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O1. From decision to scope

Once “How Finance Teams Build the Internal Case for NetSuite Consulting (Without Waiting for IT to

Lead)” closes, the committee has already done the hard part: the internal case is made, budget is
approved, and NetSuite consulting help is coming. What happens next is a different kind of work
entirely. The same committee now has to evaluate what a competent engagement actually looks like at
the module level, specifically at the two places IFRS 18 exposes NetSuite hardest: Advanced Revenue
Management and multi-entity consolidation. This is the last article in the series, and it’s the most
technical one on purpose. If your organization matches the patterns described across the first four

pieces, this is what “correctly configured” needs to mean before anyone signs anything.
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02. The ARM module: when “enabled” isn’t “configured”

Readers of “Why Most Mid-Market NetSuite Setups Will Not Survive IFRS 18 (and How to Tell If Yours

Is One of Them)” already met this case at diagnostic depth: a multi-year services contract spanning a
leap day, with a scheduled price increase built into the contract terms, that NetSuite’s native
Advanced Revenue Management allocated incorrectly. Here’s the part that article didn’t have room for:

why.

ARM'’s revenue arrangement records allocate transaction prices across performance obligations using
standalone selling price methodology, then generate a period-by-period recognition schedule from
that allocation.2 That’s the intended design, and for a standard contract it works cleanly. What it
doesn’t handle natively is a multi-year term where day-count assumptions shift across a leap year and
a price step lands mid-contract on a date that doesn’t align with NetSuite’s default period boundaries.
The native schedule kept allocating revenue on the original day-count assumption, which meant the
leap day either got double-counted or dropped, depending on which side of the price step it fell on.
The fix wasn’t a settings change. It was a custom MapReduce script that allocated revenue directly

from contract dates instead of trusting the native schedule’s day-countlogic.

One NetSuite consultancy’s own configuration guidance is blunt about where this kind of drift starts:
separate GL accounts for ARM-managed versus legacy deferred revenue from day one, because mixing
ARM-processed deferred revenue with legacy deferred revenue in the same GL account creates
month-end reconciliation problems that compound over time.2 That’s a detail worth surfacing in a

vendor conversation early, not a detail you discover during your first IFRS 18 audit.

There’s a second, less obvious reason ARM configuration decisions carry this much weight: they
harden once they’re used. Oracle’s own documentation on revenue recognition rules, the records that
define recognition method, the offset that delays the start of recognition, the trigger for plan start and
end dates, and how a plan gets modified if an end date changes, is explicit that a rule cannot be edited
after it has generated a revenue recognition plan.}2 Only the rule’s name can change after that point;
the logic itself is locked. That’s not a minor implementation detail. It means the leap-year and price-
ramp failure described above wasn’t a setting someone forgot to flip back. It was a configuration
decision that had already generated live recognition plans by the time anyone noticed the day-count
assumption was wrong, which is exactly why the fix required a custom script working around the
locked rule rather than a quick edit to it. A vendor who understands this should be telling you, before
go-live, which revenue recognition rules apply to which item types and why, not discovering the

mismatch after the first plans have already generated.

This is the pairing IFRS 18 makes unavoidable: “ARM is enabled” and “ARM is correctly configured for
your contract portfolio” are not the same statement, and a standard that requires precise category-
level presentation has no tolerance for the gap between them. Our own explainer on how NetSuite’s

revenue plan record drives recognition (the SuiteScript revenue plan record and NetSuite ARM)

covers the underlying mechanism in more depth if you need it before the next section.
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Milestones, service items, and the fixed-fee trap. The second case, from the fixed-fee budget-change

section of “Why Most Mid-Market NetSuite Setups Will Not Survive IFRS 18 (and How to Tell If Yours

Is One of Them),” deserves the same depth. NetSuite’s project-billing behavior diverges sharply

depending on whether a budget change happens before or after a milestone is marked complete, and

that divergence stays invisible until a mid-contract scope or price change forces the question.

