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BACKGROUND  

1. As an outcome of the post-implementation review, the Board made amendments to 

certain aspects of the Standards of GRAP on Investment Property (GRAP 16) and 

Property, Plant and Equipment (GRAP 17). These amendments included: 

 Clarifying the principles and guidance on the distinction between investment 

property and property, plant and equipment. 

 Introducing an indicator-based approach for the review of useful lives and residual 

values. 

 Clarifying the use of external valuers. 

 Deleting encouraged disclosures. 

 Introducing additional disclosures on capital work-in-progress. 

 Introducing additional disclosures on repairs and maintenance.  

2. The amendments to GRAP 16 and GRAP 17, along with the consequential 

amendments to other Standards of GRAP were approved in 2015, and became 

effective for entities in the 2016/17 reporting period.  

3. Following their implementation, the Board agreed to add a project to its work 

programme to review the effectiveness of the amendments. The objective of the 

project is to determine whether the amendments have been applied, and evaluate the 

effectiveness of the amendments in addressing the key issues identified during the 

post-implementation review.  
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4. In this memorandum, the Secretariat provides feedback on the findings of the review, 

and discusses whether any further work should be undertaken based on those 

findings. Two project group meetings were held where the findings were discussed, 

and the recommendations made by the project group members are included in this 

memorandum. The minutes of the meetings are included as separate attachments 5(b) 

and 5(c). 

 
APPROACH TO THE PROJECT 

5. The approved project brief (see attachment 5(f)) sets out how the review should be 

undertaken. In particular, the Board agreed that the project should include a review of 

entities’ financial statements and consultation with stakeholders. 

Desktop review 

6. The initial phase of the project involved a desktop review of financial statements of 

selected entities. A representative sample of entities (see Annexure A) was selected to 

determine whether the amendments were applied by entities as intended by the Board. 

As the amendments were to be applied for the first time in 2016, the financial 

statements for the 2016/17 reporting period were reviewed.  

7. The review was focused on the statement of financial position and related notes. The 

results of the review are discussed in the next section.  

Consultations with stakeholders 

8. The next phase of the project was the consultative phase. Stakeholder participation 

included both preparers and users of the financial statements, as well as auditors, for 

example: 

 A representative group of preparers from public entities, local government, 

legislatures, and colleges.  

 Consultants involved in the preparation of financial statements on behalf of these 

entities. 

 A representative group of auditors from the AGSA and audit firms. 

 Representatives of various units within the National Treasury and the provincial 

treasuries in their capacity as preparers and/or users of financial statements.  

 Professional bodies representing auditors and accountants (e.g. SAICA, CIGFARO 

and SAIPA). 

 Users of financial statements, particularly those that were consulted when the 

Exposure Draft on the amendments was developed. Some of the engineers were 

invited to participate in the project but none were present for the roundtable 

discussions held. 

9. The objective of these consultations was to engage directly with affected stakeholders 

to share the preliminary findings of the desktop review in order to provide context to 

the findings, and to determine whether the amendments addressed the issues 

identified in the post-implementation review.  

10. These engagements were a further opportunity for entities to raise any practical 

challenges or issues identified during the application of the amendments. 
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11. A summary of the groups of stakeholders consulted is included in the analysis and 

summary of responses (see attachment 5(e)). Annexure C provides information about 

the total number of organisations that were represented at the various roundtable 

discussions held.  

12. Based on the consultations undertaken, the Secretariat is of the view that these 

consultations are sufficient to allow the Board to make a decision about the project.  

Development of questionnaire 

13. A questionnaire was developed to supplement the desktop review and the feedback 

obtained from the face-to-face consultations.  

14. The questionnaire was distributed to preparers and users in September with a 

comment period of three weeks (see attachment 5(d)).  

RESULTS OF THE DESKTOP REVIEW 

15. The Secretariat reviewed the statements of financial position and related notes to 

assess whether the amendments have been applied as intended by the Board.  

