SureFile Accounts service provides secure quality assurance guidance on the 
preparation of tagged iXBRL accounts. It does not provide tax or accountancy advice or 
audit compliance. 

1.1 Highlighting conventions used by the SureFile Tagging & 

Accounting Rule Coverage Analyser 

A number of the illustrations below include screenshots of fragments from SureFile 
Accounts’ Assurance Reports and/or their associated iXBRL accounts. The accounts 
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fragments are taken from the interactive SureFile Tagging and Accounting Rules Coverage 
analyser, which highlights a number of different aspects – this is usually reached by clicking 
on the “See Location” button in a rule warning or error panel. A legend describing these 
aspects floats at the top of the window: 
 

 
 
The solid (pastel) background colours highlight tagged numbers (mauve), tagged text or 
dates (pale green), untagged dates (cyan) and untagged numbers (pink). Border colouring is 
also used to indicate items that have had rules applied to them, with the colour indicating 
severity (or the highest severity if the tagged item is subject to more than one rule). 
 
Recognising untagged numbers and dates in the surrounding XHTML is not always easy, so 
occasionally the analyser might miss a date (especially if its format is unusual or it has 
embedded HTML markup) or a number, but on the whole it gets it right most of the time. 
 
Highlighted items are interactive, as the legend indicates. Tagged items display a popup 
with concept name, canonical numeric or date value if appropriate, period, and any 
dimensional qualifications. In addition, for items with border highlighting, the text of the 
relevant warning or error message is provided. This makes it very easy to browse an 
accounts document looking for tagging issues, and gives an overall visual impression of the 
tagging quality (or lack thereof!). 
 
Without further ado, let’s dive in to the examples… 
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2 Follow the Taxonomy! 

The first set of examples are all variations on a common theme – the preparer didn’t 
properly follow the Presentation structure of the FRC Taxonomy when selecting tags2. This 
is probably the most common mistake that preparers make. Sometimes it is just blatant; 
choosing a tag from a completely different part of the taxonomy or mixing tags intended for 
the Notes in a Primary Statement. Sometimes it is more subtle; such as tagging facts using 
both the parent and one or more child tags in a presentation structure without taking into 
account their natural “roll-up” arithmetic, or tagging an isolated occurrence of a fact in one 
part of the document that is then inadvertently included in an arithmetic relationship 
expressed elsewhere on the face of the accounts. 
 
Often, when the Presentation structure is not followed as intended, a secondary “tell-tale” is 
the mixing of tags from different hypercubes in one statement or table. Since the taxonomy 
is designed to model the typical data structures that appear in accounts it is almost never the 
right thing to do. Preparers should always think twice if their tagging tool is offering tag 
selections for a single statement or table that are drawn from multiple hypercubes. 
 
Let’s look at some real3 examples… 

2.1 Tagging Primary Statement facts with concepts intended for the 

Notes 

Here’s a good (topical!) example in an otherwise straightforward FRS 102 Income Statement. 
The company is including a COVID furlough grant payment of £57,459 as other operating 
income, but have tagged it, not with Income Statement concept ‘Other operating income, 
format 1’, but with a more specific tag (Government Grant Income) intended for the Income 
Statement Notes:  
 

 
2 In a taxonomy that doesn’t have a Calculation Linkbase to indicate arithmetic relationships, the Presentation 
hierarchy, in combination with concept balance attributes, is the next best thing (and was intended to be 
interpreted this way by the designers of the FRC taxonomy anyway). 
3 These are all real cases submitted by SureFile Accounts subscribers. Any identifying information for both 
company and preparer has been removed, but the contents (must of course) remain unchanged to illustrate the 
issues. 
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Consequently, a rule written to handle either of the FRS 102 income statement formats fails 
to verify ‘Operating profit/(loss)’ as also indicated by the amber border on the relevant facts in 
the SureFile Tagging & Accounting Rule Coverage Analyser, above. Here’s the warning, with its 
associated diagnostics: 
 

 
 
As you can see SureFile Accounts has identified the discrepancy between ‘Operating profit 
(loss)’ and the sum of its components according to the taxonomy (‘Turnover/Revenue’, ‘Cost of 
Sales’ and the normal and exceptional ‘Administrative expenses’). Had ‘Other operating income, 
format 1’ been used for the furlough grant income the rule would have passed. 
 
As well as reporting the discrepancy, SureFile Accounts has tried to diagnose the cause – in 
this case it has found a fact that matches the discrepancy tagged with the concept 
‘Government Grant Income’ with the same currency and period info, but highlights that the 
concept is intended for tagging detail in the Notes. 
 