The configuration-level fix runs through the chart of accounts and NetSuite’s project structure, not a
single toggle.2 Milestones have to be explicitly linked to service items for invoicing to generate
correctly. Once a milestone has been billed, it needs to be locked against further modification. For
engagements with more than a handful of workstreams, sub-project structuring becomes the required
tracking unit, not an optional layer of nice-to-have granularity, since it’s the only way to keep a budget
change contained to the workstream it actually affects instead of bleeding into the whole

engagement’s recognition schedule.

Put the two cases together and the pattern is the one IFRS 18’s presentation requirements were written
for: revenue recognition can be technically automated and still be wrong, because the automation only

executes the configuration decisions someone made, or didn’t make, at setup.

The item master is a recognition policy, whether anyone designed it that way or not. Both cases
above operate at the level of ARM rules and project structure. There’s a layer above both of those
where the same failure mode starts even earlier: the item master itself. We’re currently working with a
professional-services firm where close delays and WIP misclassification traced back to something
simpler than a broken configuration, similar time-and-expense and fixed-fee items had been set up
inconsistently over time, so functionally identical work was routing through different recognition
paths depending on which item someone happened to pick on the transaction. Nobody decided that

on purpose. It accumulated.

The fix runs through the item master, not a recognition rule or a milestone setting: time-and-expense
work is separated to recognize on completion with no deferral, fixed-fee engagements route to
percentage-of-completion with deferred revenue, and the two paths get explicit sub-projects
wherever a single engagement mixes both, so a hybrid contract can’t quietly bleed T&E work into a
deferred-revenue schedule or vice versa. It’s the same principle as the GL-account separation point
above, just one layer further upstream: the item someone picks on a transaction is a recognition-

policy decision, whether or not anyone ever wrote that policy down.

What to ask a vendor: don’t accept “we do ARM configuration” as an answer on its own. Ask a
prospective partner to walk through how they’d structure your chart of accounts for ARM-managed
versus legacy deferred revenue, how they’d handle a multi-year contract with a mid-term price change,
and what their default milestone-locking and sub-project structure looks like before scope
discussions even start. A general reassurance instead of a specific structure is the same gap between
“enabled” and “configured,” now showing up in the sales conversation. Our own diagnostic on where

these gaps first show up (“Why Most Mid-Market NetSuite Setups Will Not Survive IFRS 18 (and How

to Tell If Yours Is One of Them)?”) is a useful gut-check before that conversation happens.
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03. The multi-entity close module: the $300,000 gap
nobody saw until consolidation

A multi-subsidiary client came to Houseblend with subsidiary-level books that 1ooked clean.
Consolidated, the numbers were off by roughly $300,000. Nobody had touched a formula, run a bad
script, or misentered a journal entry. The cause was simpler and more common than that: NetSuite’s

native currency revaluation process hadn’t been run since early 2025.

Two of the subsidiaries were showing identical current, average, and historical exchange rates, when
all three should have carried different rates given their actual currency exposure. The root of it traced
back to cutover: historical rates had been set equal to the current balance-sheet rates at the time
NetSuite went live, and every translation since had inherited that original error. At the subsidiary level,
nothing looked wrong, because each subsidiary’s own books were internally consistent. The gap only
surfaced when the consolidated statements were reconciled against a trial balance, exactly the kind of

drift a standard built around presentation-level precision has no room for.

Oracle’s own documentation is direct about why this happens: consolidation is a setup-and-
maintenance outcome, not a default behavior. NetSuite translates against a Consolidated Exchange
Rates table that has to be kept current for the parent subsidiary’s base currency to translate correctly,®
and elimination subsidiaries, the objects that remove intercompany transactions from the
consolidated view, are manually created and maintained, not automatic.t Correctness depends on
someone running the process on schedule. Our own setup guide for NetSuite currency revaluation and

FX gains (netsuite-multi-currency-revaluation-setup) and our guide to how NetSuite OneWorld

handles subsidiary structure and consolidation (netsuite-oneworld-subsidiary-setup-nexus-

eliminations) both walk through the mechanics this client’s configuration had drifted from.