16. The review considered the six areas of the amendments. The focus of the review was 

on whether the amendments were applied appropriately, and if not, what was done 

incorrectly. Because of the nature of the amendments, and the fact that not all 

amendments resulted in the disclosure of information in the financial statements, in 

some cases, for example the distinction between investment property and PP&E, it 

was difficult to assess whether entities did in fact apply the amendments.  

17. Annexure B provides a summary of the desktop review results, which indicate the 

extent to which the amendments were applied or not applied by entities. The 

Secretariat made the following general observations. As the review was the initial 

phase of the project, the Secretariat used these findings to facilitate some of the 

discussions in the roundtable discussions. 

 

Amendment Preliminary findings 

Distinction 

between IP and 

PP&E 

The review was dependent on information presented in the entity’s 

accounting policies. The difficulty with assessing this amendment is that 

the amendments would be applied by those entities that previously had 

difficulties distinguishing between investment property and PP&E, 

otherwise they would not have been considered. Furthermore, the 

amendments did not result in specific disclosures in the financial 

statements, where they had been applied. There was only one entity in 

the review that provided management’s assessment why all property is 

classified as PP&E and not investment property, but this is not required 

by the Standards. 

Given the difficulty of assessing whether this amendment was in fact 

applied, no information was included in Annexure B on how many 

entities applied the amendment as it was not clear in most cases. 

Assessing useful 

lives and residual 

Similar to the above amendment, the review was dependent on 

information provided in the accounting policies.  
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values 
Most of the accounting policies reviewed included the generic wording 

from the Standards, and it was difficult to assess to what an extent the 

amendments were applied. Similarly, where the amendments were 

applied, these did not result in specific disclosures unless there was a 

reclassification that arose from the application on the amendments.  

See Annexure B - Table 2(a) for the results. 

Use of external 

valuers 

Most entities reviewed apply the cost model. The few entities that 

obtained fair values for their assets included disclosures that they used 

professional valuers. These valuations were however done in the past 

before these amendments became effective. Therefore, none of the 

entities reviewed have used an internal expert. As with the amendments 

addressed above, there is no specific disclosure requirement relating to 

this amendment.  

See Annexure B - Table 2(b) for the results. 

Encouraged 

disclosures 

Generally, entities did not provide these encouraged disclosures. 

However, from the entities that continued to provide these disclosures – 

they disclosed information on fully depreciated assets and assets retired 

from use.  

See Annexure B - Table 2(c) for the results. 

Capital WIP 

disclosures 

The review revealed that entities either provided all the required 

disclosures or they continued to disclose capital WIP as a separate 

class of asset in the PP&E note and then supplement this information 

with the cumulative expenditure per asset type. The results therefore 

make a distinction between entities that applied the amendments 

properly, and those that applied the amendments but not in full.  

The disclosures about the significant delays were only seen in a limited 

number of entities. In most cases, these disclosures were provided for 

the current and comparative period, despite the prospective transitional 

provisions.  

See Annexure B - Table 2(d) for the results. 

Repairs and 

maintenance 

disclosures 

These disclosures varied. Entities that did not adhere to all the 

requirements in the Standards either disclosed one line for the 

expenditure incurred for the period, or provided the information for each 

class of asset (for PP&E only) and no disclosures for other asset types. 

Given the limited information provided it was difficult to determine 

whether repairs and maintenance was incurred on other asset types 

where no disclosures were made.  Similar to the capital WIP 

disclosures, these disclosures were provided for the current and 

comparative period, despite the prospective transitional provisions. 

There were some entities that disclosed a reclassification of the 

expenditure after considering the FAQ developed by the Secretariat 

dealing with the classification expenses by nature or function. However, 

there were instances where entities have separately disclosed the 
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repairs and maintenance expenditure in the statement of financial 

performance. 

See Annexure B - Table 2(e) for the results. 

MATTER FOR DISCUSSION #1 

The Technical Committee is requested to NOTE the preliminary findings from the 

desktop review.  

 

FEEDBACK FROM STAKEHOLDERS - QUESTIONNAIRE AND WORKSHOPS 

18. Feedback was provided by some preparers by way of a questionnaire. A total of 21 

respondents participated in this process. 8 of these respondents are departments (that 

apply the modified cash standards) from the Free State province, of which 2 of these 

departments did not provide a separate response to the questionnaire but they 

concurred with the views of the other departments. The detailed responses are 

included in separate attachment 5(d), while a summary of those responses is provided 

as Annexure D of this memorandum. 