Guidance is also given on how to avoid the discrepancy arising in the first place. 
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2.2 Inconsistent or partial tagging in the Notes 

Here’s a discrepancy detected in an Income Statement Employees Note: 
 

 
 
‘Staff costs / employee benefit expense’ is not equal to the sum of its components (implied by the 
hierarchy in the taxonomy’s presentation structure): 
 

 
 
However, SureFile Accounts has detected a fact value equivalent to the discrepancy tagged 
with the concept ‘Pension costs, defined contribution plan’. What’s going on? Well, here’s the 
note, viewed in the coverage analyser: 
 

 
 
Add up the amber-highlighted column and the sum looks right… However, the total is 
missing the cost of a defined contribution plan, which is tagged in a completely separate 
Pension commitments Note: 
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‘Staff costs / employee benefit expense’ has therefore been understated by the value of the 
defined contribution plan’s contributions. Had this appeared in the Employees Note, with 
the correct total the rule would have passed. 
 
Oh, and by the way, the accounts didn’t show a figure for the ‘Retirement benefit obligations 
(surplus)’ for that defined contribution scheme: 
 

 

2.3 Tagging multiple Notes concepts in Primary Statements 

Sometimes there’s more than one fact in a primary statement that is tagged with concepts 
intended for the Notes. In these cases SureFile Accounts can’t simply look for a tagged fact 
with a value that equals the discrepancy (as in the previous example). If no single tagged 
value is found, then SureFile Accounts falls back to an algorithm that looks for non-primary 
statement concepts in the vicinity4 of the tagged primary statement items and attempts to 
construct the discrepancy by combining up to three values in various combinations. Here’s a 
case in point – ‘Operating profit (loss)’ has a discrepancy, and we can see that there are two 
unusual line items: ‘Gain/(loss) from changes in fair value of investment property’ and ‘Sale of 
Asset’. These have been tagged with concepts intended for the Notes, not the Income 
Statement. The fact that they have no border-highlighting is an indication that they have not 
been considered by the rule:  
 

 
 
The SureFile Accounts rule warning for the current (2020) period (see below) shows a 
discrepancy of £13,017, and then highlights a potential sum of non-Income Statement facts 

 
4 Items in the same “vicinity” are those whose embedded mark-up share a close common XHTML structural 
ancestor such as <table> or <div> in the iXBRL accounts document itself. 
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that it found within the same vicinity that satisfies the discrepancy. Occasionally this 
approach produces bogus suggestions, but in this case it is spot on: 
 

 
 
Of course, according to the Taxonomy presentation, both tags are intended for use in the 
Notes, not the Income Statement itself. 

2.4 Random use of Primary Statement concepts in the Notes 

Using concepts where they shouldn’t be used can get you into apparent trouble: This 
Income Statement looks simple enough: 
 

 
 
It passes all but one rule. Notice the warning about the ‘Operating Profit’ calculation for 2020. 
The rule warning gives us all the information we need: 
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Something very odd is going on here. ‘Administrative expenses’ has been tagged as negative, 
leading to it being added to Turnover to arrive at an operating profit of £680,472. However, 
the component that matches the discrepancy of -670,316 is highlighted, leading us to the 
culprit – ‘OtherOperatingIncomeFormat1’ – but it is nowhere to be seen in this Income 
Statement! 
 
A quick search for that value reveals it to be in Note 4, being used to tag a line item entitled 
“Forgiveness of group payable balance”: 
 

 
 
Maybe that item of “income” has been factored into the ‘Administrative expenses’ (it is of a 
similar order of magnitude), which may explain why it might be negative. Even so, this is an 
odd way to tag an Income Statement. 

2.5 Discrepancy resolution via tagged or untagged facts 

Sometimes a discrepancy will match both tagged and untagged values, in which case 
SureFile Accounts presents both: 
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The use of ‘GainLossOnFinancialAssetsFairValueThroughProfitOrLoss’, as a concept intended 
for the Notes, is of course discouraged, but in this case it explains the discrepancy in the 
income statement (line item: “Loss on financial assets at fair value through profit and loss 
account”): 
 
 

 
 
But, just to reinforce the suggested resolution, the untagged value (highlighted in pink) was 
also found in a Note to the Balance Sheet: 
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and an untagged detailed profit & loss account, a portion of which is shown here: 
 

 
 
One way or the other, a clearer understanding of the content and the resolution of issues is 
facilitated by diagnosis of both tagged and untagged explanations. 