This is also where Cumulative Translation Adjustment, or CTA, becomes relevant to a reader who hasn’t
needed the term before now. Per PwC’s own technical guidance on ASC 830, CTA is the equity account
that captures the adjustment created when a foreign subsidiary’s financial statements are translated
into the parent’s reporting currency. These translation adjustments are excluded from net income and
instead recorded in other comprehensive income, net of related tax effects, in a separate CTA
component of equity, distinct from the everyday foreign exchange transaction gains and losses that
do run through netincome. CTA stays parked in equity until the foreign entity is sold or substantially
completely liquidated, at which point it’s reclassified into net income.Z A frozen historical rate at
cutover doesn’t just misstate one period. It compounds silently in the CTA balance until something

forces reconciliation, which is precisely what happened in the $300,000 case above.

Treat close as a checklist, not a switch. The fix isn’t a one-time correction. It’s treating multi-entity
close as a defined, dated, per-period checklist rather than a module that’s simply “on.” That’s harder
than it sounds, because a checklist only works if everyone on it knows when it’s their turn. We’re
currently working with a medical equipment distributor moving off alegacy ERP where every sub-

ledger stayed open for ten business days while finance finished its entries, into NetSuite’s native
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Period Close checklist, which closes modules in sequence and flags a pending batch, but doesn’t show
who is actually blocking it. The checklist tells you close isn’t done. It doesn’t tell you whose desk it’s
sitting on. That gap, cross-department task dependency and follow-up, is a compensating control
someone has to build on top of NetSuite, not something the module provides by default, and it’s
exactly the kind of thing that turns a one-week close into a two-week close the first time a distributed,

multi-entity organization goes live onit.

One general accounting-services framework structures the foreign-currency phase of a consolidation
close around functional currency determination, translating the balance sheet at period-end rates, the
income statement at average rates, and a CTA calculation as an explicit, scheduled step, not an
afterthought.8 That framework is US-GAAP-oriented and NetSuite-agnostic, not written for IFRS 18
specifically, but the structural discipline transfers directly: revaluation has to be a named line item in
every period-end close, with an owner and a deadline, not something that happens when someone
remembers or a module that’s assumed to handle it. IFRS 18’s presentation-level precision requirement
on multi-currency consolidation makes the kind of accumulated drift in the case above impossible to

paper over the way it might have gone unnoticed under IAS 1.

04. What “configured” actually means: the evaluation
checklist

Everything in the two sections above should cash out into a specific list of things to ask a prospective
vendor to demonstrate, not just claim. This is the discipline the earlier pieces in this series pointed
toward without spelling out in full: your NetSuite partner’s credibility rests on artifacts you can look at,

not the language in their pitch deck.

Oneindependent ERP advisory framework, not affiliated with any implementation vendor, asks a direct
and useful question of any prospective system integrator: are they letting you talk to the actual project
lead who will implement the project, and would the project team change once the engagement starts?
2 Ask the equivalent question of your NetSuite partner candidates. A named team on a named scope is

a different commitment than “we do NetSuite.”

Another vendor-evaluation and scoring framework, the same tier of sourcing already applied to Rand
Group’s rescue-cost data earlier in this series, extends naturally into a structured checklist for exactly
this decision.1@ put together with the two module cases above, here’s what that checklist should

concretely require from any prospective partner:

o A sample ARM configuration document showing how GL accounts would be
separated for ARM-managed versus legacy deferred revenue, specific to your
contract portfolio, not a generic template, and a plain answer on which revenue
recognition rules will apply to which item types before any plans generate.

« Evidence of a defined, documented consolidation and revaluation checklist that
runs every period as a scheduled step, not an ad hoc process someone
remembers to do.



« Named staffing on the specific modules in scope, not a generic “we do NetSuite”
claim, along with a sample project plan, a RAID log (risks, assumptions, issues,
and dependencies), and a cutover checklist specific to your engagement.

o A written cutover runbook with explicit timing, owners, and dependencies, not
just a target go-live date. One NetSuite implementation firm’s own published
checklist frames this well: a cutover plan needs defined rollback triggers in
writing and a formal go/no-go decision point with named approvers, not an
assumption that go-live simply happens on schedule.l® Ask any prospective
partner to show you their version of that runbook, including what would actually
trigger a rollback, before you sign.