19. In addition, a number of roundtable discussions were held with preparers and users. 

Attachment 5(e) includes a summary of these verbal responses.  

General feedback 

20. Generally participants in the roundtable discussions continued to support the 

amendments made to GRAP 16 and GRAP 17. This support is also evidenced in the 

responses to the questionnaire where the majority of respondents agreed with the key 

aspects of the amendments. In the light of the feedback received, the Secretariat is of 

the view that the amendments produced the expected outcome of addressing the 

issues identified in the post-implementation review.  

Analysis of responses 

Distinction between Investment property (IP) and PP&E 

21. The majority of the participants have applied the amendments, and confirmed that the 

amendments have enhanced their understanding of the principles in GRAP 16.  

22. Participants indicated that the examples that illustrate various classifications were 

helpful, and requested additional guidance on the classification of: 

- cemeteries as PP&E, investment property or heritage assets;  

- inventories and investment property; and 

- airports and stadiums as either PP&E or investment property. 

23. Some participants indicated that where the distinction between investment property 

and PP&E was difficult, one of the challenges was the time and effort involved in 

ensuring that their assets have been correctly classified. For some entities, these 

amendments have resulted in reclassifications that required the financial statements to 

be adjusted.  

24. The Secretariat was pleased with the feedback, and does not believe any action will be 

required to address the practical challenges that were shared by participants. 
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However, where additional guidance was requested, the Secretariat is of the view that 

guidance may be necessary for the classification of cemeteries. Such guidance can be 

provided in the existing FAQs that deal with heritage assets. The Secretariat believes 

that the asset decision tree that is available on the website can be used to address the 

request for guidance on the classification of inventories and investment property as 

well as the classification of airports and stadiums.  

25. The project group members agreed with the Secretariat’s proposal that: 

 Guidance should be provided in the existing FAQs dealing with heritage assets to 

assist with the classification of cemeteries as either PP&E or heritage assets. 

 No additional guidance is needed for the classification of airports and stadiums, 

and the distinction between inventories and investment property. The existing 

guidance when considered along with the asset decision tree is sufficient to resolve 

the issues raised by participants in the project. 

26. An issue that arose at one of the project groups was that preparers also find it difficult 

to account for transfers to, or from, investment property when there is a change in use 

of the asset. It was noted that the difficulty is due to the uncertainties about what 

triggers a change in use and at which point the transfer of an asset should take place.  

27. The project group members agreed that the IASB’s Amendments to IAS 40 should be 

considered as they may assist in resolving the matter. Based on the current work 

programme, the Board will consider these amendments as part of its Improvements 

project to be undertaken in 2019. Some project group members suggested that an 

FAQ should be developed to provide guidance in the interim.  

MATTER FOR DISCUSSION #2 

The Technical Committee is requested to: 

(a) CONSIDER the feedback received from participants in paragraphs 21 to 24; and  

(b) INDICATE if it supports the project group’s recommendations in paragraphs 25 

and 27.  

 

Assessing useful lives and residual values 

28. Participants indicated that the indicator-based approach has alleviated the burden on 

entities as they no longer need to undertake annual reviews.  

29. One of the issues that consistently came up during consultations was the accounting 

implications when entities have fully depreciated assets that are still in use. It was 

clear from the questions raised that preparers are still unsure about what and how to 

adjust the financial statements when assets are fully depreciated. Preparers were of 

the view that these assets should continue to be carried at R1, until they have been 

replaced, as it is common for public sector assets to be used beyond their economic 

functionality.  

30. In the past, the Secretariat has received and responded to queries about fully 

depreciated assets.  
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31. The Secretariat notes that issues raised point to a lack of understanding of the 

principles in the Standards about fully depreciated assets. The Secretariat believes 

that as practice develops, preparers will become familiar with the indicator-based 

approach and reassess useful lives for assets that approach the end of their expected 

useful lives, and the occurrence of fully depreciated assets will be reduced. In the 

interim, given the prevalence and uncertainty about the appropriate accounting of fully 

depreciated assets, it may be appropriate to raise awareness about the existing 

guidance in the FAQ. 