2.6 Concepts not available to a particular entry-point 

Sometimes, with or without the connivance of preparation tools, preparers manage to select 
a concept that is not intended to be used with a particular FRC taxonomy entry-point as a 
result of it not being included in a particular entry-point’s Presentation hierarchy. It 
therefore cannot possibly be addressed by correctly-formulated rules. The following rule 
warning was generated by a set of FRS 101 (2019) accounts: 
 

 
 
As can be seen, ‘DeferredTaxExpenseCreditRelatingToOriginationReversalTimingDifferences’ is 
one possible match for the discrepancy detected by the rule, but whilst it is a concept 
defined in the taxonomy, it is NOT a concept that appears in the Presentation hierarchy for 
the FRS 101 entry-point. Preparation tools should not let this kind of thing happen, but they 
do. 

2.7 Tagging of tangible fixed assets tables 

This is an area that generates an awful lot of issues. A classic example is where a nice neat 
table has been properly tagged column-wise with the PPE Classes dimension so that all the 
rows add up correctly. Then, odd additional tagging is performed in the footnote that 
disrupts the arithmetic integrity and results in warnings such as this: 
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Why has SureFile Accounts deduced that the tagging may not have followed the PPE 
Classes dimension hierarchy correctly? Well, consider the Tangible fixed assets Note that 
has given rise to this: 
 

 
 
The warning relates to the Current Period End (i.e. the Cost row for 30 April 2021) where the 
sum is apparently not 2,054,389 (highlighted with amber edging) but should be 2,134,763. 
The problem is that the Land & Buildings column has been tagged, not unreasonably, with 
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the Land and buildings PPE classes dimension member, BUT in the footnote, 80,374 (the 
discrepancy) has been tagged with the Land PPE Classes dimension member. 
 
It is a component of the Land and buildings member, as can be seen from this portion of the 
PPE Classes dimension hierarchy: 
 

 
 
A rule cannot tell whether a tagged fact is in the table or not, it just sees a set of facts, 
including both a ‘Land and buildings’ fact and a ‘Land’ fact. That the ‘Land’ figure is part of the 
‘Land and buildings’ figure is not apparent. Thus, summing across this dimension hierarchy 
double-counts the ‘Land’ figure, resulting in the discrepancy. If the values associated with 
the PPE Classes members were rolled-up following the hierarchy instead, such tagging 
would still result in a discrepancy, only this time it would be because the components of 
‘Land and buildings’ don’t add up to the total for ‘Land and buildings’. 
 
Tagging figures in the footnote was clearly not intended to disrupt the integrity of the 
Tangible fixed assets table above it, but XBRL-based accounting rules cannot be cognisant of 
the layout of the document. It would have been better to have left the figures in the footnote 
untagged, or combine the PPE Classes and PPE Ownership dimensions in an expanded set 
of table columns. 

2.8 How not to tag an Income Statement 

The warning below illustrates what on the face of it appears to be a simple case of double-
counting in the original accounts. The exceptional administrative expenses have also been 
included in ‘OtherOperatingExpensesFormat1’: 
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However, this has come about because of some poor tagging choices in the Income 
Statement: 
 

 
 
Had the untagged ‘Operating Loss’ of 23,328 been tagged and the figures in the analysis 
below it left untagged all would have been well. However, the Exceptional items figure of 
14,450 tagged there has resulted in double-counting, because from Note 6 we learn that the 
exceptional items are already included in Operating Costs (tagged as 
‘OtherOperatingExpensesFormat1’). 
 
Here's another example: 
 

 
 
This time, the discrepancy is down to “Fair value movements” which appears as an 
untagged value, but also tagged in the income statement with 
‘GainLossOnFinancialAssetsFairValueThroughProfitOrLoss’: 
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’ 
The right things to do would have been to tag the line item with 
‘OtherOperatingIncomeFormat1’ and provide a Note that showed the breakdown of that 
summary item, using ‘GainLossOnFinancialAssetsFairValueThroughProfitOrLoss’. 

2.9 Inferring unusual line item tagging 

Here’s a good example of a discrepancy in the Current Assets portion of a balance sheet that 
has arisen because of three separate unusual line items that would ordinarily not be 
expected to appear: 
 

 
 
The discrepancy can be explained by these three items that would usually appear in the 
Notes to the Balance Sheet: 
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SureFile Accounts will only report such a sum (of up to three tagged items) if they occur 
within the vicinity of the other items referenced by the rule. This is to prevent random 
combinations of values from elsewhere in the accounts being mistakenly identified. In this 
case, “Bank balances” (rolled up as ‘CashCashEquivalents’) and ‘CurrentAssets’ appear in the 
same HTML table, so only other items tagged in that same table were candidates for 
discrepancy resolution. 