» A specific answer for how cross-department close dependencies get surfaced
and chased, not just whether the close checklist itself is configured. As the
distributor case above shows, a correctly configured Period Close checklist can
still leave you guessing who’s blocking it.

These are the kinds of artifacts real buyers evaluate on, and the specificity that separates a vendor who
has actually done this work from one describing it in the abstract. It’s also worth naming plainly what
doesn’t belong in this conversation: a named methodology invoked as ethos rather than demonstrated
as a sequence of artifacts. Any consulting firm, including the one writing this series, can describe a
disciplined process. What separates a real one from a pitch is whether it shows up as a document you
can read before you sign, not a phrase in a capabilities deck. If a prospective partner can’t produce
something like the list above on request, that’s the answer to the evaluation, whatever the pitch deck

says.

05. Self-assessment: are you ready to evaluate, not just
decide?

The self-assessments earlier in this series asked whether your organization was exposed. This one asks
a different question: whether you, the committee doing vendor diligence, actually have what you need
to tell a real configuration plan from a confident pitch. Five questions worth answering honestly before

the first vendor conversation.

1. Has a prospective vendor shown you, concretely, how they’d separate ARM-
managed from legacy deferred revenue in your chart of accounts, or just told you
ARM would be “configured properly”?

2. Does your organization currently run currency revaluation as a named, dated
step in every period-end close checklist, oris it something that happens when
someone remembers?

3. If asked, could your current or prospective NetSuite partner produce a sample
project plan, a RAID 1og, and a cutover checklist specific to the modulesin
scope, or only a generic statement of work?



4. Do your multi-year or price-ramp contracts get spot-checked against what
native ARM actually recognized, or is the allocation trusted by default? Put
another way: would a vendor’s proposed configuration actually fix this, or just
relabel it?

5. Has a prospective vendor walked you through what would trigger a rollback
during cutover, and who would make that call, or does their plan only describe
what happens if everything goes right?

06.FAQ

Is this an ARM problem or a chart-of-accounts problem?

Honestly, both, and treating them as separate workstreams is part of what causes the gaps described
above. ARM’s allocation logic and your chart-of-accounts design are entangled by definition: the
accounts ARM posts to have to be built to hold ARM-managed balances separately from legacy
deferred revenue, or the reconciliation problem described in Section 02 shows up regardless of how
well ARM itself is configured. A vendor who scopes these as two unrelated pieces of work is missing

that point.
How long does a proper multi-entity close remediation actually take?

There’s no universal number, but a recent survey of 100 finance professionals gives a useful benchmark
for what “normal” and “good” look like. Half of close teams take six or more business days to close,
with just under a fifth closing in one to three days and roughly a quarter taking more than seven.1
Asked what their own gold standard would be, three to five business days was the most common
answer, with some high performers aiming for two to three. Remediation timelines vary by how much
manual reconciliation your current process depends on, but that benchmark is a reasonable frame for

what a vendor’s proposed timeline should be measured against.
What’s the difference between this article and the one on building the internal case?

“How Finance Teams Build the Internal Case for NetSuite Consulting (Without Waiting for IT to

Lead)” is about getting a “yes” from your CFO, COQ, and IT lead. This one assumes you already have it,
and covers what to do with it: turning a budget approval into a technical evaluation you can actually

stand behind.

07. Where this goes next

The five pieces in this series follow the arc from an IFRS 18 deadline to a resolved technical evaluation.

It started with “IFRS 18 and Your NetSuite Instance: What Changes in 2027,” the deadline this whole

series started from, and it ends here, at the point where a committee is ready to ask a vendor to prove

its configuration rather than describe it. Our own close-cycle benchmark guide (Month-End Close

Guide: Achieving a 3-Day Continuous Cycle) is a useful next read if multi-entity close timing

specifically is where your organization is furthest behind. If your organization matches any of the
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patterns described across these five articles, a NetSuite implementation review is the next real step,

not another article.

This content may be Al-generated and may contain inaccuracies. It is not professional, legal, or

financial advice. Verify independently before relying on it.
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