32. The project group members discussed some of the reasons for the occurrence of fully 

depreciated assets: 

 Budgetary constraints make it difficult to replace assets. Therefore entities are now 

required to keep assets as long as possible before they are replaced. This period of 

use usually extends beyond the expected useful life or design life. Entities do not 

take this into account when estimating or reviewing useful lives, and end up in 

situations where assets useful lives are extended by one year annually until they 

are replaced. 

 The review of useful lives is usually done a year before the end of the expected 

useful life or even later. The internal processes of adjusting useful lives takes time 

and effort, and this usually impacts when accounting adjustments are effected.  

 Systems are not designed to allow adjustments/extensions to useful lives once 

assets are fully depreciated, and this requires any calculations and accounting 

adjustments to be made manually. 

 Uncertainty that changes in useful lives and depreciation rates are not changes in 

accounting policies. 

33. The project group agreed that it is necessary to raise awareness about the FAQ to 

address some of the uncertainties about fully depreciated assets. In addition, it was 

agreed that there is a need to reconsider the indicators in GRAP 17 to address the 

delayed review of useful lives for assets approaching the end of their expected useful 

lives, and providing factors to use when reassessing useful lives of assets. For 

example, consider the distinction made by engineers about an asset’s useful life and 

design life when reassessing useful lives of fully depreciated assets. 

MATTER FOR DISCUSSION #3 

The Technical Committee is requested to: 

(a) CONSIDER the feedback received from participants in paragraphs 28 to 31; and  

(b) INDICATE if it supports the project group’s recommendations in paragraphs 32 

and 33.  

 

Use of external valuers 

34. Participants generally support the use of internal experts, although none of the 

participants have used an internal expert in the past. However, participants indicated 

that while the Standards permit the use of experts employed by entities, they are 
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concerned that auditors may not want to place any reliance on valuations undertaken 

by internal experts.  

35. The Secretariat is of the view that valuations, when undertaken in accordance with the 

Standards, will be considered by auditors. Preparers will need to ensure that any 

reports provided by experts clearly indicate the assumptions, methodologies and 

techniques used to arrive at those valuations. Without these, it would be difficult for 

auditors to place reliance on the work of that expert.  The Secretariat notes that during 

the development of the amendments and the related FAQs, the AGSA and other 

auditors were consulted and no specific issues were raised in that regard. However, 

the Secretariat is of the view that the issue should again be discussed with the auditors 

and assess what action can be taken (if any). This view was supported by project 

group members, and they noted that the discussion should focus on what procedures 

would be required from an assurance perspective when internal experts have been 

used. 

36. The other issue raised by participants during consultations related to assessing the 

competence of an expert. It was noted that guidance is necessary to guide preparers 

to ensure that the internal expert has the requisite competences. The Secretariat does 

not believe that this guidance can be provided in the Standards, but will discuss the 

issue with the National Treasury and assess what action can be taken (if any). The 

project group members concurred with the Secretariat’s proposal. 

MATTER FOR DISCUSSION #4 

The Technical Committee is requested to: 

(a) CONSIDER the feedback received from participants in paragraph 34; and  

(b) INDICATE if it supports the project group’s recommendations in paragraphs 35 

and 36.  

 

Encouraged disclosures 

37. Participants indicated that they no longer provide information for encouraged 

disclosures as it is not required. As noted in the desktop review, there were entities 

that still provide information on fully depreciated assets and assets retired from use. It 

was noted from one of the responses, that given the internal challenges of assessing 

and extending useful lives, the municipality made a decision to disclose the value of 

fully depreciated assets until the process of extending useful lives is finalised.  

38. Other participants noted that for internal reporting purposes they would retain the 

disclosures as they provide management with useful information. 