2.10  Primary Statement items used in the wrong context 

Here, the concept ‘IncomeFromSharesInGroupUndertakings’, which would normally be 
expected to appear as an item normally disclosed after operating profit, is being treated as 
revenue in the prior period by a parent entity: 
 

 
 
The Income Statement shows this clearly (note the unusual currency!): 
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Perhaps this income would have been better tagged as ‘TurnoverRevenue’, with a suitable 
breakdown in a Note. 
 
This caused a knock-on discrepancy in the verification of “Profit on ordinary activities 
before taxation” where the rule was expecting to include 
‘IncomeFromSharesInGroupUndertakings’ as an adjustment to the (overstated) Operating profit 
figure: 
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3 Tagging Mistakes 

Sometimes preparers just make mistakes – they’re only human after all – even when 
operating semi-automatic tagging tools, whose tagging suggestions are only as good as the 
preparer’s judgement in accepting or rejecting them. 

3.1 Inadvertent double-tagging 

Here’s a mistake that occurs all too often. The same fact is tagged more than once, but with 
different concepts. This may reflect the slightly different circumstances in which these facts 
are reported, a lack of concentration, or it may just be laziness(!). Fortunately, this one 
doesn’t have a material impact on the tax position of the company: 
 

 
 
We can see in the list of components above (as implied by the taxonomy Presentation) that 
the discrepancy appears as a fact twice – each occurrence in the list is highlighted in red. 
This is almost certainly an indication that this fact (£133,158) has been tagged twice using 
different concepts, both of which figure in the calculation of the company’s tax expenses. 
 
Here we can see that the line item “Effect of tax rate change on opening balance” under 
“Deferred tax” has been tagged with the concept 
‘DeferredTaxExpenseCreditRelatingToChangesInTaxRatesOrLaws’: 
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and in a continuation of the Note (below) the same figure in the line item “Remeasurement 
of deferred tax for changes in tax rates” has been tagged with the generic 
‘FurtherItemTaxIncreaseDecreaseComponentAdjustingItems’: 
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3.2 Duplicate tagging with different concepts 

The total ‘Cash and cash equivalents’ below might be correct, but the tagging of its 
components has caused a discrepancy: 
 

 
 
The Note containing this breakdown (for current period 2020) is presented thus: 
 

 
 
Which on the face of it looks right. However, the line item “Less: bank overdrafts” has been 
tagged with ‘BankingArrangementsClassifiedAsCashCashEquivalents’ and negated. However, 
this is also a legitimate component of ‘Cash and cash equivalents’. 
 
The rogue “BankOverdrafts” tagging which also figures as a component in the rule appears 
in the very next note: 
 

 
 
Had both occurrences (with the same line item description) been tagged with 
‘BankOverdrafts’ all would have been well. This example was produced by a reputable 
software package, not a manual preparation tool, so there is really no excuse. 
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3.3 Period of Accounts end date check (live) 

It always pays to check what you can when Companies House offers the information via an 
online API. Here, the end date of the Period of Accounts doesn’t match what they expect. It 
might be a mistake, but on the other hand a 6-day discrepancy might just be explained by 
the 7-day rule for setting accounting reference dates: 
 

 
 
Either way, best to check and warn if different! 

3.4 Using the wrong tag or tags 

Sometimes it’s obvious from the context that the wrong tagging has been applied. Here’s a 
straightforward one from a set of FRS 101 accounts: 
 

 
 
We can say without fear of contradiction (because the taxonomy Presentation says so!) that 
this is an error, unlike some other checks SureFile Accounts makes. ‘ProfitLossBeforeTax’ is 
not in the Presentation hierarchy for the FRS 101 entry-point, though it is defined in the 
taxonomy and used in the Full IFRS Presentation hierarchy. 
 
In this example below, the preparer has mixed format 1 and format 2 concepts in an Income 
Statement. It might not matter, but it may have consequences for the outcomes of separate 
format 1 and format 2 rules: 
 

 

3.5 Double counting in summed components 

In this example, summing ‘IncreaseDecreaseInCurrentTaxFromAdjustmentForPriorPeriods’ 
across all jurisdictions (an applicable dimension for this tag) appears to have resulted in the 
double-counting of the fact that has the value £74,000 which seems to have been tagged 
twice for different jurisdictions. There is no suggestion (in this case) that the tax credit figure 
is wrong. 
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3.6 Mis-aligned dates 

The balance sheet date and the accounting period end date should usually be identical: 
 

 

3.7 Right idea, wrong tag 

Here’s an Income Statement that on the face of it looks ok – the operating profit (“Profit 
before interest payable and similar expenses”) looks to be correct: 
 

 
 
However, SureFile Accounts detected the following discrepancies for both current and prior 
periods: 
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The mistake here is that the line item “Other operating costs” has been tagged with 
‘OtherOperatingIncomeFormat2’, instead of ‘OtherOperatingExpenseFormat2’. SureFile 
Accounts’ interpretation of the discrepancy is that it is caused by a reversed sign, which in a 
way it has given the opposing balances of the two concepts in question. 

3.8 Back to basics 

Despite copious guidance and best practice on the way to lay out an Income Statement, 
some preparers just seem to have their own ideas. Here, operating income is assumed to 
contribute to gross profit(!): 
 

 
 
As we can see from the accounts themselves, the preparer hasn’t made a poor tagging 
choice, but has made a fundamental mistake in the construction of the Income Statement: 
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Despite deriving “Operating Loss” from “Gross Profit” the preparer seems to think that 
“Other operating income” contributes to “Gross profit”. In the end “Operating Loss” is 
verified as correct, but the unnecessary detour resulted in the “Gross profit” rule failure. 
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4 Omitting to tag 

Despite various exhortations to tag accounts fully, and long after HMRC’s transitional 
“minimum tagging set” concessionary period ended, preparers still, on occasion, leave vital 
facts untagged. 

4.1 Untagged items 

Clearly, if a preparer leaves items untagged then any rule is going to struggle to verify 
arithmetic integrity. Still, we try J  Consider this example of an FRS 102 Income Statement: 
 

 
 
SureFile Accounts detected a discrepancy in the ‘Operating profit (loss)’ (£4,943,000 unscaled) 
of £2,953,000, signified by the amber borders, which is down to that chunk of untagged line 
items (shown in pink by the coverage analyser), where the sub-total is presented as ‘(2,953)’: 
 

 
 
What’s more, the discrepancy analyser found the untagged number, assuming it was scaled 
by the same amount as the rest of the tagged numbers, and reported the apparent line item 
description associated with it, just for good measure. In this case the preparer revisited the 
accounts and tagged that sub-total (and the prior period one too) as exceptional operating 
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expenses, improving the tagging quality rating assigned by SureFile Accounts by a whole 
star! (from 3 to 4) 
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5 Arithmetic issues 

5.1 Applying the wrong sign 

This can happen easily enough – preparers can be a bit ‘casual’ with the polarity of numbers 
in sums on the face of a set of accounts, especially when the interaction between the balance 
attribute of a tag and the actual polarity of a calculated figure is not fully understood. 
Fortunately, if you have relatively complete tagging then signage errors show themselves 
up. Here’s a straightforward one: 
 

 
 
The discrepancy of -356,000 is exactly double the value of one of the components 
(‘ProvisionsForLiabilitiesBalanceSheetSubtotal’ – highlighted in red). Of course, it’s not fool-
proof – SureFile Accounts is not an audit tool - especially where small round numbers are 
concerned, but with numbers like these you can be pretty sure it’s an indication of an 
unintended sign-reversal. 
 
Here, with a similar diagnosis, a movement appears to have been given the wrong sign: 
 

 
  
In this next case, although the correct profit after tax figure has been reported, the tax has 
turned into a tax credit with a mistaken negation: 
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Let’s hope that the tax represented by ‘TaxTaxCreditOnProfitOrLossOnOrdinaryActivities’ of 
£243,581 is not taken out of context somewhere and portrayed as a tax credit… 

5.2 Rounding 

Rounding issues can be quite inconvenient when you’re trying to verify arithmetic accuracy, 
especially as the scale of the original tagged numbers has to be taken into account. Here, a 
simple sum of components doesn’t quite add up: 
 

 
 
Having eliminated all other possibilities to explain the discrepancy, SureFile Accounts looks 
at the scale in effect (denoted by the red-highlighted portion of the values), and decides to 
advise on the possibility that this is simply an arithmetic rounding error in the original 
accounts. It happens… 
 
Here's another less obvious example: 
 



 

 

Copyright © Xmetric Ltd, 2023 Tagging Statutory Accounts with the UK FRC Taxonomy 

 

Page 32 of 46 

 
 
The discrepancy is less than the scaling threshold (indicated by the red-highlighted portion 
of the values) for this particular set of accounts. 