39. The existence of (material) fully depreciated assets is non-compliance with the 

requirements in the Standards. The provision of information about fully depreciated 

assets up until an entity has finalised the process of extending useful lives does not 

rectify the non-compliance. However, the Secretariat believes that in those 

circumstances the disclosure of the additional information is useful for the users of 

financial statements, but entities should ensure that the rationale for those disclosures 

is clear. This matter amplifies the need for awareness to be raised about the FAQ on 

fully depreciated assets, as proposed earlier in this memorandum. 
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40. Project group members supported the proposal to raise awareness about the guidance 

in the FAQ on fully depreciated assets. 

41. In a separate discussion held with some of the representatives of the National 

Treasury, a concern was raised that the removal of encouraged disclosures creates an 

accountability issue. In particular, it was noted that the occurrence of fully depreciated 

assets still in use is an anomaly, and if undisclosed, could give way to misuse and 

misappropriation of public assets. It suggested that the Board considers requiring 

information about fully depreciated assets still in use to be disclosed, per asset class, 

to enhance accountability.  

42. It should be observed that there is already uncertainty about the requirement to review 

and revise the useful lives of assets on an annual basis. If disclosure of fully 

depreciated assets is required, this may lead entities to believe that they do not need 

to review the useful lives of assets if they have they are required to disclose this 

information. The encouraged disclosure was historically used as a reason for not 

reassessing the useful lives of assets.    

MATTER FOR DISCUSSION #5 

The Technical Committee is requested to: 

(a) CONSIDER the feedback received from participants in paragraphs 37 to 38; 

(b) INDICATE if it supports the project group’s recommendations in paragraphs 39 

and 40; and 

(c) DEBATE the proposal to require the disclosure of fully depreciated assets still in 

use.  

 

Capital WIP disclosures 

43. Participants agreed that the additional disclosures are beneficial in enhancing 

accountability for the funds provided to entities and for decision making purposes.  

44. For some participants, the additional disclosures revealed that there were controls 

lacking around capital WIP. They also noted that the FAQs developed have been 

useful in clarifying what information should be provided in the notes. No additional 

guidance was requested, however some participants indicated that the example 

provided of what is meant by "significantly longer" is too generic, and did not address 

the challenges faced by entities which would result in these projects taking significantly 

longer to complete.  

45. The Secretariat notes that when FAQs are developed they are not intended to be 

specific so that they can only be applied to one scenario. Instead they highlight the key 

principles from the Standards. The Secretariat is of the view that since a range of 

factors needs to be assessed, it would be difficult to provide specific examples as 

these factors may be entity specific and require the use of judgement. However, the 

Secretariat has requested more information from respondents to assess whether any 

changes can be made to the existing FAQ.   

46. The questionnaire also requested respondents’ views on whether the disclosures on 

capital WIP can be standardised. Majority of the respondents indicated that they would 
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prefer if the disclosures are standardised for consistency purposes. The Secretariat 

considered the Board’s deliberations when the amendments were developed, and 

believes that there is still merit in retaining the status quo. The Board considered 

comparability amongst entities, but concluded that entities will have different 

information and not all operations of entities are capital intensive, and therefore 

standardising the disclosures may be inappropriate.  

47. The project group supports the Board’s view that while comparability between entities 

will not be achieved, standardising the requirements would be too prescriptive and too 

onerous. As such, standardisation was not supported as the amendments have only 

been applied by entities for one reporting period. It was agreed that the Board may 

monitor and assess in later years if standardised disclosures are more appropriate. 

48. In a separate discussion held with some of the representatives of the National 

Treasury, it was noted that providing disclosures at a project level enables users to 

hold entities accountable for the projects that are delayed or halted. In their view, 

information that is aggregated does not provide the users of financial statements with 

sufficient information to exercise their duty to hold entities accountable for the 

resources entrusted.  

49. The Secretariat is of the view that the disclosures may be too onerous for entities with 

operations that are capital intensive, and therefore does not propose making changes 

to the disclosure requirements. There is also nothing prohibiting entities making 

individual project disclosures if this is relevant to the users of the financial statements.  