5.3 Detecting scaling issues 

As well as looking for items that might deviate from the general scale applied to monetary 
items in the accounts, it is sometimes obvious from comparing a sum with a tagged total 
that the total isn’t scaled correctly: 
 

 
 
This issue was also identified by SureFile Accounts’ monetary values exceptions report: 
 

 
 
These items are reported because they are scaled differently to the bulk of the monetary 
items in the accounts or because their decimals setting is similarly exceptional. Sometimes 
this is ok, such as the par value of shares in a report that is otherwise scaled in thousands. 

5.4 Hiding numeric content to obscure arithmetic errors 

Consider the following ‘Operating profit (loss)’ calculation from an Income Statement: 
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The prior period rule passed with flying (green) colours, even with that untagged line item 
sub-total in there, but the rule threw the following warning for the current period: 
 

 
 
Why might that be? Wait, component ‘AdministrativeExpenses‘of 6,939,125? That’s not right… 
The sum of exceptional (1,350,000) and non-exceptional (2,142,151) administrative expenses 
is NOT 3,446,974, it’s 3,492,151, but that’s represented by an untagged number sitting there. 
6,939,125 is the sum of 1,350,000, 2,142,151 and 3,446,974. 
 
For some bizarre reason the preparer of these accounts tagged the “Administrative 
expenses” total (i.e. no dimensional breakdown) as 3,446,974 in the hidden section, and then 
placed the same value, untagged, in the income statement. Here’s the extracted XBRL data 
view: 
 



 

 

Copyright © Xmetric Ltd, 2023 Tagging Statutory Accounts with the UK FRC Taxonomy 

 

Page 34 of 46 

 
 
The reason SureFile Accounts used “Administrative expenses” of 6,939,125 is that it 
counted both dimensional breakdowns and the total. Normally, it would count only the 
breakdown values OR the total, but to cope with taggers who tag one “exceptionals” 
dimension breakdown AND the total (which is quite common) it sums the breakdown and 
compares it with the total. If they are the same then it avoids the obvious double-counting. 
However, in this case the dimensional breakdown is not the same as the total because the 
arithmetic in the Income Statement is flawed. The prior period didn’t suffer this 
complication. 
 
An accommodation in the rule to cope with common tagging practice is undone by poor 
arithmetic! Had the arithmetic been accurate then the total “Administrative expenses” line 
item in the Income Statement could have been tagged and all would have been well. 

5.5 Losing precision 

This is a common problem with percentages because of the implied scaling that happens 
when percentage figures are translated to canonical decimal fractions. Here is part of 
SureFile Accounts’ Numeric and Date Assurance Report: 
 

 
 
The apparent mistaken Decimals settings are highlighted in red, alongside the tagged value 
and the reported value, taking into account both the implied scaling and incorrect decimals 
setting for these fractional percentages. 
 
In this example, the loss of precision highlights an error in the tagged value itself: 
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The tagged value was clearly meant to be 16,660, not 16.660. A very significant typo! 
 
Here’s one that will almost certainly cause share-based calculation rules to fail: 
 

 

5.6 When all else fails… 

When you can’t find any other explanation for an arithmetic discrepancy, there’s always the 
good old transposition error – same number of digits, discrepancy divisible by 9… It might 
just be a transposition error: 
 

 
 
The preparer transposed two digits, ‘2’ and ‘7’, whilst creating the original accounts, and the 
tagger faithfully reproduced the error!  
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6 Relationships between tags 

6.1 Logical relationships that can infer missing information 

The presence of facts relating to (e.g.) fixed assets and their associated classes and 
ownerships implies the required presence of other facts which can then be tested for. 
Following are a number of examples. 
 
A depreciation rate or useful life in years has not been supplied (or at least not tagged) for 
right-of-use buildings assets: 
 

 
 
An expected description item for the Equity capital contribution reserve is detected as 
missing (or just not tagged): 
 

 
 
These accounts are apparently tagged as having “audited” status, but the audit report is 
missing or not tagged: 
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Lastly, the purpose of FRS 101 is to take advantage of a number of reporting exemptions, but 
only if the accounts explicitly declare that the relevant exemptions have been claimed: 
 

 

6.2 Logical relationships that indicate a conflict 

Sometimes tags are mutually exclusive or, combined in particular ways, result in a logical 
inconsistency in the accounts. 
 