MATTER FOR DISCUSSION #6 

The Technical Committee is requested to: 

(a) CONSIDER the feedback received from participants in paragraphs 43 to 46; 

(b) INDICATE if it supports the project group’s recommendations in paragraph 47; and 

(c) INDICATE if it supports the Secretariat’s recommendation in paragraph 49 not to 

standardise disclosures.  

 

Disclosure of repairs and maintenance  

50. Mixed views were received from participants. Some participants supported the 

additional disclosures while others noted that they have difficulties disaggregating the 

information to the different asset types. It was noted that this is a challenge when 

repairs and maintenance is not performed on an asset by asset basis.  

51. The issue was also raised by forum members at the September Public Sector 

Accounting Forum. In particular, it was observed that the issue also arose in the recent 

PFMA cycle where entities either struggled with the allocation of repairs and 

maintenance to the different asset types, or the presentation of the expenditure was 

questioned in relation to the entity’s choice of the classification of expenses. 

52. The Secretariat notes the challenges experienced but is of the view that since the 

amendments have only been applied for one reporting cycle, practice should be 

allowed to develop before any changes are proposed to the current requirements. The 

Secretariat will monitor these disclosures, and assess in future whether these 
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challenges have been overcome or still persist. As such, no amendments are 

proposed to the disclosure of repairs and maintenance per asset type.  

53. Other participants, particularly municipalities, indicated that the MSCOA disaggregates 

the information between contracted services, materials and employee costs. The 

challenge is that when repairs and maintenance are undertaken internally, the current 

systems and underlying recordkeeping does not allow for the employee costs to be 

allocated to specific assets or asset types. The impact is that entities would estimate 

and allocate costs in order to make the necessary disclosures in the notes. It was 

noted that these estimates may not be reliable or accurate. Given these challenges, 

some municipalities have explained in their accounting policies, that the repairs and 

maintenance amount disclosed only reflects the portion relating to contracted services, 

as they are not able to reliably estimate the other components.  

54. When the Board developed the amendments on the repairs and maintenance, it 

observed that when determining the expenditure incurred, there were entities that 

included a portion of employee costs attributable to repairs and maintenance in the 

amount of repairs and maintenance whilst other entities did not. The Board agreed that 

since entities apply different bases for determining repairs and maintenance, it would 

not require the inclusion of specific costs. As such, the Standards do not preclude, nor 

require, the inclusion of specific costs in determining repairs and maintenance. 

However, to achieve consistency, entities are required to disclose information (i.e. 

bases) about the specific costs included in the amount of repairs and maintenance.  

55. The project group members noted the issues by participants and believed that there is 

a misunderstanding of the requirements of the Standard. It was recommended that 

there may be a may need to clarify in the existing FAQ that paragraph .89 does not 

specify how repairs and maintenance should be measured.  

MATTER FOR DISCUSSION #7 

The Technical Committee is requested to: 

(a) CONSIDER the feedback received from participants in paragraphs 50 to 54; and 

(b) INDICATE if it supports the project group’s recommendations in paragraph 55. 

Other considerations 

56. Participants suggested that there be engagements with the auditors to ensure that 

auditors and preparers have the same understanding and interpretation of the 

amendments. The Secretariat believes that it is important to share the findings of this 

project with the ARD unit (and Product Champions Forum) at the AGSA upon 

completion of the project, so that consistent messages are communicated to those 

involved in audits.   

57. An engagement with various units from the National Treasury was held during the 

consultation period. The meeting was an initial discussion on the experience of 

representatives of the National Treasury with the amendments, the Secretariat 

believes that a follow up discussion should be considered to share the findings of the 

project and discuss the Board’s planned actions upon completion of the project. 
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MATTER FOR DISCUSSION #8 

The Technical Committee is requested to INDICATE if they support the Secretariat’s 

proposal to share the results of the review with the representatives of the AGSA and 

National Treasury. 

 
NEXT STEPS 

58. Based on the findings of the review the Secretariat considered how it will communicate 

the results of the review with stakeholders. 

59. Since the review did not undergo a formal exposure draft process, a feedback 

statement cannot be issued. The Secretariat believes that the results can be shared by 

developing a research paper to be published on the ASB website. The project group 

members supported the development of the research paper. 