Here there is a logical conflict between a tagged statement and a tagged parent entity name: 
 

 
 
Here there is an apparent conflict between the accounting standard tagged by the preparer 
and the taxonomy entry-point actually used in the accounts: 
 

 
 
Lastly, an entity cannot be both dormant and trading!: 
 

 

6.3 Detecting relationship inconsistencies 

Sometimes it is clear from the tagging of required items whether other items or sets of items 
should be present or absent. Here, the accounts are flagged as ‘Audit exempt with accountants 
report’. In this case none of the Audit report tags should be present, but some are: 
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7 Abusing the hidden section 

According to both HMRC’s and the Irish Revenue Commissioners’ iXBRL Style Guides the 
iXBRL “hidden section” in accounts documents should not contain tagged items that would 
normally be expected to appear on the face of the accounts. Common sense tells us that it is 
not a good idea to hide tagged items from the human reader, any more than it is to leave key 
items untagged on the face of the accounts to hide them from software. 
 
Alas, abuse of the hidden section is not uncommon, but the offences range in severity from 
the innocuous to the serious. The first example extract from the Hidden Section Tagging 
report is relatively benign; here we have a setting of ‘DirectorSigningDirectorsReport’, which 
as a fixedItemType takes no value, instead indicating the entity officer concerned via the 
tagged EntityOfficersDimension member: 
 

 
 
This could have been tagged on the face of the accounts where the Director’s name would 
inevitably have appeared, using the ixt:fixed-empty transform to ensure that no value is 
assigned to ‘DirectorSigningDirectorsReport’. The same applies to a number of fixedItemType 
items that regularly appear in the hidden section of most accounts but which could be 
associated with some relevant text on the face of the document (e.g. ScopeAccounts, 
ReportPeriod, AccountsType, EntityTradingStatus, etc) and even some booleanItemType items, 
using the ixt:fixed-false or ixt:fixed-true transforms. 
 
The next example is somewhat more troubling. Text items (apart from one or two exceptions 
such as software application meta-data) almost certainly do not belong in the hidden 
section. A text item suggests content that is probably relevant to a human reader, so hiding 
it is best avoided. In this case, the ‘IncomeTaxFree-textComment’ is flagged with amber 
warning highlighting to alert the preparer: 
 

 
 
Even more serious is the hiding of monetary or other numeric items. The only possible 
reason for doing this is if the value of the item is zero, the item itself is mandatory and, 
under the circumstances, including it on the face of the document would be superfluous or 
unnecessary (for instance, in a start-up business, the prior period’s average number of 
employees, which is mandated by Companies House, if there were none). In this example 
secured, interest-bearing ‘BankBorrowings’ (current and non-current) appears in the hidden 
section: 
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Whilst surprising, on closer inspection there appears to be nothing seriously amiss. The 
accounts contain a Loan Note as follows: 
 

 
 
The 2022 total is the figure in question. However, that has been tagged with 
‘TotalBorrowings’. Had there been a sub-total in the table above for total (secured interest-
bearing) bank borrowings it could have been tagged on the face of the accounts. As it is, the 
preparer chose to tag the implied sub-total in the hidden section. 
 
In the most extreme cases, hidden monetary or numeric items may mislead or adversely 
affect comprehension of the accounts by a human reader. 
 
Finally, here’s the oddest use of the hidden section that we’ve come across! At least one 
commercial accounts preparation application that we are aware of deliberately avoids 
tagging HTML-formatted statements (such as policies, exemptions, etc) on the face of the 
accounts and instead tags the repeated text (without the HTML mark-up) in the hidden 
section, presumably to avoid HTML mark-up in the tagged content. SureFile Accounts 
recognises and flags this scenario: 
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The danger here is that the human-readable text may differ, undetectably, from the tagged 
text. This may mean that statements with content designed to pass Companies House filing 
rules might be subtly or substantially different from that visible to the human eye. 
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8 Technical errors 

8.1 The most common Unit Type Registry (UTR) error 

This is the most common UTR error by far: 
 

 
 
Why? Because the original UK GAAP and UK IFRS taxonomies released in 2009 defined 
ParValueShare to be xbrli:pure. When the UK FRC taxonomy was launched as a replacement 
in 2015 ParValueShare was (properly) defined with the perShareItemType. A number of 
vendors of iXBRL accounts preparation applications just haven’t bothered to update the unit 
they generate for facts tagged with this concept. It’s still happening six years later, despite a 
number of SureFile Accounts customers following our recommendation (above) and 
reporting it to their software providers. There really is no excuse for this. 
 