ACTION REQUESTED 

The Technical Committee is requested to CONSIDER if it supports the project group’s 

recommendation to develop a research paper to communicate the results of the 

review. 
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Annexure A – Desktop review sample 
 
Table 1: Number of entities’ financial statements reviewed 
 

Type of entity Total number of entities listed Number of entities reviewed (see Note 1) 

Constitutional institutions 9 1 

National public entities (3A) 153 15 

Provincial public entities (3C) 56 12 

Municipalities 257 17 

Parliament and legislatures 10 1 

TVET colleges 50 5 

Total  51 

 
Note 1 - Basis for the sample size 
 
The sample size is 10% of the total number of entities in each category, with the exception of the municipalities and provincial public entities. 
For municipalities, the sample size is les than 10% as the review comprised of the non-delegated municipalities which are 17 in total, while for 
the provincial entities the sample size is more than 10% as vfew provincial entities were expected to be part of the face-to-face consultations for 
logistical reasons.  
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Annexure B – Desktop review results 
  
 
Table 2(a): Review of useful lives and residual values 
 

Type of entity Number of entities 
reviewed 

Amendments were 
applied properly 

Amendments were not 
applied 

Amendments were not 
applicable 

Constitutional institutions  1 1 0  

National public entities  15 12 3  

Provincial public entities  12 5 7  

Municipalities 17 11 6  

Parliament and legislatures 1 1   

TVET colleges 5 4 1  

Total 51 34 17 0 

 
 
 
Table 2(b): Use of external experts 
 

Type of entity Number of entities 
reviewed 

Amendments were 
applied properly 

Amendments were not 
applied 

Amendments were not 
applicable 

Constitutional institutions  1  1  

National public entities  15  15  

Provincial public entities 12  12  

Municipalities 17  17  

Parliament and legislatures 1  1  

TVET colleges 5  5  

Total 51 0 51 0 

 
 
  



15 

 

Table 2(c): Encouraged disclosures 
 

Type of entity Number of entities 
reviewed 

Amendments were 
applied properly 

Amendments were not 
applied 

Amendments were not 
applicable 

Constitutional institutions  1 1 0  

National public entities  15 10 5  

Provincial public entities 12 11 1  

Municipalities 17 13 4  

Parliament and legislatures 1 1 0  

TVET colleges 5 2 3  

Total 51 38 13 0 

 
 
Table 2(d): Capital WIP disclosures 
 

Type of entity Number of entities 
reviewed 

Amendments were 
applied properly 

Amendments were 
applied – but not 

properly 

Amendments were 
not applied 

Amendments were 
not applicable 

Constitutional 
institutions  

1 0 0 0 1 

National public 
entities  

15 5 6 0 4 

Provincial public 
entities 

12 2 3 2 5 

Municipalities 17 9 5 1 2 

Parliament and 
legislatures 

1  0 0 1 

TVET colleges 5  4  1 

Total 51 16 18 3 14 
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Table 2(e): Repairs and maintenance disclosures 
 

Type of entity Number of entities 
reviewed 

Amendments were 
applied properly 

Amendments were 
applied – but not 

properly 

Amendments were 
not applied 

Amendments were 
not applicable 

Constitutional 
institutions 

1 1 0 0 0 

National public 
entities  

15 9 3 1 2 

Provincial public 
entities 

12 2 7 2 1 

Municipalities 17 8 2 4 3 

Parliament and 
legislatures 

1 1 0 0 0 

TVET colleges 5 5    

Total 51 26 12 7 6 
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Annexure C – Number of organisations that participated in the face-to-face consultations 
 
 

Type of entity 

Number of organisations represented 

Preparers - 
municipality 

Preparers - 
entity 

Users Consultants Auditors Other 
interested 

parties 

Total # of 
organisations 
represented 

SALGA and 
CIGFARO 
regional 
roundtable 
sessions 

       