Some vendors have changed it, but incorrectly. Here, it’s a monetary type: 
 

 

8.2 Attempts to submit accounts with embedded executable code 

It happens rarely, but it does happen, especially with iXBRL viewers that embed code to 
enable active viewing of content: 
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Oh dear, more than 2,000 errors L SureFile Accounts usually tries to hide technical detail 
from delicate subscribers, but on this occasion it is necessary to look at the gory technical 
detail. This wouldn’t get past HMRC or Companies House’s filing services, and it doesn’t 
get past SureFile Accounts either. 

8.3 Systematic Date inconsistencies 

A common problem when cycling tagged accounts forward from one year to the next, as 
supported by some tagging tools, is that some dates may be left untouched, and therefore 
inconsistent. The following section of SureFile Accounts’ Numeric & Date Assurance report 
shows a typical example. The Balance Sheet Date / Period End Date is 31st December 2020: 
 

 
 
It looks very much as though the signing and authorising dates are a hang-over from the 
previous year. This is made very clear in the Coverage analysis: 
 

 
 
“Board of Directors” (tagged as ‘DescriptionBodyAuthorisingFinancialStatements’) is a 
mandatory item checked by a filing rule (hence the green border highlight) but the date is 
clearly flagged as an error. 
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9 Quality Rating 

Over the years we’ve tried to distil what defines “tagging quality” into a single rating score 
for a set of accounts, based on a number of criteria. The algorithm has evolved as we have 
come to understand more and more about what makes a quality set of tagged accounts. 
SureFile Accounts ranks all accounts uploaded with a 5-star rating system, and whilst it is 
by no means perfect, it does give preparers a good idea of where their efforts stand in 
absolute terms. 
 
It’s not hard to get a perfect 5-star rating, it just takes some work: 
 

 
 
In this case the document has a lower-than-average number of tagged dates and numbers, 
but the algorithm is biased towards high rates of tagging coverage (the proportion of 
numbers and dates actually tagged) and a ratio of tagged facts to rules applied that must be 
at least in the acceptable range – here it means that there were on average from three to six 
tagged facts for every accounting rule that was actually applied. Each accounting rule is 
only applied if there is a sufficient number of key tagged facts for it to “bite” on, such as a 
sum total and at least one sum component. Given that on average accounting rules reference 
between four and five facts each, we can postulate that on balance most facts were probably 
subject to at least one rule given our comprehensive rule coverage.  Having no accounting 
rule failures helps the rating score too! 
 
It is possible to score very badly too: 
 

 
 
In this case the tagging coverage is below average, but the killer is the (HMRC) Filing 
Validation rule failure(s). If you can’t even clear the very low bar that HMRC sets then you 
get what you deserve! In fact, the error was so severe that the accounting rules could not be 
applied, which has resulted in a very poor tag-to-accounting-rule ratio, damaging the rating 
even further. 
 
More usually, ratings tend to be mostly in the three-to-five star range, such as this one: 
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The loss of a star here is entirely down to the accounting rule failures being in the 10-20% 
range. 
 
In the following case, half a star or more has been lost from what might have been a very 
good rating score as a result of a (non-serious) Filing Validation rule failure: 
 

 
 
Tagging quality ratings help preparers to understand how they’re doing. They’re not 
perfect, but higher scores tend to correlate well with what looks on the face of it like higher 
quality tagging. 
 
The rating algorithm has benefited from our analysis of the tagging of many thousands of 
accounts and the application of our comprehensive accounting rule set to those accounts. 
We will continue to tweak the algorithm in future to give preparers as much useful feedback 
as we can. 
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10  Conclusion 

Preparers5, if they have any control over the accounts’ content at all, make mistakes. They’re 
only human after all. SureFile Accounts provides a comprehensive set of quality assurance 
checks to back up preparers and give them the confidence they need to file these accounts to 
HMRC, Companies House and others. In addition, clear and insightful diagnostics help 
them to locate and rectify issues quickly and efficiently. 
 
None of the examples in this document are contrived – they’re all drawn from real 
subscribers’ submissions. We have taken pains to ensure that the companies concerned are 
not identifiable in any way, but of course there is no disguising the actual numbers. As a 
result of SureFile Accounts’ analysis most of the issues highlighted here were corrected 
before the accounts were finalised and filed. 
 
If you’re a preparer of FRC-tagged iXBRL accounts and want to experience the SureFile 
Accounts quality assurance process first-hand then please go to 
https://www.surefileaccounts.com to register and get started. Uploading iXBRL 
accounts is quick, easy and secure, and you’ll have a comprehensive Assurance Report in 
seconds. 

 
5 By which we mean both those that apply tags and those that drew up the accounts in the first place if not 
generated by an application. Accountants have been known to make mistakes too! 