- Gauteng 9  1   2 12 

- KZN 7     1 8 

- Eastern 
Cape 

13   1  2 16 

- Limpopo 12 2 1   1 16 

Roundtable with 
municipalities 

4      4 

Roundtable with 
public entities  

 21     21 

Roundtable with 
users, auditors, 
consultants and 
other technical 
advisors 

   3 2 4 9 

Office of the 
Accountant-
General 

  1    1 

Total 45 23 3 4 2 10 87 
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Annexure D – Summary of responses received from respondents to the questionnaire 
 
 

Question 
# 

Description of the question in the questionnaire 

Response (%) 

Agreed Disagreed No response / 
Not applicable 

1. Have you applied the amendments in distinguishing between investment 
property and PP&E? 

54% 15% 31% 

2. Have the amendments enhanced your understanding of the principles in 
GRAP 16?   

77% 15% 8% 

3. The amendments include specific examples to illustrate the various 
classifications. Are there any other examples or scenarios that you 
experienced difficulty in distinguishing between investment property and 
PP&E? 

15% 77% 8% 

4. Are there any other practical or implementation issues that you experienced 
with these amendments? 

23% 69% 8% 

5.  Have you applied the indicator-based assessment of useful lives and/or 
residual values? 

100%   

6. Has the introduction of the indicator-based assessment improved how 
assessments are undertaken? If no, how can the indicators be improved? 

85% 15%  

7. The list of indicators in GRAP 17 is not exhaustive, are you aware of any other 
factors that you have applied that are not included in GRAP 17? 

8% 92%  

8. Are there any other practical or implementation issues that you experienced 
with these amendments? 

23% 77%  
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9. If you previously used an external professional valuer to value assets, have 
you considered using an internal expert as a result of these amendments? 

38% 62%  

10. If you considered using an internal expert, did you identify any barriers or 
practical challenges with the use of an internal expert? 

15% 77% 8% 

11. Have you continued to provide any of the encouraged disclosures in your 
financial statements? 

 100%  

12. Have you applied the amendments requiring additional information on capital 
work-in-progress? 

77% 15% 8% 

13. Practice in the past was for entities to disclose capital work-in-progress as a 
separate class of asset. Have you continued to follow this practice? 

85% 7.5% 7.5% 

14(a). Stakeholders raised queries about the level of disclosures required by these 
amendments. An FAQ was issued by the Secretariat of the ASB to explain that 
the Board has not been prescriptive about the level of detail or aggregation 
required for the information provided in (b) and (c) as the information available 
at entities is likely to differ. 

(a) Did you find the FAQ useful? If no, please provide reasons and 
suggestions on how the FAQ could be improved or if other guidance is 
needed. 

77% 8% 15% 

14(b). (b) In your view, should this disclosure of information be standardised or 
should it be left to an entity’s discretion? Please provide reasons for your 
response. 

54% 31% 15% 

15. Stakeholders raised queries about what the amendments mean by 
“significantly longer”.  An FAQ was issued by the Secretariat of the ASB to 
explain what this means. Did you find the FAQ useful?  

62% 23% 15% 

16. Are there any other practical or implementation issues that you experienced 
with these amendments? 

 85% 15% 
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17. From the perspective of a user, would you consider the information produced 
by these amendments beneficial in terms of enhancing accountability for funds 
provided to entities and for decision making purposes? 

77% 15% 8% 

18. Have you applied the amendments requiring additional information on repairs 
and maintenance per type of asset? If not, please provide reasons. 

85% 15%  

19. Stakeholders raised queries about how repairs and maintenance should be 
presented in the financial statements.  An FAQ was issued by the Secretariat 
of the ASB to explain what the Standards mean by the classification of 
expenses nature or function, and what this classification means in relation to 
repairs and maintenance.  

Did you find the FAQ useful? 

100%   

20. Are there any other practical or implementation issues that you experienced 
with these amendments? 

38% 62%  

21. From the perspective of a user, would you consider the information produced 
by these amendments beneficial in terms of enhancing accountability for funds 
provided to entities and for decision making purposes? 

85% 15%  

 
Note: 
 
21 respondents responded to the questionnaire. The above summary only considered responses from the 13 respondents that apply Standards 
of GRAP. The remaining 8 respondents that have been excluded in this analysis apply the modified cash standards.  


